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;~'fkv7-g"*j;‘f‘: ABSTRACT t:I,‘:‘\z“”

‘n'"-'.; S A RN

The maJor aim of th1s study was to develop a systematicf:,d”h

S B

rat1ng SYStem 1n order to (A) prov1de 1nformat1on regard1ng:'t
hthé 1ndiv1dual and global characten1st1cs of the‘anet1ci{fe
"TSChOOI DPaW‘“Q (KSD) (B)document further normat1ve datahf“
dTW1th reSpect to the act1ons. styles and content represented]u

7,1n school draWIngs, (C) record add1t1onal rel1ab111ty datahli

‘t‘of the KSD* and (D) present quant1tat1ve and qualltat1ve_‘:*ttt

‘$esults so that the effectlveness ;*6 the KSD V foryif'ﬁ

. v
d1fferent1al’assessment could be 1llustra1ed

Th1s study exam1ned the Klnetlc Sch001 Draw1ngs (KSDs)'I;hT

of 96 learn1ng dlsabled and non learn1ﬁb d1sabled grade f1ve;\.

if‘students The KSD was group adm1n1stered to bhese students byﬁf;j R

L
‘w’ .

X ‘ S
the1r teachers uswng standard1zed 1nstruct1ons and thenjﬂ

ﬁﬁﬁucollected from the teachers along w1th 1nformat1on ‘related.

'f<toA the age. grade,‘ class1f1catlon cognttlve and read1ng

ab111ty of each student The draw1ngs were presented to two f]:fs”

sets of travned “raters‘ who scored the draw1ngs w1th‘

.the\ R




The @g;suus. of "'»th'is".'stuay showed that instruments
‘.‘deve1oped 'torw‘the 'purposes of this study prov1ded a-
‘systemat1c: and cons1stent scorwng approach for graphlo
"var1ables Add1tvonally the resu]ts demon trated that '(a)
)d’many‘-of the graph1c features, represented by ‘ learn:ng
'”ggd1sabled chlldren qpal1tat1vely and quantitat1vely d1ffered
v‘f”fromr“fnx leardtng dlsabled ' ch11drens .. graphic
'htrepresentatwons. (b) all subJects drew school p1ctures that
fcontatned graph1c ind1cators of" maladJustment however <the
f;:draw1ngs d1ffered terms of type and degree of graphtc .
F{h519n1f1cance._f ) graphtc 1nd1cators fﬂofr psychologvcal
‘djcond1tions ‘and global characterlst1cs could be categorvzed
dﬁjand d1fferent1ate groups of chtldren, (d) many 1nd1cators .

P

: jcons1dered emp1rtcally and cl1n1cally s1gn1¥1cant 1n K1net1c

?fam1ly dnaw1ng;;(KFDs) also appeaP e1ther quantitattvely or

-~

‘ffqual1tat1velyws1gn1f1cant 1n K]ﬂGt]G school dréwtngs (KSDs)
g N

‘f*(e) many of the draw1ngs conta1néd human ftgure draW1ngsj

;{@w1th essent1al body parts_mls\ing'whjch 1s cons1stentfw1th?h




"

‘

type of ﬂagt1v1ty and content represented in draw1ngs -ahd

(RN

A i

o' '

‘systemat1c 1nvestlgataon of proJective draw1ng product1ons

ais' only the f1rst step towards mak1ng the KSD more

,accountable and app11cab1e ‘for school psychologlsts ‘frhe~;g]g

‘:next ’step 1nvolves valtdat1ng both the procedure“and the

S

results of thlS study and deSIanng future research to deal
i;w1th the many ‘llmltat1ons of thls study part1cu]arly 1n a
-:terms of genera11zatton and 1nterpretatlon.; However f the‘;;e
’\,results of this study prov1de support for contlnued research

'f_w1th the KSD and for lts cl1n1cal util1ty f;tgnftff?:er:f
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ffﬂ than obJect1ve measures (Goh et. 1981 PPOUt 1983)

I -"’

reflected '

. ' '.' “" : "“. -:.‘ ll‘\ . - '-““ ) Co : ‘ ‘ _ . . ‘ ! o o \"
"f§ifa‘xv -nw‘r.;i W; I Introduction e ;:j;,\;g
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i

One of the maJor requests of school psycholog1sts jéhq‘f[”

3€‘ clintcians s_ to determ1ne the soc1al and emot1onal status

of referred ch1ldren HoweVer there are very few tests or yh

methpdswufzyanlabjesﬂ-fonﬁw50chwmanmsassessmentwusPresentJyT_sms
projective measures for assessment of f soc1a1/emot1onal
status fa‘ well as the overall personal1ty of ch11dren seem ;?f

v“‘
e

to be favored by pract1tloners and are used more exten51vely

e
R

The general theory underly1ng,progectlon pisfjthat :the'?i@

B

e e
- way a person 1s organ1zed psycholog1cal]y w111 determ1ne the ;d“
;- content and style of the persons percepttons wh1ch ‘can be fﬁ:



One of the most popular fotms of prQJective 'asseSsmentf?

f'» used byf”‘school psycholog1sts t project1ve drawingsﬂl

I
1]

7(Vukov1ch 1983) Pnogectlve draw1ngs have been‘ used by,w
\'vc11n1ctans s th‘ peﬁsonaltty assesssment tool for over 100;f

‘fyeans (Keppvtzé»1968)—~~Among**"the*"m°St POPUﬁa' p'UjBCt1ve

‘:;ﬂfdraw1n9 techmques are the Bender Gestalt test (Bender
1946) i Draw A Person (Machever,y 1949) ,?wfuiA"‘Manf”
T (Goodepough ‘1926)‘?

»

House Iree Pprson (Buck ﬂ948) Draw Aiﬂ

]\x.

ey Fam1]y (Hu]se ~1952) and K}net1c Fam1ly Draw1ng (Burns Jé)dﬁf
' Kaufman.‘ 1970)

o
A

f?These 1nstruments prOV1de 1nformatlon75

%;jst rang1ng from norma[

H“fdeveIOpment and” mte]hgenbe te

'hff ;1dent1fy1ng ma]adJustmentfand personal1ty functlontng

';,fThese# authors M,,_,“
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fh~ and the KSD attempts to assess‘fa child' ‘urejétiye;fstgqu,yt._"
fﬁ w1thin the school env1ronment _if‘ﬁ;{f}jf_“tfe?ﬂffa]f-;3f3¥qv”f?
A The Inportance of Studytng the KSD | 0
.f{ia Une of the maJor; strengths of the KSD l1es 1n 1ts ;C
focUs.‘The KSD seems to have good face val1d1tyj‘for school v

_nelated referrals and therefbre potenttally useful forv J}ﬁf

schooi gsycholog1sts that deal w1th ch1ldren who have school e

[

A SRR

The KSD would seem to haVe the potent1alf*' . becom1ng

l

iﬁ.“an eco omlchand useful part of the psycholog1sts assessment

measur1ng soc1al

*and
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' "’.”thre‘a.tening fon children (3) they are sinple to administer
and take httle tune.‘ (4) they are apphcable to Iarge

;"f‘ugroups. (5) they can get under' ‘he defenses that can be more
SR N I W"*—h%”

1Jy..~contre+}ed~by‘ve‘bal expresswn and (6) they are

-

effectwe as a screemng dev1ce and rapport bu1lder

| Genera] 1y, e ny mstrument that prov1des b more
mformab‘on about hdw a chﬂd re]ates to h1s/her env1ronment

v-‘-'n:"'"has “vg’]ue (Cummngs, . 1982) and because of prvp;]ec.tj‘\;/_e;:',;.,-'}

Loy



f~—clear.ﬁcdtt rules for, interpret1ng S

Y

*f'standard1zed scortng procedures proVided for example some

'Qﬂjresearchers haVe developed obJect1ve scoﬁTng systems for the

t”hKFD w1th satisfactory rel1ab1]1ty est1mates (Meyers, 1978

‘ﬁf“McPhee & Wegner,.1976 0’Br1an & Patton 1974) however
‘fe;there ftaref”“ such B systems for the KSD (3) most

“hfinterpretattons are subJect to alternattve speculatrons (4)

jhfparttcularly w1th respect to types of act1on ‘ content d':WEVr

r

Mﬂ:style represented _ the Idraw1ngs, (5) there ‘iafjé‘ty

l1351gn1f1cant absence oerel1ab111ty andffvat1d1ty data,w (6)

IR
B
o
5

?“fthere }i llttle 1nformatlon Ht: terms of normatlve data hf:ﬁ

( ’ffﬁfo scortng or ,*ﬁ”




RO ' ! .‘ . ' ./’ .
Slnce the lnception of the KSD there has been only two

"'g reported studles that have researched 1%5 effectiveness

;ﬂSchne1der (1977) conducted a- val1dation study of the KSD and
n'fdfound that the results from scor1ng KSDs did not predict

‘problems‘at school any better or add“to the pr d1ction of

"fschoo] pnnblems achleved by age and IQ alone However he
: ""concluded that tms did not’ mean that the KSD d1d ”n‘t have

| ‘7jany ut111ty for the school psycholog1st In 1984 Prout and

‘L;Cermar reported that when they exam1ned the relatlonshlp

}‘f‘,between KSD responses and academ1c ach1evement among normal

i

‘«elementary ch11dren..1nd1cators of emot10na1 confl1ct :dr

e negat1ve affect were 51gn1f1cantly related to ach1evement

T~w{Spec1f1ca1ly ﬂow achlevxng students tended to draw sma]ler

and

Self flgures.

.fjfteacher

‘_' B
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The KSD promises to prov1de 1mportant ihéobmaiio@~3

“",\

‘3related t,‘dhﬁfi Chi]ds f‘ school 1ntera t1ons "'ahd“e

X thiaccountab1]1ty needs to be Undertaken

| ""u.‘j]‘c Purpose of the Study

'“ffis eas1ly admin1stered and ;}not“'l1m1ted by -a chllds'
sjfexpressive/receptlve language sK1lls As D1leo (1973) notes,

Ca project1ve drawing can ”be rece1ved ‘an: 1nstruct1onal

" l

0 \

b‘whose format1ve iexperlence 1s; most powerful '(p‘ 100)

‘2

ER

~7‘\order to support ﬁghe utlllty and popular1ty of pFOJect]ve

. ot
. .

vl
Sl

ffcan not be rea]1zed unt1l research prov1des accountab111ty

-

UﬁjThe purpose’of5thls study 1s

”emot1onal/behav10ural reperto1re It requ1res few matertals, N

VprOJectlve techn1que that may reveal the chllds feellngs‘ﬁn.}

f”drawmngs such as the KSD‘ more emp1rlca‘ IPeseaPCh i?hd;

bfrelat1on to those whom he regards as most '1mportant fandtj

“JHowever ‘t mer1ts are flaWed by s:"1nadequa61es 71“97

v
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part1cu1ar1y with respect to what types of actton style andfﬂfﬁtﬂ

content chtldren present 1n the1r draw1ngs {4) to providef

".further 1nformat1on w1th regards to the rellab111ty of fthéiuf
'KSD part1cularﬂy 1n terms of the rat1ng of drawtngs w1th the:f,tjf

53h«‘use of the 1nstnuments deSIQned ﬁor the' purposes of th1sh:j; d

St“dy't (5) tO DPOV1de‘ qual1tat1ve and quant1tat1ve dataf“{
concern1ng both the relatxonsh1p between var1ables amd group:t}
" [P ' B \ , :
'as wel] between ‘van1ables and 1nd1v1duals and (6) to ff»t
) ' o

‘"ascerta1n whether ch]]drens school draw1ngs [ represent

Vst
e

'lvarlat1onf" type and 319n1f1chnce of graph1c 1nd1cators;‘p3$f

dvcon51dered"to ~represent psycho og1eal d1menslons ‘W“Infd
. uo‘ : - . 0‘\
‘~relation to these a1ms th1s study fs deslgned to. respond to

i
.

j~.the ?olloW1ng quest1ons ' _;';ny\ 1;,W',_.g;“_ ]M“7? » A
I . SRR e 4‘ k,“‘vt ““'v"\ \ ) ““_“'-‘ RN ' ,r'. .":{
'?:\" . :’ . ' ) : "':-l’ .‘. ‘- R ‘.'l T , t , L Loy o Kl ‘- \\“‘. , "_' ', Lo ":‘. h
S i R R 5 : “\ -u" L '.‘\ TR \ : T "

© .D.-Questions iUt «




KDSs? oo

Reééarch.ouestioﬁ,#4 : f , ' : .

\g[; Do d1fferent populatlons of ch1]dnen present dlfferent

content ln thelr draw1ngs7

N ' - W

Research Question #5

lCah two bpopulatﬁons of ch1ldren be d\fferentlated

accord1ng to fheoret1cal and cllnlcal 1nd1cators7

‘Researcthuestion'#S

PO
.

)Canh= 1nd1cators of‘~ psycholog1cal . constructs be

1 categorlzed and d1fferent1ate groups of childrens qraw1ngs7

I‘

?Eg'Limitatjonsfénd Delimitations

o

f-t;f fhé two scoring sheets (scor1ng gu1de) used in th1s
;istudy lncluded all~ the maJor var1ables that  are
cons1dered to be/s1gn1f1cant by experts and researchers

work1ng 1n the field of. human flgure draw1ngs, k1net1c"

s 0 »
.‘ﬁamily and school drawlngs One of the scorlng sheets




-

raters for.‘using‘the other scoring sheetthatreqUired
the raters to evaluate ‘the dramings mith"reSpect to
;}variods_ oombinatfon of signs' The other scoring sheetﬂ
" was developed to. primarily 1nvest1gate thef‘ global"
character1stlcs of drawing. A reference guide and . rat]ngh‘
*scale was developed for th1s study to assist the .raters“
towards conSIStently scor1ng the global character1st1cs
presented in the soorlng sheet. The constnuctlon‘of hoth3
these dev1ces_ was based from researoh‘assooiated'with"
human flgure. fag1ly and school draw1ngs wh1ch suggested
~that . many psychologlcal cond1t1ons could be better
: 1dent1f1ed through a global analys1s of draw1ngs
Although ‘M?é% globa! method was not operatlonal1zed in
the l1terat&nen a subJecttve assessment of draw1ngs that
1ncorporated conf1gurat1ve ' approach 1nstead ‘of; an
1nd1v1dua]n sign‘ approach‘d was ~implicated. | "Thei
conflgurat1ve approach seemed to 1nvolve the exam1nat1on .
. of draw1ngs ~in terms of comb1natlon and 1nter.g
°relat10nsh1p of srgns in a h0]15t1C fashlon rather than
the exam1nat1on of s1gns in an 1nd1v1dual and non 1nter
| related fash1on Add1t1onally, the effect1veness of th1s
“approach appeared ‘to be a funct1onl’,of' ‘ctwnucat*'
exper1ence and Knowledge rather - than :alsfdnction of .

standard cr1ter1a



e

LN1s slugy moge objecilive, systematic and standardized
the Jgraphlc‘ signs reported‘V‘ - the. l1terature were.
COmbined accordlng to the psychol091cal condxtlons they

For' the = purposes: of thls' study, an operational

were assumed to represent

def1n1t1on of global analy31s was déyeloped  For thls
study. global analys1s was ‘defined as the general
evaluat1on of draw1ngs w1th respect to’ var1ous forms of
psycholog1cal cond1tlons by us1ng a reference gu1de and
ratlng scale As' prev10usﬂy noted graph1c s1gns of
psycholog1cal cond1t1ons © were comb1ned and categor1zed
according to the var1ous forms of cond1t1ons,. however

there - was a d1fference between the reference gu1de and

. ratwng scale in terms of cond1t1on and use

~In terms of the reference gu1de, graph1c 1nd1cators
‘of some psycholog1cal cond1t1ons/states (for example.
pathology, l1keab1l1ty) were s1mply categor1zed and'
listed“' The' psycholog1cal. condltlon ‘was con51dered
present in the draw1ng if the aSSOCIEted 1nd1cators were
by and large represented 1n the draw1ngs Th1s approach
‘was used pr1mar1ly because there was no ev1dence that
f nesearchers or experts placed more s1gn1f1cance on one
slgnsor a part1cular group of s1gns over another s1gn or
group of s1gns for ».the ‘ partjculanv psych01091cal:f

: condltlon



he rema1n1ng psychOlogwcal cond1t1ons‘ On' the ‘secohd 5

y?scor1ng sheet (for- example depresswon) ‘were l1sted .

{

I

“categor1zed and d1fferent1ated w1th respect to degrees;r
\

of s1gn1f1cance for each cond1t1on (for example m1nimal‘,‘

51gn1fwcance moderate and maxlmum) ‘and the drawwngs4

' - were rated accord1ng to the type of cond1t1on and degree‘l‘

'of stgnlftcance The pr1mary reasons for thlS approach y

& j

Were‘i that "the: 1nd1cators of these psychological

i

'cond1t1ons were more spec1f1c than the, 1ndlcators for

" the psycholog1cal condltlons on the reference gutde

__there were more lndlcators reported for these condltlons74

and there was more ev1dence that researchers placed more .

‘s1gn1f1cance on some s1gns and group of slgns for these"

’ cond1t1ons than the ones on the reference gu1de

;.were given wr1ttenf and verbal 1nstructvons thetrf:ff

l*fﬁ;1s poss1blepthat‘

. In Tight of .the: above the results based on - the

‘scor1ng sheets (scor1ng guude) reference gu1de fand‘tgf

'zratingﬁ scale are l1m1ted because of the:’lack offd;'

'procedUral val1dat10n : bfn these prev1ously untrledrl,

1nstruments

. The KSDs were group adm1n1stered by teachers Therefore ,
.lendIVldual teachers prov1ded 1nstruct10ns to the1r,:hf
Hﬁ'students as a group and collected the draw1ngs for thé;fla

”i&'1nvestlgator of th1s study Even though all the teachersl:[f

“”.presentatﬂon ‘and procedure was not mon1tored Hence.Jlttf“Q

...('r

) :»,‘s\'--' ,‘ ."1-"

whtle each student did an' 1ndividualhtrf




o amoUnts of and types of ass1stance 'and some of thehd:f

t:possible that . the grav1ty of the draw1ngs varled due Lto‘g“f*

s v\-uuullkq) muy wave reve il ved le ylng

—— T s rEy W wTIVMT
f . B .

‘rhf‘students m1ght have been 1nfluenced by thelr classmates f“‘
:"The ch1ldren 1n th1s study were not g1ven any reasons as fﬁ{[

“:“to why they were do1ng the draw1ng task hence, 1t

f{.dlfferent mot1vat1ona] leve]s

‘;being elther learn1ng d1sabled or. non learn1ng d1sab1ed;”ff

{FWAII ‘the \students t th1s study were’ from one- school

jur1sd1ct1on 1n th1s prov1nce and were 'class1f1ed

“‘“so general1zatlon to other school Jur1sdtct1ons and

"other types of ch11dren such as the mental]y hand1capped ‘t

'and behav1oura]]y d1sturbed s not adeseable ivfﬁ‘x.zﬁ”’"

;;iAll the subJects 1n th1s study were grade flve students.gft

"tlﬁmonths (9 years 9 months) and twelve years. s1x months

Vh“w1th an average age range between n1ne years. n1ne;j¢ﬁf

rﬂ(12 years { 6 months) hence generaltzation to otherétp&t

“Jf'groups beyond th1s age and grade 11m1t should belltl}

L f.research des1gn ‘allowed. forf

ffﬁ;wnte111gence, ach1evement

. made

;:fIt was assumed that the sampl1ng procedure '1n theﬂffVF
suff1c1ent control ffifﬁ:
;;race and class A l1m1tat1onig§%fu

'f’;of this study 1s that 1t d1d not prov1de 1nformat1on}tfff;

AT

n".*tabout the p0551b1e effect of these cond1t1ons uponlthefgfff[

‘ff;&KSD productJons -




"9

3',5 th1s study and group

1nner dynamlcs

“‘“‘slu

groups conta1ned boys and QIPIS' however there was a

d1sproport1onate rat1o of sex‘ between and with1n.fthepsﬁf[

groups There were n1nety slx students (96) in thisff\”
study of wh1ch 55 were boys' and 41 were 91Pls.-f1q§pf3fhf
learn1ng d1sab1ed group had s1gn1f1cantly more boys and#;g
the non learn1ng d1sabled group had s1gn1f1cant]y mOretff:dt
g1r]s ﬂ S)nce sex was ‘not controlled as factorbdﬂﬂ
general1zat1on w1th regards to sex can not be done “]ivﬁdff
The heterogeneous nature of both groups i th1s studyibmrﬁ_
pa'"t‘c‘”a"'y in te"ms Of psyohologwal functmning andf'?'

personallty character1st1cs may have COntam1nated the:

exact nature of the,relat1onsh1p between the vard‘b]esji

The theory underly1ng the KSD 1s that the content:

and act1ons represented




‘J';fcoverlng many subJeCt areas. F1rst thls chapter revea]s thef“

i f'-;.h1stor‘y of*’~"gpr03ectwe d"a‘”’”gs

1" F. Overview of the Current Study : . .

LY.
. LR
S

NN S

Chapter two conta1ns“a rev1ew of selected IltekanPeTlrh

and shows howftheek1net1\

‘"~ﬁschool drawingf:*‘ }

‘ ‘"“h1stor1cal.‘perspect1ve the under ying ass“"“pt‘o'zfs Qf the




‘fand cl1ntcal point of V1ew.,¥nﬁ;3f}f”:

.{ﬂThe next Sect1on attemptsA to l1nk some of the major

qftheor1es of Chl]d develdpment w1th¢the stages of childrens

\._. .

'_f;tartti Related th1s area 1nformat1on 1s presented that

'J.Qfshows how concepts ~‘1n psychotogy such as ana1y51s of

”ﬁffpatterns,‘atten ,n t6 sequence and theJStudy Of equ1Valents

Vo B

Qngcan a1d 1n the study?of draw1ngs Add\tlonally. a rev1ew' of

I

“ g“some research 1s presented wh1ch suggests that the approach
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individual sign;" approach part1cularly in termSoﬁiéﬁi e

W

measurement and associated rel1abil1ty and val1d1ty
F1nally, the rema1n1ng sect1ons of chapter two prov1des

“a. comprehen51ve revwew of the k1net1c famlly draw1ng and the

-f}fprov1ded w1th 4 respect "fpffhthe spec1flc purposes,
::’adm1nlstrat1on,e: a55001ated research psychometr1c

! thpropert1es.\ and 1nterpretat1on Th1s chapter concludes w1th

L“ﬂa d1scusswon about the 1mportance and l1m1tat10ns of the KSD .

. "\“

”5and a summapy of the 11terature rev1ew

\, Y . e [ f ,»‘

study

'Chapterfthree d1scusses the des1gn used“1n th1s

‘*presentat1on of;hhe fmaJor quest1ons

“7fﬁk1net1c school draw1ng For both techn1ques,'1nf0rmation dﬁs ;fy

s




l-"
v

. potent1al trends could be revealed Wlth respect to patternstkf”

of var1ables between both 1nd1v1dual and group Th1s chapterff

iu*‘W concluded w1th an overaTl d1scuss10n of all the results ;jh‘fffﬂ

order that the maJor Flnd1ngs could be collect1vely;v1ewedﬁn”f"
and h'igh] '|ghted N ’ ; \

Chapter f1ve d1scusses the results of the current studyf’hff

and then presents the 1npllcat10ns these results ffcrﬁj

Y
Il‘

future research F1rst the quant1tat1ve and qualltatlvenlr"a

" ; '

| resu]tS‘f're collected r*accord1ng “‘maJor variab}eégeli

s

l1ght Of th1s arrangemeht ”the resultsltw5”

j' class1f1cat1ons~

are dlscussed 1n terms of act1vlty Wlthln the draw1ngs.

fplacement hof self flgure portra1ture draw1ng 1ntegrl;:




o

a“-~".u4” \6»

productions The KSD evolved from the development and use of’,}

many other«draw1ng techniqUes However the procedure fOr:_f5':

adm‘ﬂfStPatIOn and interpretat1on ]s papt1CUIap]y derlvedf-V“v‘

from the KFD wh1ch unliKe other draw1ng meaSUres focuses

oy
L

the act1on represented 1n the drawmng ' fffﬁg,arﬁfﬁuzsuﬁ‘ﬂ

PrOJect1ve draw1ngs 1nclyd1ng the KSD appear to berf

popular' w1th school psycholog1sts and are con51dered to begff'“

an 1mportant éomponent of the assessment battery, L1Ke other;f%,f‘

draw1ng techniques. the KSD seems to have many aé@antages,wf-“

for example 1t qu1ck and s1mple to adm1n1ster,,'1tr_;7of

prov1des ’a way to observe chlldren 1n' standard1zeditﬁi_?

env1ronment

1t,appears to be\less threatemng for om1d,~en;;-"_";‘I_‘f?;?‘f‘-‘

and 1s ptrttcutarty useful for assess1ng ch11dren who.have aﬁpjigf




Y_fexamlnlng the' KSD creat1ng a scor1ng procedure exploringV;;'“

"fand documenting normat1ve and rel1ab1l1ty data and comparing;fﬂ“

'«" '.\,‘.w DT [FRCENTN

”tgfthe graph1c responses of two school populatlons ‘qulﬁwij e

.‘t

l

It was postulated that the two groups of chlldren whov'5r5

‘nhave been selected accord1ng to the presence of speciflcf17

”“il7learn1ng and genenal behav1oral soc1al d;‘ emot!onalw{”

‘3f1fsubsequentzchapter.gt.pff‘\

‘vproblems or' the general lack of them w1ll dlffer 1n thelr'f;T'

‘fv1ew and representat1on of the1r school env1ronment 'and f}fi
3 [ . l ‘ !
fnschool :relat1onsh1ps It was‘ further hypothes1zed thatnfﬂf.

'jldtfferences w1ll be reflected in the KSD yfj;.y

R t
. .

L1m1tatlons were dlscussed and an overv1ew of theﬁfﬁ

‘fcurrent study was presented w1th a short prevaeW‘ of eachjrf'r
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AN LTeRatuRe Review
A The History of Progective Drawangs“

The study of ch1ldren 'S draw1ngs.J‘ frrst ”as . af

developmentaT tool and then ‘as. a persona]1ty assessmentﬁffwf
tool goes back at least 100 years (Kopp1tz, 1983) As notedlndm_

by Mcphee(1975) draw1ngs as a pPOJeCtIVG techn1que ga1ned‘ﬁtﬁf

iy o

acceptance bY ’ 011n101ans after thei publ1cat1on :f7wﬂt

Machovers Personal1ty PPOJect1on 1n the Draw1ngs of Humanfﬁht?

F1gure (1949) and Bucks (House Tree Person ‘ Techn1quej“

(1948) Both the DAP and HTP were based on psychoanalyt1cﬂﬂ‘7“
theory and both were or1g1nally developed W1th adult"andj'"tf,
adolescent psych1atr1c pa¢1ents Later both technlques weref;'fi“

f?‘iadapted fori ch11dren (Hammer, 1960 Machoven. 1953) o

ff assessment of psych1atr1c pat1ents unt1l the late 1960 s andg,ehﬂ

;ectlve draw1ngs remawned large]y cl1n1ca1 tools fonﬂfﬂﬁft
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v

”'“;{1ntellectuaﬁ development However Goodenough wi well

N

. tother cltnlc1ans began to real1ze that human ftgure drawings;tk

'ﬂkwrevealed personaltty factors along w1th cogn1t1ve ;jand]ﬁ:“

U‘.h;deve]opmental factors (Hammer 1958 Machover 1949) In 1958

. Hammer noted fn u51ng the Goodenough Draw a- Man Test (oneL
v-also became aware of the fact that emotlonal factors, morel‘

'so than 1ntellectual one&, were constantly presstng 1ntof””

[

rv1ew In checklng a drawtng for cred1t for the 1nclus1on of}‘”

":f a hand t soon became apparent that whereas the samejf,f

o

?\quant1tat1ve 10 CPedlt was g1ven for a balled up, clencheddﬂfw

e

‘ ‘flSt or deltcate and open hand ;%n;‘ fem1n1ne gesture,“f

patt1ng the cheek produced by a/male subJect 1n hti draw1nghlr

"of a’ male more qual1tat1ve clues to the functlontng of e”;{'

I

?;total personatxty were DElng 1gnored The subJect wasﬂfﬂb

.e'\\ o ‘ "

“f'”dwfferent:Qqual1tat1ve 1mpl1cat10ns ‘yas not
ﬂtﬁiaccountf

: ffmatenqal was overlooked

‘~s,granted 1dent1caﬂ quant1tat1ve credtt whether he drew hlsL*Tf

:‘f'persou w1th arms crossed deftantly over chest hang1ng;pfh

7wt'flex1bly at the stdes, or placed t1m1dly behtnd the bacK juf“

jlj%but the fact that these several arm poswt1ons hadﬁfh

Ve

ﬂand much valuable d1agnost1c and even pr!y

Stmllarly:.




