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ABSTRACT

- The purpose of thls 1nvest1gatlon was to determlne
if there is any evidence to support the notion that

learnlng-dlsabled children constitute a heterogeneous

) ponulatlon with regard to their nersonalli& functlonlng.

Pactor analytlc technlques, applied to varlitj measures

of personallty functlonlng, were employed to
~ .

subfypes of learning-disabled children. - ) .

identify

The subject sample was comprised of loo‘phiIEren §

(87 males,’13'femaies) between 6 and 16 years.ef'age.

Each subject was primarily;English speaking and had

" demonstrated roughly averége:intelligence, marked de=-

. 14
ficiency in at least one academic skill, and-adequate

- sensory acuity. All subjects had survived a screening

procedure designed to fqle oﬁt‘primary emotional dis-
turbance, socio-cultural deﬁrivaﬁion and'instrucfional.
deprlvat;on. .

~ The Personality Invento*y for Children (PIC) -had.
been comnleted on each SubJECu by his/her mother. The
PIC is a 600 item true-false cuestlonnalre on Whlch the

mother reported her perception of her :child's social,

-

.emotional and behavioural functioning. The inventories

were scored for 33 scales,and the scales were inter- .
correlated and factored. Seven (?) factors, accounting
for 76.2% of the common variance, were identified. “In

this and all other factor analytic procedures, an-

11

.- g e —
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Aiferated prineipal axig\éolution-and orthogonal rotation to
a varimax criterion were employed.
. For further andlysis, 15 of the 33 scales were *
"selected in a mannef designed both to ensure aqe&uate
e - representation of the 7 PIC factors, and to minimize the
untoward effects of inter-scale item overlap. Based on
these 15 scales, interébrrelations be%weén_subjects were
determined and factored té an eigenvalue criterion. Four §
factors, accountiﬁg for 69.5% of the common variance,
were identified. Each subject with a factor loadiﬁg > 1.501,
.and with an interval =.10 between thg?highest;and next
highest loadings, was retained and assigned tb the factor
of his/her highest loading. In this manner, 77% of the
subjects were assigned to the four factors or éubtypes.
Results of MANOVA and Spearman rank correlation proce=-
" dures indicated that each of the four.subtypes demonsfrafes
2 distinct personality_patterﬁ. The high degree of
agreemeﬁt’ietween two further Q-type factor analyses
(conducted on different sets of PIC scales) demonstrated
. T the psychometricfreliability of the procedures.
There appear ta be four subtypes of 1ea£ning~
disabled children that differ from eachother in terms of
personality functioning. The largest subtype tends to'
Idemonstrate quite adequate'social-emotional functioning.
The other three subtypes seem to bé_chéracperized, res-

pectively, by: , (a) marked psychological disturbance
iii _ - -

»

A
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reflectédl$§ internalized SOciél-emotional difficulties;
tb) externalized behavioural disturbance reflected by
- . overactivity, distractibdility, interpersqnal insensitivity,
. and antisocial behaviour; and (c) a disproportionate
’pervasiveness and/or intensity of somati¢ concemns,
accompanied by otherwise a&equate personality functioning.
-mhe 1mp1lcatlons of this investigation wmth regard to .

. prevlous ‘studies and future ré#;érch needs was dlscussed.
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. ‘ ./ CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

fﬁany children have great difficulty acquiring

" dbasic écédemié‘skillgf The“iéé?ning problems of some

. can be attributed to limited, intelligence, sensory

: deficits, motor imﬁairmenfs, emotional disturbance,

i inédeqpate in;truction, or socio-economic and cultural
de?rivaéion. Other children who underachieve signifi-
cantly, however, do not apﬁear'to suffer froﬁ any of
these conditions.‘ Although a yide variety of terms
have been intfoduced to0 describe such children,.they
are most frequently referred to as "learning-disableﬁ,"

Over the past thirty yegrs, dramatic growth 1is
evident in the theoretical and research literature,
‘concernéd with learning disabilities. Most authérs

ST believe that learning-@isabled chiléren are partichlarly

prone to social-emotional difficulties (Conﬁolly, 19?1)._
_ "Almosti'all children with reading disabilities suffer
from some kind of personality difficulty" (Nafchez, 1668,
p.26). "Few cases of learning disorders are without.
émotiohél difficulties" (Bryant, 1966, ».271). Unfor-_

tunately..this hypdthesized relationship beiween social-

emotional problems and learning disabilities has been

1

*
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assessed in relatively few wel;gconfroiled studies.
F;rthefmore,‘the‘available evidence tends to be uncleaf; P
inconsistent, and even trivial. It is hoped that the
.present study will serve to alleviate éome of this con-
fusion. ‘ ‘ .
In this chapter, research relevant to the social-
L. "emotiongl functioning ofvlearnihg-disabled children
will be présented. This will be followed by a discussion
of'four methodological and gonceptual problems which afisé
from the literature. The most important problem in the
. present context, relates to the research strétegies emp;oyed
. : - Rece;¥,neuropsychéiﬁgical research provides compelling
| evidence in sﬁpporE of the notion that learning-disabled
'chilérgn are heterogeneous in terms of the patterning of
" their abilities. If they are also heterogéneous in terms -
of thelr soczal-emotlonal functioning, the research

‘strategles employed in virtually every study 1nvest1gat-

' ing this aspect of learning disabilities are inappropriate.

The purpose of the present study was to ascertain if .
there is evidence To subport the hypothesis that lea:nlng-
dlsabled children are heterogeneous with regard to their
social-emotional functioning. More specifically, the :
aim was to identify subfypes of lgarning-disabled children
via a iultivariate analysis of a sample of such children
on whom various measures of emotional, interpersonal, and

béhavioural.functioning_have been obtained.

Reproduced with p(;rmission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



v T yo
The relevance of identifying such subtypes stems from
_the‘impoftancé of meeting the social and affective needs
'qfiiearning-disabled'chil@ren. If they manifest several - -
A ‘diséinct patterns of social-emotional functioning, these
‘ .+ ' patterns must be identified before effective apprgachék
ﬁo attenuating their difficulties can be deve10p§d. To
.date, the possibility of hetérogeneify of social-emoﬁional
functioning remains largely unaddressed in the learning
d;sabilitieé literature. The present study is inteﬁded
as an e%ploratory step in investigating this questioh.
Befbré proceeding with a review of the literatufe,
a brief explanation will be offered with regard to thé;
manner in which the studies will be presgntedL Some of
the studies (sociometric peer studies: and research con-
cerning the parents and families of learning-disabled
children) ére clearly intended to provide evidénce of the
- g interpersonal environments, rather than intrinsic charac-
teristics, of learning-disabled children. Others (which
rélonn teachers?!, parenté' and_observé;E‘ repofts) involve
‘cohparisoﬂs of data gatheréd Sﬁ learning-diéabled and
normally-achiééihg children from or by peopie who were almost
always aware of the group membership of the children on .
whom they were reporting. It is weXl doguriented that
. . . one's expectations and the labeling procéss n v§ a profound

effect upon one's perception (Rosenham, 1973; Rosenthal &

Jacobsen, 1968). Therefore, McDermott (1977) and others

v

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



have cautioned against interpret;ng such research as pro-
viding evidence regarding intrinsic characteristics of
» learning-disabléa children. "It would seem much closgr'
to the aéta and more sound from an inferential poinghof
view to interpret the foregoing literature as representing
the'perception by‘others of'learningé'and reading=-problem
children™ (pp. 8«9).  For fhis~reason; studies wﬁich.rely
on the perceptions of others will be considered as provid-
iﬁg direct evidence only of the interpérsonal environments
confronted by learning-disabled'children. Fiﬁally,
several studles are avallable in whlch data gathered
’ "bllndly from learnlng-dlsabled and normally-achlev1ng .
children was compared. Only the findings of these studles‘.
will be considered as direct evidence of the spcial-'
-emotional characteristics of learning=disabled children. .
< _ . K -~ -

Social-Fmotional Charactggisfics‘

of Learning=-Disabled Children

General Maladjustment
-~
The general social and emotional adgustment of learning-

disabled children has been examined via the use of various -
psychological tests. Zimmerman and Allebrand (1965) |
administered both psychometric (the California Test of
Personality) and projecfive (card I of the Thematic

Apperception Test) instruments to otherwise comparable

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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groups..of 1éérningedi$aﬁied_and normally-achieving ére-'
. adoléscents; On the psyéhometric‘test, between group
" differences were significant on all six of the "personal
:;djusthént”'gcales (Self-Reliance; Sensé of Self-Worth.*
_‘Sense of Personal freedom, Feelings of Belonging, With-
drawal'Teﬁdencies,'ghd-Nervoué Symptoms) and on one ﬁf
the six scales designed to measure msocial adjustmeﬁ%"

S~ e

(Communlty Relations). In each case, the learnlng-glsabled
chlldren achieved scores indicative of poorer adaustﬁent.
Furthermore, from the stories told on the projective . test,
the normal achievers were judged to be personally
optlmlstlc and " . . . motivated by internalized drives-
which fesﬁl in effortful and pers;stent str1v1ng.for
success” (p.30), whereas the learnlng-dlsabled chlldren
were seen as tending to expect failure and to adopt
ephemeral or immediate goals beca&se they did not relate
current effort to future reward.

A study by McNutt (1978) suggest that these differ-
ences in adjustment confinue into adolescence. She
administered the California Psychological Iﬁventory to
otherwise comparéble groups of learning-disable and unim-
éaired adolescents. The learming-disabled group was

'~ found to be more poorly adjusted both socially and emotion-,
. ally; as evidenced by significantly lower scores on the
- Sociability, Social Presence, Self-Acceptance, and Sense

of Well-Being Scales.

c | /
!f ' ’ /\ -~
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I - Contradictory evidence, -however, emerged from a

study by Connolly (1969) in which the Rorschach Psycho-
*diagnostic, Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Study, and
Hgmaﬁ ?igure'Drawing Test were used to assess personality
functioning. He found no différgnce.in~persoﬁality_
‘organization, degree of emotional disturbance, or impulsi-
vity as a global trait, befween.matched groups of learning-
disabled (labeléd mildly dyslexic) and normallf—achieving -
youngsférs. The only notadble Betwgen grouyp difference

was that thé‘iearning-disabled children were jﬁdged more
likely to act impulsively in affect-laden situatiohs.-

especially when under considerable tension or pressure.

Self-Concept ,
The.notlon that learning-disabled children tend to
have low self-esteem, or a poor self-concept, was examinea
in studies by Halechko (1é77j, Black (1974), Silverman
(1978), and Ribner (1978). Halechko administered a
modified version of Coopersmith's Self-Esteem Inventory
to comparable groups of.learning-disabled and normally-
achieving children. She found the learning-disabled
group to demonstrate markedly and significantly lower
self-esfeem than the normal achievers. In a similar study
using the Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale, Black (1974)
confirmed Halechko's results, and also found that the

between-group difference increased with age. Using the
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same scale, however, Silverman (1978) did ﬁot find learning-.
disabled and unimpaired adolescents to differ in self-
‘\ concept. ' ‘
1 " Ribner (1978) investigated the self—concep%dnotion

in a somewhat more complex study. He devised a ¥Yrief

,questiqnnaire to measure, in pari, what he termed "self-
_perceived general compefency,“ and administered the ques-
tionnaire to three groups of children: normal achievers
in regular classes: learninévdisabled children in §pecial

‘classes; and children in regular classes who were subse-
quenfly identified as learning-disabled. Ribner found
that the normal achievers demonstrated significantly-
higher scores on this measur® of self-concept than did

the as yet unidentified learning-disabled children, but -
that the learning-disabled children in special classes
achieved intermediate scores which did not diffef sigmifi-
cantly from fhose of either regular class group. In'
other words, Ribner's results indicate’that normal .
achievers demonstrate greater self-esteem than regular-
class learning-disabled children whose difficulties have
not been identified, but that identified learning-disabled
children in special classes cannot be differentiated from
normal achievers on the basis of self-esteem. Ribner's

work indicates the need for extreme caution in generaliz-

ing results beyond the specific population studied,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



P 3o
o~

"c;;;iqn not always adopted by learning disébilities.

reseéréhers. - |
The majority of studies do suggest that iearning}

dlsabled children are partlcularly prone to general

’ maladaustmént and low self-esteem. However, results
are sufflclently discrepant to prevent one fr;m reaching
defipiﬁive conciusions. The studies reviewed differ in
inst?uméntation{ experimental rigour and, possidbly,

" group composition. The discrepancies among findings

could well stem, to a large extent, from these differences.

" Perception of Nonverbal Communication

v , Some atithors have suggested that the fregquently
feported poor interpersonal functioning of learning-
disabled children might stem, at leaSU in part, from a

/’-1esser ablllty to accurately comprehend nonverbal communie
cat;on. In an attempt to lnvestlgate this notion,
Bryan (1977) had'otherwise:comparable groups of léarning-
disabled-and-normally-achieving children either view a
£ilm (half of.each group) or listen to an audiotape.

‘L Both the.film and audiotape consisted of presentations of
4o different scenarios in each of which a woman expressed
various emotions nonverbaliy (verbal ﬁéssages nad been
made uninterpretable by mechanical means). Following the
ApreSéntation of each écenario, the children were asked to

indicate which of two statements best described the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



'emotlons .being expressed. Resulté'indicéte that the

. LR

: learnlng-dlsabled_chlldren. in contrast to the normal

Xt

-

achlevers,“were‘Brgnificantly less accurate in comprehendlng

nonverbal commﬁﬁ:c&tlon of both a visual ¢gand voecal nature.

-

- r a szmllar study with adolescents (Wllg & Harrls, 1974),

the relatlve inabillty of learnlng-dlsabled children to
. accurately 1dent1fy-nonvg:bal affective expressions was

confirmed.

"

The Interpersonal School Environment

1

Teachers® Perceptions

Research has coﬁsistently demonstrated that teachers

teﬁé to perceive learning-disabled children as less

A desirabie in the claséroom than normal achievers. In
similar studies employing the Pupil Behavior Rating Scale
(PBRS), Myklebust, Boshes, Olson, and Cole (1969: cited
in Bryan & Bryan, 1978) and Bryan and McGrady (1972)
found that teachers perceive learming-disabled children,
ip comparison to normal achievers, as significantly less °
cooperative, atteﬁtive, tactful, socially accepted, and
able to organize themselves, cope with new situations,
accept responsibility, and complete assignments. In
fact, in the Bryan and McGrady (1972) study, the rearning-
disabled children were rated significantly lower on 23

/- of the 24 PBRS items!

// ' : : e :
& -
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McCarthy ‘and Paraskevopoulos (1969) found that
teacherSﬁréported signifiégntly more behaviour probléms
among learning-disabled children than among normal |
achievers on all threé dimensions of the Behavior Problem
Checkii;t ("Unsocialized Agéression," "Imﬁaturity- |

& Inadequacy," and "Persona;ity Prébiem").'_Teachers were
found to view the behaviour problems of learning-disabledf‘

~

children as most pronounced on the “Unsocialized
Aggression" dimension. 'This‘latter¢finding is'cqnsistentA
with that obtained in a study by Keogh, Tehir, and Windeguth-
Behn (1974). They asked teachers to provide descriptive
lab;ls for learning-d;sabled and mentally retarded children.
Consistently, the menéally retarded childfeﬁ’were described
as having academic difficulties but presenting few
‘behavioural prob%gms. In cﬁntrast, th 1earning-disab1e&
children Géf;“de;g;ihgd és manifestingjp?imarily conduct
and personality proﬁiems, and-tenms suéh as "violent," .
.“cruel,”_fgestructivg,” "hyperactive," "irresponsible,”
and "undisciplined” were fréquentl used.

C Overall, it is clear that teacher—tend to perceive

o~ . _1earning-dis§bled childreh more nggativei& than they do
no;mal achievers or mentally retarded children.
Furthermore, this difference in perceptions is maintained
reéardless of the behavioural characteristic or dimension
in‘questi;n.“ One can only wonder whether learning- |

disabled children do indeed manifest disturbande in so

-
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. many classroom behaviours, or whether a most powerful !

"halo effect" is implicated in these research findings,

v

SociometfipyPeer Research _
. iﬁ order to ascertain how learding-disabledhchildfen
‘are perceived by their peers, Bryan (19?bb; l9?6).em-. |
ployed the "Guess Who" technique. This ‘technique L
involves asking children to identify which of their
élassmateé is always worried or scared, finds it hard

to sit stiil, is handsome (or pretty), etc. Bryan found
learning-disabled children to be disproportionately
represented among children identified as "worried and

frightened," "sad;" "not neat and clean," "not very good

IRy

looking,” and "somebne to whom rnobody pays attgntion."
" A second aspect of Bryan's studies involved the use of
sociometric techniques to assess the péer popularity of
learning-disabled children. ?opular&ty was defined as
the number of times a child wés selecféd by.peers as one
of three classmates desirable as a friend, classroom -
neighbour, or invitee to a birthday party. Rejection
.was‘similarly measured.frém responses to a  reguest to
select three classmates undesirable for these functions.
Learning»disab;ed children were found to be significantly
less popular and more rejected than comparison chiidreh.

" A sociometric study by Siperstein, Bopp, and 3ak

(1978) supports the notion that learning-disabled children

-,

‘'
.
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e.among the most popular'children. However,

_"f tend hot fo
it casts som"-doubt on Bryan®s finding regarding peer .
" ' rejection. Sfpersteln ang_ his colleagues failed to
find learning dlsable children to be overly represented ‘
among those ﬂnt selected by any of thelr classmates (or
§elected by orly Qge'whoq the child had-not eelected 1n,

return) as dedirable ds a friend. Although ‘this is

~referred to a§ a measure of 3001a1 isolation, xt could

also be 1ntervreted as ev1dence that learnlng-dlsabled

bl
- -

children are not dlsn”oportlonately ”egected by thelr peers.

. Observational Research

The actual classroom behaviours and interpersonal
transactions of learning-disabled children have been -
' compared to those of normal achievers in a few direct
observational studies. Unfertﬁnately, in only one (Bryan
& Wheeler, 1972)*is it clear that the observers were
Qunaware of the group‘membership of the children on whom
ethey were reporting. Richey amd~¥ekinney (1978) used
the‘Schedule for Classroom Activity Noxrms (SCAN) with
comparison pairs of learning-disabled and normally-
achieving chiidreh. “They found no signifieant difference
between the two groups with regard to sei}-directed
activity, attending behaviour, paesive resﬁonding, gross-J
motor activity, or social interaction.: Ohl§ on the SCAN

variable of distractibility did the learning-disabled

-
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| children fare m§re poorly. Although the authors did npt
defihe Qisﬁractibility, this finding appears t6~be con=-
sistent with that of other observational studies (Forness
& Esteveldt, 1971; Weiss, Mlnde, Werry, Douglas &
Nemeth, 1971)

In studies by Bryan and Wheeler (1972) and Bryan
(197%a), learnln{g-dlsabled children were found to spend
more time engaged in nontask-oriented behaviour (non-
productive behaviour and/or activities not prescribed)
and less time engaged in task-oriented behaviour
(purpoéeful activity'prescribed by someéne else) than
their normally achieving peers. Although;the two groups
did not dif}er in the pr&portion of time sﬁent inter-
acting socially, the quality“of interpersbnal interactions
with both teachers and pééré differed significantiy.

. More spec1f1cally, compared to the normal achievers,
the learning-disabled chlldren werehthe reclplents of
less teacher- and peer-initiated interactions, yere more
frequently ignored when they themselves.ingkiatéd verbal
contact, were related to by teéchers ih a more functional
(less relationship-oriented) manner, and were the reci-
pients of more negétive—communications from teachers.
These latter studies appear to be inconsiéfent with the:

. _ findihgs of Richey and McKinney (1978). .Differences in

instrumentation and, perhaps, group c;ﬁposition might

. have contributea to the discrepént~results.
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j'&‘ | In a study of ehiidren's cbmmunicatioﬁsEfBryan,
Wheeler, Felcan, and Henek (1976) foundethat,'iﬁ éempari-‘
s son to normal achievers, learning-disabled children tend
‘ to expfeés nore compet;tive statements towards peers,

and to be the recipEERte of .fewer statements of considexga-

- tion from them. However,'significant between-group

differences did not emerge with regard to the frequency//ﬁ/pj)
' L /
of expressed or received statements imddicative of pe;t/ )

rejection, poor self-image, cooperation, verbal ass
~tance, or intrﬁeiveness.
In summary, despite contradictory evidenge regarding

* specifics, 1t is clear that the 1nterpersonal\§epool
env1ronment of learning-disabled children is Daréicularly
hostile. They tend to be percelved by teaohers, peers

and indepeéndent observers in less desirable terms than
‘normal achlevers wherever between-group differences emdrge.
Furthermore, both teachers and peers tena to behave'inq\\
ways fully consistent with these negative perceptions.

In thié regard, McDermott'(l97?) has emﬁhasized the need
to . . I consider the possible influerde of self-
fulfilling proﬁhec& and‘acquiescence to role attribution
in the difficdlties.experieﬁced and manifested by these

children® (pp. 1%-15).

T f N R _ . |
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" The Interpersonal Home Environment

Parents' Perceptions

The detriﬁental effects of the negative views of
learnlng-dlsabled chlldren neld by teaclers and peers
'would likely be amellorated, to some degree, should the
v1ews held by barents be markedly dlfferent.. However.

. all three available "parent berceptnon"Aztudles indicate

:that this is ndt,thg;case. In each stg\gzﬂparents

described. the behavioural and/or embtional”tendencies

of their children, and the deseriptions given by parents

of learning-&isabled children were compared to those

éivenrbyAéarents of normal achievers: Using the Inter-
personal Check List, Seigler and Gynther glgﬁo) found
'@ that, in comparison gé\Qgeaggscription of normally-
achieving youngsters, learning-disabled boys were

o described as more aggressive, distrustful, and dependent,

E and as having less~healthy‘and.well-adéusted pefsonalities.
Strag (1972) found that learning-disabled and no%;;ziy- \
achieving children could be differentiated agcording ;

to their parents®' responses on a 30 item behavioqz\;ating/

scale. The learning-disabled children were rateg\aé\“///

- - significantly less considerate of others, able to receive

affection, and phyéically coordinated, and more ciinging,

negativistic, rigid, and easily fatigued. Owen, Adams,

Forrest, Stolz, and Fisher (1971) conducted personal
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interviews with %he parenfé of,learning-disabigd and
normally-achieving children. They found the learning-
disabléd}youngsters more frequently deséribed as impulsive,
anxious, verbally inept (voth expressively and receptively),
unable to structure their environment, and unable %o
pefsevere in schoolwork.’

It is interesting to note that no 5etween-group
'differencgs were found on items relating to distracti-
bility, hyperactivi%y or emotional lability {(characterise
tics commonly as&fibed to 1éarning~di§abled children)

'in any of the parent perception stﬁdies. Overall, .however,
it is clear that parents hold no less pejorative views of
‘their- learning-disabled children than do teachers and

peers.

Parental Characteristics

. Coleman, Bornsﬁon, and Fox (1958) pioneered con-
trolled research into the characteristics of parents of
learning-disabled children. They collected demographic '
data on, and administered the University of Southefn
California Parent Attitude Survey to,the‘oarents of
learning-disabled and normally-achlev1ng boys of comparable
age and 1ntelllgence. Both parents of learning-cdisabled
boys tended to have lower educational levels than those

. - ' of normal achievers. More importantly, relative to their
spouses, mothers in the former group were be?te; educated.
Fathers®' attitudes did not differ between grouﬁs, but
N| : N ) . //
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" mothers of learning-diséblegﬁboys expressed significantly |
more domineering attitudes than did mothers of normal
_achievers.

. The typical mother of a learnlng-dlsabled child,

in contrast to that of a normal achheve y appears to

exhibit narked varlablllty ( irg bimodality) on

a sollcltousness-re ion dimension. In a previously
described in erv‘ew study by Owen ét al. (1971), mothers

of learning-disabled children were found more likely than
control mothers to wlthhold affectlonal warmth. Wetter
(1972), u81ng the Mother-Chlld Relationship E aluatlon,
found mothers of learning-@isabled children to be both

© more rejecting and more o#erindulgent'than mothers of
controls. f‘inally, Goldman-and Barclay (1974), in an
ﬁncontrolled study described belowl found mothefs of-
learning-disabled children to sometimes over-, and sometimes’
under-reward their chlld*en.

Goldman and Barclay (1974) found that the responses

of mothers of learning-disabled children were signifi-
cantly-diffe:ent than the norm on 6 of the 23 scales gf
the Parent Attitude Research Instrument. These mothers
tended to miﬁimige mother-child communication, suppress

. sexuality, be autocratic with a strong need for control,
express much unhappiness and marital discord, and be ’

relatively dissatisfied with their roles in life.

GoldmaQ and Barclay concluded that these mothers, out

-
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-of a:ﬁeed to control and direct their Ehildren's actiiity,

1nfantllize them -and foster a dependent, autocratic,

K

R

. ,\‘,:)v
A

dlrectlng relatlonshlp.‘
" The questlon arises as to mhether the actual
behaviour of mothers of,learnlng-dlsabled chlldren 1s

. concordant with the%r abiove discussed self-@escrlptlons.
Direct observational stidies by Bercovici and Feshbach,

' and Feshbach a'rgz Bercovici (cited in Feshbach, 1973)
indicate that this is the case. The autho}s, emplo&ing .
both mothergmof learnlng-d*sabled children and mothers of
otherwise cOmpafable normal achievers, instructed,egch
‘mother to teach certain visual-motor tasks to three |
children (one at a time)=-her own child, another child
in the learning-disabled group, and another child in
the,normally-achieving grou?, Between group differences

" were striking. Regardless of the child being taught,
tHe mothers of leaming-disabled children tended to be
more punitive, more controlling ana directing, more
intrusive when the ‘child encountéred difficulty and, in
general, more‘negativé in their verbaiizations. In

' addition, the authors had each mother complete the Child
Reafing Practices’Report. Responsés on this self-report
instrument corresponded closely with the behavioural
.étyles that Ead been observed. | .

-In summary, the literature paints a picture of the:

mother a learning-disabled child as dbmineering, auto-

-
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cratic, coﬁﬁrolling. punitive, ‘demanding, re jecging,
infatilizing, and overindulgent yet distant and ﬁnafféé-
" tionate.". B |
wf/‘.: | The cﬂaracteriétics of fathers of learning-disabled |,
children, though less fhoroughly investigated than
those of mothers, have been exgmined by Miller and Westman
-(196k'énd 1966) and Grunebaum, Kurwitz, Prentice, and
Spéfry (1962). Miller and Westman gathered data on
fathers of learning-disabléd and normally-achieving‘boys
through a variety of means, including queétionnaires, |
interviews, projective tests, family therapy sessidﬁs,
and periodic home visits. In comparison to. the control | o Sy

R

fathers, the fathers of learning-disabled boys were seen R

as passije, dependent, fearful men who presented doﬁinat-
ing, powerful, threatening and punitive‘fa§ades. The
tended to be self-depreciatory regarding their own |

- achievements, and even those who were'notably successful \\-__;,//
tended to ascribe their accompliéhments to good fortune. .\\\\;\*_;\
Thesé‘men'expresse@ little'self-confidenée, and presented :
themselves as helpless and incompetent. Their interesté
were solitary in nature,_they'tended to wiﬁhdraw from .