S NESUS. JIE PUDLUIALEU UldL d Urgwing 1s Closetly Liea Lo tne
| persona?ity of an individual anZ that a person " chooses a
nique pattern of movement and ‘idea. Essent1a1ly. Machover
suggested that an 1nd1v1dual will draw a human f1gure wh1ch
is' a project1on of hls- or her phys1ca1 and psychlc self
(MachQVer 1949) . After many years of analyz1ng human figure
dfawings’ produced by‘f cl1n1cal : populat1ons,§ Machover‘
'fpubl1shed her hypotheses and conclusions in ."Personaltty
4‘Pr03ect1on in the Draw1ng of the Human Figure'(1949).
| Accordmng to Machover the Drawf a . Person (DAP) technﬁque
could reveal ;a» symbolic projection’\of self and could be

/; determined by examlnlng and analyz1ng the graph1c product in

a systemat1c fash1on

"vq.

by . ——

Machover (1949) d1scussed the meanlng”‘sheh assoc1ated
‘ with a number of features of the. body such as "contact
features . the hands and feet arms and legs. 'fingers‘ and;
.toes; add1t1ona}+y head ‘neck fac1al expresslon stzevofﬁ
Jﬁ‘figure trunk ‘brea%ts. shoulders walstl1ne sex and - firstp
: drawn - figfire. ~S1nce' her or1glnal hypotheses that the DAP
coulddiflren"ti'ate the . pathotogwal fromv the adJusted )
,;studies. were designed to explore and valldate var1ous
7;measures & maladJustment Accord1ng to Swenson s(1956)andv

ﬁ”Roback s(1989) rev1ew of research in‘ th1s area cover1ng

papproximately 20 years, the flnd1ng by and large e1ther d1d ’

»
v P RS .'.nl'



.DAP and 1ts ~use for personallty 1nvestlgatlon. Buck (1948)tx
developed a- prOJect1ve draw1ng technlque entltled .the
House-Tree-Person.(HIP) test. Like the DAP, the HTP was easy .
-, to adm1n1ster The subJect ts ‘asked to ‘draw‘ as good a
house tree and person as he can with complete freedom w1th_
~respect to type, quality and time. It is vthe 1nd1v1duals
y1ew- of h1mse1f and h1s env1roment aspects he conswders.‘

h‘important, as well as the th1ngs he emphas1zes and ,neglects

‘to  include that 1nterest the c11n1c1an (Hammer 1958) . The

| HTP uWas"one of the‘ flrst drawnng procedures des1gnedl
‘ spec1f1ca]1y ‘ to~ | assess personal1ty 'adjustmeht'
(Groth-Marnat,1984).‘ | | “' | |
BT 1951, Wilfred Hulse introduced ‘the Family Drawing

- Test (FDT) whlch was vanl extenSion"oF"the drau a man .
(Goodenough 1926) and- draw a. 'person (Machover "t949)~‘
technlques Hulse hypotheS1zed that hav1ng a ch1ld draw‘ hls'

fam1]y _rather than Just a person coggd prov1de 1nformat1on'

"about how the ch1ld percelves and 1nteracts w1th h1s fam1ly =
(McGregor 1978) .f"," :'n;-j‘~'}n : | o
. L1Ke-Goodenough and Machover Hulse examwned the human‘
Figures for Slgﬂs of emot1ona1 maladJustment‘, however he.
- was more concerned w1th the total appearance or gestalt of

- the drawwngs' as well as the behav1ors and verbaIIZat1ons .

produced dur1ng the draw1ng | exerc1se .(McGregor,1978giv,



- e R -“.. MTINYe appTal GU LY °"UW*> DL .
- }orm‘ 1fofﬁ‘ famllial " con£l1ct N Slgns ‘ ofiﬁ s1gn1f1cant‘l
maladJustment seemed 'to be " a funct1on of the degree offv
elther f1gure or fam1ly constellat1on d1stort1on . |
1In 1958 Emmanuel Hammer. (1958) publ1shed ha handbook"‘.]
‘ent1tled the‘"Cllnlcal ApplicatIOn of Progect1ve Drawlngs v
Th1s volume explored the techn1ques already ment1oned along a
wrth many other well known (3. e TAT CAT Rorschach etc )‘
“and novel approaches (eg Draw a Person in Mvh Raln) As;;
B noted by - Mcphee (1975) the 50 .S and 60’ s witnessed the‘Hilv
publ1cat10n of . hundreds Aofl artlcles" about prOJect1ve’
drawlngs,lﬁhowever 1t was' not until '1968- and the appearance‘
of Koppitzls work (1968) on human figure draWIngs thatum
another maJor advance was made 1n the fleld of progect1ve“;
drawings. Kopp1t2's work was. the culm1nat1on of .ten yearsf}

'studyv'des1gned to expand the emp1r1cal base of prOJect1ve y

'f1gure draw1ngs o ‘M‘j

Nstm;a.-

Koppltz (1968)' found that there is a great cl1n1callv_l}r

R value 1n famwly draw1ngs She reported that 1t 1s eas1er to[ff'fl

:ufdraw negatvve famlly feeIIngs than to verbal1ze them for tnefh'ﬁ”

'j young ch1ld The fam1ly draw1ng is- less a product1on of ifhép\h;r;

rgfam1ly than a reveal1ng of a ch1ld s att1tudes toward lt
She 1nd1cated that a chlld who spontaneously draws a hf:5
-fjfam11y a plcture would be l1kely to have a pos1t1ve ‘

vj]relat1onsh1p WIth one or both parents,,These chlldren have ff7*=



1nvest1gate more. negat1ve fee]1ngs, famtly relatlonshmps are f‘f

A

expressed through relattve s1ze and placement of the f1gures

:”: on the dpaw1ng and by the om1ss1ons.‘ substitut1ons or
o, ! : : " ' ) ‘ . .
exaggeratlons _ffof :’Ih ftQUPeS 6ﬁ—'vpa"ts.‘ Qf: them _

(KOppitz 1968) B e e

‘ Koppltz des1gned a scale3.based~‘primari1y ‘on"the}dﬂ
";presence~‘or abSence of | particu1are features Off[;the “,
persons drawtng Eventhough the va11d1ty of th1s scortng

‘system has been d1sputed (Llngren 1971) the work done by

s_bxz

h Koppttz has encouraged‘others to develop rel1able and val1d ,;d

S g

scormng systems for the analy51$ of personaltty frOm the DAP

,*as well ,as_ other - techntques (Stewart & Dantebs 1970 Hall 3‘3

ER—

and Lardr1ere 1970) ja‘f‘

jf TV In\ 1970 Burns‘ and Kaufman expanded the human f1gure f“

) \

j \ draw1ng tests and the fam1ly draw1ng testS"to encompass |

\ movement The prev1ous drawtng techniques ,“sed ak1net1c ﬁ]{f‘

, \ {

‘3,\1nstruct1ons (not requ1r1ng the subJect to prov1de some Ktnd

bf - actton the draw1ng) Burns and Kaufman (1970)

t

”- thtroduced a ktnet1c requ1rement 1n thelr 1nstruct10ns for a »f[jﬁ

fd$1ly draw1ng (requ1r1ng thelr subJects to produce some jfufg

ki d of act1on or mOVement 1n the draw1ng) mccording

Burnf and Kaufman (1970) this addod d1mens10n could 1ncrease
the f1agnost1c 1nformat1on over the st=t1c DAP and DAF

partlfu]arly terms of an 1nd1v1duals"statusf”1th1n the

fam11y" as well the fam1ly Qynam1cs i general

R



feel1ngs and perceptions about h1s fam11y and relat;onshiﬁ\;;f7
‘{‘w1th1n the fam1ly ' ' f s _' .,.. h‘v SRR
‘“ﬁﬁ Burhs vand Kaufmans "Workﬁ utth thev K1net1c Famw]y‘dVU
Draw1ng (KFD) techn:que resulted n; three books whrch 1
provwde analysxs of fam1]y draw1ngs accord1ng m_&.theh;inj
character1st1cs of 1nd1v1dua] flgures. actwons, styles, andltr '
symbols Add\tlonally, Burns and Kaufman (1972) 1ntroduce%£§$¥;;ﬂ
scor1ng system to ald cl1nlcrans and researchers However,f;iﬁh
they prOV1de very ]1ttle 1n the way of emp1r1cal support fornxﬁﬂft

.....

the1r hypotheses and conclus1ons and rely pr1mar1ly upOn;EVV

the1r case h1story ev1dence Nevertheless,,_the productf

Of ‘l“l '," . . J‘
Burns and Kaufmans"'work has stwmulated normatlve stud1esf-§d o

w1th the KFD (dacobSon.; 1973 Thompson 1975)

Creliabitity

stud1es (McPhee & Wegner 1976 Cumm1ngs 1980)ﬂh val1d1tydﬁu4"

ﬂ stud1es (S1ms 1974 Sobel and Sobe'f ' _fstudles fﬁ?
1979 Schornste1n & Derr 1978) and7!

c11n1cal (Raskln & Bloom

Ul use (Frasnan, 1871 Kato, 19191 e

studles f obJect1ve scor nQ?

Lazarus 1983 _ 0' br1an

. ..‘v .Jv‘ I v “ . . .
1nstruments for th_qexam1nat1on of .

development of s1m1lar

| school relat1onsh1ps“‘ﬁ
53ﬂarbaugh 1983)'



- wa puupose 15 .to:reveal tne chllds perceptwon of hxmself
and relat1onsh1ps w1th otHers wvth1n thé school sett1ng |

Like, the KFD, the KSD is mterpreted wrth respect to action. v '

style and symbols EssentIally, fthe KSD considered a |
7 sohool analogue the KFD (Knoff and Prout 1985) and to \

date there has been very few reported stud1es of*the KSD

Throughout the1r h1story,; prOJectlve drawtngs havefﬂﬂT;

%reated a great deal of cdntroversy part1cularly 1n terms off'ﬁff

ok\-,draw1ng 1nterpretat10n. Many people do tnot:fcons1den;f3f

progect1ve draw1ngs to be psycho1ogtqal tests because théyah a“

do not f llow‘ formallzed procedures for test construct‘onf

'3] AnastasiﬁtQGB)jﬁﬁfl

and standard1zation (Groth-Marnat 198

“ﬁ:noted that gscorlng d]fferences between the d1fferent:$$k;




v and “treating individuals. . i
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'_cr1ter1a caUSes ser1ous problems for psychologists wwth:frr

%[J;‘ .'11m1ted eXper1ence w1th pr03e0t1ve draw1ngs and may resu1t3x~‘;

= 1n dangerous m1suse of the techn1que (Peterson 1982)

One: of the underly1ng assumptlons of th1s investigatorlr'w

was that prOJect1ve draw1ng techn1ques are popular w1th-‘

psychologlstsfﬁ‘Hence, research related to deal1ng w1th somedﬂﬂ}ﬂ

g;f | of the cr1t1c1sms offprOJect1ve draw1n93“m1ght make fhem}sqft

more ac _untable and ,appl1cable

as well as support the1r.f;7*




most - freqUently recommended for clin1cal students tohny
R

Iearn to admlnlster were progectiVes (Rorschach and TAT)ﬁfﬁ

and among th 10 most frequently recommended tEsts,x;?*
pPOJect1ve tests were recommended approx1mate1y 30% moreﬂifﬁ

often¢ than obJe t1ve tests Wade concluded that feapsfﬁf;

that pPOJeCtIVG test1ng would fall \1nto dlsfavor BPQ;VQ;
apparently not being rea11zed (see tab]e 1) AR
: 5 Goh, -

ﬂfamongf school

SRR

psYCh01091 Sts ,\;" L

Vtranked



RN v\-v‘
g R '

‘ |ff?;were cons1deredf'o be e1ther 1mportant or very Tmportant

3ffef£gﬁj1n educat1onal pla?n{ngf 42 6% of the project1ve tests

i4 5 6)

’yixgj,fffell 1nto those Same”categor1es\ (se iTables‘B
'ffi§5sefProut (1983)—Conducfed a survey exam1n1ng the practice

'ﬂfof school;psycho]og1sts 1n,conduct1ng Esocialw"emot1onal

A!total of 173

"‘assessments of chi#ﬂren and‘adolescents

selected school

Psycholog1cal‘
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CTMBLE A

S Most Frequently Recommended Iests R
‘I“'k"f‘\-.h (Vade et al.. 1978) S

U CRorehach. o oo

'Sentence Ccnpletl
. Standford Binet::
l*Halstead Reitan




TABLE 2 S

‘»‘ﬂ‘...: v

T - The Eighf‘ﬁagi Frequently Used lnstruments Uithwn R
. < The Personallty Area’ (Goh, et R

al.,

1981)

lnstrument

““(Rank) . -‘.E‘t;itfi?

TS -

.‘a

-,"'S.. ”?.ank,:l.

URS (Rankl,

Vo

T

Bender ‘Jwa‘ e
Segtence Completion

RPN

CAT
".DAP, (Machover) ‘
Rorschach " )

‘VN . 274

L4y .
237
L2000 L
el 178
"gxulsz‘j
2128
‘-122,1‘
Self Cnncept Scales R

S AN

CmemNawna T T e T T
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RN
y . \
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[N ) B - A .
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N \

'
SO
e . K
R W
AT . N
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TABLE 3 . '
: v~

‘ Frequency of Usa e Amon Projective Tests.-, \
Excluding the ' ender ?v

ukovich 1983) - - ._‘\HQ&'JJ‘,‘,, _~

Test L S T .Tért:ent;age‘ 6fv time,

m” w”@”ﬁ HHnW“ TmQV{  S

" Dfaw. & Person .o
House Tree Persm P A
=" Incomplete . Sentences AU
gnw '3 l;ami(lly e
rojective ra\vi s j \ St e

7t o R

L T e an )
RS RY LY. PN

““Klnetic Famﬂy Drawing\ L
Rorschach '
Hand - Tgst e,
Three Wishes. = S
Duss Fnbles Story Conpleuon N : oy
' . ‘lotal No of adninistrations = 331 ;

o .

WO DD DU~

al .

e 3§




i ' 3.6‘ A
: . . . - “ PTG
‘ Vo g s a .
. 8 ; . i 3 x .
PR o . —
5 o ' ) ' \
3 .
! : O .
e ‘ L
. ' lv w : v"
‘ ! ! \ ’ ‘ A "
‘ oo
“‘. ot N v Y N . ; \ ) I
A ; B s ‘
‘TABLE 4 L

v . T
o v

PR .:“Reasons for Indivtdual PrOJective Test Usage LN
T {In. PerCent)--(Vukovich.l 1983) © w0 K

- Test R 1;} ) TEST usso T0 maasuree

‘j‘J T8ender  ‘}$(£.\E: ;:‘ l5 35 8 5 2! 3 3. 4 50v“v“: Ceny i
;~“-g,-gw a Perso.r‘; 3 4 14 1 ‘36_.6 ,_4; o 0 0 0 Q 3 g
“ {":-,;ngmpet‘eSentences " 10 3 27;3‘ _'\31 0’ 12 7 ‘ 6 8
."““gga“’ 2 Fa"‘”y 'A“V]” - 0 0 0 o 53;3'__‘43 3.0. 0 0 0 | vo.‘” s
‘y‘:PrgJGCtive Drawings '.-0 0 0 SORD(:~Q-0 ’0 0 0 0  jQy‘ :‘ ‘
 ‘ ~$“’°“'; L oh 6.0 ae'v.'é:"f‘:iébn*,fo 040" 000,
A ‘Iz‘iqngtic Férﬁiiy Drawmgs 0 0 1. 8 8 ‘29 4‘“,;'0 0 o 0 0
S ggrschach _‘ 0 0 0.0 50_‘._(5 33 3;:‘:}0 00. 'R 0.
e Test {,.“r e o 75:0 - 0.0 0.0 0. 0.0 o0 ,
L2500 ' .

oy .v.'(()hree wtshes 0, o o v, so’;olfl so.-‘o",‘o 0 o o Ko}
00 Sl
: ,'J.Houge Tree Person o 4 8

0 0.0 0 o o 3 i

{Intelligence '
“Motor .
'PersonaMty‘ b ‘
. Se'lf-Concept e
A= 'Academic Achievement' O
.= Speech and: Language
Visual Perception i




JADLE D oo SR o 'x i.-‘,;"
M . “

l:{ Test lnportance for Educational Planning ﬂ “M,- S
o e Percent)*-(\ldwvicﬁ. 1983). : o

"\Iést L . Ver¥ ¢ : lomewhat ?lightly . 'Not
o .. lmpor ah uportunt nportant nportant ‘portant
Bender S 2000 36 271.0.

. .9
", Draw & Person . i9.0 - i; 20. o Dol oage 10 5 e,
Incomplete . 13.6 ° 43,1 - 43.2 A 8 o237
Sentences S ' ‘ L
Draw o Family 631/ 1250 . ' s0.1 . 3 2.5
,1‘-~Project1ve R AN , T
Vo ;Drawtngs o 20,0 60.0 . +20.0 0.0. 0.9
b, TATJCAT, ' 30.8 30.8 7.7 .. 30.8 . 0.0

e Kinetic Family = . L _ e sl .

* . Drawings. 0.0 0.0 - 63.3 27.3. 8.1
Rorschach 0.0 .33.3 0.0, - 66.7 00
‘Hand Test . 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
‘Three Wishes '100.0 -..0.0 0.0 . 0,0 " 0.0
. House Tree , = oL S

-Person. .~ 213 . . 9.8 . 63.9 . 1,6 3.3

* Non- Projective , R S C e
Tests S A9 384 .‘ﬂ,.yl Cooa -5

. "")““
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:TABLErGX.

Attitudes Towards Projective Assessment’ (Vukovich, 1983)

Importance of Projective Testing in the Future: -J -

‘Not lnportap R 62.5 N
Important ' . s e c21.4
Very Important 161

Reactiop Towards Cutting Down Time Spent Teaching Projective
Techniques;

Very Unfavorable . ‘ 19, 6
‘Unfavorable. = S R IS
Favorable . -~ - . . . .. '35.7
- Very favorable - ‘ 3.6

Do Reliability and Validify Studies Support the Use of
Projective Techniques: .

Do not: suppor t at aly ' " 3.6 -,
Slightl support § ve Lo 411
: support fve . . : 48.2

Very supportive Lo
Tests Considered, Inappropriate 1n the School

Rorschach ©'38.6

" TAT/CAT, S ‘ S 26.3 -
nBlacky Rictures Voo P21 N
House Tree Person = . . iy 8.9 ‘
Draw. a Person - By 5.3

. “Sentence Completion. ,:‘-“{;ﬁe 3.5,
; Trainino in Projective Assessment:
Percentage of respondents recefvinq training

j‘admin1stration. scoring and interpretation of ! teste ;
e Bender

Syl 9X - v o

.Draw B’ Person RN . ? 82% - T ,;AQ
“TAT/CAT A N %, oo
fzguseaTreEO:;;son R o gggi«} L

. -Séntence etfon = 1 b
‘Rorschach’ - R L SR
.Blacky Pictures R 33 .G

", Kinetic Family Drewing ORI | | .* :

“ Hand ' Test T I ) 49
Draw. a: Family R ) 4

The mean nurber of courses tnken by the respondents which",
" involved training in projectives uas 2.9 with s range of
zero courses to 15 cuurses. IR

-



A

‘ TABLE 7. ;*‘;;;',,"

" Prectltioners*‘Reported frequency of Use of Social

' ‘Emotional Assessment Techniques (Prout 1983)

" {emotional indicstors)a"'

~‘fvSixteen Personality

W’Techn‘que B i ‘  Rank Always Frequently Rarely‘ Never
ST Tt Use L Use o Use . Use

Clinical lnterview"'~1' . 61.4 29, 1 8.2 .6
.ulnformal Classroom N T *
. .. - Observation - - 47.6 . 45, Y IS
" Human Figure Drawinq e 41;9-, 41.3 - 118

' 40.5 3. "20.2

@

Y r-%

o _rww
© o oun

DHDOE NN D O n

- blank S o
Structured’ Classroom 25.2. 38. 27.6
observation ' . ' Y ! :
. : 25010 37, 22.8° 14,
. Clinical“Analysis of - coe , ‘ N
: intelligence test 25.6 3. 24.4 15,
" responses ) e ' '
- Mnetic Family = | . oo R ‘ .
. Drswings .. 10 - 17.% - - 43, ~ 7 15.8 - 23.
.TAT . TR § | 10.5 ., 36.6 -'39.0 ' 14,
: : 4.7 . . 42,0 26.
. Rorschsch ,«'» A3 1.6 ‘
~o MNP AL N '27 l .61,
‘f'Californie Psycho ST ' SN
o logteal: lnventory 15 .6 - 19;3 ©72.9
6 14.8 * - 75.1
6
8

B

2
. ‘Bender Gestalt - 2
l + Incomplete Sentence -5 23.8 s 102
| o
*lHouse Tree Person . 7
8
| Benavior Rating scaless  18.3.  47.5 20,0 ..
"CAT 1
| 31,0 . 40.
 The Hand Test - % .
163 1503

Factor: Ouestion~»"l7 o . .
‘nafres ' HEE T oo « o o
",Tesk of Emotional 18 1.8 +.:10.3 - 80.0
... Development Ce S e oL

" Holtzman lnkblot 9 0. ... 0 .. 9.0 :80.9
. Nt !73 o R P

N
o’ .
T 0T I N DNW WY D - b =3 -



TABLE 8

Practitionerﬁ' Rated i

&pproach .

Behavtorel Observation

Clinica) Interview:
\Projective Tests

Behavior Rating Sca]es

Objective fests
N= 173
1 = most Qn;x:rtant

5 e

1
,2
A3

4"

rtance and Reported Utlllzation
of Assessment Approac s {Prout, 1983)

3&5( inportant

vy

3. 84

Rank Rated lmportenee Percentage

2_ 2.14
£ 2.27"
T 2.96 .
-+ 3.78

vho Utmze
.90.2%

o g2.9x

S 73.8%
44 1%



. more . popular than the -more comp lex thematic ’nd
‘ assoc1ation methods PR 'y ‘:'M‘VW” T
"‘“.:"L<The conclu51on_wlmasf: that even‘ though prOJective“”
‘\assessment has been frequently cr1t1c1zed most schoolt‘
psychologists today are‘ relying of these techniques for:l:

personality assessment

e

Generally,-;th : results of these rev1ews suggest that
S

.y'vl

1) prOJective measures of personality seem to be favoured byi_

o

practitioners 1Jii) clinical Judgement appears to be reliedff
upon as, much as statistical prediction 111) Kinetic Familyjt

Drawings seem to be con31dered 1mportant and useful forfj@

N

‘j asseSSIng family relations eqotionality. motor performance,ﬁn"

personality and self concept Y); even though progectiveftf

S

Vw@ assessment 1s conSidered not to be 1mportant 1n the future,ihf

.

they are presently used far more extenstVely than obJectivejfﬁ

measures w1th respect to 5001al/emotional assessment byKJ,

L ~
2l

school psychologists dfffarefvggenerally con51deredffd

appropriate 1n school and v) are rated the most usedﬁ}”
approach in assessment next to behav1oral observation and;fﬁ

clinical interViews..In summary.rthis :esearch reveals thatfgf

prOJective testing ftf:favoured by many of the practisingﬁ?ﬂ

Aband\ worthy of furtheri.research andﬁﬁf




. '+ Rorschach. Technique

......

W_ifTABLE 9

| ‘Percent of. Schdol Psychologists Using Personality :

rlnstruments (Total 3’274) (Goh et. 1983) L, T
. dnstrument T o R Q\'centl
.‘Projective'Technf ves: o CO e Ny

.. Bender:visual- Motor Gestalt Test RSN
0. Sentence - Completton Tests L ‘,u'f-;\jﬂ ;

. House ‘Tree. Person e ‘
Thematic Apperception Test ;“y‘““ S
. Children’'s. Apperception Test R
‘Draw a Person Test - - .- L

© . Hand Test i o oo
" Kinetic: Family Drawing Scales L
o Rosenwetg Picture Frustration Study




‘\yuungnuauu Leumlque turouwn- marnat,waqi NO ane: . techque
'ffaaﬁ adequately assess if;f”f ch1lds } personallty,rq
Jﬁ;soc1al/emot1qnal funct1on1ng,‘; values 'hdf? att1tudes,
i?ftherefore, a multlple measures approach shou1d be used
{ff(Ball 19715 Kahn 1978) Self ? reports._ﬁ behav1oral

fobservat1ons and obJectlve measures can also be'used to gaih

i

3jin819ht 1nto personality,‘perceptlon of self values and
R \,w, S
’g;att1tudes However, prOJective technlques and dnaw1ngs 1n

[

ﬁfpartwcular. add d1mens1onsi not tapped by self reports.rﬁ

?fobservatlonfﬁ'techn1ques and obJect veirmeasures sud

!

"and deeper

?kfantasy. 1magInatlofﬁ ‘faSpects that” are ‘be1ng

{fmeasured (Klepsch and~log1e 1982) Furthermore ‘due to the1r ﬁf

ﬁjamb1guousf




Accord1ng to Hammer (1958) clln1c1ans seek ev1dence ofi
psycho]og1cal tralts. qual1t1es or states in the styl1stic}
";features of draW1ngs The general 1dea behtnd th1s approachg

that unverbal1zed feellng states are prOJected 1nto thei

VlQFprocedure by wh1ch one man1pulates iand arranges a medlumf

"fﬂfthat can be formed and patterned The penc1l is a dev1ce forf

f*fj{s1gn1f1cant Add1t1onally, thelmanner in whlchjelementsg;"”

'fffg1vﬂng permanent record to the organ1zation of v1sua1 spaceg

'1ﬂand“1ends 1tself well to creat1ve organ1zat1ona1 act1v1ty f

hTV&Harr1s (1963) suggests that a ch1ldtadopts a schema or style3

.}of draw1ngywwh1ch pecul1ar to h1m whlch becomes hlghlyg
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drawings are assumed to be *,yisdaljmdtdﬁg

\

_projections":’

Lo

(Goldman et ",‘1983)

The Projective Hypothesis | L N
ffo Hammer (1958) there 1s a tendency 1n man

‘According

,to v1ew the wor]d in’ an anthropomorph1c'”'

feellngs,‘ attltudes.g

.‘ ?nfd‘ N" ; .: :

by‘whlch attr1butes, qual1t1es,

enV1roment The,content of prOJectlon may no:




araw1ng what he feels about hwmself) and deplcts that which?ag‘

Iﬁthe perce1ves kp 51gn1f1cant Others ‘ '%'f"“'“‘ s L
| Fftnf attempt to account e f%iﬂih psychologtcalﬁf“l
L;Htgphenomena ﬁlrevealed prOJect1ve draw1ngs,; Hammep“ﬁ;;?

d1fferent1ates the notlon of pPOJeét1on from a Pﬁlategf§;“

y.:process whtch he terms'"dtsplaced perCept1ongj\

It has been observed that man has tendency tofff;

e
v




anxieties and h1s att1tudes towards h1msevfdand others All 0
behaviors are express1ons of an 1nd1v1dua1 s personality and

every act expre351on or response of an‘.lndiv1dualf”:‘;hls v:“"

‘“

\

f

gestures,, perceptlons.vfeel1ngs, select1ons verballzatmons

or motor acts some way bears the stamp of his

persona11ty (Hammer. 1958 p 5)

Human } f1g re draw1ngs | f1nds éifé’" theoretlca]

”vyJustifwcat1on

F‘!‘

"”ttheony*~of prOJect1on Sheldon (1935) noted that body 1mage

”'n self 1mage psychology and psychoanalyt1c




'°QQ_1 PrOJect1ves have no roots 1n psycho]ogiea1ltheory,
\“Qa2 Current theories are 1nadequate and

f?ﬁt7f3‘ PrOJect1ves are embedded 1n al] of the theorles

(1961) also reports that psychologwsts belonghto three camps

w1th respect to the theoret1cal foundatlons of prOJect1ves

ﬁ

. I:‘ S
' " f

1m‘tI‘ terms of Stlmwlus Response Theory.g Auld “f

exam1ned the contr1but1ons of behav1or therapy to'ﬂthefffw

understahd1ng o of prOJectlve techn1ques spec1f1¢ally

relatlon to the Thematlc Appercept1on Test QTAT)' Auld

1solated three 51tuat1ons to dlstqnguvsh

,Tforlgln s1tUat1on

AL

ﬁ”?;rtest s1tuat1on

hablts wh1ch

f v
aor
Ve e




TN Ll S

they concern _themselves more with generalﬂ‘mot1vatlona+/
: . e 8
processes than typlcal prOJect1ve techn1ques Goss vnq§

Brounell (1957) exam1ned response produced st1mul1 p“gfa;

i S e

techn1que for account1ng rfd assoc1ated responses The1r

e ', [ ey

theory was.,‘

o 'w'\ ‘, :' T

an element 1n the test evokes a response,,l;

\ ‘r‘

”fnﬂﬂé the response has been made to s1m1]ar stwmu]us 1n the

e”thﬁ°ylnpast and

ﬁ{}?S‘.ﬁthe more 51m11ar the st1mulus element the stfangéffjthej

¢

1nclude 'assoc1at1ve cha1ns whlch

ltnked 'w1th further .responses;ff




L In summary, the maJor problems with the S R approach 1n 8
- L‘establ1sh1ng theoret1ca] base f“ prOJectlves.h‘notes
5L1ndzey (1961) are ‘that (1)1t has llttle to say about\
“ff;mot1ves,* tralts and structures of behav1or and (2) has more
;to‘“say about S R theory than heA 1nterpretat1on< fﬁfﬁ
h N .

o o Ve T f‘;‘l'f“-
pPOJeCtTVe techn1ques j,yugy¢\;[ﬁup“_“,u-H N e

‘:‘ 12“

o Co
; e

In terms of Psychoanalytlc ‘rhgqpy;ﬂgécﬁafakj_t(1554):1”

\
"

g "w“‘ O "‘. o Sy R :‘v Con " . N - “.wuy
4”stresses ‘gm‘“.‘ “Q\'”;?,n” NN e T ‘

“‘1;.

w K)f“*

'“71ntellectua11zat1on S 1ngrat1at1ng~ ;maneuvers'

.;?froles) and

T

_“u N . . . . [T el P A T Doy

'

‘jthe 1mportancevf of the 'tester/cllent \relationshﬁo,ii:

(transference counter transference) ‘A‘

N w\-\l

levels of psych1c functlonlng (for exampJe“ regreSSIOn)

patterns of defense (1ntellectual1zat1on subst1tutlon‘ﬂf‘

dlsplacement)  [Hw.4' - f%“}g‘\ L SRR

r? ego 1dent1ty (self concebt1ons ?,ﬁnferﬁéifiédtﬂgééfai‘ﬂ”

("

K

rnzfears expectations and anx1et1es the subJect br1ngs to_.?g

ol

the test)ng situat1on

P ' 5

Schafer (1954) also ment1ods' such th1ngs *as defenseff'y

i
«

;fffﬂoperat1ons | (fORl f7 examp]e ‘ lsolation"m

denza1,.




-

' ntnner impulses g1ve way) and secondany processes,‘(rat1onal

N :
.normative standard of conduct) wh1ch typ]cally blend '

g"togethen Determinat1on of level. 1nvolves the 1dent1f1catlon‘f

- .of var1at1on 1n the accuracy, or1g1nal1ty and determ1nat1on

of . the subJect s ' ‘responses ab well‘ as the changes n
att1tude expressed by the subJect w1th regard to the st1mul1 -
,gnd the exam1ner _ |

The problem w1th the psychoanalyt1c approacH Cine
.fiestabllshrng ‘a foundat1on for progect1ves .' that« the .

‘1nformatlon relates generally to personallty development and
"assessment and not spec1f1cally to thefphoject1ve area.

', Rapaport (1945- 1958) has dealt extens1vely . with" the7
relat1on between psychoanalysis and proJective test1ng He
"suggests that use of prOJect1ve techn1ques; rest - Upon - the -
,'~assumpt1ons, that the~.exam1ner"js seeklng‘ 1nformatlonﬂ
‘ concernlng the subJect whichl the subJect is unaware or ~
j‘unable to’ communwcate‘ and consequently, these dev1ces are
\ \closely l1nked to acceptance or ,‘thé 1mportance "of.
"Tunconsctous mot1ves Rapaport bel1eves one needs a theory off
ego psychology or ap thecry of th1nk1ng to_ 1llum1natefn<
wreSponses | | \““' ',\ . . |
| In terms ofgemptrical studies L1ndzey (1961) '1solatesj.:
,:perceptual research and theory as hav1ng the most potenttal
f;for establ1shing a theoret1cal base for prOJect1ves The.ll
,{attempt of thls area 1s to try and repre;ent the process“lj

tooer PN Skl v
IR : ¢ PR ' . ¢ U ERRR LA



i R SR S AL A l_y .
e ., . \._ v

‘lnyolVed in all prOJect;ve techntques,‘and notes that thered&
It fare both 1nternal and external factors 1nvolved Externalvﬁ
kifactors are related to Gestalt psychology and l1ttle is saidwn
habout them Internal factors are related to Roger s (1951)\
'-concept, of 1nternal frame of reference and31nvolyelthe n
7self concept 1n a. central manner“' SR o

Abt(1950)statesj4that prOJecttve techn1ques are dev10esh.