. contact with other family members, and they attempted
to minimize contact beiween their families and the éutside
world. 'Strikiﬁgly;_thesé fathers' frequently perceived

their learning-disabled sons as similar to themselves.

They tended to derogate, humiliate and dominate their
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soﬁs, to negate’informatidn regarding positive aspécts
of their séns aﬂd; despite protestations to the contra;y,
4o be unable to truly enjoy their sons®. accomplishments.
' Grunebdaum et al. (1962) éollected'data only through
regularly~scheduled; unstructhféd interviews with the
fathers of 1earning-disab1ed boys. Although extreme
caution must be exercised in reaching conclusions frog
" such an uncontrplled'stﬁdy, it is most noteworfhy thét. .

the ﬁﬁaracte*‘ s of fathers of learning-disabled

boys identified by Grunebaum and his éol}eagues differ

1ittle from those subSequently described by Miller and

Westman.

Familv Patterns

The introduction of family "systems“qoncepfs o
. (eg. Watzlawick, Bevin, & Jackson, 1967) has enabled

increasingly sophisticated examination of the intra-

familial environment of learning-disabled children.l
Miller, Westman and Arthur (Miller & Westman, 1964, 1966;
Westman, Miller, & Arthur, 1966)vinvestigated the notion -
that the lea:ﬁing-disabléd child serves as a "family
secapegoat.” In other words, that'his/her academic
éifficultiés tend to diffuse tensions produced by un-.

e ’ :
resolved conflicts in.#Hé spousal relationship, thereby

o - .
IS

B ; The interested reader is referred to McDermott (1977)
for a broader perspective regarding the relevance of

family systems theory to learning disabilities.

ey v DAL L Wy T AR 1
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performing an imp;rtant role in maintaining the djsturbed
family homeostaéis.z‘ The investigators collected
,cbnéiderable‘data‘on'learning-disabléd boys and their
faﬁilies (via extensive psychological testing, interviews,
home and séhool visits, and weékly family therapy'éessions).
'Unfortunately, ne control group was gsed.' Miller and hié e
colléagues found patterns which are fully consistent
wlth the scapegoat hypothesxs. Théy found that the
learning-disabled boys demonstrated the typlcal scape-
H//goat" behavxoural tendencies, and that their parents
appeared to be dlspla01ng their marital conflicts onto

\

\\J/the boys. These confl;cts tended to relate to the fathers®
passivity andlgnadequacy in cdntrast_to the mothers’
.aggreséiveness and dom@hance. In additon, the barents
_tended to activate negative feedback mechanisms (eg.
overt reinforcement of poor study habits) whenever®the
bdys' reading ability began to improve. If the child
continued to progress academically despite this pressure,
an emotional crisis was often precipitated in another
family mehber. j

| The notion that disturbed patterns offamily inter-

action characterize the families of learning-disabled e ——

.- —
[

. -

; ; Z The scapegoat model has been found most useful in under-

e~ ' standing a variety of children's problems, and considerable
, ‘ev1d@pce is available regarding both the behavioural pro-

pensities of scapegoated children and the manner in which
- family members react to attempts by these children to
“throw off" the scapegoat role (eg. Bell & Vogel, 1960).
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children has been'investigated in several studies which
‘focussed on communication patterns. Peck and Stackhouse
(1973) analysed audiotapes of,families of learning-
disabled children and families of normally-achieving
féhildren engaging in a joint decision making task.

-

Families in the former group were found to require.more
time to make decisions, to be silent more of.the~t}ﬁe;
1o exchdﬁgé less relevant information, and. to spénd
'mofe'timé'in task-irrelevant communication. The authors
coricluded that the " . . . combination of low explicit
information, high irrelevancies, and extended decision

time . . . seems an operational definition of the family

concept, pseudomutuality” (p.509), a communicational
Rbf relationship style thought to be characteristic of
‘disturbed’fémilies (Wynne, Ryckoff, Day, & Hirsch; 1960);
Further evidence in support of the notion that
disturbed family communication and learning disabilities
'are.relatéd ;s forthcoming from two btﬁer stud;es.
- 'Campﬁell (1972) found that the.parents of learning-
: .disabled children distorted éignificantly more elements
_ ~ when relating information to their children than did
éarénts ofﬁnormal achievers, but no between-group differ-
ences were apparent when the parents related the same
information to the experimenter. Sundstrom (1968) found
~that instructing parents in effective communication tended

to increase the academic gains evidenced by their learning-
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-

‘disabled children enrolled in remedial classes. It ép-
pears that thé‘families of learning-disabled children do
indeed resemble families ol emotionally disturbed child-
ren in several important ways. |
If the families of learning-disabled children tend
_to be disturﬁed, how is it that other sibdlings sc often
escape the effects of this disturbance? 'Owgn et al.. |
(19?1)’foﬁnd }hat_parents tend to perceive_their 1earqiﬁg—
disabled éhila, in contrast to their other children, as
' m;re5anxious and impulsive, less able to structure the
‘.-eniironment; and having poorer vérbal skills. McDermott
: (;97?) deﬁonstrated that these differing pe}ceptions
tend to accompany differential behaviour fowafds the
children. He had both parents instruct (at different timeé)
their learning-disabled son and their norma;ly-achieving .
son on a non-reading, visual-motor task. In éontrést to
their interactions with their normally-achieving sons,A
mothers were less generally positive and fathers were
. more directing, intrusive, overtly negative, rejecting,
and derogating with their legrﬁing-disabled sons., Mc-
Dermott®s findings are consistent with obsefvations made
in previously reviewed sfudies.on paternal charaéteristics.
However, his ?indihg that thé mothers " + o o« appeared to
take responsibilify for the encouraging, the soothing,
- and the provision of positive feedback" (pps v=-vi) stands:

- in stérk contrast to the characteristics others have
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attributed to mothers of learhing-disabled'children{

Again, contradictions in the reségrch prevent the forme

ing of firm conclusions. . .
Summary -

a2 ma— e

Reseafch into the social, emotional and behavioural

‘functioning, and interpersonal environments, of children

with learning disabilities is characterized by confusion:
the results of many studies could best be described

as trivial; many findings. fail to find support in repli-

.

~cation attempts; some studies directly contradict each-

r

other:; and it remains unclear how, or even whether, those
factors which have bgen:identified and replicated are
related to one another. .

Despite the discrepancies with regard to specifics,

/;awever, the bdbulk .ol the research suggests that learning-

disabled children must deal with an interpersonal environment
that differs markediy from that confronting their normally-
achieving peers. In contrast to normal achlevers, learning-
disabled children apparently tend to: (a) be perceived as
less pleasant and desirable by teachers, vpeers and parents;'
(b) be the recipients of more negative communications

from teachers, pgers and parents; (c) be ignored and re-
jected mére often by teachers; (d) be treated in a.notably'
more punitive and derogating manner by their parénts:. and
(e) live in families which resemble, in certain important

ways, those of emotionally disturbed children.
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Pne would certainly eipect, therefore, to find.that
learning-disabled children have a particularly diffiéultu
:time emotioﬁal;y agd socially. However, the evidence |
regarding the emotional, interpersonal, and behavioural
characteristics of children with learning disabilities
is equivocal at best. A'coherent and meaningful pattern
of intrinsic characteristics of learning-disabled children
- does not emerge from the.research reviewed. ?ossiﬁle
reasons for this will ﬁe examined in the following section,
via a discussion of four mgthodological and conceptual

problems which are apparent in the research.

Methodological and Conceptuél Issues

‘Definition of the Population

The sine gqua non for systematlc 1nvest1gatlon

:would seem to be a good operational definition

e for the phenomenon under study, one which is
unambiguous, 1in some sense meaningful, and _
capable of being used by independent investiga-
tors. There has been no such consistent formula-
tion in studies of reading retardation . . «

(Applebee, 1971, p.9l)

Most investigators wogld agree that a learning-

- disabled child is one who demonstrates marked academic
underachievement which cannot be traced to intéllectuﬁl
limitations, sensory deficits, motor impairments, socio=-
economic disadvantage, inadequate instruction, or emdtionﬁl
disturbance. ‘The actual ideﬁtification of such children,
however, is another*mattéf. In many studies the criteria

used to identify learning-disabled subjects are vague or.
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unéefined.v S
1973) relj

investigatorg (eg. Peck & Sfackhouse,

on assessments made-by‘schéol pérsonnel
whose crf%er;a_remainéq;uhreported,.whereas otheré (eg.
Forness & Esteveldt, 1971) selected subjects éoler on
'ﬁhe'basis of teachers' ﬁerceptioné without any;further
assessment whatsoever. Even émong those studies” in which
sub&ect‘selectigg/criteria are clearly éﬁegified, however,
there 1is little consistency'in the:critgria employed._
The effects of differences in séiection‘criteria-is drama-.

» tically illustrated in a-recént study by McNutt (1978).

% " “She applied five commonly,emﬁloféd sets df.identificétion
eriteria té a large sample of school children; and found -

that use of the most inclusive set resulted in the identi=-

fication of over nine times as many children as learning-.

disabled as did application of the most restrictive one!
L : It is not unlikely that some inconsistent or contradi¢tor&
research results reflect this variation in group composi-i
-tion. Clearly, a universally adopted set of specific’ B
identification criteria is needed. Until this is accom- '
plished, it behooves researchers to employ and clearly
elucidate specific subject selection criteria in order to
Pl \ ‘ 'convey the nature of the population to which their re§earch

results apply.”

Measurement of Malad justment

Constructs such as "emotional disturbance,” "socioce

emotional adjustment,” "personality characteristies,”

>
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‘and "disturbed patterns of family functioning"” have béen;ﬂ
. perhaps, even lessladquately operationalized: Conﬁoll&
(1971) emphasized that maladjustment is a subjective -
"phenomenon which~varies in~connotation from person to
‘person and situation to situation. He pointed out that -
P the methods traditionally thought to be best for assess-
- : ing maladjustment are often subjective in nature. .The
| difficulty in replicgting research which -depends upon
subjective judgement is readily4apparent. Thus, the'fail-
ure to repliéate some research findings might be due, in
' part, to the natufe of the instruments used to measure _
k\- ) Amaléajustment or disturbance. Stﬁdies.which employ easiiy\

quantified psychometric instruments would avoid this problem.

Developmental Considerations

. Several studies offer’ support for the notion that

the pature of the ability deficits exhibited by léarﬁing-
disabled children varies with age (Léong, 19763 Rourke,
‘Dietrich & Young, 1973; Rourke & Orr, 1977). If their
social-emotibﬁal functioning also varies with age (a not
unreasonable possibility), differences in fesea:ch results
could reflect differences in the agesoof the subjects

. . - emploved. Therefore, it behooves the learning disabilitiés
investigafor to allow for this poésibility. This can
be done either by restrictiﬂg the age-range of subjects
employed, or by designing the study so as to enable an

evaluation of developmental parameters.

3
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The fourth and most important methodological issue

6’.5‘]"

to be discussed emerges from a consideration of concept-
v . r “yal or statistical mcdels. Applebee (1971), in his F
atg . ‘ outline of possiblc statistical models of learning dia-
| - ebilities, emphasized the degree to which the models differ
from cachcthér in terms of boph underlying assumptions
about the nature of learning disabilities, and implica-
'itioné régardiﬁg appropriate research methodologies.
> N _ ?i:ﬁaaily all of the studies whi®f have attempted to
- . idcﬁpify sccial-eﬁotional_correlates of learning disabili-
i_ f' : .'pies Bave'employed\the same basic fesearch design. Undif-
-Terentlated groups of learnlng-dlsabled children have
been compared to equally undifferentiated groups of normal
_ ‘achievers. In other 73f€§, learnlng-dlsabled children
have been treated as a unitary group. Among the mos¥t,
___serlous drawbacks to such an’ approach is that it tendc to
obscure within-group diff?fences. As Applebee (1971)
pointed out, employment o? this "comparative populations"
approach can_only be Justlfled 1f one can safely assume
that learnlng-dlsabled children are homogeneous in terms '
of their soc1al-emotlonal ‘functioning.
HoweVer, recent neuropsychological research 1ndécates

that, 'at least in terms of the patterning of their abili-

ties, learning~disabled -children constitute a heterogeneous

////’/’;gcpulation (Benton, 1975; Fisk, 1978; Rourke, 1978).

A
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Mean1ngful subtypes of 1earn1ng-dlsabled chlldren have "
been identified (Doehring & Hoshko, 1977: Plsk, 19783
Mattis et al., 1975:_Nelson & Warrington, 1976; Petraus-
kas & Rourke, 1979f'Rourke.& Strang, 1978; Sweeney & Rourke,
19783). Could it be that learning-disabled children are

'also heterogeneous with regard to their soc;él-emotionﬁl

functioning? Unfortunately, this possibdility has not

[ Zad

been investigated. - If the assumption 6f homogeneity is
-incorrect, inappfoprigye research designs could accouﬁt
for thke rather meagre flndlngs with regard to the social-
emotlonal characterlstlcs of learning-cdisabled chlldren.

Multivarizte statistical procedures, pvarticularly
Q-t&pe‘factOr anélytic_techhiques, have been used suc-
céés;ully;in attempté t; identify subtypes of learning-.
disabléd'children differing f@ terms of ability patterns

_'(Do;hring & Hoshko, 197?; Fisk, 1978; Petrauskas &

~ Rourke, }9?9) These procedufeé would appear to offer a
‘viable method o? asséssing the hypothesis that learning-
disabled chlldren constitute a heterogeneous population
with. reg;rd to personality (i.e. ‘émotional and soc1al-
behavloural) functioning.