¢

*~

pi1ntended to max1m1ze the operation of 1nternal factors“ ln
‘perceptlon : Accord1ng to h1m perceptlon.ts an actlve and“}
1purposeful process whtch ‘1nvolves the whole organtsm \tn'
‘-relat1on to ftt s f1eld By 1ts nature perceptual actlvtty'-l
has’ roots that extend deeply into the whole matrix of the‘
1nd1v1dual 3 past exper1ences. and the perceptual act1v1t1eS“

of the 1nd1v1dual reach out to fash1on his" orlentattonv of"

"f‘the'future"(1950 p.52) Abt 5 formulatton of personaltty 1s

attempt to prov1de a theoretlcal background for"l'
"PPOJECtlve Techn1ques ;tht_i ’/_ i ) L'n'\" |
l(“‘Personal1ty is @ system w1th1n the 1nd1v1dual wh1cﬁ'
“h'prov1des an organ1zed relatlonshrp between sttmulus ganddf‘
“response j " r;{- L | ) | va
.‘rzrl‘The organ1zat1on of personallty 1s dynam1c mot1vatedhgf
“:\t;and has the capac1ty to select st1mu.1 and responses fasa“
‘Qian 1ndependent funct1on1ng system j';yj[' . F;f .‘ |
':égitPersonal1ty s a conf1gurat1on thatffjtsitheflaws;off-
d;faﬁestalt psychology if_!f,;}j;f“,'” d;:f;«“t@=< EA

. Wt A . Y. ot
] \ " . N s . L . " "R
. N [ . K R Sl

-
=
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w‘nidlfferent1at1on and 1ntegrat1on

5. ‘The development of personahty is " influenced by

lvdenv1ronmental faqtors 1nclud1ng partlcularly,‘cultural_

fffactors S | "' | o _ o

."’The bulk of perceptual research w1th prdJect1ves has{:

' been an attempt to show that needs.; mot1ves and defenses-

1nfluence perceptlon. However\ to date, 1t has not clearly ‘b

establ1shed a theoretical foundat1on for prOJect1ves o

| L1ndzey (1961) ‘ suggests ;that prOJect1ves needi'a‘l
unlfy1ng theory Abt (1950) believes that 1nstead of

. dependwng upon ex1st1ng psycholog1cal theories to prov1de a‘

bas1s for progect1ve test1ng, one should lnstead create _a 8

prOJect1ve psychology wh1ch uses concepts from many other‘.
theor1es but wh1ch 1s personal1ty focused upon a v1ew po1ntljﬁ
der1ved from cl1n1dal use of prOJect1ve techn1ques ’ '
.ﬂ : Accord1ng to Hammer (1958) there fisl suff1c1entf'
Just1f10atlon for the use of prOJect1ve draw1ngs from thetf
cl1ntcal and emp1r1cal ev1dence as well asp‘the; 1nternalij

cons1stency between | one draw1ng and another,» between"

drawwngs and other techn1ques 1n the prOJect1ve battery,‘\’l

between drawtngs and psychoana]ytlc and folklore mean1ngs of7}_:{'

symbols between draw1ngs and the behav10ral p1cture 7andf'

between draw1ngs and case h1story Hammer (1958) also notes,.”ff

B

that projective d"anNQS are Justlerd because of the1rl;5g

"spec1al advantages over other assessment dev1ces. «for]f'”*

example (a) as a non verbal techn1que ,they have relat1velfjgnf

e




educafed the no Engllsh speaklng as well as the mute the (
X

L shy or w1thdrawn ch1ld those w1th concrete orlentation and K

\’those who f1nd it eas1er to express themselves w1th p1ctures |
"than in. words (b)for the ch1ld the request to draw lsffnT
' l1kely golng to reduce ten51on and release pent up feellngs

‘lland lmpulses, (c)draw1ngs : are : relatlvely s1mple q‘¢j7
.admin1ster prov1de a purer sample of behav1or and are a good

. method for establ1sh1ng rapport and (d) draw1ngs are

'-appl1cable to large ‘groUps. transcend to deeper layers ofy"

,.personal1ty get under defenses more .ea51ly controlled byr
averbal expresston and are’ more sens1t1ve to the ebb and flow':f“‘
L'of therapeut1c change

| ‘ The | bas1c assumptlon underly1ng prOJectlve dev1ces 1sq313‘
»‘that an 1nd1v1duals personallty w1ll be reflected by theplfw

::t.way he responds to_ the test mater1als Generally. thls;fr

k appl1es to all psychologlcal tests, however ’ there'iare;-‘”“
| fundamental dlfferences' between two tradlttonal approachesfbflh

§¢“to personallty assessment The progect1ve method revolvesfmvi

2sfaround techn!ques' whlch are gu1ded by the prOJect1vef;t'
“hypothes1s and the obJectlve method revolves around the useuf.fl
3.of emp1r1cally der1ved and val1dated 1nventor1es ‘ R

N \\__ .
.
x

. . \ g
1

‘-LKE D1fferences Between Objective and Projective Techniques L
Maloney and Ward (1980) state that B "by the’ 1950s'5f

.gffprOJect1ve techn1ques became the hall mark of °l5¢1calfi*‘4

ff;psychology Much of thls,popularlty came from a;reactjon‘tO‘




\
\ h#\

tne over emphas1s on objective measures and quant1f1cat1on,

1n that prOJecttve tests, were seen "a g]obal personal1ty*f”

g measures" (p 345) In the1r book "Psycholog1cal Assessment -

’f:{

:'_1structured w1th a c]ear demand and a

A Conceptual f Approach"‘-i Maloney ; and' Ward (1980)1‘m
d1st1nguished | ‘X“ d1fferenCes‘( between : obJect1ve andtkv
project1ve technlques 4R the assessment of persona11ty, ‘y\

PrOJect1Ve technques 1nvolve a relat1vely ,unstructured‘li:

‘”demand on task ObJect1ve tests are typ1cally qu1te-n

l

'potential responses

'"j‘2};pGreater lat1tude 1n responses w1th prOJect1ve technlques‘:“

—4

';Ltzftest s1tuatlon

\ ""allow the . prOJect:on of more Un‘que ?“d ‘”d‘v’d“a"'ﬁ

: aspects of h1s/her. personal1ty "ﬁoube‘féYealed in Fhes“y-

\\'.ﬂ“ A

v3,'“Pr03ect1ve 1nstruments typloally 1ncorporate a dlsguised;;ﬁi

[ftest1ng procedure whlch reduces the potentlality of thei5ri

: '*wfcl1ent to know what ‘the exam1ners are 1ook1ng for In;3.:

v ' P . ‘-t * S
! ‘_)_.;“ W

:fbthe exam1ner 1s_test1ng Hrt,fffhg;*xf;,wﬁﬂ[ff

RRET W»t."‘- o

"55541§90b3ect1ve tests often exam1ne SpECIFIC tra1ts whereasﬁinE

S prOJect1ve dev1ces attempt to measure the whole person,}”}f

i \“flntellectual,{prooesses. t confl1cts,u

5‘?emot1onal responswveness

l’f;many ojectlve tests,.the cl1ent may often real12e whatf?tf



"‘g‘consc1ous contro] and less defens1veness.

A\sigféf ]ObJectwve test resu]ts are typ1cally quantifled whereas

aaf‘flnterpretatlon of prOJectlves are more often summar1es

N
WL

xffof the response rather than quant1f1cant1on of tt yrhef”"”

)

g1nterpretat1on 1s usually more qualttat1ve and dependent

*”‘on the c]1n1c1an s exper1ence and expert1se rather than

o on.a. der1ved score w j[d‘f}.'f"';'*,‘f L”'ﬁﬂh,g_,_yw‘l \' '

RN
[

Although proJect1ve o assessment fchasfﬂ 1ts ‘ merits

‘5‘ cl1n1cally 1t ‘sa found want1ng 1n all maJof psychometrlc
CP1ter1a whwch 1s 1mportant to revea] ‘ .

. S|
h * AT Lo
. .

ﬁf'Fﬁ'EvaJuafﬁon'd@*Pnéjé¢tﬁyeifeéﬁnidﬂeéﬂg‘quh"73

v T B Y P N A fo. ' 5

Standardlzat1on fﬂfﬂ*f&é ﬁ;VjJJﬂJVﬁﬁfit'"

'
i+

fid1rect1ons

are often used‘thh_.he DAP ”KFD*and_




-'.v
v

Qf,is usually determlned us1ng 1nterscorer or fan 1nter3udge }7"

' -‘

'f?ftechnique on raw scores Rel1ab1l1ty 1s generally determlned
s :by the[ level of greement between Judges InterJudge

‘varel1abilit1es on some prOJect1ve tests have been shown to be ke

3Fquite high However as Maloney and Ward (1980) po1nted out

'ﬁoreliab1lity mu$t reflect the f1nal 1nterpretative phase of

-vassessment In th1s sense rel1ab111ty tends to be low due

Lx

1[\to d1fferent examlners us1ng d1fferent methods and due to a

......

‘lack of control f expert1se.‘: Furthermore.; because

fﬁprOJect1ve techn1ques commonly assess globa] aspects,ftﬁ@ﬂ”*

tffd1fferent'

A

‘focuses by examtners 'ay result ‘ loweg’ﬁ;ﬁl

'&'Internal cons1stency f 1tems i“ oftenf;*'




“ ’ \UO R
Va1 idi ty S R e SR

tﬁi\’”ﬂ‘ A test 5b°U]d be a r‘epr‘eSentat'ive sample of a universejffs
of observat1ons.5 Ambigu1ty and the 1ntr1ns1c complexqty °f+f‘"*
MOst progect1ve procedures makes content valld1ty d1fflcu1t

: ”*ﬁl\Comparlng : DPQJectlve test o results to an 1ndependent"

a N

Msw\ﬁfcp}terlon fbr obta1n1ng cr1ter1on related valid1ty fﬁf&%

qff1cult;m

{because may of the cr1teria,ﬁf” proJect1veSYfﬁ‘

;.‘dwfficult’

l

3;5{?\assessments such as ego strength"

to def1nef:t

“X“:and meaSUre Construct va11d1ty assesses:whether the test51nj'




o A . :'ut N . e B "" . AN N S " i
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‘”’f systems for project1ve measures. Furthermore the results may

be more stateﬂthan tralt or1ented .,[AQ "1 Th4;EMJfghF3j]¢gf“

In\.summary. prOJectlve devices have very few of the -y

attrvbutes that comprlse i good test How fer these

1nsuff1c1enc1es are argued from ‘a psyc.f 'tr1c po1nt of

N

'”:wv1ew PrOJect1ve tests are generally global _1n focus and

N
ob3ect1ve tests are 'generally.narrow 1n focueL.Tests that

\» \v‘.\‘.

are narrow‘*1n‘ffocus w1ll haye more accurate

\,v

~results.fn,




; de51res = along w1th var1ous, stagesv of

(Dﬂeo 1970 Harms 1963 Koppltz 1968

and emotlons domfnant at the t1me butlfalso thegfmore deepd“

ifand last1ng tra1ts . ‘A Rumber, of .developmentalf"%

seated

theor1es reflect ‘tHéﬁf

re]at1onsh1p.ﬂhbetween‘{' drawingf}i

Denformance & and f growth ndf further ‘ SUpports tnéziaf“w

+

'?ﬁj'reasonableness of us1ng progect1ve draw%ngs as an assessment ey




-

the lens of a camera He holds that the eye has already made

a selection of the many v1sual stlmul1, thatf7

\. 1mage Th1s,.Jmage ‘italready»-a mental process and 1s an

aspect of visual th1nk1ng What we see and what the young
ch1ld sees is not what the 1nert non llv1ng camera sees
< Arnhelm(1964) notes la developmental progress1on
yperceptual processes and hence 1n the ch1ld’s graph1c work
The emergence of parts from wholes by a process frofff

(3

dlfferent1at1on ‘ls central_ to Gestalt pr1nc1ples The so-*‘

called 1ncongru1t1es:of th~.child's draw1ngs (1eaw errors

,

~ofn depth dlmen51on”and transparenc1es) are all the natural

voutcome.of chlld1shﬁlog1c operatrng w1th1n the l1m1tat1ons”‘




4
‘ﬁﬁ othen.k In early draw1ngs ch1ldren draw a few salient

features to stand the whole

" v
4\" AN

‘"5:"éppendages then pr‘oceed to N-‘-‘D"e-%e"t the head tP‘*".“ a"d

T\for example head and

'faappendages, etc

S

Accord1ng to Werner(1948) ch11dren uee 1syncret1sm )
ffi(represent1ng complex forms by us1ng 31mple forms) |
”f example a simple mark m1ght be a shoe unt1l somet1me later

”fwhen djfferent]at10ﬂ ng’accompl1shed As the ch1ld’s life

- )

f:becomes rlcher more compl1cated and more abstract draw1ngs
b become less adequate as a means of express1on Draw1ng

;j%act1V1ty decllnes 1n late chlldhoodlﬁand Wearly adplescence

v

'Y




uﬂ “
L

They are patterned by the mechan1cal arrangement‘of,othen

G

hand wr1st and arm as a mult1ple Jornted lever'ftheynyh

are probably mod1f1ed by th ecrlbblen s v1sua1

[%

observat1on and a very l1m1ted degree by“relat1ons'*7

\w, 1

w1th1n the draW1ng f1eld Also children enJQy ‘and get

pleasune fromtearly drawlngs (Harr1s 1963) 'fgyftt\xf“‘

L v

Innate aspecte of motor act1on mayycontrol the op1g1ns

The vear11est scr1bb1es are more tha@ random mark1ngsf“




'*;,7‘*-Théw»motbr‘ behavnor “in, draw1ng serves to gu1de the‘ﬁwu
i Tt g

. production espec1a11y especta]ly with j pre-‘twschooJ‘V‘Q

Ch1ldren (Harr1s 1963)

'
'r.‘ FERNTEN

w8 Ch1ldren s draw1ngs are ha best 1nfluenced more by Ll

FTL; concrete features than by abstoact properties of obJectsfft;w
. (Harr1s 1963) ‘T'ftﬂfdf:‘,nog"f‘“""f‘ R @H
j_f‘ In comprehendtng the concrete features of ObJects. young;y< f

'ch11dren may depend on tactual and kinesthetlc cues<"tp~

.fii q relat1veﬂy more than' do older chxtdren,(who seem tof'
" depend pr1mar11y on v1sua] senses (Harris 1963) . -
;, 10 As'ch11dren grow 1n¢ maturlty they draw obJeets o

;gdj;j;g 1ncreas1ngly difFerentiated yet organ1zed wholes Asgh‘”

they grow olden ch1ldren deplct more features “in the,f?‘;

J' obJects represented (Harr1s 1963) l:rﬂ ?T%ﬂ'”fjﬁhxd""“'f;
Vi “flln children draw1ngs language deveTopment and use areff;:Q

mrelatedrto drawlng performance(Harr1s 1963) '3t;e‘,v:

rlvt‘

1t appears that tthe_vdraw1ng> funct1on'?;,mﬁ

e ’\. L H . ey "

‘d motor, aspects are;h;~3’

formatlon In“V"‘l
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glh, Earllest attempts result in unrecogn1zed conf1gurat1on
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global asvfwell as spec1f1c cr1ter1a used in psychological

diagnosis. 3

e

" Artistic Development and Views on Child -Art

Accordlng to PlagEt (1968), ch1ldren wtew draw1ngs as

‘ )
' both -a . form® of pleasure and the 1m1tat10n of the real.

,Kellogg (1972) d1scussed that children draw for the esthet1c ,

- qual1t1es Goodenough ) (1926) belleved the Shlft from |

subject1ve to ob3ect1ve realtt?tdccurs around nlne years of

age,, Accord1ng to. Dales (1973) - the‘ chlld at hls early'

: attempts at representatlon does not try to draw “the ObJeCt'

.l‘

as‘ it looks, but the ldea the 1nternal model, and produces‘

‘the schematlc‘reductwn to essent1als The ’pmld' " drawmg '_

d‘\
of' a. person:is 1dentlcal whether a person or: other model

‘Abefore him qr whqg'er he draws from memOry

e

Ch1ldren s art develops in' predtctable stages (Kellogg,

-

1967 Dales. 1968) For example accord1ng to Rouma (IQZ?)'

there are s1x maJor stages

)

v

‘n

4

:;3.$olranstt10nal stage 1n wh1ch cephalopod acqu1res a trunk

by

'“Land additwonal features “rm‘ﬁf

'4;V_Full faoe drawing of a person w1th progressive add1twon3’h

.“ .. R o v T Ly .

. 4



‘:art are

. B 'Correct proflle or1entat10n preclude the deplctlon of

moyement
) ‘ ,
' Ac&ordlng to D1leo(1973) ch1ldren draw K

T;*lq What' is‘ 1nportant to them predomlnantly people then
| an1mals houses. trees h o | |

.- Some but not all that is Known about the object

. What is remembered at the time. ‘

. The idea colored by feel1ngs

“\ ' ! ' P

What is seen (1n the sense used by Arnhelm)

An inner., not opt1cal real]ty
| Accordlng to Lowenfteld (1954) art worK*reveals'the
’personallty of a. éhild 'and oontent of draw1ngs has a

personal swgn1f1cance to the ch1ld Generally. the stages of

—

. ‘Scrlbbl1ng (end1ng age 4);
;"'Pre-schematIC worK (4 to 7);
.Z‘Schematlc work (7. to 9) L e
. Reallsm (9 to 11) B _"\ o }‘ﬂ‘ X <,

.l Pseudo real1sm (11 to 13)\

Lo s w N

" ln terms o$ analyz1ng children sl drawlngs. Goodnow

.'(1977) suggests that new concepts 1n psychology such’ asﬂ..

‘analys1s of patterns, attent10n to sequence and the study of_“ :

uequ1valents a1d 1n the understandlng of drawings GOanow:.J‘
‘(1977) also addresses the followlng concepts~?‘f!:l.f; R

ot
t
B [ ;
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. .argue, age changes occur in draw1ngs Fon example \ draw1ng

' chlmneys at 90% to a roof is a reflect1on of a certaln stagefg

’of intellectual development Ch1ldren who do this are notgv‘

‘yet able to use an overall po1nt of reference for all. thevw '

un1ts in. the draw1ng, 1nstead they relay on one Un1t rasT1a .

ceference? point, Only when they can cope w1th mult1ple“ph3‘

“relationshtps‘are they able* to cons1der ‘a more d1stant
reference:lpotnt such . as the ground llne Thls relates to

Piaget's. ‘operational stage’, where’ transformations ”can
occur in one’'s mind. . ¢
. . ' o ’
Nature of, the Line o s
When ch1ldren draw human f1gures there is a reason why

‘they m1ght om1t arms, hands and fwngers For example, when‘

a flgure 1s based on an all. embrac1ng lIne 1t 1s d1ff1cult o

;to 1nclude hands and f1ngers '1nto a follow1ng lrne uThe7w:

‘ nature of the ]1nes often 1nfluence the 1ncluslon of detallffr‘

‘gAdd1t1onally. 'the | relat1onshfp off drawn X unats.f and

' availablllty of space all have developmental features

'-a

development of h1s/her strategy and sK1ll Adcord]ng

idf The nature of the ch1ld" 5§;¥ﬂ Is a guxde tO thetf?it}

OISOn, graph1c construct1ons should be v1ewed as a sequencef?f{ﬁ;

t . ’i,t ‘il;‘



o' omssions, rotations, x- Pay q/4W1ngsk\&fmphases on

l‘d1rect1on control and plann1ng

. t

LE :\ \‘ .
. ,tl‘ [
0o

o Chlldren spend much tlme and effort ‘1n observ1ng .theﬁ§
hfworld aroUnd them a:d 1n draw1ng concluslons S1m1larly, in
y‘_draw1ng,‘ch1ldren choose certaln l1nes and features fto‘:
-denote a var1ety of obJects /meanlngs These edu1valents are
vexpanded and new ones are 1nvented For_ example, a. circle :'
'.may represent ball . melon or‘ a whole Children often
:4choose preferable un1ts suCh as l1nes.‘c1rcles fand squares
=g'to represent features such as arms and legs Un1ts represent‘
| ;a form of economy, a sense of un1ty Untts eare chosen by

“chtldren for order 'and balance ‘ Humans w1th no arms may

”]reflect preferedce for shape and not necessar1ly\ 1mmaturlty»7

PRI

. as Goodenough (1926) may have concluded An ordérly
. progressxoﬁ appears from scr1bble to topology to pattern o
ﬁﬂ¢(l1nes and dots) to rep§%1t1on (of l1nes or dotsl Th1s ls

; 'cons1stent w1th P1aget"',not1on of

.,tr nsformat1on t.?hdé;m

'_1ntellectual growth Prlncfples rela.ddl to a search for

s

tforder, preference for part1cular shapes and‘ transformatlon

(,as well the effect of earller stages underlle the

) .,,,.
LTI

."lorgan1zat1on7“of~ unlts "iloung ch1ldren operate on ffthe;gﬁ

ffpr1nc1ple“ of v“to each 1ts own boundary anq‘space“: At age

”ryseven ch1ldren use cont1nuous l1nes maximally At this age, ;

AR AR St I D e e L BRI . R [T E
W,
RSN



B

“interpretation of ‘aggression may-not be warranted. -

Left R1ght Orientation f?f\ : S f .. |
. Chtldren between the ages of three to f1ve show a Jv
‘.odegree of order and conslstency They proceed accordlng tofo“:
u;}p]an Sequence 1n dnaw1ng helosu1n understand1ng ch11d' |
‘tideve]opment 7thﬂJ examp]e,: pre schoolers KShOW cIear*
jﬂjr1ght/left prefenence Left rtght ls a schoo] stage Olderlml.
1‘”‘\...*chlldren use | counterclocKWISe \d1rect1ons 'fort c1rcles o
'flpreschoolers clocKW1se Pre schooleﬁs do not start top
f-‘bottom Most sequences w1th ~cht]dnen- are arranéed;as alﬂy
};ﬂ’fin1sh as you go pr1nc1ple "diﬂkfﬁ t,;-.c':;, B}

Ava11ab1l1ty of space often accounts for tne pos1t10ns]f#f

-

fof people or deta11s of a draw1ng For example due to anc‘°'

*:gemphas1s on one part of the body, a dhl]d fhay run out offffk

G “y‘-.'_

‘[t_Space for further deta1]

’FfPatterning
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Y,

\\ of errors and development of percept1on affects sequence

-

af{ chlld’s perspect1ve. For.example the shape of a mouth lvne

fﬂ‘reused They also represent one s exper1ence and creat1V1ty

“\ . N . con e . ' N Lo . |,I‘| ‘|v‘A T
. . .‘,?_v , RIS P B IS

:y‘¢u._f‘ﬁ‘.,';*f» o
Conventional Equivatents ?@«f'ufff”ff¢)¢§ﬂ?*tﬂ’]ﬁi:n*f-ffﬁ‘f*

Convent1onal equ1va1ents aSSlSt ‘1n Wunderstanding

may 1nd1cate feel1ngS‘ p051t1on of pup]ls demonstrates the
drrect1on of a gaze bottom of page usually denotes ﬁtHé;~“

ground ,level the top for the sky, halr f1y1ng stands fpr

l

w1nd or movement Many equ1valents»are learned mod1fied‘and

N
‘x.‘

For example draw1ng of a; blrd' eye v1ew or s1dev1ew“ﬂ

: P

base. and reference po1nt and draw 1n a ser1es of steps

o

Glder chlldren can change perspect1ve: and alter ,"y,old




specif1c age nelated patterns.‘Thelr draWings ref]ect the1r

thinking and adult 1nfluences.:Graph1c work appears to be .
form of v1sual th1nk1ng but can also reflect other deeperf;

psycholog1cal needs,” defenses,} des1res., percept1onsx‘andl;

TN b

.;:.:l'l‘" ' ; ""':“.

fel1ngs as well

Another maJor contr1buter to the understand1ng of"oh1ld§n

art thda Kellogg (1972) who~ from obsenvatwohs“ ofrf

“ﬁijchlldren aged two to f1ve 1ndent1f1ed 20 bas1c scr1bbles

starting from the S1mp1e dot and stra1ght‘ vert1ca] ﬁf

hor1zontal d1agona1 and ah” 11nes through rov1ng' llnes téhx‘

't} varlous modtf1cat1ons of ,he 1mperfeft‘c1rcle These baSIC?fE

-Square ‘or”“Rectangle, C1rc1e or:Oval
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3

"<‘d1sabled menta]lyl or physically\|From scrlbbles children

advance\to the stage of draW1ng d1agrams which g1ve evidence
i N .

f; of plann1ng,,f0rethought and‘the operat1on of memory

obta1n” from scr1bbl1ng, how the process 1s re1nforc1ng and

. “L,

uﬁf self teach1ng{

e w1th the ch1ld'w‘ pe;cept1ons and
representéttons of human f1gures houses

etc




aaunts.}une §T1CK. man may be an: abstract1on of the many;jfy

hamans known to the ch11d

:tellectual \phys1cal




:wahls developmentf

of alertness 1s reflected in the detalls‘whlch'”he 1ncludes{wfe

's»w

nﬁ&fn h1s draw1ngs For examp]e‘ ‘ w1ng a mane"'

'¢1s only aware of h]S headu'and’ legs'“is‘ pre”'mably‘ lessxf




V'1ncreas1ng awareness of'k1nesthet1c

[
i .

R

»f“fmotorﬁmovements used 1n draw1ngs It can also be seen in. the

A

;;concrete to more advanced levels of conceptual1zatlon Fqnf;ﬁ
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'"‘a;‘lack of unxty.’goohenéncelhand”hobgantiatjonfgin];thefnfbQ

dPaWIngs, ‘v"v;"“’ o RO

Many Vrespected '1nd1v1dua1s such as H Read Schaefer“

m

WhSlmmern and Arno Stern who have spent thelr professiona]ﬁ75

h}‘l1ves i the f1e1d of art educatlon g1vé us further 1nsightﬁy
Y ey

;]31nto understand1ng and appreciat1ng ch1ld art and atest t

Y

'AA‘.'

”71ts s1gn1flcance jﬁf:fefiﬁgjxszg ‘jftwngyffﬁhf E',}fﬁy:fsx

H

2 He Read(Lewxs 1973)be11eves that un1nh1b1ted artlst1c3;;
?;act1v1ty ]S para]]el t° tﬁe development Of percept1on 1n¥t’

\ general The expresStve gestures of the 1nfant fpom th.nfi

.

moment that they can be recorded by a crayon or penc1l

@D O
evolves from certa1n‘ bas1c

hlyears;}of development such ba51cfi;\

fpatgfrns gradually becomeathe consc1ous representat1on Ofs

fscrlbbles towards con51stentfffg
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toe
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,“‘
-“ . |"'

1ncorrectness of knowledge related to the humah body but
AR A

general awareness of the wholev‘s1tuatwon a human body

0

con515t1ng of various llmbs As a ch11d develops he comes to

terms l with the out51de wprld ahd as h1sv observat1on fV

S

1ncreases more attentlon 1sf pa1d to h1s p1ctor1al work

‘S (10 years of age) a ch11d w1]1 begin to deplct subJect‘
‘ matter (ex trees)show1ng deferent angigs and feel1ngs

- '% express1on of lines wh1ch w1ll essent1a]ly be the 1mpr1nt of

v

.8 child' Jhd1v1dua1ity - ?ﬁt.‘\ r>:u ,_x,.ﬁ ﬂf”ﬁhfaﬂkjj

iy

In Schaefer S1mmern sv eyes the perfect form that

b

characterizes the drawxngs of ch1ldren 1$ an outward 51gn of

inner order aQ‘

) | n

un1verse v1sually and in d01ng so has mastered-hrmself

Accord1ng to Arno Stern(Lew“s;1973) who spent years Ane

v}1nternatvona11yf‘known

anguage¢‘for ch1ldren

appears to have arms attached to a neck 1t 1s not the

A

stgn that the ch1ld has mastered hls V




';;astuteu'teacher a great deal about the ch1ld Some children

“fwhat'he sees, feels or knows

l;emotlons.,‘Accordrng to Kepsch and Logle (1982) art can*be

e
!

Accord1ng to Stern. draw1ngs and palnt1ngs tell ~the ;g

5

,fldentlfy w1th an 1nan1mate obJect us1ng thexr vp1ctures of
ﬁfthe ObJeCt as a means of erklng through emotlonal problems

‘“”For example, one ch1ld drew a table w1th ther‘legs 901ng

N v | N

ﬁﬂtowards the center ‘rather than away nfrom 1t The ch1ld
'hfherself badly bent over She was, obv1ously not wel]

,;strong She ;was w1thdrawn‘u In herrplcture of a table she

e e v{

Hiexpressed her own bod1ly feel1ngs In essence“ra th]d 1s not

IS

‘fl1m1ted to show1ng what ‘is . actually v1s1ble He may draw“»h“

S -”?\*uﬁﬁ-‘M.Lﬁ‘*li‘

0 l“ . SR ,‘\‘; .“ ,"‘ “‘;‘\,

.
et . ’ Ceald '
. ,, e
. . X ,»m

Read S1mmern and Stern all‘suggesi that art is a fobm
.-p-, rk"vmr

R AT S L

| f language and ' a way to communlcate mean1ng and

(o
[

cons1dered a pIQtoral language and no}e ;thaf'i‘a
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g\content emphas1zes meanwng and the less 1t 1s rout1ned ,e

t
-

cognitive strategies. o DU

S | 79

M, A ‘ |
criteria 'used in‘ psychologicagl diagnosis such as ]evel§;
production;mmovement,‘syntax and{¥structure,:‘prosOdics‘ and -

.

Levels

.« . . o 1
: {

Draw1ng and - Ianguage are 1ayered systems wttL\a vartety*
of levels. They are both pragmatlc jn‘ that they serve

1mportant funct1ons 'For.eaample, Van Sommers (1984) reports
] I ‘n_i_

that in a study involving 86 “male and female ‘adults.‘

concerning private -drawings‘ both males and’ females ranked

the use of draw1ngs as one Bf the most common ways for xthemyt )

\ Lo

to express their own fee11ngs (3rd. and‘4th; respectlvely)"'

Additiona]ly, VannSomners notes ¥hat drawing .and”‘language

have a semantic level 1n that they both serve as a way to |

cohvey meaning. : IR n“ ¢ B fﬁ‘-ﬁ§\

Product1on . “, o.u":’ . -,h o | '[:' \f'f __‘dhj
o Van Sommers (1984) suggests that for any communtoat;onx
ystem there 1s a comprom1se between economy -of productton

effort and economtc perceptual effort Drawangs-are produced

by act1ons 1n wh1ch mean1ng may be actlvely 1nvolved 1n h*

deEsrm1n1ng form d1rect1on ‘and sequence of strokes |

| In both wrltten. language and drawing the more the

mone l1kely that semant1cs wwll prevai{,wover form oF—

product1on Van Sommers (1984) notes that'l what = ever‘n;:

E'ﬁ accentuates meanwng in the mtnd of the drawer may enhance L

LI o B t Lo RN
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1]

.1tsl penetratlon into. the output stages of productwon Also

» when ever a drawvng 1s produced w1thout reference to mean1ng

’

geometric forces w1ll Tend to dom1nate the productlon or

graphic.plan. . =~ . . . | N‘f ,*‘-j",f‘. “v;;v ﬁ
Movements . .
',As. in wrltten language drawing _ has preferred

)

movements Hor1zontal and vert1cal strokes tend to dom1nate

a

. written language and movement tends to be From... left t
l’r1ght Slm1lar1ly,u drawing tends‘ to be produced w1th a )

»

preference for vert1cal and hor1zontal ‘strokes and also

‘tends- to be‘.produced w1th left to rwght movement V‘n;h.

4
Ka ,t

' Sommers ment1ons that l1ke ertten’-language, drdWlngs
compr1sed of ]eft to Plght hor1zontal l1nes wh1ch are

sometames drawn w1th sl1ghtly shaky, tremulous effect where

o> X

as vert1cal strokes are usually made more conf1dently flrm}‘}‘

o S

Syntax and Structure ‘,-;‘ e

Syntax 1n speech and wr1t1ng 1nvolves a set of rules\ i
R N
that govern an arrangement of words~so that thelr connect1on

& and relatlon can be understood The development of syntax 1s ;

a long prOcess that beg1ns >tn- 1nfancy and develops 2{}‘

PEIat’on thﬂ’ﬁ.j'lnduvmdUals language exper1ence 'lhéi_ff

'{ development of Syntax ek language has parallels w1th syntax

1n draw1n§‘ *17?£‘}h3"?-f'fégt.jf*wa?m1¥”fj43f“ajfff“frp

t e

In1t1al speech and wr1t1ng 1s predominated‘g‘

of holophrases or sentence l1ke words S1mllamvly. 1n1t1al
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¢ . -t“‘

' drautngs ‘are composed pr1mar1]y of Ltnes and dots which.

represent a relatwonshlp not fully expressed v Between two"7

\

’:hland three years; of age. a ch1ld modtftes hts spoken and:“

P

hj11fe of thelr own. however | 1n graphtcs there

h-vartab111ty | ln the app1vcatton of rules ;Ingp

wrttten language and combines words« (telegraph1o» Ianguage)\

~t‘1n order to be more exp11o1t 1n meaning Slmtlarlly, a. chlld'

w1th1n the same age range beglns to! combtne lines and dots?_f
to $orm more representattve hntts such as ovals quares and'

trtangles By the age,of three orofour ch11d beglns tog‘\

: encorporate subJects' and predtcates 1n speech and wrtttenm

1anguage “and’ by the age of- five has usually, embedded ‘more

words w1th1n the sentence sthucture such as conJUnct\ons ‘and S

#adJectlves in approprtate order Slm11ar11y \1n draw1ngs

l B
il

‘chtldrent by the age, Of three or four beg,n encorporatﬁngh;"‘

g"features 1n the1r drawings and( by the age of fwve have_ni

embedded more >des1gns“‘\i thetr draw1ngs°.1n appropr1atefl“

nMQfashton that obJects such as houses cars.‘ trées. T'nd‘

,p- " -
human f%%&bes canv be cﬂearly d1scerned and more fully_a‘

.’i‘. : '
Vo

ﬂs? Chomsky(1972) has noted grammattcal rules have a.if.

'
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‘artistic and cognit1vé‘development is neccessary RIS e
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Prosodics ST R R I N B
\ l o0 .“,"\. oo . hoe . ’ . ". T . : ‘ '.:A :‘ o

‘ Prosodic ‘features‘ LN Janguage sUch as intonation‘and]
-‘stress carries meanlng and 1ntentvon in languagei Draw1ng is , ¢

mimetic system that usua1]y requxres little enablwng"

:‘exper1ence to make 1t transparent to the audnenCe.l Draw1ngs:3 .
‘are_, produced . by-rwact1ons f‘that ‘1nvolve /for example,‘ifx
1sequenc1ng, perspect1ve, | proport1ons /nf re1nforcement V‘WA
"ﬁpressure motmon and erasures in whlch mean1ng and 1ntens1onaﬁ
“fimay be actlvely 1nvo]ved Lo . ' . -

Uften.‘ dur1ng psycholog1ca1-‘1nvest1gat1on speéﬁh,is r:'

L ' i RN
=:fana1yzed for 1ns1ght 1nto personalwty Eor example. speech_

r“grtm1ght be dISJOIHted b1zzare 1ncoherent and or. fu22y whlch

'p*ﬂraISO: be analyzed 1n ‘relat1on to those .sa:

“ﬁmay be 1ndlcat1ve of maladJustment S1m1lar1]y. aW1ngs can'

fea\ures

[N

h:particularly in terms of the aesthetlc qua11t1es of draw1ngs

'vfsuch as posture gestdre and symbol1sm ~”;‘\v;'t~§‘v ‘513
ifj“fCognitive Strategies QT&-;ffjﬁj;;fgf']g{n;iigf'ﬁlffg _‘ 3

In wr1t1ng dnd readIng an 1nd1v1dual geherally moves

from.one sentence do another\ and then groups the 1deas
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Language helps gu1de :a graphic product ‘and can beﬂﬁ
“?v1ewed as‘ a process, or strategy whtch t1nfluences its
i.',content and forﬁl Accord1ng to Van Sommers (1984) theﬁ
“.fltngu1st1c descr1pt1on of what 1s to be drawn (for example.fﬁ
‘;ai school plCtUPe) is decoded eand”; results f in; some .
;iperceptual cogn1t1ve representat1on fi the m1nd of the |
;1nd1v1dual ,perhaps in, the form of an wmage or | W%herf
tquas1 spatlal theme The 1nd1v1dual then puts anto operat1on~
a set of gnaph1c SKI]]S and procedures to represent lthe’i
”"scheme as a drawzng *‘ | c L | ;

‘ Van Sommers (1984) reports that there are good drawerst
hdand poor drawers just ltke there are good readers and poorfi
fi readens As 1n read1ng research draw1ng research suggestsf.
rthat one of the maJor determ1nants of good draw1ngs is thea-b
;Q;knowledge and eff1c1ent ‘use of strateg1es Van SommersiZJ
"reports that poor drawers tend to haVe 1neff1c1ent and orh%%
*‘tmake poor use of the1r strateg1es Add]tlonally, they fa1l;p
‘::to comprehend Br grasp the nature of the task Good drawers“

5tend to use~-successfu1 strateg1es us1ng knowledge oﬁ G

i,-1mportant graphjc re]atlonsh1ps’ N R |
‘ Van Sommers notes that s1m1lar to Ianguage, q childs ,Q

s recept1ve strateg1es

G-

frther

B adopt stereotyped strateg1es

}p,tnc]ude the1

monopol 1ze thewy_r :'productlon
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" whole and individual characteristics within that frameworK'

Primary aspectsi'”tO* observe include j form.' content

. compOSition motion and general performance All of these

¢

aspects are factors of ‘the Kinetic Family DraWing and

Kinetic School DraWing For‘ example. symbols 'c be

' : conSidered to be comprition and general performance and

BN

s actions\can be*conSidered a- form of ‘force of movement

Children s chOice of. style‘ actfon and symbols might be a

result of esthetic quality and developmental level “ﬁ well

'

"as a way to reveal emotions | As noted earlier.,the KSD

e

“ % the KFD and KSD follows 2 ';hfi_}ﬁﬁ“fﬁjféfifﬁﬁk?::~\ .

evolved from the human figure draWing movemént, and the:vg

development of family draw1ngs particularly with reSpect to hf

LY RS

Burns and Kagfmans KFD technique Hence,;ﬂa reView of 'Fhétﬁﬁ

human figure drawing research as well as research relat@d to

(\J

( . B (Y P .
7 o " e ".‘ - L '.’. B : S B k»{ N :‘7\‘,-,’ ¢

N, :

d Human“FiguregDrawing Research RS
¢ With Machover’s (1949) original

' content analySis *of human figure”icould differenti te the

i \

Bell AL1948) noted that art work must be assessed as»a e

Ty R e S RERC » o o . : : B
P AT v v ." Co L e " B
DR ¢ ' o 1 » . . I PR O

\vvl.

]




'L;ﬂaspects of figure drawmg(except for t””“k);

I‘ ‘ '

LR

hﬁ.jeV1dence generally d1d not support structural and forma] e

ﬁ psychologlcaf adJustment (1957 p 463)

oo oo . .
$ v \' M LY '
S B N
: Y-
- ' 3 '
! . o R )

SUbjects Generally. the emp1r1cal evtdenoe“did“not support

’Machover s hypotheses however eSwenson d\d note thpt the

DAP appeared useful as a screenzng dev1ce with respect .to ‘n'

\ ¢
LR
N ;

A rev1ew of the human f1gure drawwng researoh by Robagk

'*ﬂ Machover s hypotheses } Roback (1968) po1nted out the ‘need
'nfor‘ standardizat1on ‘and val\dat1on of measur1ng scales for

.b_uassess1ng personal1ty funct10n1ng from drawwngs He bel1eved

,the ut1lity of human f1gure draw1ngs was tenuous due to the

":subJect1ve nature of 1nterpretat1on f,and"l"th~ global
‘t:orlentatlon for assessment “yf‘_fﬂgtﬂj‘l | h S
| :‘1 In 1984 Kah1ll(1984) pub11shed a rev1ew of emp1r1031 '

w‘stud1es dea11ng W1th human f1gure drawings of adults*

DespIte thel' relat1ve1y unproven'; va11d1ty

y,(1968) from 1956 to 1967 showed a Tack of support for‘.3

:"spann1ng the years from 1967 to 1982 : In summaty. ‘“heﬁf;

» .
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~N_‘of empir1cat evidence does not mean~ that the use of

EprOJective draw1ngs ‘not Just1f ed "As with the use of

any c11n1cal tool a grasp of the mere mechan1ca1 deta1ls of

N

‘draw1ng 1nterprétatipn cannot. subst1tute for knowledge of

fpersonality dynamwcs Wnd cl1n1ca1 syndromes wh1ch are, the[”"

an
’....

1ndispensable prel1m nary capab1l1ty that the cl1n1c1an t"

”?(reader) must brlng t this efforts to master the use of thef@ﬁfﬁ
iprOJectlve draw1ng techn1ques tHammer, 1958 p 646) | :,
: All of the publ1shed rev1ews have to date.7 exam1ned

,_-human flgure draw1ngs with adults Yet drawxng techn1ques

appear t° be. the most appl1cable wwth chlldren becaUSe fortﬁﬁh

;‘them._ the draw1ng 1s one of best methods through wh1ch" fi
'f‘hopes. fears and fantasres can be expressed Accord1ng i
___Hammer (1958) "the draw1ng 1s Iwkely to be the way 1n wh1ch
1f{the chw]d commun1oates much that 1s 1mportant to h1m/her and

“ﬁcreatave act}ﬁthe ch11d'

ﬂ>itroubles h1m/her..$; V1ewed as

.o?draw1ng becomes hlghly mean1ngful QAHa-' commun1cat1ve




'fjf pr1me ’ lmportance

K Family Drawings ,p'hf“ ;T“"h tf;f.flffﬁﬂﬂm:f'

‘As‘7 noted N earl1er, - Hulse (1951) extended

Draw a- Person technlque to a. test that lncluded the clientxé

A

fam1ly ca]led the Famwly Drawzng Test Hts 1nterpretation

was based un the whole draw1ng and not on”’wnd1v1dual1stlc af

s1gns He thought that hav1ng a ch1ld draw h1s fam1ly‘WOuld

prov1de 1nformat10n w1th reSpect to h1s/her precept1on of
"f the famlly and ongo1ng 1ntera¢t1on T e

Hammer (1958) stated* that °"the technlque

t,fL

-

popular 1n lt s USe W1th ch1ldren where determ1nat10n ofﬂ””‘**””

n

fam1ly members

S1nce 1951
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thr0ugh relat1ve size and placement of flgures. om1ss1ons.-

. substitut1ons and exaggerat1ons of f1gures ;'_-Q'a§'3j7ff;xﬁ

"In - terms ‘ of ‘1nvest1gatlon' research many authors

(Rezn1koff and Reznikoff 1956 Lawton and Sechrest 1962
Shéarn and Russe]l 1969 Df

Sherr and H1cks 1973) have w{f

d1s%1ngu1sh between groups Qf ch11dren 10 terms of the1r

”towards thenr fam11y g However, most ,.of the;j};

yt fee11ngs
'r., ‘_\\ \_"‘

1970 1n‘Bufnswand Kaufman s book ‘"K1net1c Fam11y Draw1ngs

w1th

actlon

‘ fThe3 ‘authors ;1nc1uded

, the‘ﬂadm1n1strat1ve
'f,xnstruct1oné “and . withi

the context of 1nterpretat1on_ The authors bel1eved that

Lo

add;ng ~th1s componenf;.would}},provwde more, dyagndftlgﬁ,fﬁ

:{ lnformatton ovef the Draw a Famlly test
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Research Assocrated W1th The KFD f“ﬁk{';fV‘ 'V"fﬁff'f“H  d:"fw
The KFD has been used 1n many studles (sée %able dWO)
' ks , . (

’Land w1th \[varlety of cl1n1cal popu]at1ons such as

emotlonally and behav1orally s d)sturbed f ch11dren hdf*,

\

'_Burns, 19824 Burnis. & Kaufman 1970, 1972

l

McPhee & Wegner 1976) educat1ona11y exceptlonal populatwons f”f

\', 5

adolescents

(LD’s) (Rask1n and Bloom 1979),‘children with perceptual—;

motor delays (Rask1n & P1tcher 1977)f_] ‘
ik l N ']' N ' : “‘.
mentally retarded ch1ldren (Magnum. 1976)and abused ch1ldren

(Schornste1n & Derr:“31978) Add1t1]nally,s cross* cultural
1979 Ikura &

stud1es|.have been.vconducted 1n djpan (Kato,,
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‘j-‘Autpor,E‘ ,;,_Year
") Britain: 01970
i Raskin .| 51977
- Sayed 7 .-1974
- Raskin' :'.1979
IMostkoff !983

,Lqucl
. Myers:,
L“McPheQ = D .
'.O'Brtan 1978
LMeight. ' 1982
xReynolds 1976
1Sims. .. 11878
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‘Emotions}: StatuleD"”

jKObjective Scoring - System v
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" Adolescent Male’ Delinquentsfpv(.
. Quantitative" Scoring. System;‘;
o Emotional1§ Disturbed . c
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. Family Drawing Scale . f IR I
‘Quick Scoring. Guide to KFD EERNEN I
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. of a variety scoring systems,

'

|‘l
N

Rel1ab111t1es‘ are related primarily to effective

’training of raters.'“Validity is”usually.assessed by usting

. the known groups method for “examble' .1ntact vs . divorced .

homes'-gdohnson '1975).,adolescent male del]nquents (Scbe1 &'

Sobel, 1976), s1b11ngs of severely emotlonal children

,(Hammer A‘1975' McPhee & Wegner, 1976), discn1minationfof
child abuyse. (Schornste1n &\Qgpr’\islgl; and identification

W

of. effect1ve - foster ‘ home ‘placement" ,(Browh,

1977) however valzdat1on is needed in terms of ihdivjduai

signs and’ global character1stlcs of the‘KFD

* Purpose of the Kinetic Family Drawing

The theory behind the ‘test is that the chi[d‘s response .,

as seen 19 the test can show much better than his‘~words; on
how he . feels*nebout himself as a member of his famjly. The

KFD provides one tool ‘for measur ing fdmjly g dynamics,

-

"ingluding development of -the self within various family

matrices. C : oo '

It was hoped by Burn’® and Kaofheﬁrthat the‘KFD could

.be a new 'tooh for understand1ng troubled ch1ldreﬁ The}

' add1t1on of movement to the K1net1c draw1ngs was lntenqed to"

‘_help mob1l1ze a ch1ld’s feel1ngs not only *in relat1on to

.self concept but . also - in. the area ‘of interpersonajé.

'fa
LY

—
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In terms of admln\stratlon,.l Kaufman‘ gnd éurns:
&’necompended that the examiner olacee‘ an HB penCII and
standahd 81/21nﬁx C11in, p1ece of ‘white paber 1nfront of the'
bhild\énd'eéy' "I would like you to draw a’ pacture of your‘"
'whole famlly do1ng somethlng Try to draw whole people - not
“stick f1gures. Remember make everyone doing 'somethlngsome
Klnd!‘of‘ action". After the Chl]d has completed the draw1ng"
he 1§ then.tasked to ‘label each person ina the drawing *
'aCCOFding”“to; thelP relatlonshlp to him, for egample self,
mother} tather, brother " sister, etc. Add1t1onally. ‘the j
actions of each . f1gure should be 1dent1f1ed and labelled
for example, cleaning, - cooking, play1ng,. ‘etc.  After the
preceding,‘instru¢t1ons. have been done, the exenineripan'
colleqt the drawings and begin interpretation.

In  terms of'i lnterpretation, Kayfman and -Eurns’
‘Kecomhended‘the éSeSsment of three mejon areas: \
1;‘ the style of the drawing; . X ‘: -
2. the actlon portrayed in the drawing, and, -
- 3. the symbols used 1n the draw1ng | . .

'Additlonally, they ommf:d examwnlng the character1st1cs ‘

and s1gn1f1cance of individual KFD f1gures
. . ‘ bt .



Figure Drawings, the.KFD styles do ‘not spe01f1cally focus.“

\Upon 'figure,‘detgils Interpretat109~1s based on. hon f1guré
graphics: ‘Mf‘ | ' o
1. Tcompartmentallzat1on
.h.encapsulatwon S S ;1 - “‘, A
. i11n1ng at ‘the bottom : \ | |
H11n1ng at top j S ﬁ%;:,’faygf

' folding compartmental1zat10n " '"‘ ‘_w,ﬁf}m;F

Lo s w A

bwrds eye v1ew T E

' Characteristics of ‘the Styles - ‘
N P A , o
(R o - IR

Compartmental1zat1on Thrs style ]$ character1zed by . the

1ntent1onal separat1on of fam11y f1gures through the USe

'of l1n1ng SR ]v" . A:‘fﬂ“ 'f o ‘f 5 h” f‘ ~\

bt f g iy

‘h,2.f'Encapsulat1on Thﬁsf style IS character1zed by the

1ntent1onal geppration of sign1fxcant family f1gures by

‘te”°‘°$1n9 them The most common forms 1nclude héihf“”

;capsulatwon through the use of Jump1ng ropes,» GIPGle;‘v s

L AN,
. N ; RS
cL . . . [ Vv h ; o

fJand swvngs ”1f" ‘_y‘f#g .Jgn@”“i y'f;wyvﬂ’

! 3.‘¢Lining : t the Bottom th1§“§ty1e zs characterwzed by

.P

‘-lene(s) cover1ng

J‘suggested that h‘ag”
liﬁfthe more confldent qne*iaﬁibe offthe sty]e

g;&ﬁgfLintng underneath 1nd1viduals

SR "'5\‘“» Y LN

he e“t"‘es;'b‘)”O‘" of the page It }ifsf

-f':g”res Th‘s | sty‘ei sy

l‘\."”"v ‘ S
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‘;fauu‘be1ng piaced ‘on the perlmeter of the paper At least ;‘"
t‘ﬁtwo s1des must have fam1ly f1gures along the edges whlchpk
5 serve -as the bottom for these f1gures |
“‘EQ“Sr ”L1n1ng at the Top Th1s style is characger1zed’by having '
- morelthan one l1ne extendlng across the_ entlre_ztopj of |
. the KFD. R L
‘HZM, Fold1ng o Compartmentallzatlon B -This taustyle“hfisg‘uy
charactertzed by ch1ldren who fold the paper‘lInto
segments and place 1nd1v1dual f1gures 1nto compartments
hhﬁuéwz BlPdS .Eye;‘ Vlew This style ‘tsw charactertzed byi;
:‘a 1ntenttonally drawmng the | plcture SO that,»tthef‘

perspect1ve is that of an aerlal wiew

"\ . 3 ' o LT

‘) “
[

In Support of Style

Kaufman and Burns prov1de very lvated documentatlon)jga

“w1th;respect to support for\l1nterpret1ng styles Thelr:"

0

,{‘r,assumptions of s1gn1f1cance 1s based on’thousands of case'

.

ﬁ,iystud1es wh1ch they say support their ‘ng :7of what hele

f[-var1ous styles represent Accord1‘

‘“jneo analyt1c sehool of" pathg a,yfu

to”McPhee (1975) "The‘f’:

éppears fitg; offer

"substantlal theoretlcal rationale 1fk Burns & Kaufman st :T‘

-(1972) qontentlon that" KFD styles are assoc1ated with: L

'“fd1sturbed ch11dren Sull1van (1940 1953) Horney (1945) aqdiich?
glEQWhlte (1964) v1ew mental lllhess (or menta] pathology) |

Vv

Q’;pr1mar1lyj

fd1sturbance 1n 1nter persona] relationships Thei!‘?‘



. felt’ danger. Regardless of the speelfie 'source ‘of " this"

\.“'<perce1ved threat the troubled 1nd1v1dual adopts a defens1veh

' {pestr]cted mode of behav1or 1n “f effort to ma1ntatn .

"fffcontrol Inf otherwords.f severe emotlonal and lthought.

“‘dlsturbances are,‘,fort the most part assoc1ated S with

4

‘Jconstrlcted behav1or Pathology. then as opposed normalcy‘

Hvttcan*be v1ewed as styllzed behav1or‘b4 behavior ]ack1ng;

: dspontane1ty,‘ d1vers1ty and flex1b1l1ty assoc1ated w1th the'f

fiwell adJusted person Thus.,(glven ”the‘-‘assumpt1ons‘, of

*

"w3fpr03ect1ve testlng.;fftf‘is‘dnotv unreasonable for Burns &5

‘-FVfﬂKaufman (1972l to expect the draw1ngs ‘of d1sturbed ch1ldren”;

Vto refleot 'certa1nf styles as. opposed to non styl1zed:f

hyfﬂffdrawlngs of adJusted chwldren“(McPhee, 1975 p 33)

Two studles (Kuethe.,1962 We1nste1n 1965) concernedf:
- wlth soc1al schemata appear redated to the s1gn1f1cance of:&

";four lw«ﬂkFD-”jl styles Compartmental1zat1on._'g Fold1ngff

‘7%=HCompartmentalizat1on, Encapsulat1on and Ble'S Eye Vlew ¢1717

Kuethe (1962 1964) publ1shed three art1cles on soc1a13f

Elvy’schema in which he explored the way people organlze soc1ali\

'

‘J. .

: d""fstlmul1 Kuethe (1961) bel1eved that when a person 1nd1catesf&

: ',’that two QbJects belong tOgether he has employed some schemeﬁf

‘””'Tfsor plan The1r study exam1ned how male undergraduates placediz;

‘;' [ﬂtwo or. more of the follow\ng obJects on a 2 x 21/2 yard blueﬁff

".”"f;felt ~;*‘
© o woman- ehtld '

| Vg7f42 Three rectangles of dlfferent helght,fv;@?ffﬁfiy”

BN



;-Square CH‘C]e tmang]e T R

“man, woman, dog "*k:: n"j“ T e v e
. }Man woman Two rectangles

‘ffTwo women two rectangles ',», S NI AIE SETR APE SR

;”QThree men, three rectangles.:,:'}\"ﬂf“~hi5f¢ f”f?illx?“ﬁu

. P f Do
B N )

' The order and d1stance of these placed obJects were S

then measured _ The ‘results showed that part1C1pants gif}“

responded to~ the task by g1v1ng ogranized responSes and

\scattered ”r'v random placement AEf?g obJects jp“wasﬁtﬁff“

rare. Add1t1onally ﬂfuﬂ””r_.Lj}]ﬁmﬂf; ﬁ\tegi*]r:j_};,@‘ﬁ"Snwwty

“d 12_ woman ch1ld j"man ch11d placements were done by 94% of

. subJects Woman and chlld was cToser together

f‘2 Rectangles were ordered by he1ght L :

o“»,--‘

“”f[3:3'0rder1ng of woman man and Chl]d Was done by he1ght most




.
N

: (TN o
non human objects should not 1ntervene was revealed by h1s‘,:

SRR ov--unm\ LA ycvplc UclUllU : Lwclllﬁ’l . dllU‘ llldll . .

S T

\l

-

readﬁness tQ assume that the ’relat1ons ex1st1ng between?lht

(o

people ane primarllxg pos1t1ve and that 1nteract1on rather”f.

Vo

than isolat1on is the rule }”",7 ;‘."~‘h*"aj

L

In later art1¢les‘ by Kuethe (1964) 1t was reported-ﬂ&,w

that when people organvze soc1al st1mul1 they employ

schemata .whlch has been learned durlng many years of soc1al=*”"

exper1ence When male undergraduates were asked to‘ group'
human obJects (man woman\ boy, g1rl) durlng the 1964 studyﬂ]

the predom1nant result was that adults werd‘assootated ‘w1thfj

l

each o;her and chlldren w1th adults part1cularly mother andw<*fh

We1nste1n (1965

l‘

des1gned a study to test her _hypothes1s that emot1onally

dtSturbed ‘ hﬁldren; d1fferedsffrom normal chlldren 1n the

”fﬁHe' results

;l967) us1ng Kuthe s Felt Technlquev_“&'i

L




As noted by McPhee (1976) , Koppttz‘ (1966) recognized

"

“”the dtagnostlc rat1onal w1th respect to l1n1ng on the bottom

\

'f.by suggestlng~ that baSe 11n1ng 1nd1cates ‘ se se t\ofﬂb

ylnsecurlty and/or a need of support"“Vu‘*'biJ: | T
ﬁj‘Young chlldren who are 11v1ng in ‘a world of tOWe ing

S and. domlneer1ng .adults are by .virtue of .their

oocand age naturally insecure and 1n need ‘of | sup ortj

‘ngJQGG p 7 ) ‘; . Vy‘q : »: ; ,\M:t. —

"1Therefore a hlgh\,1nc1dence of baselwne is‘ﬁn to Qe".‘

. . ! :'\, R

Junexpeoted Kopp1tz (1966) SUpperts'Burns & Kaufman s notwon
”,that L1n1ng at the Top (clouds) are manlfested 1n pPOJect1ve

\,draw1ngs by very anx1ous chtldren ,

. Clouds seem to be drawn pn1mar1]y by ch1ldren who do _}{ﬂgy;
rﬁyu.}~not dare . strike out at others: and’who' 1nstead tuen o
‘their’ aggress1on 1nward ‘toward " themselves ‘the’
ch1Id sin effect stand1ng under-a;o]oud.«unde"

pressure from above (p 65 66)" SRR :

Edg1ng suggested by Hammer (1958) xﬁfﬁisﬁhémafk;3jte
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Bea
BB
o

Yoty

re1at1onsh1ps..infl‘p;ﬁy{f,J,gﬂ_ffﬁ;j3t7~;fh,;ufﬁﬂf

The KFD authors conswdered actlon to be a un1que aspectf

R

| fi the1r test Movement appears to be expected in normalﬁ

dPEWlngs,.where ak1ne31$ sg‘cons1dered to represent””

[
\ .

patholog1c Indlces such as pass1~1ty and w1thdraWa] dollesf

('954) suggested h’f more v1olent.‘ Unpleasant Qandf‘

1nvoluntany the movement the more 1nd1catIVe 1t 1s of
maladJustment E dh@”‘”““*xgy-:”w PRt

Vo
\.