The present study is intended to teét this h_//;hesis;
Speczflcally. an attembt will be made to identify subtypes
of learnlng-dlsabled chlldren by applying Q-factor analy~-
sis to a sample of such children on whom various measures

of emotional, interpersonal and behavioural fﬁnctioning

\
7
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2 - have been obtainéd; Subjects will be selected and desc¥ib-
cd so as to give full consideration to the other methodo-
logical issues distussed above. . ‘ S -

- Expectations

‘It is eg&epted.that reliable subtypésvof’learnihg-
disabled children will emerge. Because of the\explora-
ior& nature of this study, it is most difficult to pre=-
dict either the number or the characteristics of fhe
subtypeé exﬁected to emerge. On the basis of repeated
observatiéﬁs“in the literature, however, it would seem

o ' "reasonable to. expect the identification of at least one |

.,subtype characterized by quite adequate personallty
‘functlonlng. C - .

H . . . ’ . . . . T
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CHAPTER II
METHOD

Subjects - Dl

The‘loo.éubjeéts employed in this investigation;were
selected: from the population of children referred to
Wwindsor Western Hospital Centre %or neuropsychological"
assessments because of appafent learning or "perceptual®
problems. The subjegté, 87 males and 13 females, '
were between 6.5 and 15.3 years of age. All of them had
obtained Fuli Scale IQs between 85 and 115 (inclusive)
on the Wéchsler Intelligence Scale for Children (wISC;

Wechsler, 1949). Each subject had»obtaiﬁed a centile
score no higher than 25 on at least one subtest (Reading,
.Spelling, or Arithmetic) of the Wide .Range Achievement
Test (WRAT:; Fastak and Jastak, 1965). Table 1 confaing -
~ summary sfatistics on the subjeét-sample regarding age,h.
WISC IQ (Yerbal. Performance and Fu;i Scale), and WRAT |
ecentile score (Reading, Spelling and Arithmetic).

Defective hearing and vision had been ruled out4for
all subjects.a A Sqegp Hear;ng Test over a wide range of
frequencies is administered as pért of the routine neuro-
psychological assessment. No children who had exhibited

a hearing loss of 30 decibels or more with elther ear at

31
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Table 1

Subject Smmnary Sta‘big‘tics Regarding -

'Agé:. | IQ and Academic Achievement

Age .
WISC Verbal IQ
Perfdrmance IQ
Full Scale iQ
" WRAT Reading Centile_/

Spelling Centile .. -

Arith. Centile -

Mean'
- . 105
95.0
102.7

98.5

23.4

. 14,8
19.2

‘o
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Standard
Deviation Range
2.2 6.5 to 15.3
8.3 - 76 %o 123
10.6 80 to 131
8.0  © 85 to 115
19T - 3%08 ..
1.2 ltoss
'13.2ﬂ-‘ L. 2%.75
.
) i
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any frequency in the speech.range'were selected as §ub-
jects. Children were judged to be free of defective
vision if their parents and the psychometrist who'had admini-
.stered the neuropsychological test battery both reported
that the children appeared to have normal vision (either.
N . with or without corrective lenses). |

Children suspected of suffering from socio-economic
and cultural deprivation werg'also not selected: suspicion
- . of such deprivation arose when indicated in & report from
: ' a 'Children’s Aid Society or from the referring’party;~
Primary emotional disturbénce had also-been ruled'outzi‘
chiidren in treatment for emotional distﬁrbance at the.'
hospital or elsewhere, or diagnosed as needing.such.tréafé_,
ment by a psychologist or psychiatrist, had been excluded.
s from the subject sampie.

All subjects spoke English as their primary languaée

and had attended school since at least 6 years of age.

—~

Test Measures

The Personality Inventory for Childrén {PICs Wirt;{
Seat & Broen, 1977) was designed to:assess a child’s
o ' social, emotional and behavioural functioning. It is |
composed of 600 true-false guestions regarding the child's
behaviour, attitudes and interpersonal relations{ and is
to be completed by one of'the»child's parents. In the

preseht investigation, the in#en%qries were completed by
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the subgects' mothers.

The orlglnal 33 PIC scales comprlse the measures
obtalned on each subjects. ‘The test mapual (W1rt, Lachar,.
Klinedinst and Seat, 1977) outlines, in some detail, the
various methods of scale construction employed; éﬁd'fhe
psychometfic properties of each scale. Alpha cdefficients
of internal consistency are reported for 13 scales.

These ranged{from»-éz to <84 in a normative sample (N_= 2390).

Test-retest product moment correlations are reported forb

all 33 scales. On a sample ef 55 normative children,

the mean PIC scale retest product moment correlation, after

an interval of 2 weeks, was -89 (range, °+68 to +97). |

The PIC scales appear to be sufficiently reliable for the’

purposes of the present investigation. Table 2 contains

a2 list of the 33 PIC scales aﬁd a bfief description of each.
The use of a parental respondent requires some comment.

The PIC does not naively take at face value the descrip-

"~ tions given~by parents of their children, but both assesses .

and cont*ols for the effects of parental distortion. The

“.Lie, F, Defen51veness and Infrequency scales were specifi- .

cally des;gned to measure respondent distortion, bias,

PR

and response style. The particular contribution made

‘by each of these scales is summerized in Table 2. As

has been alluded to in the previeus‘chapter, parental’

characteristices (including tendencies towards distortion)

can themselves be indicative of characteristics or problems

o
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Tabdle 2 o

PT€ Scales
’ - Scale 3 _ Description!
Lie R Designed to identify a defensive responge
(L) . - - set manifested by a tendency to ascribe

the most virtuous of behaviours, and teo
deny minor commonly-occuring behaviour
problems, in the child described.

F S Designed to identify possible deviant
. . . - response sets such as deliberate .or
. unintentional exaggeration of symptoms
. O S or random responding. In the general
: . clinic population, F appears to reflect
relative intensity or severity of sympt
Atypical response sets tend to be charac-
terized by extremely high F Scale eleva-
tions (i.e. T-score =°120). )

Defensiveness Designed to measure the tendency, in the
. (DEF) respondent, to be defensive in reporting
- ' on the child's behaviour.
Ad?ustment - A screening scale, designed to 1dent1fy
ADJ) - children in need of a psychological

o - evaluation, and as a general measure of
- poor psychological adjustment. The ADJ
scale tends to be elevated in the profiles
of the great majority of children seen
for psychologlcal evaluations for whatever

reason.
. - Achievement . Designed to assist in the identification
(ACH) ‘ of children whose academic achievement:
' is significantly below age expectation.
Intellectual A screening device to identify children
Screening : whose difficulties might be due to impaired
- (1I8) intellectual functioning. IS is designed

to provide an index of need for an in-
depth intellectual assessment.
Aevelopment Designed to measure poor general 1ntellec-
(DvL tual and physical develovment.

: ;' The scale descrlptlons were adapted and summerized from

those presented in the PIC manual (Wirt, Lachar, Klinedinst
and Seat. 19??)-
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Scale

Somatic Concern
(soMm)

Depression
(D)

Family Relations
(FAM)

Delinquency
(DLQ)

Withdrawal
(WDR:)

Anxiet
- ( ANX

Psychosis -
- (PSY)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited withbut permission.

- teness of discipline, and conc

-

Table 2 (cont.)

Description

Composed of-items which measure varmo&g\\~.‘
health related variabdles (frequency and
seriousness of somatic complaints and

.1llnesses, adjustment to illness, apvetite

and eating habits, sleep patterns, energy
and strength, headaches and stomach aches,
and physical ‘basis for symptoms).

Composed of items Judged to reflect chlldhood
denresszon (broodxng, c”ylng spelis, lack
of” energy, anhedonia, pessimism, poor self-
concept, uncommunlcatlveness, etc.).

Designed to assess family effectiveness
and cohesion (level of parental role
effectiveness, 2bllity to cooperate in
meking family decisions, family involve=-
ment in community affairs, presence bf .
feelings of love and happiness in the
parental emotional adjustient, appropria-

rights of the child).

A concurrent measure of delinquent tend-
encies (interpersonal insensitivity, dis-
regard for limits, anti-socizal tendencies,
impulsivity, interpersonal hostility, etc.).

Designed to measure withdrawal from social
contact. - .

Containing items that measure limited
frustration tolerance, exaggeration of
problems and concerns, worries which re-
flect parental concerns, behavioural and
physiological correlates of anxiety,
irrational fears and worries, and night-
mares. '

Designed to discriminate chilldren with
psychotic symptomatology from normal, =
behaviourally disturbed non-bsychotlc,.
and retarded children. High scoring
children tend to be withdrawn and anxious,
have poor social skills, and evidence
indications of reality distortion.

) - .



Table 2 (cont.)

Scale ' - Description . |
Hyperact1v1ty Designed to identify children who dis- '
- « (HPR) .~ play characteristics frequently associat- ..~
o ed with the "hyperkinetic syndrome.”
Social Skills - Compose& of items selected to measure - ?‘

(SSK) - _ - various characteristics which reflect

, effective social relations in childhood
(ability to lead and to follow, level-of
active participation in organized activie
ties, self-confidence and poise in social
situations, and social comprehension and

< © . tact in interpersonal relations).
Adolescent = .. . Desxgned to identify emotional disturbance
. Maladjustment. in adolescent populations.
(AGM). . ?
: Aggress;on - Contains items reflecting unsocialized,
i (AGN) " maladaptive aggression (temper tantrums,

frequent fights with peers, impulsivity,
uncooperativeness, cruelty, and excessive
use -of projection of blame).

Lsocial Composed of items ref flecting various .
Behaviour. ) dimensions of anti-soclal behaviour
(ASO) (disobedience, disrespect, unreliability,

poorly developed morals, lylng, s*eallng
ané fire setting).

Cerebral Designed to distinguish, among children

Dysfunction with behaviour problems, those whose

(cbY) difficulties stem from cerebral dysfunc-
' : tion.»
- . % Delinquency " Designed to identify preadolescent
. Prediction children at risk for later delinquencye.

(DP) z

Ego Strength Constructed to:identify children whose
(ES) e classroom behaviour suggests extremely

good ‘adjustment (good school work, popular
. with peers, respected by others, deoendable,

happy, etc.). Low scores reflect good
ad justment.
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‘Table 2 (cont.)
- "o . Scale T . 'Description
' Excitement : Designed to measure poor frustration
(EXC) . : tolerance, distractibility, restlessness,
' irritability,.emctional lability, and-
] motor agitation, as well as symptoms
. . : such as.periods ‘of screaming and des-
4 ) tructiveness. -
’ Externalization Designed to assess the tendency to readily
. (BXT) . express impulsés against soc1ety ("conduct
disorder").
Infrequénéy o Contains items which are extremely
(INF) " skewed in their response distribution
o : for both normal and abnormal children.
L " Designed to identify atypical response
- sets (T=-score 120 indicates invalid
b .le)o - . .
Internalization . Assesses the" tenaency to overinhibit
(INT) - impulses ("neurotic traits").
Intrsversion- Reflects the child's social .orientation
Extraversion pattern. High elevations indicate
(I-E) introversion (unsociability, quietness,.

passivity, thoughtfulness, reserve)
whereas low scores indicate extraversion
(sociability, activity, optimism,
impulsivity, utg01ngness -

X : - Consists of items found to dlstinguish
, : between normative and psychiatrically
~ ~ disturbed children. Low scores suggest
~ disturdbance. -
Learning A prediction scale constructed-to 1dent1fy
Disability children 6 through 9 years of age who
Prediction later were con51dered to be learning--
(LDP) ‘ disabled.
Reality o Composed of items describing behaviours
Distortion ' suggestive of impaired reality testing
(RDS). (unusual or impractical ideas, preoccupa-

tion with. ideas and feelings, excessive
day dreamlng, unusual verbalizations,
peculiar thoughts, inappropriate actions
as well as overtly disturbeg thought

" processes).

-

- N -
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Social

De31rabi11ty

(sD)

Somatization

(smM)

Table 2 (cont. )

" Description

__Composed of items which tend to be
" answered differently for boys and girls.’

. Contains items jﬁdged to most strongly

reflect social desirability or unde-
sirability.

Designed to identify a repetitive or
persistent tendency to respond to
psychological stress by developlng
phy51cal disabllltIESo

Lat
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“of the chil@ren. ‘Thus, the PIC's ability to assess

- parental distortion can provide valuabie information

_aboutxthé children. et i

'?_Procedure |

- The fIC is one of the questionnaires routinely
completed by the péreﬁts of children referred io Windsor
Western Hospital for neuropsyéholégical assésém?nt.~ A
staff psychometrist gives the PIC to the parents when .
they bring the children.to the hospital for testing.

Y . Parents complete the inventory unsupervised, either,atA‘
that time or witqinlﬁhé next few weeks. A computer
programme~(Gudobb & Grisell, 1979) is employed to score
the Psz:fbf 33 sc¢ > d convért raw scores to T-scores.

The data for this investigation.was obtained-from these
. Py ’ -

v

PIC computef~printouts.
- Aé fhe statistical procedures carried out on this_<
data are father complex, they will be outlined in four
. sections. First, the preliminary procedﬁre (an R=-type
factor analysis) will be described. 'This will be followed
by an outline of the method used to identify Sj%types
SO " within the subject sample (a Q-type factor analysis).
L Next, the procedures employed to identify significant
differences between subtypes (a multivariate analysis of
vgriancé) and characteristics -of each subtypes (visual

scanning of the subtype mean profiles) will be presented.

e £ 2 R P o
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Finally, the analyses conducted to shed light on the
psychometric reliability of the.procedﬁre (two further .
.Q-type analyses) will be déscgibed. All of the complex

calculations were carrled out via appropriate procedures

\A »'.“

of the SAS comnuter programme (Helwig & Council, 19?9).

Py

- Preliminary Procedure. Not all of the PIC scales.