Accord1ng to Burns and Kaufman (1972) act1on51represent

a fleld of force between flgures-and ind1cate whether they

‘1L“fare strangers f"@'jﬁﬁgfﬁib.'~:“

f*,ane ]overs ‘

‘eare competrtors
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\»”

Read (1966) noted that the very first stage of a R

ti> chlld's draw1ng development beg1ns w1th ‘movement of fthé@hﬂfx

crayonﬁuor pencil on paper Pradhommea ;t947) stated thatfﬁiff

e .\. . w\r\

jf movement 1s one method the ch1ld USes to attajn"vtsualﬁrfjfr

"d rea]tsm between ages fﬁj?and 7 and that the chlld trys to e

atta1n v1sual dynam1sm by expresstng movement towardef“w"
"l PR “\ v .'-" Co, \" 1 L R ' -‘,‘, . "‘. e e
- another : }.‘ﬁ— ',:3‘ : :

Kurt Lewm ?(1935 1936 : B f

(P E) suggests a]l behav1or is a functlon'qf;the nature ofﬂfﬂﬂ”

the pe.son“and of h1s envnronment Machoverj suggests thatr{77?j

: ('\'.‘

1n the’;: L
the KFDﬂﬂ‘“"

Tﬁ self represents

;it Fam11y,l1fe, 1e ut efnUCIear self
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"»bassesséd through the type of act1on or aKines1s wh1ch might ﬁ;

; ]
DI R )
s N N

imp!y what Burns and Kaufman suggest as evas1veness

‘ “ : : L Lo o [T Lo
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Accord1ng to Burns and Kaufman‘ symbols; represent theifff

unconscrous Kellog (1967) reported that the ch1ld 1ncreases
1n ablllty to put a collect1on of obJects 1n a draw1ng as he,wj7
grows older.,D1leo (1970) reported that ch11dren s draw1ngs ‘

are bas1cally subjective and symbol1c because the ch1ld has

r

t yet learned to be obJectlve or skllled 1n realistlc

|

draw1ng\!"urns and Kaufman made reference to Freud for

;“ttnterpreta_lve”~support but caut1oned that symbols should be 'dﬂ

1' e
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/through graphlc means of communicatlon thani through verba]

e :" - . ' . . ' a "‘ ‘i

4/(ﬁjf o Ins1ghts of psychoanaly51s have led to“:theh‘awareness v
8 that the: unconsc10qs 'speaks 1n symbolwc 1mages As well
symbo]1c “ahth;fo | prehlstor1c | cu]tures, J,ahd;h anc1ent
h‘,ﬁ c1v1llzat1on ?attest to the value and mean1ng of symbol:‘
Ljh; aspects of draw1ngs 'L~tfﬁ\d' ‘dfﬂ'fff ,ffj{;*"_“f'hf\ S

Po1nts of Con51derat1on (Hammer 1958)

‘ "

1 ; I . A L ) [ ) v N
e . v .o M B . :
“n v . _- . . [ [ . [ c _.‘\‘ I

; ', o L

'"Every draw1ng,ksymptom, fantasy or act has a h1story out

o Voo, ¥
, . o v [ '

-ngﬂof whlch 1t was’ produced

,,-'
oy, .
[

'V:é,uwThe h1story 1s a dynam1CnvOPQa”‘Zed f1eld °f VeCt?fi
N‘.""‘_v:‘iThe drawmg of a symb01 ina gwen ‘case: TS p"°d”°ed by a2
Htﬁunlque fleld L B :

2

he f1eld wh1ohaproduces a'part1cular draw1ng or syhbdtfﬁdt




~

\:f conscious trends or unconsoioUs Iatent tendenc1es Whtle"w
most e]ements have symbOIIC value not a}I ,aspectS‘ refle\} o

deep dynam1c' tendencres Hammer (1958) caut1ons that when

working with ch1ldren 1t 1s espec1a11y 1mportant to learn~‘

the symbol1c meanlng the chlld of’a given area of the
draw1ng,’ lest the Z1nterpretat1on be ‘ oased‘ 1w'“'radolt ~.f

‘("" ... ",‘. . .

symbol1zat1on

To ald the examlners of the K1netlc Famlly Draw1ngs,‘”‘
'»/

Kaufman. and Burns (1972) report in theTr booK a var1ety of e

common symbois they have found 1n thGIP case studaes a]ong ‘c‘
| 7

jf; w1th the poss1ble s1gn1f1cance G$ these symbols B

LB

A
Vo

_; Indiv1dua1 KFD Flgures L |
:‘ To a1d examznatwon and -1nterpretatlon,J‘Kaufman and

| Burns (1970 1972 1983) report .svgn1faoance to ' ome
features ® As po1nted’ out by D1leo (1983) lone f1gure }?h
draw1ngs are quant1tat1ve]y ané) qua11tat1ve1y superlor ito_frf
draw1ngs 7of f1gures 1n a draw a fam1}y test because.ln the tf.
former, a chlld draws what is known and rémembered ‘ whereasﬁt;f
}ﬁn]fth ’ latter" H g
1mbued yf w1th "

'the famlly 1s liker to el1c1t a responseﬁgﬁf

,affect1ve i elements resultlng ‘ lessﬂﬁfa

oncentrat1on on what 1s known'i

‘nd more”dn what may be feltﬁfﬂf

1nﬁrelat1on to‘other fam1ly?members



sat1sfactlon Those who pJace the flgure far -;6 ’ h‘j p{ghtn,
: ,'APElf* frequently ' reflectlve ‘ persons w1th ' controlled

‘ tendenc1es Machover (4949) belweves placement to the - left \

1nd1cates‘f75elf grlented ‘ personal1ty ,if »to ~thelir1ght

, h‘f 1nd1catesf§ env1ronmentally ' orlented Bolander‘f (1977)

"

%con51ders p]acement Qonf‘the left s1de‘\of the page lto“ﬁ

‘ reppesent'th female pr1nc1ple and th”f rlght the male :
r Lo v e lh
pr1nc1pﬁe; Bolander 1nterprets the upper half(of the page as f?f

the area of the future the center represents the present

i [ f
- el

B 7‘and the lower half zone compr1ses the pasn

In terms of 512e and dgstance between flgures* results

-

from Kopp1tz (1966) showed thaﬁbshy chlldren tend to draw
‘large-ftgures However many researchers (Prytula J& LeIQh
"l972' Bfack ‘ 19?2 Prytula & Thompson 1973) found l1ttle
suppoﬁt for the s1Ze/ self esteem assert1on ﬁ[_‘f‘uli'p ffffb

'; L1near dlstance between flgures 1s supposed to reflect

|l , ‘l .

emotlonal d1stance\~‘Tnls measure appears to have' morev“

n \

cl1n1cal 51gn1f1cance than emp1r1cal 'support due to the

ftat1sttcally manlpulat1ng

d1st1nct1on of results when'”
‘ A ,

dlstance scores between groups of subJects (Janzen 1985l

‘.o

It appears from the lnterature that global 1nterpretat1on of

emp1r1cal

fam1ly draw1ngs, holds the most ‘promlseﬁtfor :
et i ,arevxew of Cthe’ HFD i




(1958l‘providesisom@”inportaht‘points to consioer5

. Relat1onsh1ps‘ betheen the elements of the drawing more
than the M1nd1Vldual deta1ls may prove to be‘ nthe“
valldat1ng d1mens1on of prOJect1ve draw1ngs T

2. The hlgher"a subJect s state of se | f-esteem the'more
_likely a happy mood will be drawn on the projected
f1gure and the lower the self esteem the more l1kely a

\
)

dysphorlc mood will be prOJected

'tent and . global dimensions are prov1ng more valid as

ﬁﬁéoject1ve . draw1ng indicators .than ‘are formal or

‘i"h“{'
Ry
}thpresswe character 1 St ics.

nllne he draws another on placement, another in its

ﬁize;,'another:kjn the color remployed  and another'in

.':i e expertﬂmnt that can catch such a complex1ty )
l'gérhaps; stuﬁ1es employ1ng global anaTys1s prove morel:
qﬁ@eqtive than those restvng on rtem analys1s)‘f r_\th1s‘
reason. . . '7Jﬁ,; ' ﬂ’ _ -u<’ ' -
Szj‘Thef ana1y51s of draw1ngs should always 1nclude an‘7
evaluatlon of the whole draw1ng as well as an awareﬁess

:hof. unusual s1gns or dharacter1st}cs ,that‘ may have
B S T

1nt energes, tn another a personal1ty need it 15‘the‘ ‘
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meanwngful tha‘

several

.

haVe 'are nécessar‘ “L'

1983)

‘"T k1net1c school

‘spec1f1cally w1th the chlld’s perceptlon of hls/her school

Sltuatlop It was adopted d1rectly fnom KFD and to date s“f .

4'KFD attempts

almost 1dent1cally 1nterpreted

. assess ‘a ch1ld’

psychofbgﬁcalwtests of such var1ables‘ls self concept, ‘sense:

of ndent1ty, balance‘oﬁ psychwc‘forces un1f1ed outlook of'—

ll(e »re51stan regulat1on abllity to cope

3

 With' real1ty, absence of 'mentalf and behaV1oral symptoms.

adequacy,fjn' love )werkrand play. adequacy 1n 1nterpersonal

o § . | E . K , I . L "
! . ‘l‘:. } ) . . ~. RN

to streSS' self

'l-"

[T e oY U T S S ARSI

“




"'well ‘as“ tnterViews; soc10metr1c tééhniQuesfand objective . 7"

v ! . o

, p Knoff (1983) suggests that prOJectrve tests may prov1deyf

‘ia better dynam1c approach toward understand1ng the ch11d'

}psychologlcal- 1ssues In h1s/her eco]oglcal context so thatnr

appropriate therapeut1c 5 programm1ng ey

Dlagnost1cally, ,prOJect1ves provrde lan opportun1ty ‘to

chan"“ occur o

L.

understand how the student thtnks. about and perce1ves;“

‘\hlm/herself ﬂ d1rectly vand tndirectly,p‘ {hj d1fferent

\denv1ronments (Blatt 1975) In cogn1t1ve sense 'respdnses to.

,”prOJectlve° stlmul1 reflect the student s style and contents'
of th1nK1ng and percept1on thls data fpf“not read1ly

'ava11able from behav1oral observatlons ThroUgh progectIvesg

b'we can get 'af sense of the student s -self concept and

l}self-ins{ght 'and how he/she perce1ves peers : teachers,l'

e e -

H;school famlly. personal needs, and h.s/ her past ' presentf

f{and future Progect1ves also may reveal creat1ve capac1t1es."‘

]_h\dden . resources, - and o an : 1nd1v1dua1 s, : con501ou3‘

tfpreoccupat1ons and fgoals (Klopfer & Toulbee 1976)31n3a~

lschool settlng prOJectwves

tdt.f may 1dent1fy and d1scr1m1nate s1gn1f1cant psyCho1ogtcal T

"1ssues wh1ch may be troubl1ng a student .a s1gn1f1cant‘

e

' person 1n one of h1s/her env1ronmenta1‘ subsystems g(eg;‘fff“~

r"home, school) or both

.fg}trmay prov1de a better understand1ng of the referra1t_g;mf_l

. 1



.3 may suggest apbrdprfate v1ntervent1on‘ approaches such
‘that the psychologwcal 1ssues are addressed or med1ated R ..

- ,as effect1vely as poss1ble \
o . “ o ) B \. Lo , .i‘ \" ‘

[EEREN

qur Major‘PurpbsesdofjProjective‘Drawings,in Sch091
1. | “ ’ “ ..\ ' “ ) v‘ V.I" . I ‘ | | ‘ ‘.‘l, ' » . ,- . ‘ .\ \.
C They 1.can reflect a 'ydungster's *pensonajity T}nd |

‘se]fconcept
'lr2u ‘Fami]y drawings show ehildren”s perceptions of  their
family and iheir place within the family. |

';f13, School draw1ngs : explore pup1ls ,att1tudes " towards .

3

teachers and school . | ' | o
f"btﬁt--Draw1ngs can revea] “studentS"'values‘ and- attjtudes.r
| Vgtdward:social‘andbeutturallgrbups; N o |
L;Research As$oc1ated With The KSD L | |
,.<, To date there has been only two studles related to the\ Y,
| _f?KSD whlch are summar1zed below Prout H.T.,, Celmer ‘D, s
o esay et B T
N‘Purpose of Study to exmn1ne the relatlonshIp between KSfof )
f-responses‘,and academlc ach1evement among normal elementaryﬁfa””*%
fn?\school chl]dren The general hypothes1s pred1cted thatf}?dhif
“‘1nd1cators of éMOt1onal confl1ct and negat1ve affect wouldvﬁ;: f?
7ihibe s1gn1f1cant1y related to achlevement Subjects 100 5th;f554ﬁ7

Atf?fgrade students 44 boys 56 gtrls Measures Achxevement wasff;iibﬁ

S B , _' cLo e e ",



. the Science Research Assoctates—Ao 1evemeﬂt reéf.f‘Méasﬁreé‘

¢"¥341Tfrom Drawing { ,' . 5,fff'v l\’ "l:'
. ';‘,‘ '-_ ' ‘wr-,' L \\ S

."fjJQ:fReynolds score‘;f

e b4

. In onr out of school

—

fw'Engaged in undes1rable behav1or N
dEngaged 1n academtc behav1or
Teacher he1ght | |

. '.‘\Chlld hetght o S ! o S

' .."Dtstance between self and others

’ v

2
3
4
: “6l{'Number of‘peers
g
8.:,Kopp1tz score
9

.'”Dtstance betweén self and teacher ‘

\

' H.Results 6 of the 10 . correlatlons of KSD vartables w1thﬂf

.\

, ”'facadem1c achtevement reached s1gn1f1cance at the 05 level

' }rw1th three of the others approach1ng the s1gn1flcance level

Low ach1ev1ng students tended to draw smaller teacherff

7”}and self f1gures. 1ncluded more peers l” the1r draw1ngs. putTf

“frsmore space between themselves and both peers and teachers;’]

"jfproduced draw1ngs w1th fa hagher number | of : emotwonalfﬁ

’J1nd1cators and tended to portray themselves 1n non academ1c‘ﬁ

: t

';Hﬁfand/or undes1rable adt1v1t1es Wlth the oppos1te tendency;j

ff'ff'for high ach1ev1ng students f”gf:gng'fgﬂ;fg";j TV”"‘

A'.. P

Semnetder (to7n):c L

lh1s study 'sﬁf des1gned to prov1de prel1m1naryfﬂ“




mr;ﬁyearl(QS) The school psyChOlOngt served as the examiner

‘iand rated the sever1ty of school problems on a n1ne po1nt

G‘,scale and the severlty of fam1ly problems 1n another~ n1ne:pﬁbﬂf
Wff:po1nt scale These rat1ngs preceded psychometr1c evaluat1on
rlf;and were based on 1nterv1ews thh parents and w1th school
?r:;personnel A KSD and KFD were obta1ned from sdch subJect

f{3¢u51ng standardlzed 1nstruct1ons and condltIOns., along Wlth

"iage and 1nd1v1dually adm1n1stered 1ntelllgence test score

(ﬂzdata A score for each draw1ng was obta1ned by summation of

"L{stgns presented from a4 l1st of s1gns generally reputed to
‘lg‘have negatlve 1mpl1cat10ns Multlple regreSSIOn procedureS'd;tflv

"'"'.'z;.f\wer‘e emplOyEd 1n predlctlon Of school problem ratlngs ‘and

\iﬂother var1ables The full model 1nvolv1ng the KSD score KFD

5:i‘score, age and IQ s1gn1f1cantly pred1cted both school jandfﬁ??fvh

' ffam1ly ratlngs However,'nelther the KSD score hor KFD score

ilffadded s1gn1f1cantly to the level of pred1ct1on achxeved by
;f?fage and IQ alone Overall the results of thls study offered

‘3;fl1ttle support for the KSD as a d1agnost1c tool f ffﬂﬁhé7;

:Chool psycholongt could not conversely be concluded

:}ﬁfthat the KSD had no ut1l1ty for the school psychologfstv'

ErjRelated Research

o e

"‘:pred1ct1ons of fam1ly problem ratlngs by the KSD score ahdJ;;:if«




G TUIBLTUEIIL eI LIeds NneLice urawmg bChOOIH\Ub) ‘, ;a_;‘;;;:,,

‘\:technique to ellc1t children s feel1ngs and att1tudes about

i;school

“he Kos tFor

1-"-

:7uexample. 1t oan prov1dé 1nformatlon about the maturity of“h‘

Sarbaugh notes spec1f1c adVantages of

fistudents v1sual-motor ,{\sktllsf f51nte11ectUal status ‘ﬁ{\,

f$5001a1 emot1onal development 1nterests v1ew thlSChOO]

ffv1ew1fof one'e .own self ,1n the school sett1ng

yﬁadvantages 1nclude ( ) draw1ngs are‘ natural part ot G
= ‘ e, A
' 'lon verbal :

:fschool 11fe (b) draW1nQS Put 1ess,,fﬂf,j

L

fab1l1ty (c) drawxngs oan a1d ”Lfthept

‘exam1nat1on ofhgy“"

fiunderly1ng att1tudes{«ref1ectedvtnrsurface behaV1or and (d)““ﬁid

ﬁﬁfocusses on the chtld’s dwff1culty relatedxtodschool

takes a qual1tat1ve approach

-1nterpret1ng:¢f | f&,end bel1eves

1f1nterpretat1on



_f3v Unless method 1nd1cated for nterpretation such

~..—

stud1es yleld no ‘communlcable 1nformat1on aboutj;;;;,,ﬂg

fit 1s recommened by Prout (1974) that after a chtld 1s*'“5

pPOV1ded an HB penc1l and a p1a1n sheet of 81/2 X .ﬁ“ptece}htf

'v} of Qpaper the exam1ner reads the fol]omnng instructrons tot?&b

f}fthedch11d '"I’d l1ke you to draww a’ school ptcture PMttﬂff

tijourself

your teacher and’a.frtend or’ two 1n the p1cture.}f;j

mhthake everyone do1ng someth1ng Try to draw7whole people anddfﬂV
" u'.‘v“‘ O / : B ‘ |

'adhaw yourself yqunﬁ}f“



oo .v'

t“f*ﬂ‘and symbols is 1mplicated w1th focus on school assoc1atwons

rather than fam11y Add1ttbnally. meaSUPes taken from Prout

L Vb

and Celmars (1984) val1d1ty study are also cOnsldered

relevant /‘for example,. placement of self and type of

L o \W"_.
A e Lo " v

behav1or e BRI VT v

‘} U Importance of the KSD | ,‘ |
| | One of the maJor strengths of the KSD l1es n!titsf

fjfocus The KSD seems to have good face val1d1ty For school

and‘?therefore potent1ally useful ?feﬁ;

erelated ureferrals

1QStandard1zed enviroment Th1rd the KSD offers chIIdren,ﬂaz



Vo 0,

«[ggoﬁﬂj;gftﬁe_;{‘;Kgpvi;,“haS'ﬁhrjdbt'\ beenvﬁf satlsfactorly

supported/demonstrated (b) there are no standardwzed scor1ng

proceduresr or clear ‘cut rules for 1nterpret1ng responses.1~'

(c) there 1s very 11m1ted 1nformat1on 1n terms of normat1ve

problems are:"(a) the potential and systematac appl1cability

Ve o

data partlcular]y W‘th Pespect to content styles ;and”“ o

act1ons,4 and(d) there ‘”s:jfay 51gn1f1cant absence [;an??*

rel1ab111ty and val1d1ty data r“ ",ﬁ37h hff}fnﬁ-

S

In conclu51on, the maJor problem w1th the KSD that

| m}*ftt potent1al can not be rea112ed Unt1l there 1s researoh

scorlng guxde (c) prov1d1ng further normat1ve,_

i

and Va])d1ty data‘*"“

a.generally " non .referred . .

that prov1des hé‘ 1n1t1al steps ni the pPOCGSS ‘Of ( ?‘”T
.*:mplement1ng systemat1c scor1ng system (b) creat1ng a “T‘ ¥
:reliab111ty

andﬂfd)fbohpérfhgjredehséé&dfggﬂs@hOblgfﬂf,f




[y

I “l.‘llo
more extensively than ob3ect1ve meaSUres part1cu1ar1y w1th
respéct to social/emot1onal 1nvest1gat1on (Goh et al 1983

LAt
S ey

Prout 1983)

o *?“‘The general theory underlylng prOJect1ve draw1ngs-1"sﬁypf

that the way a person -1s organ1zed psycholog1cally W]TP*-HQ
determ1ne the content and style of the' persons Percept1ons i

and w1ll be reflected 1n h1s draw1ngs PrOJect1ve drawings f~f

are assumed‘ to al]ow fori more un1que :aspects of ‘hnli5f
1nd1V1duals personallty to be revealed due the1rb |

¢ , _W‘”
unstructured dlsgu1sed and hO]lSth nature (Maloney d}f v

Ward 1980) aand, the1r ab111ty to tap 1atent or unconsc1ous

processes (Hammer 1958) The pr1nc1ples behlnd prOJectlon“fVQp

have ba,e; explawned through a var1ety of supp051tlons suchf

fi)?# response theory (Auld 1954). psychoana]yt1c theory}fﬂj

‘“m(Freud ) perceptual theory (Apt 1950)ﬁ5"935ta]t theoryﬂ!fﬁ




‘#urther added that even subtle d1fferences in phrastng of
:t}vaerbal direct1ons can change the performance of subjects
”prUF"‘ example,, the d1fferences 1n verbal d1rect1ons g1ven by
f}\}fGoodenough Machover Harr1s Hammer.‘Kopp1tz Hulse.a Burns L
“7Wand Kaufman and Prout results 1n vary1ng contents of HFDsfdft
f?ﬁg*fam1ly draw1ngs and school draw1ngs” Anastas1 (1968)
‘\tﬁfreported that scor1ng d1fferences between cl1n1c1ans 11m1ts
”.‘fcomparab111ty and pred1ctab111ty and rqveals the orlentat1on
‘”Fof the exam1ner ‘for{ example Chapman and Chapman (1971) E
"”Uffound that prOJect1ve tests are coloured by the scorers own
Zﬁﬂfﬂassumpt1ons and preconcept1ons Norms for prOJect1ve tests

I?chfare often lacK1ng and the exam1ner falls back on memOry 'djffg

“,"'often : 11m1 ted to atyplcall chﬂdren
the'::."‘:.l

'fexperlence that }ji

:HGenerally, research on' rel1ab111ty and val1d1ty on .

.\‘

“hfﬁvar1ous prOJect1ve techn1ques over the past years has been
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usefulness and va]ue of prOJective techn1ques suCh“asf‘ L

drawings f" ga1n1ng 1ns1ght f about an”‘ 1nd1v1dua]s Sl

1 LY

1nterpersonal dynamics cannot be den1ed He further statesj
that the value of prOJectlve draw1ngs 1s 1n the techn1ques |
i *capac1ty to Vreveal th1ngs that the subJect 1s unw11]1hg toc'e
tell or is unable to tell because he 1s unconsc1ous of themni

(p 646) and/or does not have the ab111ty to express them
M_'_,_—w‘

“_umﬂ_sﬁe—”uf111ty of proJective draw1ngs f'iS‘ fUPthquftﬂtf

estabIIShed by the jreasonableness of thls 1nstrument whenb”t”*'

;\appralsed 1n l1ght of the nature of the artlst1c development JfV‘

1n f ch1ldren "andj;ftts’fa relat1onsh1p ‘o;' progect1vehg‘n"

1nterpretatlon “Ffrstﬁ ch11drens art deve]ops j:{jn K

pred1ctab1e stages (D1leo 1973 Ke1]og 1967 Rouma 1913)f;dw34

whlch alIOWS cl1n1c1ans to pred1ct and aht1c1pate part1cular,:n'~ﬁ

draw1ng f:atures accord1ng to age Second o concepts 1n  Qi¥%

psyhOIOQy such as attentxon‘ to sequence

:ganalys1s 6f”fh

patterns and use of equ1valents are represented 1n draw1ngs&u5w‘~

about




IR Lo ‘ : “&“'*- o ; f.',‘x“~ ETRT g
~v‘jv1sual and motor 'co- ord1natvon degree of aesthetic growthgf o
uﬁias well as h1s feel1ngs, needs,;:stpengths | Weaknesses hd :

;f'behav1oral tendenc1es

v
N

There are generally three maJor types or. approaches to_p’i

“the ‘adm1n1strat1on and evaluat1on of ch1ldrens draw1ngs ihl"df

[
. N

‘thFDs whlch are generally assumed to reflect aﬁ chllds

";.pepsonag1ty and self concept Famlly Draw1ngs (FDTs uKFDs)Q‘ﬂ

‘\rfiwhich are dssumed to reflect a"chllds percept1on of h1S‘“d

"fam1]y and h1s place w1th1n the fam1ly and School Draw1n%;/ ﬁdfi

. ! i
,.(KDS KSD) wh1ch are assumed to reflect a, chllds percept1on

K]

%of school and att1tudes towards h1s teachers and péers From

g h1stor1cal perspect1ve y these major approaches were' a]SO‘;\rl’
“adeveloped 1n the order presented ‘ e

o Generally. a large amoupt of emp1rLcal ev1dence w1th |
_rﬁthe use of HFDs @ fa1led to support the valldity andl&f?f
v'gf ab1l1ty of the techntque to d1fferent1e4e adults 'j

\tg of psycholog1cal ' cond1t1ons‘ however,ﬁ' human f1gure","‘:.'.\
ffﬂdraw1ng research w1th ch1ldrenl appears to have greater:‘ﬂ“:
lﬁf?potent1al f rf val1datlon and rel1ab1l1ty In tgrms of the]fﬁf:r

| ‘Ifam‘ly draw1ngs part1cularly w1th regards the KFD,[fﬁl“*

-fgjjl1m1ted emp1r1cal research shows that h1gh 1nterraterfg;gff



¢onsistént"fihdingsN
In terms of shool draw1ngs, part1cularly w1th respect

4

to the KSD scorlng systems and/or a methodologlcal approach
for 1nterpret1ng the KSD as well as normattye, re]tab111tyv“
andlvival1d1ty« datal,is lacklng Henee; ‘the "techniques’

'usefulneSgﬂ,and potentlal an ot . be fully realized until

'research prov1des the 1n1t1al steps fer mak1ng this.‘

e

V]'ips?rument. more appllcable and accountable for school

‘ psycholog\sts andocllnlc1ans

i



L TTUTITrisrimy mwsciteu G Lneplers 1odna 4, (ne purpose‘u
. of th1s study was to in1t1ate a pgocess wh1ch could beg1n to‘

'deal w1th some of the maJor cr1t1c1sms Of progect1ve draw1ng-r

‘techanues | Related to th1s goal, the KSD was chosen as O”ef?
vtechn1que w1th1n the prOJectwve doma1n nin“ order I‘to'
empirically estab]1sh some support for 1ts use by schoo]
psycholog1sts and- cl1n1c1ans Spec1f1ca]ly, the problem was
jto develop ‘a‘,systematlc rating. system in order to prov1dei‘

'1nformatlon' w1th respect to“'the 1nd1v1dual and globalni
,bcharacter1st1cs of. the KSD document normatlve data related‘
td the act1ons, styles and content represented 1n school
'draw1ngs provtde rellab111ty data, compare the responses of .
two school populat1ons and evaluate the effectlveness of the
KSD for differential assessment | ‘ | |

In thas-chapter the 1mportance of stUdying theb KSD

Astatement -of - the problem and purpose of the study are

restated and the maJor quest1ons. hypotheses, researchf"‘

,deSign' subjects and ana1y51s are deta1led ’kdd1t1onally,

this chapter-contatns operat1onal def1n1ttons of | each of the_ -

‘ dependent var1ables as well as an explanat1on related to the‘_

_rattng and scortng of the draw1ngs

121



related 'referrals and therefore potenttally useful‘qfor}w;

‘ school psychologlsts that dea] w1th ch1ldren ‘who have school;.

~,related problems The 'KsD would seem to have the potent1al'}h\

Hfor becom1ng a useful part of the psychologlsts assessment"ﬁ'

: battery It appears‘ to ‘meet th preferrance of school‘ff'

psycholog1sts " .to’ i‘use qu1ck ‘and* easy.wrprocedures' -

'.(Goh‘et‘al ‘1983) and prov1des fag‘.Way“' For measur1ng,

soc1a|/emot1onal aspects of ch1ldren wh1ch ds con51dered by‘}"

'7:school psychologlsts as an essentlal component 'of: a testt
battery (Prout 1983) d | , ; o
Another maJor strength of the KSD is that as a draw1ng; 'r
techn1que : itﬁ offers @ way to observe ch1ldren »ih_;ajx‘
‘“standardlzed env1roment Add1t1onally, many ch1ldren prefer

1

'to represent the1r thoughts and feellngs in draw1ngs than to‘

e

express thelr thoughts ;‘and feel1ngs '?tn_v. wr1t1ng
(Cummtngs 1982) Furthermore, the KSD technlque could be an'

"1mportant - screen1ng dev1ce and/or; rapport bu1lder

l,Generally, any 1nstrument that prov1des more 1nformatton ‘

::»about how a chald relates to h1s/her school env1ronment hasrr”fa

value (Cummlngs 1982) Hence due to the potent1a1 ut1l1tyﬂi~:

'V’of the KSD and the apparent popular1ty of prOJectlve draw1ngvfh¢

}ttechn1ques (Prout 1983 Vukov1ch 1983) the KSD techn1que ls‘f'f

h{WQthy of further research :_J‘ 7-7"‘\‘ :rﬁafif-axi ﬂi-hf”“

h
K



- e = e 'J“"U,,‘

sociat development 1s the concept of 1nteract1on "Man is a_t”
sec1al an1ma] and from the day he is born he enters 1nto a"fe
sbc1al\crelat1onsh1p w1th numerous‘ people (Wetnrobb et
- 1977 pg 31) The quallty of th1s relat10nsh1p s of‘”
fundamental - 1mportance \‘tod : healthy \ development7ff
(Ervkson 1950 Maslow 1954) and on‘ formlng ones 1dent1ty
{jiAmong the most mportant s1tuat1ons Wh1ch 1nf]uence themd_
‘chtid:1s his schoo] 1nteract1ons Thed KSD 'promwses to {d
provide 1mportant 1nformat10n concerntng these 1nteract1ons'¥
h wh1ch are related to the ch1lds emottona].rand{ behaylora] o
vreperto1re | o |

‘The KSD techn1que may prov1de 1nformat10n_ about _thetVT

ch1lds c. percept1on f?of' h1si schoo] env1ronment 3Tand§:_f
. -~ . . : ’

: :,nteract1ons The KSD 1s easvly admlnlstered and ’nterpreted';“i

‘f7d1rectly It requ1res few mater1als and ls not 11m1ted by a;ﬁf

57ch1lds express1ve/receptive language sK1lls Kopp1tz (1968))j$f

gtregards krOJect1ve draw1ngs as hav1ng great c11n1cal value,

o D11eo (1973) reports that a prOJect1ve draw1ng can f?be?y}

tilv1ewed as\ an. 1nstruot1onal prOJectlve technlque that mayf7h

~lreveal the oh11ds feel1ngs 1n relatton t those whom he;fjf

*~‘regards ‘ st 1mportant and whose format1ve experlence 1sijff
At present the pos1tlon that the KSD o-fers a) goodfffl

T’most powerfu

l'

"_source of datf

\'

w1th regards to the childs fee}jng§?_fff




+ systematic. appllcab111ty of . thé‘wTKSDf ahasf“not beenf‘

’insat1sfactorly supported/demonstrated (2) there are no . cleara,f’

"ﬁ‘cut rules for 1nterpreting responses and standardizedT‘“

;“‘scoring prgpedures prov1ded Some)researchers have developedu”

‘-obJectlve scor1ng systems f‘h; the KFD w1th sattsfactoryffh:

! 1,

fotnter ;, “judge’ rellab1lit1es (Meyers 1978 McPhee ﬁf&“?;

h'fWegner 1976 0 br1an & Patton 1974) however,d there are noht"t

| such systems for the KSD (3) most lnterpretations a égﬁxr

: subJect ‘to“. alternat1ve ) speculatlons (4)there ;ﬁs\;,hb R

A'f1nformat1on' terms of normatlve data partlcularly w1th»ft&

,”respect to content and frequency of elements 1ncluded in thef;t%

";draw1ngs (5)there a slgantcant absence of rel1ab1l1ty¥§;ﬁ

ftand val1d1ty data (6)there 15 no methodo]ogical d1rectlonjjﬂj

ifrfor scor1ng or 1nterpret1ng the draw1ngs Due to the absencehj{if

j:}of a reference gu1de or scorIng manual f nf th KSD t

f;appl1cat1on JS l1m1ted because of a preconcetved notton that*

~;1nterpret1ve”

takes decades of adm1n1strat1vewtﬁﬁfil
i*(experlence to use prOJect1ve techn1ques such as the KSDQ

;fﬂ(W1se & Potkay 1982) i

*Unless cl1n1cxans 1nd1cate thelrfijjf



DA,

potent1a] can not be real1zed unt11 there 1s research thatf:§

prov1des the 1n1t1a] steps 1n the process;o,fjmp]ementing an~3h

obJectlve scor1ng system. creat1ng h[,reference guide fOPVaf

1nterpretatton.; developlng a systemat1c way of exploringij

i

graphtc productlons,f prov1d1ng normat1ve.x valtdtty ,\andf%i
t‘reltabtttty ’data document1ng a methodologlcal approach andfﬂf
’ compartng responses of a typtcal school referred populatlonfij

w1th that of a genera‘ly non referred populat1on

v ) Lo : W

D The Purpose of the Study it f ‘, T
: The baSIC thrust of thls study‘1s to prov1de the flrstfhh‘

steps 1n the process of maktng the KSD techanue moreYJEI
,f‘app11cable f school cl1n1¢1ans/psychologlsts Related to{ﬁj;

,mtms (1)to prthde

th1s purpose\ are the follow1ng




o ucvclupcu @y lchI Leu uy researcner‘s anu experts snow Up m
i wchildrens"KSQs (4) do dlfferent populat1ons of ch11dr~en“_‘j”j

ﬂﬁﬁfﬁpreSent d1fferent content their draw1ngs (5) can twolf}

;ﬁg@*populations\be d1fferent1ated accordxng to theoret1cal '15 

‘indlcators and ( }}Can 1nd1cators of psycholoQiCa]&fﬁ

* ::.