" could be used in certain stéges of the*dgta‘énalysié,

~for reasons which will be dicussed in the next subsecfion.

v&t waé, thérefore, impqrtant to learn moré ébout the
ma}orvpersonality dimensions assessed by the PIC and the
scales best refledting each dimension {(at léast for the

to- )
subject sample under im estlgatlon) This would aid in -

¢

the selection of ‘sets of PIC scales which optlmally

PR 1Y

reflect ﬁhese major personality dimensions. In order to
accompliéh this, a preliminary R-type factor analysis of
the 33 PIC scales was»conducted:‘ Product moment corre-
lations between all of the scales were-calculated, and

the resultlng correlatlonfiﬂffzz;;7qgs factored. “An

L1

1terated principal axis method wasJ;mgioyea, with 1n1t1al

' communality estlmates of 1.00 in the dlagonal. Emerglng
. o ‘factors with eigenvalues greater/;héﬁ/zglty were .retained

/

and rotated orthogonally to a varimax céiterion.

W WIS A TR TLN .

Identification of Subtypes. Many questions in the.

PIC appear on more. than one scale. /For example, the
, / 4
Depression and Anxiety scales share 17 items. As Block

(1965) has pointed out " ./. . the complete covariance
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".(i.e. correlations of 1:0) between numefous overlapping

items can improperly Boost‘scalg\intepéqrrelations an.

appre01able degree" (p. 13). 1In tbe'cése of the~Depressien~

d
and Anxlety scales, for instance, the item overlap alone

builds in an’intepﬁbrrelatxon of 46! It was. therefore,

imperative to minimize the untoward effects of item overlap.

To accomplish this, a reduced data set was created. An
examination _was made of fhe'obseréed intercorrelations,
and %he degree of item overlap, betweeﬁ;ali.BB PIC scales.
Where two'scales, which had been found in’ the preliminary
R-type analysis to load most highly on the samre factor,

demonstrated a built-in intercorrelation (due to item

overlap) 2]-201, and where their observed intercorrela—-

tion did not exceed this built-in intercorrelation by at’
least -<0, only one of the scales was included 1n the

reduced data set. A secend consideration-in the scale

selection process was to ensure that the reduced data

set did not unduly distort the factor structure of the PIC.

As much as possible, therefore, scales were selected which

would optimally %epresent the PIC factors identified in

the preliminary R-type analysis;
~ In order to identify subtypes within the subject
sample, the reduced data set ‘was Subjected-tova 5E;ype
factor analysis. The matrix of PIC scores was transposed.
and product moment correlational analyses for subgects

perforgpd. The correlational matrix was factored, using
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an'iterated pfincipal»axis solution ;§%R\initial communa=-
1ity estimates of 1.00 in the diagonal. Orthogonal

rotation to 2 varimax criterion was carried,out on

emerging factors which ylelded elgenvalues grea ter than

the ratio: number of subgects/humber of measures. \\\\
Subjects with at.leest.one factor loading = L501, “

and with an. interval 2 -10 between their ﬁigheét and

next hlghest loadxngs, were retained for further analysis.

These subjects wéreﬁglv1ded 1ﬁtb groups according to

the factor on whlqh they loaded most hlghly. The groups’

represent subtypes w1thln‘the subJect sample.

Significant Inter-Subtype Differences and Subtype .

:Charecteristicé; The ﬂext procedural step was designed

to ascertaln whether the subtynes differed 31gn1f1cantly
from eachother. A 1u1t1varlate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was performed, and an overall between-zubtype
comparison was made. The subtypes were compared with
regard to each ef the 33 PIT scales as Well as age,-
sexpai.composition, WISC Verbal,_Performahce, and Full
Scale IQ, and WRAT Readilng, Spelling;epd Arithmetic
centile score. In order to determine whether the mean
PIC profile ef each.subtype differed significanily from
that of each.pther sﬁbtype, a fﬁrther analysis was

conducted. The rank order of PIC scale elevations was

determined for each subtype, and Spearman correlations

were calculated between each pair of subtypes. :
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: - 7 For thé'purpoge oj clarifying the most‘salienti
| : charaéterié%ics of each subtype, the.subtype mean PIC
;g?~ T-scores were plotted. Tﬁese pigts represent the group
profiles of tﬂe suﬁtypes. Inspection and comparisbn of
these gr;up profiles servéd to identify characteristiés

of the subtypes.

.‘Psychometric'Reliabilijx. The final stage of the ‘

data analysis was designed to shed light on'fhé‘replica-.-
bility of the Q-type analysis outlined above. The entire
subject sémple Qas included in this test of psychometric
reiiébility. Scales which had demonstrated factor load-
ings 2 .70 in the preliminary R-type analysis were
identified and retained. From these; the Depreséion.scale
- 4 was excluded becauée:of its extensive item overlap with
several other scales. The remaining retained scales were
dividedtinto two sets. fhe assignment of scales to sefs |
was carried out with two concerns in mind. Within éach set,
the.unto&ard effects of item pverlap were minimiied via
. fhe fallowing method: scales which had been‘found in the
p;eliminary R-type ‘analysis to load @gst highly on the
same factor, which demonstrated-built-in in%ercorrela-
tions (due to item overlap) =2 !.201, and ‘which did not
% S .demonstrate observed intercorrelations at-least «50 higher
| than' their built-in inﬁercorrelations, were assigned to
~different sets. Sec&ndly, due consideration was given to
the importance of enéuring at least rough eéuivalénce'

between the two sets of_scales with regard to the factors
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they réflécted, ané‘the factor  loadings they exhibited.
in the preliminary R-type ahalysis,

' Each of these two 'newly breate§ data sets was then
subjected to a Q-type factor analjsis. In'each.analysis. o
*the T-score matrix was transposed,;andrproduct nonment
correlational analyses for subjects peéfofmed; The
resulting corfélational matrix.was féétqred using.an .
iterated pfincipal axis solution with dnitial communality
estiﬁates of 1-00 in the diaggnali Four factors Qere
retained énd rotated orthogonally to a varimax‘c;iterion.

Subjects_who demonstrated at least one factor load-
ing >.50, with an interval 210 between their highest
and next highest loadings, were retained for further.ané—
lysis. . Since very Tew subjects (generally 1 or 2)'1qaded
highly and negatively on any qne.féctdr, such.subjécts'
were ex ﬁéed. The remaining subjects were divided into
groups aécording to the factof on which they loaded most
highly. -

The next step involved the construction of a mat:ix
comparing the grouping of subjects in the two analyses.
From tﬁe matrix, the degree of congruence between groupings

i was assessed by calculating the percentage offagreement and
Cramer®'s index (¢') of strength of association (Hays, 1963).
The degree to which subjects assigned to the same group.
in one analysis were aiso grouped together in the other

: . was interpreted as an indication of psychometric reliability,
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CHAPTER III -
RESULTS | T

The resﬁlﬁs-will be presented in the following
order: (1) the preliminary R-fyge factor analysis:‘
~(2) the identification of'subtypes:~ (3) the signifiev
|~ cance of inter-subtype differences and notable subtype
\.characteristics: and (&) the test of psychoméfric relf=
abili‘ty. Tabie 3 presents the sample meahs and standard
devzatlons for each PIC scale, and the mean PIC proflle

for the subaect sample ‘is presented in rlguwe T

Prellmlnarv R=tvpe Factor Analysis. Results of

the prellmlnary analysis lnalcate that, for the subqect
sample employed, the 33 PIC scales assess 7 1ndependent
personality dimensions.' In the R-type factor aneinES. T
7' factors accounting ibr 76+ 2% of the eommon varience'~
were identified and rotated.. fhe intercorrelations ‘
among the PIC scales ére reperﬁed in'Apﬁendix A. Table &
presents the relative import of each of the 7 factors,
and the rotated factor paf%ern is presented in Table 5.
No scale evidenced more than 1 factor loading 21+ 501, -
28 of the 33 scales loaded 2 1.501 on l.fadtof, and onl&“
the Sex Role.eeale failed to evidence a factor |

loading 2 .46.

Lg

.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



L -

Table 3

PIC Summary Statistics For Total Sample

<

Lie = . T 48,2

P T 61.8

) ‘Defensiveness 5 - k6.3

" Adjustment ’ ' 72.0

" Achievement - . 68.1

Intellectual Screening - 74,4

DeveIopmenf . . '65.9°

Somatic Concern _ 59.5

Depression Ny ‘ 60.3

Famii§ Relations - o 53.1

Delinquency = - o 62.1

. , Withdrawal ' 54.8
v - Anxiety ‘ 5646
o Psychoéis . c 60.9

' -Hyperactivity . 57.8

~ . Social skills . 59.8
A Adolescent Maladjustment 6,2

K Aggression S 57.1

Asocial Behavior 60,8

. Cerebral Dysfunction 5359

Delinquency Prediction 51.5

Ego Strength : 66.0

T Excitement - | 57.2
~ - Externalization 62.9
; - " Infrequency : 55.5
} . Internalization . 6042
: . Introversion-Extraversion 49.7
S K | 45.6
L Learning Disability Predict. 65.2
: Reality Distortion 59,6
é' ' Sex Role 4L, 6
; Social Desirability | 41.1
Somatization ' 59.6

o A

PIC Scale . Mean

Sfandagg;gqg;ation
9.8 .
16.1
10.9 .
16.1
9.1
18.5
10.1
14,1
12,7
12.2
15.4
13.7
- 9.8
15.4
14,6
13.2
12.3
17.0
14.5
12.1
9.7
10.9
11.4
14,9
16.0
12.5
10.9
1.2
12.1
15.8
12.8
. 11,6
11.9
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.. . Portion.of Cumulative Portion
Eigenvalue (Common Variance Of Common Variance
12.06 .37 | « 37 .
4,19 .13 CoLbg
2.02 . 06. 6l
1.63 .05 +69
l.22 .04 73
1.11 .03 76 0
\\
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Table 5

Rotated Factor Pattern from R-Type Factor
' Analysis of 33 PIC Scales
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. Factor ‘
e © 1T Iz IV v VI vII 2
.60 -.07? LoL -e22-, =18 a3 -0k .55
Y ~25 20 .10 .09 .01 .08 .80
-.21 .08 .06 .01 -.20 -.52 -.25 43
.52 Lo -,01 .27 .-18 .17 L2 .80
. .29 -0k .28 .07 02 01 - .72
.03 .07 .09 .81 - 0b " .11 .06 L8l
.08 .08 .07 .81 .03 .07 L1 .87
L0l .17 82 & -0 L0l . .02 -.15 .81
.25 ..80 .16 .13 .05 .05 .01 .51
«27 .12 .03 -.03 .80 - .12 .01 S .75
.81 .18 .23 .03- L .19 -.22 -.0b .83
.ol 67 .29 .12 R B RS I .56
.05 .82 w13, .11 .04 09 -.03 .72
.30 T T .18 . -.08 .15 ,zﬂg“‘=; .;5
.73 -12 =17 J11 -.12 .29 26 R
.45 .48 ~.06 .19 .18 .09 56 .83
28 C.17 .13 .16 .36 .09 <17 .80
.58 .35 .08 .09 =06 .12 .30 .71
82 .o .32 -.03 - S T -.07 .88
.08 =06 =02 . L06 -0k .13 L8 .26
.29 -i7 .30 .11 C LB -. 06 -.11 56
L4 .26 .08 .32 .30 $13 .20 .57
;ok3 .09 .11 .21 -.08 N3 .12 .65
.86 -2 .17 L0l .1 .28 .00 .83
08 16 .2 .08 .06 -.02 Sk .5k
.12 .29 R .13 .01 .08 0L .85
.63 0. Lk3 -0 L1b .08 .33 00 . .72
-.20 -.36  ~.0§ .00 —.15 0 -.32 .00 .78
.19 L1 L2t W47 .28 .55 -.03 .71
3k . .36 .12 .13 .00 Ny “15 .52
-.32 -.08 .02 -.18 .08 -.31 -.22 .30
=28 =.39  ~.03 -.21 -.31 -.2 -. 28 .89
.09 .27 .86 .05 .03 .12 .09 .86

50



s

Identifiéation~5ubtypeé. Fifteen, scales were selected

for inclusion in the reduced data set. - These are pre-
sented, together with their highgsﬁ factor loadings, .
in Table 6. All 7 PIC factors, identified in the prelim-
‘inafy R-type factor anaiysis, are reflected in fhe‘fedﬁced
- ~ data set in rough nroportion,to the number of scaléé
| 'loadlng most hlghly on each R-type factor.

Appendix 3 reports the extent of item overlap, and
‘intercorrelatlons built in by this overlan, among the
scales 1ncluded in the *educed data set. Onl& one pair
of scales, 13; 1ng mos highly on the same R-type factor,
"evidenced sgff1c1ent 1t¢. overlap to .build in an inter-
correlation = I+ 20l (Adojescent Maladjustment and Asocizl

+ Behavior). The observed intercorrélation betwéen these

_//ff~\\—’}tWO scales (see Appendix A) ﬁas *51 greater than their
| built-in intercerrelation, indicating that their observed

relationship was not primarily artifactual. Thus, the

untoward effects of item overlap had been minimized in

the selection of scalées for inclusion in the reduced

data set.