N ffc]in1cal

Vfrconstructs be categor1zed and d1fferent1ate groups nyg

-

;”tch1ldren.-fj,.3;fu



"ﬁ“@groups 1n terms cf the content in the draw1ngs g ,
ftte?é;yiThere w1ll be no- 519n1f1cant dtfference between—the tWo
| w‘frﬁgroups w1th respect to the d1stance between self Qf
.f"ieother major flgures i“:ﬁ,ifﬁﬁf.tfh- SR | H
'”faégthhere W1II be no 51gn1f1cant d]fference between the two
| groups w1th respect to the helght of maJor figures._;”¥ h
“‘1§% There w1ll be no 51gn1f1cant d1fference between the ‘ cﬁ

groups w1th respect to the number of peers presented 1n

SO W

the draw1ng




T TR T T T

v -

3*ﬁfj18 There will be no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between the ‘fgft

o
R

‘ groups 1n terms of strangeness or unexpectedness
:'719 There w1ll be no 51gn1f10ant d1fference between the twofg
groups w1th respect to se]f or other ftgures be1ngiﬁ

h1gh1y distorted such thatz;1thout verbal descr1pt10n 1ttﬂ

would not be recognizable

SIS

" 20 There wm be no s1gn1f1cant d1 ffef‘ehce betwee“ the two

| groups 1n ¢he qua11ty of se]f act1v1ty wf!p?;;ﬁ:‘iﬁﬁlkq

’*?;2 There};‘"ll be o’ 51gn1f1cant d1fference between the twojﬁ




e

[ €9:lSEE Wil DE no s1gniTIcant difference: betWeen the 1W9*fﬂg};

!
y

groups 13 terms of the rating foh‘depression

30
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" groups’in terms'of ratingfor negative self concept. |

F Research Design

r:The present

break des1gn (Ker?tnger 1973) ln order .1nvest1gate the”ﬁ”

relat1onsh1p of categor1cal var1ables at the nom1na1 and
ord1nﬁl level level of measurement The 1ndependent var1ab1e

‘a{wf"f educat1onal group (learntng d1sabled and non learn1ng

disabled students) and the dependent var1ables were those

f.the scor1ng sheets used thlS study (see

Appendix‘B “and C) Generally, th1s research study was a;

taxonomlc (Kerl1nger 1973) 1n that 1t_Was prlmar1ly or1ented

c&ass1fy1ng and m»asur1ng graphtc

xﬁ

.\"v‘
oy

‘1study employed a two d1mens10nal cross ff”



>.\

!

ot

, ch1ldren who dld not show ev1dence?

students and the other group was conprlsed of grage five non

learn1ng dlsabled students (NLD) Due to the low number of

grade f1ve LD students ava1lable w1th1n the sch001 board the *

a

procedure for sampl1ng was acc1denta1 (Kerl1nger 1973)1n3[

PN

order that a suff1c1ent nunber of students could be obta1ned*"

for th1s study Due to the comparative]y larger number‘totffﬁ

NLD students ava1lab1e the procedure for samplan'wésh?f

random ‘T _yp‘VWﬂ

‘\“.'\ w

‘ijTh NLD group was drawn from a publ]c school sample of“fﬂ

51gn1ficant ]earn1ng§t”

Vet R

d1ff1cu1ty d were cons1dered by the1r7 teachers askﬁ;

obta1n1ng typ1ca1 achlevement for the1r‘grade 1eve1, Thel LDuhi



M

“ihe 1nd1vjduals i uanue learn1ng character1st1cs requlre

e

”.e.acoommodation 1n a modiflcat1on to the 1nstruct1onal process
[ FJ o PR ‘ 4’.“\, ‘,“ \ ‘.“,‘: | . ‘

and the learnlng env1roment _f&[;;¢3gg;,1ﬁ_f,;\;a-“

" v l'.x

}LW“e LearnIng d1sab1l1t1es are not due pr1mar1]y to v1sual

Effu hear1ng r motor 1mpairments to 'menta] hetardat1on

emof?onal d15turbance or env1romental d1sadvantage"(LD P1lot

Manual 1984 pg 27) o

In order to more clearly d1fferent1ate the two gr0ups

,
A S

the: LD students had a two to three year de]ay 1n readlng

Add1tionally,f}n‘order to control fqr an 1nte111gence facTon

all LD ‘and " NLD'::‘ students had cogmtwe ab1hty w1thm the

.\“

average range~',_‘f-ﬁ§hjﬂ'].f73f_T;e?;;ug

In order to control for developmental varwables the

i MR




luthe K1net1c School Draw1ng 1n Apben§1x A) In all cases

ﬁf‘teachers 1nvo1ved th?.

ﬁfthe conglus1on of thlsystudx“‘,dﬁ“f”ﬂ

.. . ' . ) . L e - : . B . " N e ' a

“..

”fx‘consmsted of. 96 students, There ‘were. 48 NLDs and 48 LDsT“3~

_1nclud1ng both ma]e and female students _’1'Q
"?1H Adminlstrat1on of Schoo1 Drawjng Js’ihﬁxf"' :

Instruct1ons, gu1dance and col]ect1on of draw1ngs ~‘ncmé“ff

the students was conducted by the teachers of the respect1ve‘*

f N

‘f;”groups Group adm1nlstrat1on was done 1n order to ga1n ‘a‘ffj

8 AN

Vlarge' samp]e qu1ckly and eff1c1en¢]y Teachers were glven7“
‘}lemeographed sheets that prov1ded the d1rect1ons ff groupfhf'

“‘Ladm1n1stratron (See Instruct1ons for GroUp Adm1n1stratlon ofhii

o 1‘

Cithe'

P ‘v—‘ "".'L ’

L ‘1nvest1gator dlscussed the testing and d1reot10ns w1th thefgff

'f 1nd1v1dual teachers All of the teachens were prov1ded fihéwfg

f;:materials (paper“ and penc1ls) requ1red for the1r students h

1t

.fstudy were prom1sed feedbacuqattffff

tru‘t1ons follow the out]ine prov1ded byﬁxﬁ”

vw1th

1nformation terms oF age sex o

’igf:students

“,433;au\\

1pat1on by the 1nvest19ator Add1t1ona]]y, ‘ 1}?Vthe?fiﬁ}

QJhe teachers were asKed tQ SUQPIyQJEV




Abﬂﬂlty and achlevemeht data was - obtained- from ‘theg;

T R

school Lecords The drawlngs' and asso¢1ated data were.
-collected from the teachers by the 1nvestlgator ,: o .
1 S ;- ) ) . ) o . i . ‘ : . ~‘
f. Reason For Choosing LD Students As A Comparat1ve Group
One“of the maJor purposes of us1ng the KSD 55» to
‘% , SR
. evaluate the ch1lds perception of hts/her school situatlonk"

"‘i \ .
From the drawing the c]1n1c1an attempts to. assess a ch1lds

pos1t1on ‘and relat1bnsh1p w1th1n the schoo] env1ronment Ihe.‘
Laim ‘is.‘fto. 1dent1fy and - d1scr1m:nate ;”'s1gn1f1cant .
psychologlcal 1ssues wh1ch may be troubl1ng the ch1ld
Within the last few years there has been a' wldespreadw
belief 'that learnlng drsableda youngsters may experlence
1nterpersonal d1ff1cult1es f part1cular]y 1n _' the1r,h
1nteractlons» w1th teachers‘ and peers (Lerner 1982 W11g &
-Semel 1980) . Furthermore, some researchers suggeste that ggbt=
ch1ldren are at PISK for soCial neglect and or. reJectton |
(Bnyan 1982) R T R
; Studles K1n wh1ch self concept of LDs 1s compared w1tH;ﬂ
that of NLDs 1nd1cate that LDs have more negat1ve or: lower,
. self concepts (Boersma & Chapman.1979) Research suggests‘f
that LD ch11dren have an: attltude of learned helplessnessf
(Bryan & Donahue 1980) They don t ’seem to have any&f

v i " L. . \ o
SOt e .
RN .



| Some"1nvest1gators (Bryan,1984) have examined how LD
*ch1ldren feel about themselves and s1gn1f1cant others .fee}‘
about ' them. Generally,“LDs. have lower gself lesteem and//
be]leve they have. fewer fr]ends than NLDs Bryan‘-andt‘Bryan,

(1978) ' d1scovered in the1rfy study d thatt LDs 'have

7unsatlsfactory soc1a] relat1onsh1ps due to ’thetr,ftOW] self.x\
concept and peer unpopularlty R “ o

a A character1st1c ’common"to‘ many LD‘.childreh .ts ‘a
,.fa1lure u”ﬁ*tor : be"' - held ' in Q-* h1gh : regard”
L'(Bru1n1nks 1978 Bryan 1974 Scranton & Rykman 1979) Ch11dren
d'who have low self esteem are unsure about their worthlness
and who are d1sl1ked by others‘ may w1thdraw from socfal
~fsett1ngs and become 1solates (Cowan et al 1973) “' L
Another common characterlstlc of LD ch1ldren v the1r ‘ﬂj

:~emot1onal lab111ty (danzen 1984) LD chlldren often d13play

“;varlable and fluctuat1ng moods At txmes they may appear C

-

;ifrustrated and show obst1nate behav1or Many researchers
ihave : descrtbed ”fg;LDsnd , 5‘ be1ng >]3l'1nf1ex1ble,
'“r1gld distractable 1mpuls1ve,‘ll' uncar1ng pass1ve Immature.

' 1nattent1ve hyperact1ve aggress1ve depressed powerlessf and

-fd1sorgan12ed (Bryan 1983 Kron1ck 1981 Lerner 1984) e
In summary the research on LD~ch11dren clearly suggests

A S

.that Lus have as much soc1at/emot1onal problems and needs as N
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_Accord1ng 'the prOJective hypotheSIS 1t 1s poss1b1e that":h
‘fthese children may reveal thenr *associated problems when\,'
. asked to draw a p1cture of themselves 1n school The KSD‘.FH

C techn1que appears to be a suitable avenue For these ch1ldrenxi

: to reveal the1r d1ffwcu1t1es and as a group appear to be an,r

Tﬁfconsidered‘ to

’who produced ‘he dram ngs

N "
- v

Tw raters fﬁit of the raters were graduate students ln the"f

approprlate pOpuTat1on for study1ng the KSD techn1que

AR L . B . . " . .
S R R L oo

“d. The Rating of the Draw1ngs

All of the draw1ngs and data 1nfocmat1on were collected.f

from ‘the* teachers by the 1nvest1gator The drawvngs were“c

'.numbered accordlng fto. ‘student : class1f1oat1on | (for B
Lexample odd numbers tfor, LD 'and eVen numbers for NLD) and ;

| arranged for presentatwon to the raters who were not madei"'””

aware of the classtf1cat1on system or: the types of students.

Y

v

'fRaters ﬂ rV:*th ':;*nsl 'g;~‘_“n“f"

The draw1ngs ‘wer!R rated lndependently by six (6)\:tff

‘jfEdU°3t1°na‘ PSyChology Department and d1d not have anyf‘(
”prrev1ous expertence ‘w1th the 1nterpre&at1on of prOJectlvef“ﬁ

'fﬂﬁdraw1ngs Due to therr lack of Knowledge 1 they WEPGTT“

be

U

less apt to analyze draw1ngs on. cr1ter1a*ftff



subJect1v1ty and non expl1c t Interpretat1ons have led t

- explorat1ons 1n the use of J dges w1thout hlghly spec1alized”ﬂ
bhtra1n1ng and. exper1ence in]:
?draw1ngs---The non expert has been used exper1mentally whend:
;_tpurposes and techn1ques haVe ;
'obJect1v1ty and ﬁlmpllf1catton i scor1ng“(pg' 235) :
L In order that the Judges be\xess apt to be careless and.‘;ﬂ
f'less d1scern1ng 'i the1r evaluatlons of the KSDs 1f glven |
"too many draw1ngs‘t® exam1ne the 96 draw1ngs composed of>
tboth LD and NLD students were dl 1ded 1nto two sets of 48‘f
draw1ngs that conta1ned .a equal number - of LD land NLD.’

Tdraw1ngs -Thew‘f1rst ‘set of 48 draw1ngs (numbered 1 to 48)

hef‘1nterpretat10n of - figure*‘vf

provwded ~for 1ncreasediﬁ‘;

"fwere evaluated by three of the slx Judges and the second set“i»f

‘d'of 48 draw’ngs (numbered 49 to 96) were evaluated by thefﬁ"

*,rema1n1ng three Judges All raters evaluated the same set ofu:yv

,‘} -.1'.'

'draw1ngs for both Part l and 2 scorlng exerc1ses (Seeﬁﬁﬂn

f*AppendIX B & C) The raters were g1ven an agreed upon tlmei}ﬂ“{

L‘fto v1ew and evaluate thelr set of drawlngs They were also:]}tf

";requ1red to attend two tralnlng sess1ons The rate;s wereffu”d

ng1ven‘,fthfﬁ separate scoring sheets to evaLydﬁe jthe1rgl¢7?

B

g'draw1ngs Hence a tra1n1ng se351on for each scor1ng sheetyF

;‘W?ﬁd conducted prlor- to each respectlve evaluat1on Theijy

W‘raters were tra1ned on evaluat1ng thEIP_ respect1ve set ofﬁih‘“

g~draw1ngs w1th Scor1ng Sheet Part 1 (see Appendlx B) and thené}ﬁ*H




‘;a;learn1ng and to ensure standard1zat1on of procedure L

H'Part 2 (see Append1x C) After the second tra1n1ng sess1on§d

all raters were asked to re evaluate the1r respectlve set of-

f tra1ning ‘sess1ons and ‘evaluat1ons was done to av01dpfi

B

‘*'contam1nat1on of responses on. Scorlng Sheet Part B due.{toff5

"advanced knowledge j;‘f:ﬁ..”3;"l 2f7‘\‘*fl“Wm,‘f SR

—— O . N Lo . . (TR
v ‘,} . - N . - R . ol AR

LTraining Session Number One

All s1x Judges (raters) were asked’to attend a tra1n1ng‘n~

sess1on pPlOP to evaluat1ng the1rf draw1ngs nw1th Scor1ngdp3

ffby the 1nvestigator to supplement the wrltten 1nstruct1ons

. hThe provrs1on of a scorlng sheet wr1tten 1nstructlons Vandﬂﬁf

'i“gan oral presentat1on 'was to allow for‘“more effect1vefff

In terms of the part one evaluat1on the draw1ngs were

*rated 1n relat1onsh1p to three general d1mens1ons (1)a

?fdescr1pt1ve :
‘ j:d1chotomous dlmenSTQn (all of these d1mens1onS'gg1ll be

' descr ibed f'm»n“»detal'l later) G

nl‘drawIngs based on the second scorlng sheet Th15 separat1onﬁ3

‘;g’Sheet Part ‘1 The raters were g1ven,wr1tten 1nstruct1ons“3

‘;T‘w1th respect to the scor1ng format and an oral presentat1ont;'

(

‘d1menslon (2) a cont1nuous d1mens1on and (3) a5i*




| mreer e anTormation regard1ng Scorlng Sheet Part B B
;°“h c been g1ven the three 'randomly ass1gned raters oﬁQ\f;
w‘draw1ngs 1 to 48 and 49 to 96 were g1ven flve 5) draw1ngshfs‘
htteach to evaluate us1ng Scor1ng Sheet Part 1 Upon comp]et1onx;*t
'Iof th1s exerc1se a percentage of agreement among the ratersiiff
Iwas exam1ned to ensure/check the1r understand1ng and scoringt!
~"rehab1l1ty If the1r level of agreement was h1§h (90 di{*?
‘ '100£) the tra1n1ng sess1on‘ was cons1dered over If the1r f;:
}Vﬁlevetwof agreement was . low (below 90%) then further gu1dance;f?w
“]andgi d1recttondi~was suppl1ed ng-order to correct anyﬁhaﬂ
;3:m1sunderstand1ng s o .hﬂ S i ‘ AR
o When the tra1n1ng sess1on was comp1eted the raters Wereijg;f
f“fass1gned the1r respect1ve draw1ngs and scorlng sheets .:Theggfiﬁ
7€fraters were thenrasked to complete the1r evaluatlons by adfi&f
‘niagreed upon date 1n order that the raters could recogvenefhit“
ﬁfand beg1n th tra1n1ng sess1on for part 2 and subsequentf:;f?

jifevaluatlon

Voot LA

'T}Tra1ning Sess1on Number Two

Part 2

; The tra1n1ng—se551on for Scor1ng Sheet Tf;eeif;.ﬂ

t

.generally :followed the same.procedure as thei

#{tra1n1ng‘¢se351on” for Scor1ng. Sheet”"o

#f1ntent)on?"of Scor1ng Sheet Part 2_wasito.iden fy;g obalﬁ




§

'Hif]represent1ng part1cular psycholog1cal constructs (features)

\”f The raters were provmded a reference gu1de (see Append1x D)

V&?s1gns/deta1ls) the draw1ngs (2) 1ncludew

scor1ng gu1de (see Append1x’ E) and SCor1ng sheet (seeff

‘wAppend1x C) ‘w”'.““«.(,' L ;"":‘; y‘_ w“ f};,f
(LﬁK Construction of Sooring Sheet Part 1 *f-((ﬂj’-iﬁ‘ﬁ.js‘f

,(TQ‘ “The ' maJor purposes of develop1ng the "Part N SCOP‘LQ.(.
d(fsheet were (1) to ascerta1n qual1tat1ve and quant1tat1Yere7
‘1f7informat1on w1th ; respect to' the content (graph1c¥5d

‘7frgraph1c s1gns noted by 'researchersl‘(part1cu1ar1y those'7d

‘*(3:1nvolved w1th the KFD) to d1scoVer to what degree these}f*

’7n(s1gns are conta1ned in the KSD (3W‘M

:;fsrel1ab111ty ﬁestlmates nth respect to leve]s oftagreementf(x




’_,~. _-,,---v- - -_-_- v-,v-'v\.— vy \UI uwcl l N lb pu:; l L lUneu

i v

3f@‘in relat1on to others. (3) to necord the eXpress1on andﬂ;

‘w_ffdlrectlon of maJor f1gures and (4) to record the barriersg"

'*ﬁf(see “Def1n1t1on o? Terms ) and" content represented .'ﬁthé37
‘q7draw1ngs e : :' ‘“ I T T

The purpose of record1ng th1s 1nformat10n 1s to collect@ﬂ

‘f»qual1tat1ve and quant1tat1ve data 1n terms of the subJects

'thf;graph1c representat1ons Th1s 1s cons1dered 1mportant due to}ﬁ

‘hfth lack of ﬁ1nformat1on 1n the l1terature w1th respect toﬁﬁ

|

tch1ldren tend to draw when g1ven a KSD a551gnmentjm“"*

anat,
| Kaufman and Burns (1970 1972) and D1leo (1983)

“fﬁkthe ut1]1ty‘of exami”a g the act1v1ty)?]evel 1n draw1ngsﬁf

“’“ﬁbecauseh at mlght reveal the ’ch1lds fee11ngs about htst;

”“primar11y focused on‘ act1on rather than n. 1nePt%;




“].('970 1972 ""have'xsuggested that the representat1on ofif

barr1ers ih KFDs m1ght suggest 1nterpersonal d1ff1cult1es o

:‘achemata theory“ﬁénd research (Kuethe 1962) revealsvf

“ﬁvf‘tLaf normal subJthS“tend to plaoe hUman f1gures togetherfﬁ

.'-,v' 1 Lo

unseparated by non human obJects The emot1onally d1sturbedf@

‘*f? Chl}d places non human ‘obJects ,(barrlers) between humanfi

f]gures s1gn1f1cant1yﬂf\more l than th ‘ normal ch1ld:7*

\‘iG(Welnste1n 1965)Ff7 : i?f“the proposed s1gn1f1cance ande;



s ,,‘.,;' E

and Hulse 1960) have g1ven ev1dence which suggests that

1nterf19ure d1stance 1§ the graphlc .representatlon of thefj%f

)-"»

emot1onal d1fference between 1nd1v1duals Many authors have

i
\

provided support for the Importance oF interfl ure d1stance

in. fam1ly draw1ngs (Hammer 1958 Kopp1tz 1968 Shearn and

Russe] 1969).‘In th‘s 5tUdy,fTinterf1gure d1stance 1s\ the ;;;
shortest dlstance 1n centlmeters between two f1gures and 15“"“

H"V'cons1dered 1mportant 1n terms of normat1ve data for the KSD

A

ot
Ve

3?In terms vof‘

e 1s considered 1mportant for normatIVev data

\ R
N a';

he1ght some researchers (Klepsch

dtoge1982lsugget &




_— . ‘v' e oy ‘r’a MWLID TUTI GU {I.tllpql_' ‘l.u’l_l;L; ARy
terms of normative data T T

Descriptive Dimens1on aﬁﬁhfffV’*ﬁ' . . .
Activity Level Raters are to descrlbe 1n wr1t1ng he,iiﬁr

type of act1v1ty eacj f1gune is do1ng wn the draw1ng F

example se%f 1s s1tt1ng‘fn h1s desk readlng a booK’"'TheSe fﬁff

) act1v1t1es should‘ be ‘Ia\elled by the drawer 1f not the

rater 1s to descrwbe what the f1gure(s) ls d01ng accord1ng

to the graphlc represen‘atlon




Dlrectl@n of Figunes Raters

to uexamtne the
B d1rect1on maJor f1gures ane faC1ng ' (a) out of the draw1ng,ftt
tvg ':(b) away from ma;or f1genes itetf 1nto the draw1ng.,(d)fﬁf
fWL fac1ng maJor f1gures'ﬁfhey‘ane then‘teteheckhtheir 'nespensew
; on the scor1ng sheet 1n the‘appropriate categovy .”fxffgyﬁhh@f
}ti:ifjw | Barnlens BEtween Flgunes Raters are ‘to‘ descr1bel ihitﬁ

-f,f;; wr1t1ng the barr1ers placed between the maJon flgureS'”ta)f"V

self/teacher (b) teacher/peers.,(c) self/peers

. foﬂ Content In The DPaWIng Raters are to l1st the contentéﬁ?

- of the draw1ng on the scor1ng sheet (for‘ examp]e 0 chatrj;ﬂt
ﬁytﬁt Dlstance Between Self And Majon Flgures Raters are to?uﬁ
'ti.tu’measure the dtstancec1n eentlmeters between self and othen.?fw

record the1n



Ve .
S

‘The graph1c SIQns/varLables and assoc1ated def1n1t10ns .vQ“

thatv " 11sted 1n th1s sect1on have been collected from a

.m

" K
“‘h‘ . )

var1ety of eXperts/researchers 1nvolved : fh' study, “

appl1cation jfahdfeﬁ1nterpretat1bn ‘of prOJectxve draw1ngs

(Bolanue [

Kopp1tz 1968 Hammer 1958 Klepsch d Log!e 1982

1981 D{leo 1973 83 Kaufman_ and“‘Burns 1970 72

S “

MoPhee.‘1975“ Schnelder 1977 Wadeson, 1980) | /

.,‘\'

Teacher- Self or' Peer' Mlssmg Ma_]Of‘ flgures are mISSU‘lg

from the draw1ng

cOmpartmentanzat;on :‘_»':y{f A style of drawmg that s

or more separate areas ;”{}

‘evv,‘

div1sﬁon oﬁufhe draw1ng 1nto:}wo*




. RS s ! Lo
Y ‘ - . ‘-,.'-n-‘a‘.‘

‘e ot
Vo

by SUbJects‘ who fold the paper 1nto segments and place L

ty

than one l1ne cover1ng the enttre bottom of the dnaw1ng

»'7 Lrnlng at the Top A style that has more than one ]1ne
; extend1ng across the ent1re‘top of the draw1ng \~°f

‘
'
)

?U”Bﬁ- Undenllnlng Indrv:dual thunes | A style that has ltn1ng

“fttiw: 1mmed1ately below A stand1ng 1nd1v1duali or” seveza]_;hff

R o ol B N S
‘”,':‘tnd1v1duals "’_W, E whgtg“ﬁﬁw‘ ﬁ‘,"?‘ S e

| 9 BIPdS Eye Vlew *fﬂ A stylev that has Q?th:a;,draw1ng;iij

v

‘“\f" represeﬁted g 1f 1t was drawn from an aereal po1nt of«f*
R . R R AL ARV : g
RS \ 4‘ ““ I ..,-'\w Yl‘. I “' o ’ ‘,."“‘: ‘ ‘l.n ‘ ‘,“ ' N o :‘?‘
V‘ew T e .ﬁ‘-w,qfﬂ,o:':,

f;glh Self such that he/she 1s not fac1ng a maJor f1gure

]-11¢ Flgune Rotated 45‘Degrees ; Any f1gure whose or1entat1on]fho

1s more than 45 degrees from an upr1ght posture

A

(Self) Se]f

1nd1v1dual f1gures in. the Compartments ! ,jf137ﬁ."fotmw“'

‘6 Llnlng on the Bottom ~‘A sty]e that conststs of - more jf"

10 Self Tunned Away From Teachen/Peens The draw1ng ofﬁ'“”

12 Everyone Dorng fofenent Act)vrty Representatwon of .
f1gures doing somethlng dtffepent from each other t;‘"j””fﬁ

fZACtIVlty Representarvon s of‘“”'hoh}f act1ve7jﬁﬁa

f1gure does“not appear"ﬁfﬂf



ﬁ18 Empty Space A 519n1f1cant part of the draw1ng sUrfacef

23. Figures Drawn WIth Much Effort or Detall One or moref

) 'V","J M WY lllu L dunnc, Q) Ta. R Wi uLen UC§UI.’IPLIP”

v

may appear such as "can' t do 1t";"'"l’m'not”smart.“

(75%) does*not contaln any graphlc elements.

9. Unlnvolvement (Self) Self flgure is represented as not

4

- what others are do1ng 1n the draw1ng

being a partic1pant 1n‘any Kind of act1v1ty rela}ed‘ to"

20 No' Face MaJor f1gures do not have fac1al features (for

example eyes, nOSe mouth) Essent1ally,‘the face 1s ‘seen

as an empty c1rcle or oval

P21, Light Wavering Llnes Draw1ng is general]y produced w1thn\‘

, N

weak penc1] strokes that appear unsteady

22. water Present Any portrayal of water lr : 'Zg

maJor‘ flgures drawn with more 319n1f1cant empha51$ thani

, other flgures or parts of the draw1ng

'represented as show1ng Force or dom1nance

'25 EXcessive Shad?ng Any over uSe oﬁawhe BEFETT“to darken.f

in’ or colour a portlon of the drawing

‘;28 Scribbling‘Drawlng featur&s are predom1nantly produced

A 1n a fashton that appears hurr1ed or careless The total

‘-

”i comp051tion generally appears unorganlzed w1th obJects

- P

lacklng closure | {g ""x L DR h@v'

27 Cross-Hbtching.MarKIngs that};havefaiser{es"oﬁdparalletfﬁz”;

S

o

._24 'Figures Portrayed As - Domlnating or Powerful F1gureS’d



- 30.

"33,

29,

31,

’
MISSIng Essentlal Body Parts ngures are drawn such thatf

aFlgures on. Back of Page: ngures drawn on the back S1de”'

.34

.3

T

.35,

h.part1cular body feature (for example ﬁands arms feet)y*,

_‘m

figures,.

X’ s Present Any draw1ng wh1ch 1ncludes the use of an- X“
in- its’ content whether the . "X" 1s alone or containedy‘
‘iln another feature (for example the crossed legs of an
>1roH1ng board) | J

_ Figure(s) In Dangerous POSItlon Any representatlon of a

flgure that is portrayed in such a way . that may result
harm(for example a person 1n front of a car a person\
on top of ‘a ladder, a person Cin front of flytng

obJects)

ba51c human features are omttted (for example head |

eyes. ‘nose, mouth trunk legs, feet arms hands)

d'of the 8 1/2 x 1 draw1ng paper

- 33, EPaSUPeS The use of the penc11 erasure. to amenq}‘or n‘ﬁ

correct the draw1ng

Repetltlon of ObjecTs The numerous reproductlon of some_‘

‘,ObJeCt in the draw1ng ”" S IR "‘iv“‘”

[y

Exaggerated sze of Body Parts The draw1ng of f é;"

Amkh that 1t 1s s1gn1f1cant1y magn1f1ed '1n comparison

+

LTS
W1th the‘bﬁper body features that are drawn

Hanging Figures 1dent1f1ed | whenever ‘@i figure s;ff

portrayed 1n a p#&car1ous p051t1on that may result 1n @ pr

\

£
R :L-\.\‘:.’,. ﬂ&s



Qatl the f1gures on one s1de of the paper Th1s one. 51de -

e

or edge of the paper serves ”?5‘ the bottom to the *

f1gures

v38 Edged Placement of Figures Th1s style 1S‘ref1ected when‘

. the subject places al] the flgures on the edges of thesuu

paper however un11ke edging or. anchor1ng the s1des do
not have to be- cons1dered as a bottom reference po1nt
.39 Buttons Drayn Any 'representatwon of buttons ‘on the

e

g f1gures

\40 Light Broken or’ *Unevenx VLIhe Ouality'Generally, “the

’

o penc1l pressure o
‘74 Arm Extenslons Arms drawn d1sproport1onately long and/or

holding 1mplements as alds in controlltng the env1roment

(for examp]e a teachers p01nter)

‘42 Phecense of nghts Any representat1on of a 11ght bulb or

11ght feature

}“43 Tfny Feet The representatlon of feet such that the Size

:‘-n}risi sign1f1cantly smal]er 1n propontlon to the rest of

the f1gUre and assoc1ated features

ﬁ44 Hbstllity r’ Anger Between Flgures The grabhic Igd

representation ;téf conflict* between maJor flgures-

'1

(written eXpress10ns may be t1nc1uded ~the - draw1ngs

such as "1, hate hlm“) 'jufj';fj{fﬁjligi,tgfyﬁwpiﬁ_"

f'45 Cytting Activities The presence of scwssors or knlves or

draw1ng is produce 1n a sketchy way w1th inconsistent

‘g.



L FELETIDE UT weapons or: utnen Hanmful ObjectS‘The graphic;

o representat1on of phecar1ous objects such as guns arrows'

'f:or darts

47,
48.

49,

‘w1th 51gn1flcant penc1lv pressure so nas )

_genera]ly darkened outllne

. Teeth:; Any evldence of teeth w1th1n the mouth aree'

‘Heavy Line Oualfty Draw1ng product Hs pr1mar1ly doned‘ -

R

(o) create va,‘~.