- The analySLS of the reduced data set indicates that -

the subject sample is comprised of 4 subtypes of learningd

disabled children which differ frém eachbther in terms of

personality functioning.‘ In %he Q-type factor analysis

condﬁcted‘ﬁg the reduced data set, the eigenvalue criterion
Q

to limit factoring was 6.67 (100 subjects/15 scales).
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. b |
FPour factors, accounting for 69.5% of the common variance,

were'refained and rotgﬁed. The rotated factor pattern
is presented in Table 7. -Seventy-seven of the 100 sub-
Jects met the criteria for assignment to factors or
’subtypes. Of the remaining 23 subjects, 13 failed to
démonétréte suffzclent separatlon between their highest
and next highest factor loadings to permit assignment
to a ghbtype, and 10 did not exhibit a factor load-
21,501 . The 4 factors are clearly uniﬁolar.‘as'éil
aséigned éubjects evidence positive loadings on the
factors to which they were assigned. Subjeét assignment

to subtypes was as follows: -

34 subjects assigned to Subtype 1 (&4%) s

20 subjects assigned to Subtype 2 (26%) ~
10 subjects assigned to Subtype 3 (13%) .
13 subjects assigned to Subtype & (17%)

Sienificance of Inter-Subtype Differences and Notable:

‘Subtype Characteristics. - Summary étatistics with regard

' +to each subtype, as well resul#s of the MANOVA procedure;
are presented in Table 8. Overall, the subtypes differed
significantly from eachother (p<.00l1 on the Hotelling-
Lawley Trace, Pillai's Trace, and Wilk's Criterion).
ﬁifférences between subtypes were statistically signifi- —
cant (px.0l) on 28 of the 33 PIC scales. Among the PIC -
'variables,.ohly the Acﬁievement, Intellectual Scfeening,r
Development, Cerebral Dysfunction and, Learnihg Disability

Prediction scales did not differ significantly between -
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Rotated Factor Pattern from Q-type Factor

-

-

Table 7

Analysis of Reduced Data Set

" Subject Factor I Factor IT Pactor I Tactor IV
1 .25 .70 -.08 Ak
2" .33 R -39 88
3 .26 =05, Y -.37

u Cea12 .57 o=e2 .50
s - -1l -.11 .28
<6 =08 - -.36 .52 .29
4 .57 .31 .12 ©33
8 .89 -1 .22 .18
‘g -0 .55 .30 -e13
10 - =35 .52 -.10 .45
11 .72 .18 -.17 .22
12. .29 .22 .05 .36
13 .89 .03 .2 .29
14 .10 07 ©o.87 .13
15 .01 .58 -.05 85
16 - 11 .82 Lo .25
17 -1 .12 . 7 .58
18 - 34 —oib .85 .11
g’ T .35 .58 13 v .50
20 .02 ¢ .80 42 .23
a Lme3l .10 .2 .82
22 . .8 .17 .17 - 0
23 T, ve35 .12 .82 -1.18
2% .-, .80 -.07 -.12 - -2l .
25 1 e .27 " 01 Lou
26 .81 .10 -.07 .19
27 k3 .17 -.12 .60
28 -.29 .13 .16 .35
29 w62 .59 .18 .38
30 .72 .10 .40 .17
31, U6 .56 -.28 .31
32 <32 .79 .12 .3
33 W81 80 .31 L48
,‘31‘ ’ .72 -.15 L9 - =e3l
35 . -.23 .02 -.01 -.15
-
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Table 7 - (cont.)

. Subiect Tactor T VN. Factor IT .act‘o:. ITI ?a_cf:o_*
’“K : s 36 . w2 .05 20 7 .00
. RN : s 7 -2 . T .53 . =02 -y
38 - . 52 .2 ST a2 B 2
. ‘ 39 =26 . .13 L35 - - .57
. 86 . .31 . .03 .09 .15
L X S U = R L0
: b2, - .25 - .50 . Lo
LB - - S T .55 . - =09 .30
o ' ' ETS 12 .05 0 T =.38 :
T --50 D17 - =08
6 T .22 . L.08 . H5Y -
Cup T gl 36 L -2k S .3k
. 48 . .82 - - .26 29 Sallas.
"~ " 4g 257 a8 o1 N .
) <. 50 S .26 .78 . =16 w3 -t >
o8 2T as -2 . .Bk Lo
52 .. .19 . .80 S - RN :
53 81 - L2 .01 -.06 , -
"5 . s | T
55+« W6 -e0L 23 .59 :
' 56 A9 . L6 S =03 <07
57 ~0§ .68 -.18 ~“52
58 .30 St k6 T =53
59 . .01 8 06 . .3
60 .13 .62 ¢ I U T
Y > ".51 © .26 . .09
S 62 .19 W0b .90 S .27
63 .8k .06 a8 e .08
S 6k To.23 .12 . .20 .48
65 .16 .22 A .61
56 2k 3 .o .39
§7 19 L 2 =37
. 58 .72 N ".39 A
: I 69 - .52 .01 W50 -t2 :
: 7 -.20 .85 26 -.01
71, .85 -.16 -.25 -.20

'.. ~, . - ’ ) 'v‘; . .
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e ‘Table 7 (cont.) .
<A - ) - . ’ . ' ’_ T . ‘.'.-
T ' .  -Subiect Tactor I . factor II Facter III Pactor v -
- 72 .50 RTEE .20 '
. o 23 .76 .36 260 - .32
cooee e~ w20 f .37, 83
- 75 _'.' ) .6_8 b . "011 .osu' oO? To-
76 TWBET T ea3C . 28 12 ‘
77 217, Le63 . .56 .
o ?8 R i 012 ' -01!" . 015) ' [ . oizi
) 79 -.08 017 . +00 .go° -

80 .84 S0l T.22
o ‘81 31 g 19 T
- © 22 B CE .53 . -.0L
' ) 83 B -_.43& o -53 . 0.6_15
;8L . .6 .29 .62
" 85 *37 T2 SN .06
86 .10 .54 L .25
: : _ R 87 .55 .23 -25
% , Lo 88 T .59 -.33 - .o
- -89 - 5B S1s .68
90 - .30 . .55 : =12
91. -~ .85 T .ob ., ,02
92 07 .25 .20
93 < 09 - - =8
. - S .93 =18 w12
: : .es .63 233, - 2 -.25
: T 96 .21 .55 -.08 .88
97 .10 c-i2 - Lok . -27
: 98 . L1 60 07 .26
99 -39 . .50 . .32 .27
100 L .05 .3 8E .26

R T L LT

~

Y o Eigenvalue 32,1& ©18.20 '_ 11.32 .- 7.80‘

A
-

¢‘ P i3
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Varidble Subtype 1 . Subtype 2 Subtype 3 Subtype 4

>

_‘:ff.;:
) '_‘;' P

£

_ Table8 -

- Subtype Summary Statistics and

Slgnificance of Inter-Subtype Differences

Sex ; . 79% male - 85% méle 100% male 85% male
Age - 10,11 10.3 10.7 1.0 E
Verbal IQ . 95.2 | ° . 9&.5 91.5 | ' 95.5
Performance IQ 103.7 | '101;5 104,7  f% 100.8
Full Scale IQ 991 97.8 97.5 " 97.8
Reading Centile - 19.9 zs.é | 1545 31.6
Spelling Centile 14,0 17.8 10,1 16,2
Arith, Contile 20,7 17.3 167 19.4

1 ) ‘

Subtype mean.

Siegnificance

not significant

noﬁ aignificant'
‘not significant
not signiflcanf

" not significant

oy

not, significant

not significant

‘not sigﬁifioant

A%
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.’ - | . -' . .. N i ’ ./‘
subtypes.' Statlstlcally signlflcant diffePences were
not. found for subject age. ‘WISC Verbal, Performance
or Full Scale IQ. WRAT Reading, Spelllng or Arlthmetlc

centile score, or sexual composxtlon.‘
The rank order of the 33 PIC scales was determined

for each subtype.’ Sbearman-correlational analyses_wefe

-

. performed on this data in six paired-subtype comparisons.

-In t is procedure, a statistically significant corre-
;;:iétivn would tend to contradict the hypothesis jhaﬁ
;fgh iair of subtypes in.question demonstrate different
profile configurations. Results of the Spearman
procedure, preseﬁted in Table 9, subport the notion
~ that the Subtype 3 profile differs in configuration from
each of the others. However, thé.results tend to
contraindicate differences in profile configuration
between other subtype pairs. '
Next, for each subtype, the rank order of the 23
PIC personallty scales (i.e. excluding the valldlty,
response style, and school-related scales) was determined.
Spearman cbrrelational analfses were performed oﬁ this
data in six paired-subtyﬁe comparisgns. The, results |
of these analyses are presented in Table 9. None of
the‘gorrelations reached statistical significance, ex-

cept for that between Subtypes 1 and 2 (rg = .50, p<.0l).

In other words, results of #ive of the six paired=-subtype -

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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. Table 9 ~ .
Spearman Rank Correlations and
Corresponding Significance Levels of

Between-Subtype Comparisonsl

' Subtype 1 Subtyﬁe 2 Sﬁbtype 3 Subtype &
' s/
. Subtype 1

54 21 .22
, b (p=e01) (nss.) {n.s.)
L Subtype 2 ? .62 - . .16 <40
- . o (2(-01) , (n.'g.) ' (noSo)
Subtype 3 .32 .36 o Lol
T {nes.) (n.s.) {(n.s.)
Subtype & “50 . iy . .28 |
| (p<.01) . (p<.01) (nes.)
1

Figures below the diagonal indicate the Spearman correla-
tion.coefficients (and corresponding significance levels)
calculated on the rank order of all 33 PIC scales.
Figures above the diagonal indicate the same statistices .
calculated on the rank order of the 23 PIC personality

F scales only.

-
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comparisons'offer support'fof the hypothesis that each
subtype demonstrates a distinct personalify péttern. "
The mean PIC nrolees of the & subtypes are presented
in F gures 2 through 5. All & subtyne profiles exhlblt '
at least moderate elevations (i.e. T-scores >60) on_the
Adjustment. Achievement, Intellectual Scfeening, Develop-
ment; Ego Streng%h and Learning Disability Prédictioh
scales. None of the suﬁtype profiles exhibited even
moderaﬁe elevations on the Lie, Defensiveness, Cerebfal
Dysfunction, Deliquency Pfediction, Sex Réle, or Social
\ Desirability scales. The overall profile elevation;éas
lowest for Subtype 1 (mean T-score = 55.2, median T-
score = 53.hj and highest for Subtype 2 (mean T-score =
62.9, median T-score = 66.4). - | '_\v
Table 10 presents thg scales which are notably higher
or lower on one subtype profile thaﬁ‘on any éther (com-
.parative elevations); and the R-type factor to which\
_— each scale belongs.' ‘The Subtype 1 profile is; agaln,l
| least elevated, demonstrating comparative eleva%lons on
" none of the scales reflecting social -or emotional function-
, ing.. The Subtype 2 profile evidences fhe greatest number
of com?a:afive elevations, and is remarkable for compara-
tive elevations on all 5 scales reflecting R-tyﬁe factor IT
(Depre331on, Anxiety, Psychosis, Withdrawal and Internallz-:?

ation). All &4 scales reflectlng R-type factor III (F,

Somatic Concern,. Infrequency and Somatization), and no

-
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Figure 5
_Subtype 4. Mean PIC Profile
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Table 10

Comparative T<Score Elevations

C . e

2

Subtype' , Ccmparatively1 .. R=Type ™.
: ' High T-Score ._Factor.
1 .Intelléctual Screening. IV
2 Depression IT
- Anxiety - IT
. . Psychosis - I -
- " "Seoeial Skills o virz- =
Reality Distortion VI
Adjustment - ' I .
. Withdrawal I -
- - Aggression X _
: .Internalization I -
3 . F . IIT
' - Somatlc Concern III
. - Infrequency . - IIZ
Somatlzatlon o III-
h Ae}olescent Malaé%us‘uﬁ O
B ;social Behavior .. I
> ellnquency - I
??éﬁily Relations . Y-
_ Externalization- . T
Hyperaetivity I .
Subtype Con‘iparatively3 o R-Type
Low. T-Scope .. Factor .
S ” none '///. :
‘2< none
3 none
| 4 L -
Defensiveness -VI
Internal-External -T
5 ' 1T-Score > 65 and at least 5 higher than for any other subtype..
2“actov- on which scale lcaded most highly in R-Type analysis.
3 T-Score €45 and a%t least '5 lower than for any other subtype.
P . Highest loading was negative on the factor indicated.’

) .
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others, are comparatlvely elevated on the Subtype 3
profile. The Subtype & profile is most notable for its

' emphasis on R-type factor 1o - It 1s comparatively ele-

- vated on 5 of the 8 pos;tlve R-type factor I scales.

and comparatlvely low on:-2 of the S5 negative R-type
factor I scales.. The four subtypes clearly differ
from eachother wzth regard to personallty functlonlng.

PsxchometrlcvRellablllty. The analyses designed to

shed light on the replicability of the subtypes supports

the notion of psychoﬁetric reliability. -Sixteen PIC
scales (excludingwéie Depression'scalé) evidenced -R-
type fagtor'loadiggs_ g h?Of. The 2 éets into which
these sczles werefaivided'(termed “"Rep 1" and "Rep 2")
are presénted, together with'their highest R=-type facto;ﬁ
Jloadings, in'Taﬁle 11. Rough equivalence between the
"scales of Rep 1 and Rep 2-was achieved with regard to
the factors reflected and factor loadings exhibited.
The effects of item overlap, among the scales of -
‘data-set Rep 1 and of data-set Rep 2, are reported in
Appehdixlc. Only the Adolescent Maladjustment and A-
social Behavior scales evidenced sufficient overlap to

builé in an intercorrelation = 1.20!1. As noted above,

the observed intercorrelation of these 2 scales is suffi-

ciently high to -preclude théir 6%§erved relationship
from being primarily artifactual. Thus, the undue

effects of item overlap were minimized in both Rep 1
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Table 11

. Highest Pactor Loadings of Scales

In Data Sets Rep 1 and Rep 2

I

+

- -~

Rep 1 ASC

INT |

INF

Data Set  Scale

AGM
+ K

.'f i
. 82

V75 L

- 7Q¢‘

«89
.81
73
-.70

"Fac%o;,r _'
II  Im - IV v
. N
. $§“
.78 .
.87
» 70
. .;?8 o
- +80
.. 6
.82 N e
086 . ‘ _:" ‘15:'. )
A
,70 -
-7 .91
A
- » R -
. -2 . %
'i' A{"-... .
4“ 7

. e
k]

A
. .c.\ -~
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and Rep 2. \
In the Q-type factor analysis of Rep 1, four factors
..accounting for 85.4% of thé common variance were ”
foﬁated. The rofatedffacfor pattern 1is presenfed
"in.Table 12. Eighty-four subjects were assigned to
factors from'this analysis.. In the Q-type analysis.of'Rep 2
o four féctors accounting for 81.6% of the common
",variance were rofated. Table 13 presents the rotated
- factor pattern from this analysis. Eighty-six subjects
. were assigned ;o factors. ‘
Sixty-one sudjects were assigned to factérs in-
the analyses of both Rep 1 and Rep 2. Table 14 presents
the ma%fix in which the groupiﬁg of‘subjeFts froﬁ.the
o ‘two analyses is compared. Considerable agreement is
. ' a‘pgiarergt bé‘t?ween the two replication analyses. The
. second repliéation analysis. grouped together-éBvof the
35 gybjects from factor I of ﬁhe first replication
analysgs,,Bﬁﬁf the 11 subjects from factor .II of tﬁe first
analysis, 5 of t§§;6 subjécts from‘factor III of the
first analysis, and 7 of the 9'subjects from factor Iv
. © of the'first analysis. In summary, the two znalyses -
demﬁnstrated on agreement or replication;rate of 79%.
Cramer®s index of étrength of aségéié%ibn ('),
qﬁhich can range from O (complete independehcé)‘to 1.0‘

(complete dependénce), provided a statistical measure of

the defree of correspondence between the two replication

——

v . ' . A

3 e e -
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. RO Table 12 .-
Rotated Factor Pattern from Q-type Factor
T Analysis of Data Set Rep 1
® -Subiect  Tactor ‘T Fmetor IT  Factor IIT Sacor I¥
1 .95 - .02 ©.e © =e09
-2 .89 -.22 /\js - 12
3 -.28 .02 \ -23 .80
. 1T & .95 © .05 .03 .08
‘ 5 .05 .84 -.12 .40
L6 25 .. .22 22 ¢ .01
7 .62 .28 <.09° 6.
8 .05 7.6 .08 W10
9 278 0 =03 47 .33
0. . .85 -07 29 - . =03
“ 1N 200 L5k e =86 53
12 « N\ _ .55 24 S L | .30
13 .28 W87 Tolek t T .18
1% 27 -8 . .83 RS
15 89 . T Teu3b .07 15
15 .7 -~ 34 .38 S V4 .
17 .45 J24 . N85 . Tea3e —
. 18 .07 -.58 .22 - o
C e R ‘19 - .82 - =3l -.17 .03
- 20. Wi -.25 .35 6
a1 .81 -.19 .12 L elk2
L 22 . -.08 .38 -:29 .84
- 23 .22 -.03 .57 . .56
) ; . 2b. . =26 .80 " . ... Ja2 a9
25 - '2 T-u38. ~29. "_..0.',;4
_ e 26 .55 - .23 -e260 0L
- B 27 T W2 a3, - =38 .06
. L 28 T W29 -.75 Y - T .03
29 - .§_6_ - 06 A'- -v.Zé - «33 -
30 R Y S SR I 13
-3k 0. .22 B ek .15,
2 . W23 sk -.02 .50.0 .
* B 33 . . .90 - =.08 . =25 ‘ .19
o0 Bk = .58 C .29 .52
: Lo 38 .22 .22 10 .k
N~
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=72
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’ . Table 12 (cont.) -
Subj;ct  Faetor T Pactor IT Pactor ITT w o
72 56 . N
: - 73 .8k . 22 .19 X .
/? . - e - .28 L. s -.06 - IR
: T e s 22 I A
. 76 -.32 N3 .o .28 L
/ e, " T 77 S w22 D .57 o . )
l ’ I TR A =15 ~35 . -3t :
.70 .66 -.C9 - L0 -.£3
' 80 -.03 .91 - 0b .27 Lo
° ‘ 81 a8 .28 S - B .25 .+ <
g2 .25 .12 RYS .28 :
83 .33 -3k .58 .72
8% . .22 \—’:0?3\\‘;‘\_ .86 L -
" 85 . -05 . o8 - 053 o
85 .85 .19 07 .27 L
87 .29 .03 —e86 - - .02 :
. 88 33 . .82 -12 = .35
' 89 .36 a7 80 10
90 .75 -2 =56 - .12
91 -0l . .96 -2z .. 0B .
92 - ~32 .36, SRIETE
93 g . . om . f-&B ° N =-,00 . '
ol -.30 -85 -.28 . .03 . - L R
§ T a5 .36 .5, N
‘ - 96 95 T . 00 1 -.06 =26
< reen 97 .37 . oel9 T .28 YoL.03 . .
: 98 - e26 .. 20 -3 .22 o
99 .5b -.26 W12 .28 .
100 .57 =e23 .59 .50
Zigenvalue 35.62  22.71 . 17520 g7 . :
° .
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Tadble 13

Rotated Factor 'Pat‘t.ern from Q-type Factor ‘
- o . * Analysis of Data Set Rep 2 |

Subjact Faetor I Fmctor IT  Factor III" Factor IV

\

. 1 &1 7 =06 .17 L .23
2 .81 .33 .22 \ .06
3 -.12 .06 .50 " 038
L .e% .01 -.09 SN
5 .22 .03 S TR 80
6 -2 .57 . «36 L =ybs
? 5L .57 .57 7 -2
8 DL =36 .38 .28
9 .50 13 .38 -68
10 o8 .17 . .20
1 -.19 46 85 .02 v
12 .38 -.13 .39 220
: 13 233 . .12 T 1
S 1t -.08 .82 .39 -2
15 .2 .07 -.03 . a9
15 .39 . .52 =09 S \
17 .78 -.25 Lo .35 A
18 -.33 .88 . =.15 - b2 Y
19 .25 .48 SRS 1 .28
20 T.65 . . .26 St .02
21 30 .07 =03 . .. =10
‘22 17 S .23 -5 SN PR
23 - 16 .51 . .66 Ll o
24 .25 -5k -.25 - 2 ¢
- 25 89 .19 . 45 . -us3
. 26 © .73 -.23 7. -2
27 .22 =01 53 .26
28 -.05 .26 \\._09 Y
29 B - N .28
" 30 . %00 -.07 -09 - .22
31 .51 -.17? -.31 -58..
32. .35 T .61 23 - J1%
. 33 46 55 , . 8 g -1
3% S =.52 1«35 .12. .19
35 7 .22 ¢ .83 .56 =20
L
. r
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Table 13 (cont.)

/
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.55
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.60

-, 24

L .88
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.16
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.27

.5
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.07
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.69
.37
=49
=-. 30
.56

48

.87

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Fu

.. Table 13 (cont.) "

-

L
Jactor I  Fagtor IT  Fagtor IIT- gcto:- Iv
.96 .37 .48
.87 IR S22
.55 W27 .6k
o2 a .22
.34 .05 45 -
~ . .88 -.06 Lk
«20. Tk . .27
.03 o3k .09
-3 .26 .5h
S [ .8k . .35
.25 .20 a2t
81 La .08
b 88 43
S -') 0 .10
. .19 K .31 _ .20
.00 28 I .
-. 64 < 59 - Toed2
94 =23 _ .00
22 0 ‘ag .50
-.66 NCL00 . 85
.22 =12 .26
=18 .07 - .25
-2t 33 - .82
.12 .84 T =19 .
& P S .08 B X
.17 .00 .50
6. . .27 .26
- .80 - -02 -.33
62 -\ sé .09
. 19.89 14,98 s.02
\ < ‘

rther reproduction prohibited without permission.

77



78

R  Tgble 1 .

-Matrix of Subjects G}oﬁped?ih Both . .
o Rep 1 and Rep 2 - )
Q-Type Analyses ] :

§ ¢

' | i Repl - - - .
. fgz-—' Rep- 2 o Factor I Factor II  Factor III Factpr.iv

»

Factor I 28 1 0~ 1
Factor II 1 0. ‘\g<: .5 1 -
Factor III 1 2 T o
Factor IV » ' § 8 0 0

‘. Rep}zggtion-Rate‘=t79% - o N . CON\. e

POt ‘Pp = .69 p<. 001
‘ . ;]
§
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- gnalyses. This index;indiégted significant and sizable

correspondence (P* = .69, p<i00l).-
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

Educators and mental health professionals have
freqﬁentli no%ed that iearning—diéabled'children aré.“
particularly prone to social and -emotional difficulties.
Attempts to investigate this notion, however, have
yieldedlcontradicfofy, ihconclhsive and, occasionally,

_trivial results. Examination of these studies reveals

that viriually all ha&e empioyed research designs which

implicitly assume that learning-disabled childéén.éfe

-:ﬁ - homégeneous wiﬁ?.regard to their personality funcfioning.

| The inconclusive nature of the research findings éculd
stem'from the inaccuracy of this assumption.

. ' The purpose of the present investigation wa§ to
determine if there is any support for the notion that.
learning-disabled chiidren constitute a heterogeneous

- population with‘respect to their personality functioning.
A multivariate procedure was employed in an attempt to

. identify subtypes within 2 sample of 1earning-disabled‘
children. More specifically, Q-type ‘factor ;nalytié |
techniques were aﬁplied_to a sample of such chiidreh

3 about whom a 33 scale personality inventory had been
- g i

80

r 4
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- completed. Further analyses were then conducted to-

.assess the psychdmetric reliability of ‘the procedures,

-and tg, ascertazn the degree or separatlon vetweerr the
sdbtynes. '

In this, chapteo, the ﬁeterogeﬁ€333~nafure76f the
personallty functioning of the 1earnxng-dlsabled popu=-

’iw

lation will be revered first. Thlsﬂrev1ew will lnclude iﬂ .

._‘\ \;

a summary of the personallty‘oatferns characterlstlc
of eaeh subtype.. Next, the 1nternretatlon.to be placed
< g on the'negetive flnlegS will be discussed. An evalua-.
"tion of the exoectatlons of the study will follow. e
leltations 1mo11c1t in the methodology exployed wlll
A be outllned after this. 'The chapter w1ll conclude
with a.discussion.of the implications of this investi-

gation,'ingluding suggestions for fur%her‘research; . ..5\
'1 ) . . N

The Heterogeneity of Persona ity Functlonlng Among -

nggging-Disabled Children _ .
| Four subtypes emerged from the multlvariate analy-
'sis of the personallty profiles of 100 learnlng-dlsabled
children. These subtypes, accounting for 77% of the
subjects, differed significantly from eachother, and
~demonstrated adequate psychomeiric reliability. It |

pgg;f appears that there is no single learning-disabled

., 'personélity type. -

In this section, characteristics of the four sub- -

types will be discussed.” Investigators. have begun'to
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examine the dlagnostlc and descrlptlve utlllty of indi-"~

vidual PIC scales (Lachar, Butkus & Hryhorczuk, 1978

Lachar & GdOWSkl, 19?9) and of a conflgural or p”Oflle
1nterp*etatlon,strategy (DeHorn. Lachar & Gdowskl,

1979). However, the. art (or.sclence) of PIC 1nterpre-

tation is still‘at an‘explorafory stage. Therefore, . .
~the followxng subtype descriptions are dffered as SR |

tentative and in need of confirmation.

Characteristics in Common. Examinition of tﬁé vaiidity'
 scales reveal§~that none of the four mej§\sﬁbtype profiles
evidences sufficient distortion o fegger the- profile in=
e ~° - velid. As one would expect in a samﬁle of learning-

. disablgd.children, all four subtypes evidénce at least moderate
aisturbaﬁce in écademic and school-related areas. More
specifically, each subtype profile suggests: (a) academic
achievement below age levelg (v) behav1our similar, in many
ways, to chlldren with intellectual lmmltatlons-.

'(c) atypical intellectual and/or physical development;
(d) attributes contraindicative of good adjustment in -
the classroom; and Qe) behaVLour similar to that of
chlldren found to be 1eafn1ng~dlsabled.

0f perhaps greater 1nterest is the total absence .

" of other ‘common areas of disturbed functlonlng. Ap-
parently, the four subtypes of learnlng-dlsabled
children do not have‘in c5Emon any specific personality-
characterist}cs. These results directly contradict

the widely held view that one aspecf of the learning

T e . ’ >
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disabilities "syndrome” is a particular mode of . Lo
pereohality functioning. The ﬁersonality characteristigg‘
. descriding each subtype will be outlined below.
.  Subtype 1. The first subtyre, comprised of 37
subaects (&&o of those assigned to subtyneS). represents
"the most frequently found personality pattern ‘within
the learnlng-dlsabled sample ::1gure 2 presents the ~
. mean PIC profile for Subtype 1. Ywo characteristics
o ol the Subtype 1 nrolee are partQ%ularly noteworthy.
Except for scales reflecting academic and school-
;ﬁJ ' related functioning, the profile indicates minimal
between-scale variation, and a total absence of even
moderate scale elevations.. The personaiity' profile

suggestsbalenced and well-adjusted social-emotional

functioning. - These children seem %o evidence no more

s

personality problems, on the average, than their'normall§~‘

aehieving peers. Ap?arently, the school releted dif-

ficulties of almost half of the learning-cdisabled children
- have'not_gdversely_affected thelr pereonality functioning.

- T Tt is interesting to note that the Subtype 1

profile evidences a greater elevation on the Intellectual

Sereening_Scale than any of the ofher‘profiles@ It

ﬁ\,~f could Dbe fhat, because these cpildren are nj:;iiijinf _i".

guishable from normal achievers in terms of-theif social-

_emotional functioning, their academic difficulties are

-3
- : H
14 1
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moxe readily attributed to-intellectual deficiences.

- " LD A > WY
AL NAREE SRR & £ AR |
. .