‘1'\

‘dagged or Shanp Fingers or Toes: Hands or. feet wh{ch are?h"jf‘

" drawn with pointed eXtGDSIOnS

© 50,

';51f
52,

' f1gures ' compet1ng w1th .one- anotherv (for example aoh{:'

;Vrsible - Action | on : Verbal Descript;on | of;ff °

Hlttfng Yelllng etc The portrayal of overt aggress1ont

between or among maJor f]gures

Ba]lplaytng Any ev1dence of play1ng w1th a ball

Evidence of COmpetltion The representatlon' of maJor"-‘

; classroom debate games,'h sport:ng endeavours ‘_ljke“

dt ybasketball or baseball)

Presence . . of SPO"“”9 Equfpment Any " graphic

| ‘tirepresentat1on of sportlng equ1pment suchﬁrt‘“fbeseoatld R

"~f“:bats hockey StICKS racquets)

54,

P fconta1ned 1n another feature (for examp]e The uA" fPame; dt,%
| ""of a sw1ng) - e L | 2N

~ :\ffﬂor wr1tten descr1pt10n 1nd1ﬂat1ve of accomplishment (fori;

A's . PPesent\« Any draw1ng which 1ncludes the use. of anf o

AT ”fin f1ts‘, content whether -th97 ﬂAa,,1s alone orfﬂ

EX

Representatfon of Achievement Any graph1c representationﬁi




M*,56 Elevated Features Any techntque used to elevate var1ous o

ftgures vfln;‘ compar1son “to‘i other ftgures ?ﬂ (for\
‘example pla01ng i person h1gh aboVe' another,olaclng;,q.
| "gffnf1gures ‘on top of boxes) _t‘ , o fi,‘h o
o 57}iPower Symbols A graphlc representat1on of power through

l

| R the USe of objects such as cars tra1ns. motorcycles) |
‘“5'58;fExaggerated Slze of Flgure(s) A preoccupatlon w1th a flﬂ
vlj.ff1gure ‘yorf» f1gures such | that | the1r | 51ze _Vtsif
%d1sproportlonately larger than the other f1gures and or;lﬂ‘
‘features 1n the. draw1ng | ” \" ‘_‘1 e |
:ngiMuscular Feature The presence of muscles on”;the- human}q‘r
| , "rﬂflgur‘e RS ‘ oo |
affGO;{Phallic Symbols Any graph1c representat1on of an ObJeCt?.ﬁh
| ‘7ﬁor teature that suggests sexual oonotat1ons S

_17»6lf;Figures Lacklng Clothlng Flgures drawn that ‘appearhn:t

‘ Tffiunclothed - RS o ‘
| r.62;fTransparent Flgures Flgures drawn lﬁ” SUCh a way that\?hl

\'“*ffparts of the human body Gan be seen through

‘fh*cloth1ng

; n

or' Seductiveness A“de¥“

'?jg$3§jFigures Representing Sexualit‘

.ﬁggraph1c representat1on of sexual fl1rtatlon OP, sexualfiff

31;fencounter

reast Emphasis Any graphxcidrepresentat1on of female:*}“

: ‘3’;Jfbreasts




- N — v--.-v\.v.. \’.;_-.. w pcuplc .ay bLICY\

B Tf1gures or a wr1tten descr1pt1on that states the f1gure‘f““:

68,
g9,

70..

stand1ng"x

;AklneSIS Lack of movement 1n the drawlng

Self Close to Teacher/Peens Graphwc representat1on ofl,.df

self belng s1gn1f1cantly closer to the teacher or peers :
hEveryone Doing Related Activitfes Al] figures are doing:“;:‘
‘3“.« aCt‘V‘tY | thét ,‘?‘ s1m11arsikor related (forf‘;'
‘\,nw_neXample school worK play1ng etc ). | N 3 ;‘ “'
t“7tgdSelf Teacher Peens Smillng Any gPaphlc representatlon ofhiﬂiif
~.f1gures sm111ng (for example mouth corners turned up) : \

Poor Integratlon Content In draw1ng IS by 1n large notfﬂ:ﬂff

ZfTIcompleted Parts of the draw1ng do ‘not seem to COmeﬁtf'

"together to make a who]e

73

0

R SRR AL

0verworked Llnes L1ne segments ;t“ the draw1ng areff’iﬁf

"zfﬂfheav1ly darkened due to heavy 11ne pressure

R
s
_‘rddyﬁﬁunderl1n1ng. contlnuous c1rcl1ng,‘mu1t1p]e dots
T8
- 77

fBroken Uneven Llnes Symetry of draW1ng 1s dmsgo1nted

ﬁLack of Detail Draw1ng 1s essent1ally devowd of conten”

\Slmple Cbmpos:tlon Featuresf

’PePsevePatlo:fOVeruse of ;a 11ne for example mult1ple; A:ﬁ]

iniidrawang (obj




‘“ucentre crossed ax1s)

: f77sﬁs

fa- A RN .

Excesslve Shadlng of Body Anea Any extensvve use of th"

'vvfpencil to darken 1n or colour a port1on of a flgures

booy.

"ff\penc1l erasure to amend or correct the draw1ng of a bodyjlx

‘Numerous EPaSUPeS on the Body Any extens1ve use of th i

N’-part

”“Vmeguré (for example arms. legs head tr“"k’covePEd ”p by'c'“

L: ﬁ§fifconcealed by llnes or obJects o N
etLBSQTExtnemlty Cut OFf By Papenffhe representatlon’ of *

uwnpfarms hands;‘legs feet be1ng unf1n1shed due to the1r_¥uw
_f;ﬂdkrprox1m1ty to the papers edge ' g .“'J 4‘N" ‘
fifBAfeAnimal on Mbnsten Lfke'}Appearance :of Flgure(s) Any I

";?an1ma1’or'monster«i1ke representat1on‘_

Pant of Body Covered Up Any maJor part '6f the humank -

‘ ut the use of 11nes or obJects ‘ﬁj*y”,ug”_,f

( .

‘LfHands Hfddén Any repreSentat1on of théw‘haﬁdsrfbétﬁgﬁftf

e

:f\a;human f1gUPe




*'.‘f:'i:jﬁ‘jBurns 1970 725 McPhee 1978 Mostokoff 1983 Myet‘s 1973 @' 5"‘3“

f\‘faha]L‘? ﬁ~p;;5;‘.ﬂjfrfhiﬂjj[::r; 'f'!-‘f*gﬁ' Patton 1974
“'Rask1n 1977 Reynolds 1978 Sayed 1974 S1ms 1979) and School t
‘ferraw1ngs (~v“'vw'_";V‘ (Prout ,ﬂ;ﬂ;p;;t_-if]?ﬁf‘éhdfjff

'j}' Celmar 1984 Schnelder 1977 Sarbaugh 1982)
| ' The process lnvolved the rev1ewing of the published ’
'mater1a1 COncern1ng the studylng and 1nterpret1ng of i“p
- fhchlldrens draw1ngs, noting all the poss151e ind1cators“of )
i'l%psychologlcal states/cond1t1ons and then categor1zing the

» N ‘ ‘ .I
“t:'lnformat1on (See Reference Gu1de Append1x D) It was f pm,g;j

3~’1th1s accumulat1on of graph1c 1nd1cators(and pOStU]ated S
ttﬂfassoc1at1on w1th psycho]og1cal states/condltlonS) ,ﬁthﬁﬁ
‘j#nsubsequent categorlzat1on that the construct1on of Scor1ng \;}
l”t!Sheet Part 2 (See Append1x C) Rat1ng Sca1e (See Append1x E)

lfywand global analys1s approach was developed?

R

";;1nterpretatton of draw1ngs as .the most

r emp’"‘caﬁl”support (Hammeer'”””




childs‘ meSsage.‘;}wff;fs?f&f&ﬂﬂhfﬁﬁ‘{ffi]ﬂf;f;fﬁfff‘1

To date the literature has not exp]a1ned how one goes hm

1f about maklng a global 1nterpretat1on There appears to be no *ﬁ

BN

‘tEsystemat10\ approach for conductlng a QIOba] analys18‘°f'nﬁf
‘;Wdraw1ngs The focus seems to be' 1n formulating a gesta‘t

't[anaIysis of the draw1ng by 1nter relat1ng the content

Aﬁfstructural and expPess1ve components "”athe’ than lanjﬁﬂf

»fflnterpretlng on the basxs of each area separately Th1s
ﬁf;vageness tn terms °f approach makes SYStemat1c standardlzed
lfiand reliable anale1s problemat1c due to the tendency for };
5;;011n1ca] b1as ' : ‘ RO i

In order to deveiop a syste ati

jﬁfreference gu1de,;

scorlng sheet

‘Q}operatxonal




wfiaccordwng to the1r oplnlon on: the s1gn1ficance“of‘ﬁndwvidbal‘_y?

'”f‘51gns. by some comblnat1on of s1gns (1nd1cators) or by some

vklnd of we1ght1ng system however there fs' presently no ““*

Co . TN

-jlﬁdocumentatlon w1th regards to procedure

N—-—

For the purposes of th1s study. ! theoretlcally based 5;;
..?;rat1ng gu1de and ratlng system was deve]oped In terms of i
' 5ig]oba] analys1s the raters are to use tﬁéy reference gu1de y
(see Append1x D) w1th ‘respect to ffh follow1ng globa] ff&
f\}?d1mens1ons on Scor1ng Sheet t Part l;: (see Append1x

7‘ij) pathology, p051t1ve se]f concept psycholog1 al 1ntegr1ty ;;ﬂ

”Hf(verbal/VISua]‘}1match) act1v1ty._lwp1nter reﬂat1onsh1ps

i i
HR

and

".

’Tplacement.and behav1or These d1mens1ons‘ sassoc1ated




b

COOPGPSM1th(1976) lthls d1mens1on represents“severész
emot1onal dnff1culty uvand fﬂj. eV1denced“ b;ﬁv many;fj
1nter related s1gns contalned w1th1n the draw1ng Thew'f""'j
determ1nat1on of pathology i based from‘ an overallﬁ”
perspect1ve h{of the draw1ng However there are ‘nosﬂl
spec1f10 QU1del1nes w1th regards to cr1ter1a Hence 70%iﬂ
of the ihd1cators noted on the reference gu1de w1ll neediﬂ

:i to be present 1n the drawing 1n order'for\the pathologyffv

h'ns1on to be conSIdered present

ﬁ_Pos/t7ve Self Concept The *llterature does not state}id

' \

spec1f1c 1nd1cators of thnsl d1mens1on Vlt 1Sg*usually?lr

selfl‘cohcept were postulated an”fused‘as cr1ter1a Duefﬁf




oot L - P . R o N
. + . o 3 B . . - SN ERER v . o [ M el
D et e L e
‘

RS ‘“muﬁh o SRR AR R e
"}ijea%flity The determ1nat1on of whether thls dimension
h.py

1s present 1n the draw1ng 1s based on the exam1nation of

the draw1ng with jrespectfh_ lt?fhéfl‘1nd1cators ;a%dbfr

llKeab1]1ty the reference gu1de Due to the Iack of

1nformat10n tn terms of cr1ter1a and 519n1flcance of

bff{t;51gns the; rater rs to make a’ dec1510n by determlntng
u"wh1ch category of lndtcators best descrlbes' thevndrawerf;

[

‘fgﬁﬁfr and then scor1ng 1n that d1rect1on t'jﬁ.Jﬁ“‘

5 Psychologtcal Integrlty The determ1nat10n .‘bfffthts'j
JQ}“H dlmens1on 15, based on ‘{,_(1) whether theﬁf wrltten

,.

descr1pt1on matches the action *TSr example the wrntten

descrlptlon TQf' read1hg i matches f“fthénli graphlc «

"x"

representat1on of th1s act1v1ty) (2) how recogﬁ1zable

_the‘f1gures are drawn and (3) whether the draw1ng




<jthe follow1ng pr1nc1ple The dimens1on IS cons1dered present

“‘?,1n the drawing 1f the assoc1ated 1nd1¢ators are by 1no large

I
\

”i]contatned w1th1n the draw1ng Thls approach for these

e " -’\.-‘ 4

‘ w,offered the llterature (2) there ﬂ1s no ev1dence that

" |

: ",resaarchers or experts place more 51gn1ftcance on one s1gn

‘:jw1th1n a d1mens1on over any other 519n (3) there 1s no

fsupport or informat1on regard1ng a: part1cu]ar crlterla to be

”17used. when number of s1gns for a parttcular d]mens1on

."v-‘

":appear to reflect that d1men51on (4) research ftndtngs based

"on these demens1ons have not beentvalvdated and (5) 1n terms

1 |4;

7¢of these part1cular ‘d1menswons ul list'fOF 1nter re]ated

L

”ﬁlndtcators asﬁ a‘ general gu1de ‘appears to be the most ,}

?h appropr1ate for achrev1ng systematlc exp1orat1on by ratersx‘

(Depress1on Iso]at1on/ReJectlon‘”

tifffthe reference gu1de The decxs1ons are prtmar11y governed by

N

“

\

I'rud1men810ns 1s used because (l)there 15 no (bther direct1on ;?

v

“uT¢5§Ti57‘&Hés": : ema’“‘"Q global | d1mens1ons B
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‘ oh”cl1n1cal expert and (ﬁ) ddé Qtdf th large number of;}ff

1nd1catogs fbf; each d1mensvon “in compar1son to Tbﬁef‘f

/

prev1ous]y mentnoned d1men51ons, ) mopef systematlc ‘and -

app]1cab]e system 1s con51dered appropr1ate

«

A]l of the d]mens1ons and ss0h1ated 1nﬂ1cators‘ weFe'}

der1ved from several research and c]1n10a1 pub11cat1ons
(Bennett 1968 Brtta]n 1970 Ef B Coopersm1th ff;(fftetttﬂf“
‘ ] 1976 D11eo 1973 1984 Exner 1962 Fullen et a] 1970

1

Handler & Reyer 1964 Kauﬁman & Burns,1970 72 Klepsch &
Log1e 1982 “‘ﬁ"‘wvtﬁ?,ﬂfg‘k p3gvf3‘l';«“ﬁj,'[ o

Cos

|

Kopp1t2°1968 Reynolds 4978 Sarbaugh 1982 Wadeson 1980) 'eﬂ.ye

nat1ng system‘ was deyeloped by accumulatmng all of the
'efﬁllnd1Eaters1ff”ﬁf?btﬂ'f_ﬂm“the'nf"vfj above ;fﬂ dtmens1ons

TR [
' e T

(depress1on Isolatton etc ) from the I1terature and ranang

'”'jthem w1th reSpect to the1r sygn1f1cance. S1gn1f1cance was

detenmlned by rev1ew1ng the ‘c%1n1ca] and experamental
IQ y‘, 5

N

For' eXample.;:ff clxn1ca1 ?

‘P,

1nd1ca'ors 3s representtng'certaln dlmen51ons the'nf“



(parttCularly w1th respect to, the HFD, ltterature) they were
- conSIdered min1mally signﬂftcant ( M1n1mally‘1nd1cated") and )

given a rat1ng of 1. For example (See Scortng Gu1de Part - 2)

5

N ﬂorv the dlmension (ﬁeature) eJtttled '“Depresston the
fol]ow1ng 1nd1cators were given a ratwng of - 3 due . t o“the ,

" stgn1f1cant 'and _ cons1stent ‘ emphas1s ‘ g1ven to these
¢ t ' Y *7!

o 1nd1cators bywclln1cal experts as represent1ng depress1on 1d

j draw1ngs (1)No o face (2) fGraphxc ':-representatton 'tof

. " o
Sﬁ cry1ng/hurt1ng and/or wrltten representat1on and (3) Water
‘ \) . ’

theme. The next set of 1nd1cators were ngen a rattng of 2

because of the emp1r1cal ~support Sf these 1nd1cators as‘

.

representlng - depression ; Cdng -,draw1ngs‘

(Wright 1982) : (1)Ev1dence of w1thdrawl '#rom ‘sjgnif5Cant

A

others (2)Lack rTF ofg - 1nterest P in"" ,fthe
Co ..

envzroment (3)Un1nvolvement (4)Lack of energy and (5) Sense‘

J

‘ F
- of hopelessness-. : The ne’ set ef 1nd1cators were gwen a

!

;“rattng of 1 ‘due 'to thelr m1n1mal cl1n1cal f support
however ‘some - theoretlcal ’underp1nn1ng (1lEmpty space

(2)Small f1gure\draWn at or near 1ower‘tedge. (3lLight

.-H - .

yay%ning lines, [4) Pass1ve act1v1ty

’In terms fof appllcat1on. the raters Iook for the

t'; LR TS . é’

indﬁe&tors of a part1cular feature (d1men510n) and;record a -

,rating score for-each drawgng with reSpect to each featUre
‘./@ o, ‘,}, “ ,‘_:___‘ N i . ". . ,: e .

."- I L s . . : e
L O A co LN eoE L . /



'Qifwas: strongiyo"pindicated moderately 1ndloated m1nimally‘
1ndicated ‘or no& 1nd1cated In order for the ratlngs to be
“hstandardlzed and manageable in terms of tIme, each rater was
- asked t0‘ 1nspeot’ the draw1ngs 'at f\rst for ev1dence of
‘strong 1ndwcator; If odﬁy ohe 1ndlcator out of the set of
t~1nd1cators was present th]S was cons1dered suff1c1ent ‘for, arq
rat1ng of . 3 for that d1mens1on IF there were no strong.
"1nd1cators present the raters rinspected the draw1ngs for
"moderate 1nd1cators Slm1lar1ly as before 1f one | moderate:h
t:1nd1cator was present a score d? 2 was recorded If there
'fiwere no moderate indicators present the _raters 1nspeCted
‘“the draw1ng; ‘for‘ min}mal 1nd1cators If'oneftndicator was
'present.a 'spore&iof:aI was .recorded. If there‘~mere ”no!l
indicators‘hpreseht,*a'score of‘;ero'WaS‘reoorded: This same
~'process‘ was ‘repeated for thel:rematnino dimensionst'and-
ra55001ated 1nd1cators | i | p. |
' The maJor reason for allow1ng only ‘one 1ndicator to‘n

}'

'.represent the aasoc1ated d1mens1on and correspond1ng rat1ng 4
is- related ‘to Hammers (1958) 1£;1ght and d1rection ‘with
hrespect to global analy51s "Clues to a’ persons personalxty'
‘.do not’ always appear 1n the same glace A person may reveaT,”
.[tra1t ‘X“1n a type of l1ne he draws another on placement

'aeanother in: its’ SIZe.{--and another 1n pressure--it is the'nf

X F : C e



hwhere to. set the l1m1t (for example,_ 3/5 1nd1cators. 6/'"

‘_k1nd1cators.‘ etc ), (2) There 1s no 1nformat1on to suggest‘ ’

appears 1o be supporting‘- he idea‘ that ch1ldren ‘w1lltvﬁ

represent their | feeltngs,\f attltudes and emot1ons 1n‘3

V"dtfterent IWaysr‘ The hypothes1s,'that all' ch1ldren w111 o
7fgraph1cally represent the1r state of be1ng in a s1m1lar way

A appears to,.be reJected Rather,‘lf ch1]dren reveal the1r‘

persona]ity in draw1ngs 1t is reasonable to expect aﬁ.

variat\on of representatlon . Due - to the hypothesls thatf‘

\

]chttdren w1ll show ev1dence of their state of~"being in

.d1ffenent ways, the dects1on to allow any one 1nd1cator‘jf

rather than a partvcular one or‘ .a parthular ‘group . ofr

jrndlcators to- represent the dimens1on and assoc1ated rat1ng__
Ascore accomodates the expected var1at1on“ 1n ch11drens
fdraw1ngs Add1t1onal reasons nnc]ude (1)there 1s no’ support

for cr1ter1on sett1ng therefone comb1n1ng 1nd1cators _asl'aj .

B \

bas1s for \maK1ng decis1ons produces problems ln terms ofs“

\

that any ‘ one:'51nd1cator f w1th1n each rat1ng ~ scate,
7‘(Strong Moderate M1n1mal) shows more ev1dence or is, more

;j;signnficant of a part1cular d1mens1on than the others andfgr

'!”-(3) glv1ng each 1nd1cator w1th1n each scale equal we1ght1ng<.g

"and provmdlng dIfferent rattngs allows for greater control'-h
o T s - : i I
rm‘in terms of sc0r1ng and analys1s N

‘A" [T
X R



]‘fﬁndings; (2) 11m1ted emp1rlcal research in. the area . bf -

)

,'fam1ly or. school draw1ngs (3)experts empha51s on 1nd1cators'T'

: 1s based on thousands of cl1n1cal case stud1es and(4)due ftov :

"'the'tlack of emp1r1ca1 research and assoclated 1nformat1on )

1

‘cl1n1cal experts prov1de the“mmgor referral source

o In conclus1on it must be stated that the Tabelllng of’
3 the d1mens1ons (pathology depress1on etc )was based on ﬁheTp

prevalence of thEse terms in the l1terature and assoc1ated"”
“ 1nd1cators For the purposes of this study they are used .
la way to categor1ze The relat1onsh1p between the labe]s andf
-‘assoc1ated 1nd1cators needs to;.be valtdated with furtheru
research The 1ntent 'of th1s study 1s to d1scover whether '

the 1nd1cators assoc1ated Wlth these terms are represented
\n ‘the‘ KSDs w1th1n_and between two groups of chtldren and
not to suggest that 1f tdeseltnd1cators 'are revealed then
~'the correspondlng d1mens1on 1s the cause‘ | .

U o B % S

P Analysw B T T S S AR
T'.The . analy51s ‘f‘y this» study was . baséﬁﬁjbn both
y;;qualltat1ve and quant1tat1ve data and intenpreted WTth non

‘ﬁﬁparametr1c stat1st1cs The purpose of the analy51s was to

(1)1nter

;ﬁgga1n | 1nformatqon Twit h respect t ? ) L
i'*','-'\_rehab'uhty (2)the{V'contento- of ch11drens KSDs,, (3)the

V??d1fference between LDs and NLDs 1n terms of graphif;wdetailsi.ﬂf

* \'s‘-té“,w

.oat




.._-,..,_...-\-.-J o . . s !

v

Inter Judge rel1ab1l1ties were conducted to 1nvest1gatef
'"‘Judgement accuracy , Percentage lagreement‘across the threefﬁ

t}raters for drawings 1 to 48 and for the raters of draw1ngst:\

\

\f49’¥?to ; ngd was evaluated separately for aTli of’ ftheﬂd_‘

,ltems/categor1es on scorlng sheets Part 1 and Part 225 The
""lnter observer ‘cons1$tency or ‘accuracy assessed with -

agreement ' stat1st1cs B was . reported Ihe\ rel1ab1l1ty.h'

evaluatlon ‘was conducted due to observattonal 1nstruments .

A}

- (Scor1ng Sheets) being prevrously untr1ed

- .

\Ij‘_“- .

UQContent | ff‘;(\,-ﬁ" L f‘f'f J[;‘,fq ;‘-5.hl§ ﬂ;“}7:”§‘%w7"

'-..

| The content of the chtldrens draw1ngs was analyzedfff‘#

hfqualltattve]y and quant1tat1ve]y 59801f1ca11y. the k1nd ofﬁrd;n

u‘rcontent (exv,cha1rs desks etc ) and type of act1v1t1es was?fldt

;‘\T1sted for w1th1n and between both groups Add1t1dha]1y. th

Tf‘frequenc1es of the1r occurrence was recorded Furthermore,

‘pfbevaluat1ons from raters w1th respect to the ﬁscoring

t

- prooedure was assessed w1th an lhformal quest1ona1re' and

‘,?noted (See Append1x F)




‘related hypotheses concerned d1chotomous var1ables}at the&ﬂ‘

o ERE

omlnal\level of measurement and were tested w1th Ch1 square;;
statlst1cs at the 05 l#vel of 51gn1f1cance If significancefr

was found the cells were pant1t1oned in order to dlrectlyjf'

l compare the proport1ons between the cells as a means of-fi

' s1gn1f1cance was fnotl found the cells were part1t10ned tof‘r'

‘ var1ance at the‘ 05 level of Slgnlflcance‘f‘ffi“”“ﬁ;

vl

spec1fy1ng group d1fferences (Glass and Stanley 1970)

-

1nvest1gate any ‘1nformation that 'could béi* consmderedifjv
w”-q'cl1n1cally- s1gn1f1cant The remalnlng hypotheses related toyﬂi-

| r'scordné sheet part 'l were concerned L with cont1nUOUSTlﬁ

"r

;‘var1ables and were tested w1th | one way analys1s of:

P

In tenms of scorlng sheet part 2 all of the hypotheses'fyt
concerned categor1cal var1ables at ¢an ordtnal leVel of
measurement and were tested with Ch1 square statlst1cs at

the 05 level of s1gn1flcanceﬂ'*1f

i
( .

]th Chi square stat1stlcs..the cells were partltloned 1Q=

order to d1rect1y compare the proport1ons between the' cells

'slgn1f1can¢e was foundpfﬁ



‘-ffNormative Data gf;syi_Q:f}w;uyghtjn,ifU:stsgtﬂf,k;iﬁ;w

”;gresearch flndlngs.::j‘ﬁh.j_m; '

I8

‘ 41 ‘\“_ ."_‘ll'.‘-.‘

e Essentially,. the normattve data was_ based on theff{‘

‘“‘ﬁﬁdescript1on of the groups used 1n th1s study and ‘assocaatedﬁtx

iy
\ .“.‘

The purpose of th1s study was to conduct a systemat1c

‘;‘»‘ . ‘s

5Jnvest1gat1on of the KSD 1n order1 to 1n1t1ate at processigf*

s

:E;towards obta1n1ng 1nformatlon related to the ind1v1dual and“f“

; 'wﬁg]obal character1stwcs of th!sfpreject1ve draW1ng technlque,'ﬁft

v\":‘;.‘KSD for d"ffer‘enna] oy




o MS stuuy ptmarty | unvouyed categor1cal data at the
\ey;nom1nal and ord1nal level of measurement and employed~a twoffw

‘ NE N
.5d1mens1onal research des1gn Ch1 square stat1st1cs were usedj;g

’;‘to analyze the categorlcal var1ables and one way analysls offfﬁ

mfffvar1ance was used for the few cont1nuous | variabless,}ﬂ

'ﬂAdd1t1onally, Kendalls Tau C was used for those variables77

-
[

H:fordered in class1f1¢at1on Mult1ple comparlson procedureS‘”;
(quant1tat1ve and qualntattve) were used where 1ndlcated e
Forty two hypotheses were tested af the 05 level oFHﬂ*

_f51gn1f1cance and all var1ables were 0perat10nally def1ned gy
.yW;Rater~ rel1ab1lity was calculated u31ng percentag Jof&f}

'i}agreement stat1st1cs and evaluatton of the rat1ng system wasgtﬁ

V"f;offfmahf raters‘f=“

Qf‘§questlona1re ‘tThe results of the analysts and d1scus51on ofﬂfy'

:f{:these results are presented 1n chapters 4 and{5 ’f‘gpﬁ]rf'«ﬁlf




th}3 Th1s chapter f1rst presents 1nformat1on w1th respect tofﬂh
the subJects of th1s study Second 1t w111 brov1de data:onf:%
rater rel1ab111ty for Scor1ng Sheet Pa§t I and Scor1ng Sheet?ﬁ3
Part 2 ThlPd 1t w1l] present data related to the hypotheses;‘"

.

‘outltned 1n the Methods chapter- Hypotheses‘fﬁ, (seeifi

i

Hypothes1s‘

sect1on, 1n Chapter 3) perta1ns to Scor1ng Sheet}}L
Part I and W1ll bekfexamlned f1rst Hypotheses 8‘ and Qﬁff

"‘contaln cont1nuous varlables and were tested us1ng a one way h'

'analys1s of var1ance., Hypothests_ number 12 1nvo]ves one

hundred and e]even (111) ltems'(see chhotomous D1mens1on,ﬁ:i

Part 1 Append1x. B) Hypotheses 1 to 7 and 10 to 12 were:g%h

‘;1tested us1ng Ch1 SQUare at the 05 level of s1gn1f1cance IefﬁQ€

l1ght of the 1ahgeffnumber of




,‘,

- earning gisabled by their

”qubta1n1ng typ1cal ach1evement f vthe1r grade leve]

BRI
. ‘.‘

wahe range of age of the 96 grade 5 school subJects wasT}ﬁf

from 117 months (9 years, 9 months) to 150 mbnths (12 yearsr€@f

6°months) Mean age was 127 months (10 years.\? months) ‘ef;f;

current StUdy used two QPOUPS Of sUbJects The non learn1ngﬂﬂf7

d1sabled QPOUP (NLDs) were drawn from a grade f1ve sample offﬁ;~

‘:ffch1ldren who \dId not show ev1dence of s1gn1f1cant 1earn1ng;'”7

“f;"d1ff1culty and who were con51dered by the1r teachers hs{‘?f

B

-;pﬂlearnIng d1sabled group (LDs) were drawn from a grade f1ve@‘;i

‘rﬂfpub]1c school sample who had been class1f1ed as be1ngf&ni

Lrespect%ve school Jur1sd1ct10n

'

and We"e l"ece!"\/”-lg e)(tr'a 1nStPUCt’|0na]: Serylces e]thep n a




.- verpal categorles of CCAT were. .66 79 56 45 and 65 55

hrespect1vely Mean pércent1le scoresifor the LD group WIthQQfJ

‘respect

‘dﬁtbwe{th Verba] Quant1tat ve' and Non Verba]y\
;ﬁdﬁfcategories of CCAT were 45 48 21 and 53 12 Hence, 1n termS;fn
[ ﬂfof mental ab111ty both groups of children are w1th1n the;j”g

. 2 |
*Taverage range w1th LDs reveal1ng lower perceht1le scores__,f

'Wfthan NLDs across the three maJor oategorlesq Mean percent1leiﬂ¢

dﬁhscores for the NLD group w1th respect to Decod1ng djffh

\Comprehen51on categor1es~ of thel EPRT were 52 2 and 56 835‘n3

lower‘ scores ‘i




;ff_; 1tem/category on both scorlng sheets be'»jdjm &5

Both groups of draw1ngs were produced by an equal number ofﬁfﬂf

';ijfLD and NLDs Each rater 1n each group rated every fyf

In o terms f Scor1ng Sheet Eﬁrt 1 all of theffgﬁ
rellab1l1t1es exceptfor those ltems under‘ the‘ Dtchotomous;it‘
dlmens1on; were ca1culated by tak1ng the sum of un1laterallt”f

three :raters of\ eachiirﬁ

J' .

group ’d1v1d1ng -the‘ sumi by the total number of subJectstf(

(drawfngsf and then mult1ply1ng th1sf flgure by 100

percenbage* of agreement itHence, for each 1tem every rateer"

' A'

hadz'o.agree w1th each other w1n 'order ‘for' there to ,be*ﬂﬂl

un1latergé agreement If one rater dlsagreed w1th anotherh

PatEDHWJth respeéT to an 1tem it was]'notftincluded theyw

DI : "

:5}; shmmatton “Of agreements hThe: rellab111t1es,jff the onef' |

R@dﬁ anqrgeteyen (111) items under fth D1chotomous;ff?f

‘(Qeeijppenq]x\ A) were calculabed by summlng thef:fhs



e Sheet Part 1 was 'between : 70 o 100 0 except for five [”‘

pﬁ agreement (FerguSon 1984) Spec1f1ca]1y, 68 out of 133 1tems ,f

Part 1 Re11abiltttes .‘ratf‘*{%m3w}}-ﬁ:gg{ﬂ“ffV;fﬂwfdﬂfa

'ii[showed an averagef percentage of agﬂeement between the two 'r

‘,\‘ . ."'v . Ch ' . 5 S W
: ' vy oot

Generallyh the average percentage of agreement for the |

two sets of raters w1th respect to aﬂ“tfwtems on Scor1ng

T ,-‘
Ve

cortwnuoUs var1ab1es (he1ght and d1stahce) and 4 chhotomous ﬁ

var1ables self turned away from peers.,erasures, eVeryone

t' o

do1ng related act1v1t1es, and s1mple compos1t1on Out of 133

a0
IS

‘j1tems, 124 items showed Judgement accuracy of 70 and above,

between the two sets of“raters (see Tabl t2)’gth1ch
bﬁaccordtng some‘ researchers 1s :an‘aCCeptable level of
: ”

*‘,.1

\ '

an average percentage of agreement between the two‘sets of

)

raters of 80 and abbve 'nd‘21 out of 133 1tems showed



Lo Qo
‘\-" - .