. | Subtype 2. The mean PIC profile of this subtype,

. o ; representing 20 spfjects (26% of those assighed), is

presented ifNfigure 3. These children appear to
géﬁsii?nte'the most disturbed subtype within the leérning~'
disabled population,  They aféklikely té'present as
moody;.brooding ;ﬁildren who display ﬁany df.the symptoms
of childhood de?ression (lack of.energy, anhedonia, ‘»‘

, ' T s
cerying ‘spells, concern with death and separation, etc.). '
Their self-esteem is probably low,'theyfare l;kel§ m§re
anxious and wifhdrawn than other lea;ning-disafled chitdren,

" and they may 59 shy, fearful and wo;riégae.. Poor inﬁer- ;
personal functioning appears to-be another characteristic _
'pf this{subtype: social (even physical) isolation, peer !

. o rejecti&g, interpersonéi\distrust, emotional distance,
and a preference for solitéry intellectual pufsuitS'are
likely prevalent. 'It appears that the schoSIArelated

probiems of the children of Subtype 2 are accompanied by ,

a great deal of subjective discémfort and internalized
social-emotional difficulties. |

AP N Subtype 3. The mean PIC profile of Subtype 3, ¢

//// . representing loisubject; (13% of those assigned),'ié‘

presénted in ?igure 4, ‘It is most noteworthy for its

indication of marked proslems in only one specific

area--somatic concern. Subtype 3 children appear to

T

-
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‘experiehce a}dispfoﬁortionate number of visual problems
and a Qariety.of somatic complaints. Such symptoms

as fainting spellé, headaches, dizzy spells.‘chesi'
pains, and gastrointestinal discomfort are likely to ~

- - be particularly preyaleﬁt émong these children. Although
| they do present academic¢ and school-related problems,

the difficulties of Subtype 3 children tend to be per-

S ceived as less marked in this sphere than are thosé of *,

the other learning-disabled children.
| Children:of this subtype appear to worry excessiveiy
abou%gtheir physipgi well-being. Thelr mothers likely
~ express a gréaf deal of distress about their children's
difficulties. This raises the possibility that overcon-
cern by both mother and child might be contributing a \

- ‘psychogenic aspect to the somatic complaints.

Subtype 4. The mean PIC profile for Subtype &,

comprised of.13 subjects (17% of those assigned), is
presented in Figure 5. The academic problems of these
children would appear éo be accompanied byfconsidepable
behavioural disturbance. They likely demonstrate many
characteristics associated with the "hyperkinetic syndrome."
In the classroom, they are often perceived'as‘overactive,
:estléss, and highly distractible, and having difficulty
. maintaining attention apd:concentration. In general,

. - ] B
they are seen as disobedient, disrespectful, unreliable,

3

ot . : : ' . —
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 and interpersonally insensitive, acting out antisocially

and readily expressing their impulses against society.
Spbtype 4 children woulé appear ﬁo experience little
.anxiety or interhal discomfort.. Iﬂ many ways they resemble
. o children diagnosed as having a "conduct'disérder." .In
- summary, desﬁité thé absénce of preconceived notions
| regérdiﬁg the nature of the subtypes whiéh would emérge
in the present investigation, the personality patterns df ‘
the four identified_subtypes.are clearly meaningful from a
clinical point of view. :

~
Interpretation of* Negative Results

‘-

The prineciple negative find%ngs in the present study .-
concern- the relationship between the four personality
subtypes and_nonpersonaiity'variables. No significant
_ betwéen-subtype éiffergnces were found with regard to age,
sexuai codgg;ition,iverﬁal, Performance or Full*Scale I.Q.,
or Reading;:Speiling or Arithmetic ceﬁtile écore. Cauy= -
 tion is called for in internretihg these negative find-
ings. It would be inaccurate to assume.that these re-
sults simply contralndlcate a relatlonshln between tbe
~personalz.ty functlonlng of learnlng-“lsabled children
‘ and age, sex, IQ or academlc achievement.
| The nature of the statistical technlques employed
—'to identlfy sub‘types of learning-disabled children has
important implications for the interpretation of the

appégfnt lack of relationship between age and personality.

-
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The subtypes were generated via an analysis of personality

.profile patterns rather than profile elevations. 'Therg-
fore, the-findings with régard to age fail to support
“the notion of a relationsﬁip between age and personality

géttern . The possible relationship between age and

degree of personality disturbance was not examined.l Such

an examination would require an analysis of” the relafionshipi
between agé and profile elevation,-
| The composition of the subjegf sample did not pérmit
a meaningfui invgstigatioh-of the'relationsﬁip between
pgrsonalit& subt&pes and sexual composiiion. Because
only 13% of the subjects were female, between-subtype
differgnces in_sexual composition would have had.té be
extremely large to have reached statistical~significance;
‘No females at ail {compared to 15% of the males) were
assigned tg Subtype 3, whereas 58% of the females (coh-,
pared to &2%.of.the males) were assigned to Subtype 1.
"Were this pattefn to hold up in a subject sample composed
/’;qually of males and females, it could be that between-
subtype differences in sexual compositi&i\would be
significant. Thus, results of the present investigation -
N neifher support nor contraindicate fhe‘hypothesis that.
“there is a reiationship between‘personaiity subtypes and
sexual composition in the learning-disabled population.
iﬂe question is somewhat more cémplex with regard

to IQ and academic achievement. The results fail to

support the presence of a.simple relationship between

PP .
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‘pefsonality‘subtjpeland any sfsthe IQ or gchieveﬁent
scores (taken one at a time). .H§wevef, the possibility

of -a relation iﬁ between bersonality subtype and the
conflguratlon ?f IQ or achievement scores was not examlngd.

"In fact, post hoc analysis supports the notion that

tﬂére is a sxgnlflcant relationship between personality |

‘- subtype and configuration of achievement scores. Whereés.
no more than 30% of the subjects in subtfﬁes 1, 2 or
3 demonstrated average® or better skills in any aéademic
area, 62% of those in Sudtype 4 were at'lgast"average
in one or two skill areas (%2 = 8.21, p<+05). ' This
‘suggests a.relationship between uneven acédemic-func: )
~ o tionihg and the personality gharacte:istics of‘Subtype,h.u
‘Too few of the subjects demonstrated any specific pattern
of uneven academic skills (eg. gﬁodlreading and §pe%ling
with poor arithmetic) t0 permit gn examination of the
relationship between personallty sub types and patterns
of spec1f1c learning deficiencies.

" The data does not suggest a relationship between
,pefsonality subtype and Verbal-Performance IQ giscrgiéncy;‘
Howgver. only 9% of the subject sample demonstrated the
Verﬁal IQ)’Performance IQ pattern, as compared to-k77
'who demonstrated the Verbal IQ<:Performance IQ pattern.

' The relatlve absence of subjects demonstratlng the. former

pattern precludes a meanlngful 1nvest1gatlon of nosszble

personality subtypve-IQ pattern relationships.

e

FEERV ——— .
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,Evaluétipn of Expectatioﬂs

- - \ - N -
N - - o . N
\

_ Because. of the exploratory natuxr® of the present
invest?gation, only two expectations were sét;fqrth at
the outset. ..- i _ | ‘ |

(1) It was expected that distinct: subdbtypes, differ;~
ing from eachbther’with respect téApersonality.functione
iﬁg, would be identified in the sample of learﬁing-disabled
éhildren;' Cleés‘supﬁort for this expectation was -
forthcominé:‘ four subtypes were idéntified, the pérsonality :

. o * .
profiles of the subtypes differed significantly from

‘eachother, and each subtype presented a rather distinct

and pl;nféally coherent personality profile.

(2}: One of the ‘subtypes was expected‘tO'demonstratef
quite aéequéte personality functioning. This expecta- "
tion also found clea; suppert: the profilé of the larges?
subtype identified in this study, Subtype 1, presents a ¢

personality pattern indicative of functioning as adequate

as one would expéct to find in a sample of well-adjusted,

. normally-achieving children.

AMethodologiéal Limitations

. The -subject selection criteria employed in the present

investigation seeln to be satisfdctéry. Approximately

60% of the children referred for neuropsychological
assessment were excluded from the sample, mostly because

of limited intelligence or primary emotional disturbance. -

-
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The subject sample would'a?pear to be representatiée of
the learning-disabled gbpulation. However, caution
should be exercised in geﬁefalizing the results to similar
groupsng children. ‘

'. The present study employed subjects within a rela-

- - tively limited WISC Full Scéle'iQ'raﬂge (i.e. 85 to 113).

There is no compeliing reason to assume that learning=-
disabled children outside of this range (eithér,parﬁi;

cularly bright children, or those with more limited

v .
~

intelligence) would not demonstrate additional and/or
_vgry'differenf personality patterns. Theréfore, fhe
jextént to which the present findings can be géneralized
should'be limited to learning-disabled children within
this range of psychometric intelligencé..‘

Two other parameters employed,iﬁ the subject selec~
tion procesé‘afe relevant in the‘present context. 'An
attemﬁt was made to eliminate socié-culturaliy deprived
children, and those with primary emotional disturbances,
from the sﬁbject sample. The identification of such
children was based solely on information provided_b&
other profegssionals and‘agenciesr The reliability of
this information was not verified, and the possibility
remains that some of the subjects wexe indeed deprived
and/or primarily emotionally disturbed. . Nevertheless,

a considerablé number of potentiél subjects were exclud-

ed' from the study due to these criteria. It would,

e
S/

A

{

[ XN
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therefore, be inappropriate to genéraliie»the results
“of tﬁis sfudy to childrgn wﬁd evidence soéio-cultural
'deprivation,and/§r primary emotional disturbance'in’
édditigh to their,leafﬁing problems.

-éhe éubjects were selected from the vopulation of
children referred for neuropsychological assessment
because of épparent leérning or "perceptual‘ provlems,
and the subject sample would appear_to adequately repre-
sent this population (within the limitations noted above).:-
It is at leasf possible, however, that children with
parsicularly subtlé or atypical learning disabilities
might be less readily recognised by referring parfies
(primarily school personnnél and famiiy physicians). If
'S0, the subject 'sample would not fully represent the
poprulation of learning-disabled children in the school
system. This possikility would have been eliminated
had subjects been sele'c'ted by going directly into the
school system, administering a screening battery to a
‘large number of unselected cﬂildren, and identifying
the legrning-disabled subjects from among this general

‘school population.

Implications

The present study has direct implications regarding
past investigations and future research needs. Several
observations seem warranted in this regard.

(1) The research design and results of the present
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. létudy appear to be unique in the investigation of thef
personality functioning of learning-disabled children.
Cross-validation studies are needed. .

(2) . The results of this investigation dlrectly
contradict the notion that a particular élustér of gbcial~’.
.emotional characterlstlcs is descrlptlve of the learninge
disabled nonulatlon. It seems llhgly that the inconclu-
sive and Qontradictory nature of péébiéus research in
this area is attributabdle, to a great extent, to the
search for a single learning-disabled personality type.

It ii.hoped that future investigations into the personality
funcfioning of learning-disabled children will take into
account the heterogeneitly of ne*sonallty lP this nopulaﬁlon.

(3) There appear to be four subtybes of learning- )
disabled children that differ from eachother in ferms of
personaiity functioning. _The largest subtyve tends to
demonstrate qulte adequate soc;al-emotlonal functlonlng.
The other three subtynes seem to be characterized, respec-
tlvely by: (a) marked psychological disturbance reflecteg

by internalized social-emotional difficulties; (b) ex-

ternalized behawioural disturbance reflected by overacti-

vity, d;straCtibilit interpersonal insensitivity, and

.antiSocial behaviour; and‘(c) a dispropoftidhate pervasive=-
ness and/or integéity of somatic concerns, accompanied
“by otherwise adequate personality functioningﬁ These

personality descriptions were derived from a limited
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research base. There .is a need to investigate these
subtype‘characteristics in greater depth. Detailed
individual psychological assessmehts of a number of
children from each subtype would contribute éreatly to -

. our undersfanding of learning-disabled children.

. - (4) The apparent relétionship between one of the
persona;ity sub?ypes and‘léarning problemé of a specific
nature (i.e. reading#and/or spelli;%.and/o?_arifhmetic
deficiency, but not all three) éuggests an intriguing
line of inveétigation. It would seem worthwhile to
determine whether there 1is a relatioﬁship between patferﬁs
of -personality functioning and configurations of academic’
deficits (eg. adquate reading and spelling wifh‘poor |
arithmetic, péor reading ‘and spelling with adequate arith-
metic). An investigation of the neuropsychological |
correlates of the four ne*sonallty subtypes would appear
to offer particular promise. . . -

(5). There is some indication fhat‘learningédisabled
children who have experienced particularly frequent or
. serious medical problems'might;tgnd to demonstrate similar
, peréonality patterns. The possible relationshipfbetwéen’
,personallty subtyne and medical history (birth trauma,
serious illnesses, closed head lngurles, etc.) woulai
- appear to offer fertile ground for investigation. |
(6) Previous investigators have identified certéin

‘parental characteristics (Coleman et al., 1958; Goldman &
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. Barclay, 1974; Owen et al., 1971; Wetter, 1972) and
pa%terﬁs of family'interaction (Campbeli, 1972; Miliér
‘& Westman, 1964# 19663 Peck & Sfackhouse,rl9?3) which
appear to be related to the presence of learhiﬁg disabilities
.in,thé'éﬁild:eﬁ. An investigation of the.relationéhip
between the personglity subtype of a learning-disadled
.chéld and characteristics of.his parents and family
could jrdye most ;nforﬁative. o '
(7) It seems reaso;able to assume that the effective=
ness of special education depends upon the extent to
“-which both the academic and social-emdtional needs of
.learniﬁg-disabled §h§ldre%’a:e considered in the design
. of remedial programmes. Tke present study, therefore, ‘
is particula?ly relevant t? the education system. \Should‘v:f
the résulfs find confirmationvin future investigati'ons,
it is hoped that educators would take into_acéount.
-personality differences in developing approaches to

working with their learning~disabled students. . .

- 4 .
. « Ly
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- Appendix A 95
: Co;rela‘tional Analysis of 33 PIC Scales
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