T Lo Tanie g
. Interjudge Reliabi]ities Part 1 21

Percentage among Raters ﬂ"f, 'hhﬁ Raters 1 3 Raters 4- Bj;

Act1v1ty level of Self o g-fj]jﬁ ”‘;“_100 00 - 100 00"
Actfv1ty level of " Teacher ”j';Wﬂﬁjf 24100.00 100,00
Activityilevel of: Peers 0 UL 100600 1100.:00
T Activity between Self and Teacheruv.f S 100.00. ”‘ .197.92
\ Act1v1ty between Self- and ‘Peers ST 81,25 F' 97 92 -
~.Facial Express1on of Self,: 'f‘u Sl 81,250 ..70.83" .
“Facial Expression: of." Teacher o 83,33 68 75
Facial Express1on of Peer #1 - "; S 825 fu - 68.75 |
Direction of Self S SO 870507 83 .33
Direction: of Teachenﬁ,pfaﬂ-,n.xwrgd,,ﬁ‘ 85,42 - 81.25
. Direction of Peer '#1. - St 8 Bg 79,16
‘Barrijers. ‘between Self: and Teacher"‘”yﬁx- 97. 92 .: 91.66
Barriiers between Teacher and ‘Reers - 1 97,92 97,96
.Barriers: between Self and: Peers. ' i¢ n 97.92 - - 93 750
Dlstance of. Self .From Teacher Sl AT 97 . 031,25 7
Dlstance of’ Self From Peer #T}V”,j‘ﬂrr“W)H43 75 81.25.
. Height of Self - e et 6858 w.31x25 o
./Height. of, Teacher "‘ﬁ"V“T;‘ﬁ;’ 70,830 47.92
He1ght of Peers “]‘:W1 e 755,00 .64.58. .
‘Order of Self" N ‘fv;\gf‘;‘;:‘”gi,;‘QV 92" 100 00
Number of Peers Present ST g Mg e ;- 95,88 " .
' Location: of Self' ‘A:wgh“vgfp L 97092 ,b“ 72,92
~Teacher MTSSTng W\'W‘fT"gf,'QQf~ T!Lﬁ '100 00 98.61 .
" Self. M]SSTng ‘,,Eaf*al"l; F«QQW* 100,00 ‘ 100 003(1
Peers Missing - \?ﬂkf;ﬁi.a-i 400 00, ‘\:r“ o
Compartmentallzatxon YR .;m. 70 83 f1ﬂﬁ'
- Edging Tr,ﬂws.w:rJ~36” ””ﬂ ‘ !
_.Encapsulat1on L T "*THWTBO 5
M:‘-Lﬁnlng on..the: Bottcm ;” .95.83"
u*ﬁfL1n1ng at: the Top.: « RN
*VryUnderlanlng Ind1v1dual F1gure
o Birds ) Eue Tew v .
L Self Tgrned: away from Teacher
coo Self MR Red:: .away. from" Peer5”“
j;MﬂF1gure Rotated (45 )j:\-.
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Light, Waver1ng Llnes

Water Present

Small Self Flgure Drawn

Figures Drawn with Much
Detail or Effort

Figures. Portrayed as
Dominating.or Powerful

Excessive Shad1ng ‘

Scribbling

Cross-hatching

Barriels between Figures

- X's Present

Figures in Dangerous P051t10n

Missing Essential Body Parts(self)

M1ss1ng Essential Body Parts’
(Teachers)

 Missing Essential Body Parts(Peers)
. Figures on Back of Page

Erasures

"Repetition of ObJects

Exaggerated Size of Body Part!

Hanging Figures

Anchoring :

Edged - Placement of F1gures

Buttons Drawn

Light, Broken or’ uneven Tine
.qQuality :

Arm Extension, K

Presence of Lights

Tiny Feet _

* Hostility or Anger between Flgures i
Cutting Act1v1ty
+.. Presence of ‘Weapons or

" other Harmful DbJects
Teeth® :

- Heavy Ling. Qual1ty :
' Jagged or Sharp Flngers/Toes

Visible Action . or verbal -

Description of H1tt1ng, Yellxng, ;Jﬂ

Screaming,; Throw1ng

‘IfBallplay1ng(Alone)
---Ballplaying (self) with. others

. Evidence of Competition. .=
-Prasence of. Spopt1ng Equ1pment
" A's-Present -

.*-Représentat1on of Achievement _
.- .-Elevated Figures .”e3~;,v h% Ce
.. ' Power Symbols -~ ' ‘;3“?“3 T
. Exaggerated Size of Figures ‘

'*fh,Mu5C“]a’ Features - S
" “"Phallic Symbols .. "

.. Figures LacKing. Ciothes
yiiTransparent Fagures s

“ .°, :

176

91.867 93.06
91.67 93.06 .
- 95.83. 98.61
'91.67 . 95.83
91.867 95.83
" 91.67 95.83
(81.94 - 72.22
197.22 - 90.28,
72.22 75.00
75.00 84.72
69.44 ' 80.56
“95.83w 90.28"
86. 11 62.50
86.11 . 62.50
90.28 " 76439
9¢-. 28 90.28
61.11 47.. 22
. 59.72 95.83
- 94,44 63.89
90.28° . 98.61
.93.06. . 88.89
'73.61 . 90.28
' .93.06 98.61
95.83 98.61
63.89 7917
98.61 . 95.83’
77.78 91.67
93.06 . 94.44
100,00 ,ai 100.00 .
- 95.83  98.61
100.0Q 97.22
. ~77.78 - 68.06
- .80.56" 84.72
;1395983 . ... 85.92
100 oo_f; '100.00.
' 'g5l83 100;00”
+ . 93.06 0 92 25
-1 .95.83 . 90.14.
- 66,87  81.89
94,44 . 7. 91,55
- 75.00° . 85,92 -
L, 98.B1h: 98,59,
St 98.06 . . 98,59
o 097.220 —..100, 00
T 94,4470 "97,18
L 75400 0 BT, 32
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\ e

Figures Represent1ng Sexual1ty S | '100}00‘e‘. - 95,77
or Seductiveness ‘ ' PN

Breast Emphasis ‘ IR Co. . 94,44 - 98.59
~ Zipper Drawn L . ., .hos 98761 - 97418
Belt Emphasized = - . . 88.8B9 .  97.18-
Evasions IR . o 85,83 . 7 94.37
Akinesis - ' L ‘ " 83.06. - 98.59
Self Close to Teacher . ; ©90.28 . 69.01
Self Close to Peers ‘% R . .980.28 62.68 .
‘Everyone Doing Related' - | 5 56.94 74,85
-Activities L o T . SEEPUR B
‘Self Smiling S t L 80.56 *85.92
Teachers Smiling ‘ oo T 84.72 0 - 8451
‘Peers Smiling. S ' ' 79,17 . 83,10
Poor. Integration - ° . - . Y . .94.48 ' 87:82
Overworked Lines « . L , .73.61 . T76.06 .
Broken, Uneven Lines * . .. oo 981,67 0 . T71.83 .
Perseveration - I’ s oo T . 66,67 0 74,65
Lack of Detail . : = -« - 0. . 88,88 . 71.13
“Simple Composition = S0 7. °38.89 U BT,04 0 -
~ Self Figure Left of Axis .o N 8B8.g8 - 85, 92@““
" Self Figure Right of Axis -~ " ." " 87,50 . " 90.14 -
Self Figure Top of Axis = .. e G487 L 94,37
Self Figure Bottom of Axis ~ Lo .86.11 7 830 t0 L
" Excessive Shading of Body Area ‘ o 85172, v 0900140
Numerous Erasures on Body. ‘ 644 T 87032
'Exaggerat1on of Body part ' ' - .'83.06. " ' 80.28
Part of Body Covered Up (Self) 8472 . 93.66 .
Part of Body Covered Up. (Teacher) - 90.28_ .. © 95.77°
‘Part of Body Covered Up (Peers) L 7 83.33° - - °89.44 "
.Hands Hidden(Se1f) : o 7361 791,55 L
Hands H1dden(Teacher) I },;»;f \7579.17f S 88.73. .
Hands Hidden (Peers) oo 766,670 .90.85
Extremity Cut off-by Paper(Self) c.o 97,22 9B.59.
Extremlty Cut off by Paper N\ , “‘.”‘,2z98@6ﬂ' 95,77 0
-+ +(Teacher) - O U S R RO b e
.”Extremit* Clt off by Paper . .87.22 0 78437
(Peers A R
_An1mal or Monster LIKe : Ll co 098,061 0 94,37

Appearance: of - F1gures

'fQMechanlcal Appearance of F1gures'1fieﬁcﬂ{'594.4ﬁf?&7':594.375f§3

~:@L8Pge Head. (Self) .. = -~ - il ~j~';ﬂ7} i90y28{1?;v;{90w14;uf,

eﬁfof certa1nty among the raters 1n terms of what was requ1redféaé

a"'-s PSRN

‘7?\ff the 1tem to be cons1dered present or not present"1n the'aei

.__Jiraw1ng.._-ﬁi]v;
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. Paft 2 Reliabiiities <~ =~ R
‘ ,ln: terms' of Scoring Sheet Part 2 (see Table 13) thet"g
aVerage percentage of agreement for the two sets of raters,
‘w1th respect to -all‘ 1tems was generally lower than the
“rel1ab1l1t1es for Part 1 wh1ch is pr1mar1ly due to the moret ‘j-

-~ N

global 'and less d13crete nature of the 1tems as well as the‘T

L

‘requwrement of. all“items to.be rated 1n relat1on to a. three‘llv;

; o\
I

‘& fto four ;potnt scale rather than a two po1nt scale mostlJﬁlr
;r:common 1n-Pant‘1 Genﬁra$ﬂyl the maJorlty of .1tem5‘ (18/30)1ftf
'had an average percentage of agreement between the two sets‘ﬁt
of raters of 70 and above Spec1f1cally' f1ve OUt °f”‘30‘:y

'?(5/30) 1tems showed°rel1bllzty estlmates betweed{f;“

;ffour out of 30 (4/30) 1temL showed reliabIl?ty estlmates

kfibetween 80" and " .90 . andL n1ne out th1rty (9/30)3showed

Ifrel1ag§$ity*esximates.betweenr 70 and 80‘ Due to the nature fﬂﬁz
ta sfrat1ng scale rellabﬂllty estﬂmates o§;>60 to 70|” '

'“f,were%ﬁcpnswdered acceptahle levels .forﬁt"

»Ps

"f"< 65) The five 1tems that showed rellabll1ty estlmates of,tyg?

ﬁﬁfbelow’EBOﬁwere (a) draw1nj suggests pos1t1ve 'self'iCOncept Sy
eis  stru “'“t'(c)drawer 1s-ldkeable, ld) bOdYﬁfol

gwh1ch might bei;*"h

ff;COHCGCns and (e) negatlve self concept

;%?cons1dered to be too amb1guous for.rel1able and accurateé'

féﬁjudgement



NS ;. "ol Table 13 o=
“ InterJudge Reliabilities PaFt 2 T

}PerCentage amohg'Ratqug R Raters 1-3 Raters 4 -6 .

-Drawing Suggests Pathology S - 95.83 95, 83 T
- Drawing Suggests Pos1t1ve o - % 37.50  ° .37.50%"
“Self Concept S I O Co L ~
- Emphasis on Structure <o .o 7 '58.33 4 45.83,
. Drawer is.Likeable . .. : “ 58.33. = 54.16-

"+ Visible Action' Agrees, W1th S - 85.42. . 97. 92
....- Verbal Description - e e e
g;\Visible\Action and/or . R . 87.50. 83,33 o

~ :Verbal Descr1pt1qn appears N S o

.. .Strange or unexpected A - S

N Self or other’ figures are highly S 83.75 - 100.00

.. distorted. such that without . . - ..~ . S ' '
“‘"' ‘verbal description 1t would 'f‘
7 not bel .recognizable - Co e ‘

. Act1v1ty ‘of . the Child" (Affect) .- 66,66 79 17 ,
. Activity of ‘the CHild (Behaviod) . . - . 66.66 "; 64.58 -
L Activity of the Teacher (Affect) 7 . 58.33 '62.50. :

'~ ‘Probléms indicated.in . T _.68.75=‘ . F72 90
. "/~student/teacher: relat1onsh1p PR DI .

'j'Self and. Peers engaged in L 75 00
ol cActivities . - I L
" .Problems in Peer Belat1onsh1p o '\“g%.ZS

. | ERR .. 85.20
" Self Behavior ~72.92 .

. . Self. Placement I |
" -Self engaged in .. ¥ T 79l47 - gyiab
i ltype.; of behav1or) o e 79517'”Qf7"581s2§“,;

i“fiDrawva 1nd1cates ?“7 o 7",“if“af o

_‘*Depression’ R G TN, T 7500 e 87,500 -
ra‘,Isolat1on/ReJect1on I e 172,820 062,50
g«;Anx1ety/C0nf11ct ,;7 e o, o BBL42 L S
 Aggression:i . M.t e

. -Sexual, Concerns A
j;;Dominance/Power e T
-.-.Defensiveness .- :
.ai;Support/Acceptance
jy;;lmpulsiv:ty T e T
. "School’ Prohlems - -sﬁs:;;Agaf{ o S79.2B . L T ,
';“Insecurlty/Dependence”’“iiqi Ganivirr e 64,0580 4 60042
Competwtion ! T Tho ieglrss 105
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ﬂ‘ requirements of scoring five (5) continuous items on Part .i

‘»and 7 out of thirty items ibn Part Q are conSidered
4acceptable The remaining Four (4) items on Part 1 and five‘

T(5) items on Part 2 are conSidered to have questionabie j_
reliability. . o R R
T o h7f;:¥;-*" o ‘gg‘ﬂfﬁﬁ% |

)

t‘Hypotheses For Scoring Sheet Part 1 fk_ f, L (,§

In this section all of the null hypotheses Wii] be:f*”

t7\frestated foilowed by 'a‘ statement as to whether the null

t

ahypotheSis is accepted or\,reJected ‘along With a brief

| discussion of the data\ . ttikﬁ ‘if lu', i \/ -

- e 3 o . .
- : ' o R N B Toar A [ : .
. ;\,;‘ e L. [ ' s

. W o i "~,“,V *{‘;

' A'iw >

I-L ‘H 15 There wiii be no Significant difference between the two

',5.ffgroups 1in"the

"%fhypotheSis number one is reJected Firsf

d"dzfrequent

ype of :actiVity presented for the maJor

. Lo L »
v, B oy .l. L
" [ " . L.
* figures.‘_ R v : A . , ,
el e S e e Y Y

'There'”ﬁas a demonstated reiationship between seiected
L4 . ‘

5activ1ty for _self teacher :and :peers and group;{ hepce

[

actiVity, ail of th {actions werevcollapsed intp

:_ction representedi'by bothvg§pups for

..
*

typesﬁ off*

“"'Aresults showedfj~
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» A Table‘14 1".l1, B T
Most Selected Activities Self ;§.~ R PR

Actwity LDs ' NLDsT o x2. s,g at
~(Action’ of Self) 5~‘;;X."uf"‘ I SN ‘*)”“-}ﬁ
620 NS
33 . NSy

N T
60 1UNS. T
.00, NS

N
Sitting/Stand1ng fﬁ S - )
Playing. Games ',‘;’h; . '8
“Writing/Working.
on Blackboard RN 1
Mathwork . E 1
Wr1ting/WOrk1ng at Desk C4
Computer WOrk "fq;‘. _.:;WC“:J-Oﬁ?“ '
19

o5

%
. , t4 -
T oo

Total ' | S 82 e e e
Total Possible 1n Each Group-48 sl R ’;w,}gfj.w

NLDs portrayedﬁteachers wr1ting‘on Jhe blackboard (8/48) and

| teaching\ (14/48) sign1f1cantly more t1mes>xhan LDs (0/8and _

—

6/48 respectlvely) (p< 05)f LDs (6/48) portr%yed /teachers3};;

| play1ng glgn1f1cantly more tlmes than NLDs (0/48) (p< OSl ﬁff'
(see Table 15) Th1rd v 1n terms Hof peer act1v1ty whose IR
act1ons were also colIapsed accordlng td the most frequently\ian;5
selected act1v1t1es,. the 'results revealed s1gn1f1cant4 ‘=f
Lf d1fference of act1v;ty by group NLDs represented theﬁr
| peers downg mathwork (8/48) d compuier ’work (6/48)
s1gn1f1cantly more t1mes, than{f, (9/48 and 0/48

‘{‘“respectively) (seeﬁTable 161fat‘ 05 leVel‘of si n1f}cance5

3;H§gbdﬁgﬂﬁﬁ}{ﬁé type _of'
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,tk}' resu]”sgshowed tha’“
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il o Table 15
Most Selected Activities Teacher '

=.
B

=

Act1vity s "" ;r;f>j’pftbs} "»NLDsajl‘l S

“‘>‘(Act1on of Feachep) T TN
; ! - . .

.

[ 4
>
~
v
~ wde N
o
7'01
*

P
.

N
' ﬁ Stupervising ””ﬂ_,h5"°3vf?.:*f}3:?5‘ S5
‘ Tatking S R e 4

‘Writing on Board- R N e - T

5

1

0

4

OBRRNWONS | ..
AEBOADUIO. ‘

z zz |-
END |

~

“ Stand1hg/$1tt1ng/Wa1K1ng N T

g D1sc1p11n1ng‘ S PR
“Playing. .'Vvﬂg‘ﬁ oy B - 3 0
Teach1ng m“j"z,.‘rf- . -} S L

(V2]

*

v -

A BaaOD

-_"_“‘ * -

Total PossibIe in Each-Group-48 "v7.”“‘ipf{~.ﬁ, R

.u‘i! 17) however, there was a demonstrated relatlonshmp between,

the type ef act1V1ty selected between self and teacher by

group, hence hypothesxs number 2 1s reJected

.VI terhs, of the aqt1v1xycbetween self and teacher alll

of the act1ons were collapsed into the most frequent types_fl

;fo act1ohs represehted }b ;_oth groups (see Tabte 18) h .

themSelves }a hav1ng a lea n1ng/teach1ng Tnteract1on w1thppg

'."“‘t *
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* \.‘ t ¥ “b “’\ Q L A.} 'l\
v : ‘ - | ‘, (3 \ \ y'
Most Selected Activities Peers B T &
g Activitys - 7. LOs', NLDs . x2 Sig.’at
(Action of- Peers)x?w NN S 05(*)
" Playing L 10 0.52 NS
-Mathwork L 86,68 x
. .Computer -9 LR Co B 445 0ty x
wbrking on Biackbo’» L o6 2,470 NS
Wbrking at Desk B o1 097 NS s
Drawing/Coloring S8 0080 NS
Swinging S T80 NS

" Total ';*50‘1 ’.r‘f=‘Q=‘W;9;*
Totai Possible in Each Group>>48 B P S

* :due tothe different numbers of peersfnf{ AT

;1 represented across subJects ;,:-isﬁﬂij.f,v

~

.

H gi'There w1ii be no s1gn1ficant difference between the two ﬁ

groups 1n terms of facxai expressxbns of maJor figures

t : ‘\-
R cot P v Wl

There was no demonstrated reiationship between faciai«xf

expressaon of maJor figures and groups (p> 05)_

isee Table‘\”

19) hehge hypothe51s four \stated 1n nuii form can not be

reJected However. subsequent quaiitative ana1y51s reveaied~

biinicaiiy significani information WhichTWii] be presented
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el N Tab]e 17 vd"‘tﬁfi[.fa
Most Se'lected Activities Self/Peens Cate
Act1v1ty Between Self 'eebs;'}"ﬁtbegjﬂ‘NLDe‘;‘" X2 Sig. tat
GAction: el N T TN oo NG 0

‘Mathwork ‘,y_migqgﬁﬁﬁtfsede'\ ) .
djota1 ﬁ'”r”‘ B L 40 a3

None ,

Play1ng - oyt
Hav1ng Plcture Taken
aght1ng/Argu1ng

S P

NNON :\7
'b6doo;
O
o

Tota] Possib?e in Each Gnoup-48 Q]ji;w,‘;“;ﬁf”;,ﬁg,ffV

1nformat1on wh1ch w111 be prov1ded 1n a later section . .
B ‘ N S‘r“‘.‘v et ‘.<
There was a demonstrated relat1onsh1p between d1ﬁe¢t1on§@

# A f"' .

of se]f and group (p< 05) as we11 as between d1rect

peer#1 and group (p< 05) heﬁbe hybethesis numb“r?S

o _y;:;.r\ Y ; Lo
reJected (see Table 19) erst "}§pms' of dlnectton -of;;

self the resu}ts showed=that 51gn1f105nt1y more LDs (32/48)ﬂ$

face out of
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R oy Table 18 REEIRICR
Most Selected Activities Self/Teacher S SO
L _,min,,, i‘,,,y;!.‘:., . L ];;“;~’?2.w4 o
" Activity Between Iff"1‘Ai3.‘]tD§&IsANLDSJt‘e' th Sig at
SeIF/Teacher Action o N N 05(*)

Learning/Teaching VU e e
g *Reprimanding/Disciplining 30 T .
JalKing . e
~Throwing ObJects A
Arguing %.«.W,ﬂt'”
Singing J."”
Having Picture Taken

Totall o s 45
rw._aJTotat Possible in Each Grodp-48 e

e -.»_ R

1 .
B R
e
S .
1

S oocooouis
ISRt
p—4
w

However, subsequent qualitative analySis showed clinically
Significant information which Will be presented in a later

H 7 There Will-be no Significant difference between the two

QPOUDS in ters of the content in the draWings ?_ﬁj};ﬁ‘jf:"“

relationship wbetween

:?demonstrated Vthe
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/ |
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.

“Variable '

 f;Fac1al EXpresswon of Self by Group

- Facial Express1on of Teacher by "

. Group - :
*Fac1a] Express1on of Peers by Group

‘ fD1rect1on of Self by Group |
' Direction of Teacher by : Group
‘ -;D1rect1on of Peers by Group

73[Locat1on of Self by Group
40rder of Self by Group
: “ Number of Peers by Group

“2"(‘)'6'1"‘

2 381
2 955
13 818
R 152
8 311,
1 396
2 704

2 252

. ﬁi(p< 05)
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L A Tabte 20
Most SeTected Barriers Self/Teacher;‘;,JQ‘T;;;:n;{.pgigfj’_f,j;‘

Al [ FU \ . (R VU e .
v . . ' . . . . . e Ly G e 8N D o
: . .. L s 5 ‘ Li \ ; . ’ . A C

Barriers Between E TR € jLDsﬁz NLPs
Self and Teacher y,f“‘gh‘j;u ;:N;'

& el T e At
.Des s/Cha1rs “37ﬂ_qff",‘kﬂf;uv 313,‘_.‘,20_ .
. 'Swings. - , ‘gfﬂ,ﬁ“y“‘pﬁﬁﬂ:;fgﬁfaf,,;;}\0v4=j

‘- Paper; 'Q* ﬂ,{-‘,ﬂ-;}gaﬁl.353'-h[;q2'gggf,wQJ'fgwg
Computer ;“f:'*gj;“ﬁ_;,_;T?h~;;:_0u.,fg*p4gggjf

Total ERTRERE e 397
Total Possible in Each Group'48

hypothes1s 9 1s reJected (see Table 24)

’l

oi self the results shoWed that NLDs (grand‘,‘rrﬁe‘anB 59 396)

drew _themselves .8

44 729)(p 0003) fnvterms of herght of teacher the results

}s_-.

showed that NLDs drew the1r tea her stgn1f1cant]y ]arger N




o Lo o Table 21 Crnonn T
Most $é]ected Barrlers Teacher/Peers ,\“ff"'fw‘"”“‘f"f'fm‘”
.~\.u!‘4 i B “w‘l-‘\‘;"' I ST SR - ST S “ ‘
Baf‘r‘ler‘s Betweﬁn ) "v“‘:;‘:"“ . - ' LDS . : NLDS o o ‘x‘z | Sig ;{";a't l
Teacher and Peers e N N 05 ()

oot Lo vt

iQ]None ‘T";~g5g.“f" AT v-513f‘gs,0;OQngﬂ“N$f*
{ﬂ;DesKs/Chalrs"f[f-3 FL e e 24 0105 NS
b Swings. :Ls-;rn.fﬂﬁgf"‘,huz" oA st 0088 0 NS
. Balls A TP P AT ST RS 0 0.51 v NS
ijTree --ef[¢f'ﬁgﬂﬂ‘\ bV ( SRR o PO NS,
3~Computer ‘ ' 0 S3 13T NS

Tszotal | f“*”“ R A 40 ‘ffhd;m;*§j*5=f*' w,thf
Tota1,Poss1b1e 1n Each Group-48 ,;ﬂlﬁ A e

pﬁfw111 be presented nw?\later sect1on |  ;>fpﬂﬁ-?iﬁ¥v

N s ¢
l.‘ R . .
‘.' : . ; L
.« oy [ « " P . . \ LA
BN creo S, e e e
[ ., DEREEN r :
» ' "

%vﬁHQTi There w111 be no sign1f1cant dlfference; betheehéfiﬁév

[twd groups in terms of order of f1gures drawn

There was no 'Uemonstratedff

|° jw »’\.,‘t

ffforder. of peers presented 1n.the;draw1ng‘and group (p> 05)

stated 1h the nq]Tp



Barriers Between

-ox2 S1g‘ at

_ Self and Peers - Vw;xOS(*)
"None . 150t 18 0142 ‘NS“g
DesKs/Chalrs 14 19 1018 NS .
Swings: 4 1..1°0.84 " NS -~

Balls g . 5 0 '3.38 . NS
Computer . .0’ 4 2.35 ' NS -
Trees . . 2. 0 1 0:51 -~ NS -
‘Paper : 2 .0 0.51 NS,
Total - 42 42 - o

Total Possible~1n Each Group=48
(see Table 25) .. The resu]ts showed. that” signiFicantly"'mdﬁe“‘
LDs , (8{48J presqg ed .apHsulationf than~‘NLDs '(1/48)ﬂ
(p( 05) S1gn1f1cantly more  NLDs ‘(16/43)"‘presentedr

themselves turned away from teacher than LD//(
S}gn1flcantly more 'LDs .produced 1ight, waverin
.(0/48) (p<.05) .

(9/48)

SlgnlflcantlyhmOre

(1/

than NLDs

than - NLDs

éxcessive shading
SignifiCanlty more LDs (6/48).showed ftgures
(0/48)

‘position than NLDs (p<.05Y. Stgnifican

drewftlgures .on the back of thegpage (6/48) th
" (p«. 05). S1gn1f1cantly more LDs presented ha
(6/48) (0/48) (p< 05)
-(9/48)
S1gn1f1cantly more NLDs@(12/48) presented edge

(p<.05).

than NLDs S1gn1f1ca
tDs (2/

represented anch0r1ng- than

S1gn1f1cant
(2§

.f1gures.ﬁpan LDs (2748)

(37/48) drew. arm extensions.

Signéficantly more LDs (8/4ér

between figures than NLDs (2/48) (p<. 05)
. (6/48) - than NLDs  (0/48)

-

than LDsm

" showed _ anger
Sign

drew

7teEth

1/48) (p<.05).

o Ttnes f7/48)

‘LDs preeentEd'
48)  (p<.05).

in a.dangéroaé'
tly more LDs '
an. NLDs (0/48)
ng1ng f1gures"
ntly more NLDs
48) " (p<.05).
d dlaCement.dfnk
lylemore'1ytps
/48)  (p<.05).
or - hostility
ificant1ymore

L
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.. Pointer
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. - Poster.
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. Windows -
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Slgnif1cantly more

. v1s1b]e

hitting,,

ball
(2/48)

(p< 05)

drew f1gures lackwng clothes (p( 05)
than NLDs

(6/48)

showed

act1on and/or
yedl1ng,
more LDs (6/48) NLDs (0/48)

‘(0/48)u

LDs - (12/48)

prov1ded

scream1ng.

S1gnlﬁ1cantly‘“more LDs

'\

[N

tcfl

than "NLDs

verbal

(p< 05)

Rt

descr1pt1on

‘represented sport1ng equ1pment

S1gn1flcant1y more - LDs (22/48) than NLDs (9/48):

(2/48) showedff
.‘Qf .

S1gnif1cantly'u

showed themselves playIng w1th a

(12/48)

.than»NLDs*q

in | thein

S1gn1f1cantly‘more LDS‘-

showed evwdence of broken uneven .

Q,\



AR NS Y ' o : ' ' . e
T ‘ o ¥ C

_Analysis of Variance-

:Swmmary for D1stance g£*Self'from f2acher. :

35 NS F-Ratio. DF Prob.  Sig. at .05(s).:’

135.37 135. 38 N 0 06 1. 0 0. 8002 NS R .
.‘Summary for Dlstance of Self from Peer #1 . .”f‘\

SS ',u Ms F-Ratio , DF Prob. Sig. at' .06(*)
1260.04 .260.04  0.20 - 1.0 0.6520 NS S
Summ x,af Height of Self I

SS S MS F-Ratio . DF Prob. ., Sig. at .05(%) .
£ 7490.63' 7 7490.67 © 14.43 © 1.0 0.0003 x . - ¥,
.summary:Of‘Heidht'of reacher. © IETi
SS NS " F-Ratio DF Prob Sig. at .05(*)

Tk R

.9821. 26 9816 26 d'13 5t . 1.0 0. 0004
Summary of Hetght of Teacher = | ‘ ' Co R

«SS . “MS Y F-Ratio . DF Praob. - Sig.-at .05(*)
4565.04‘_ 4565.04 .8.90 . 1.0.0;0036 * SRV .
linesi(p<.05). Significantly _more Lds' (13/48) than Nlds

(2/48) showed‘ lack of deta1l in the1r draw1ngs (p< 05)

Stgn1ficant1y more LDs (6/48) than NLDs (0/48) .produced
v
eXCess1ve shad1ng oﬁ body area (p<. 05) ." W ‘ "fi*'«

po

. Addittona]ly._subsequent qua11tat1ve analys1s revealéd\f

»

'clintcally s1gn1f1cant 1nformatlon with respect to 37 other?

-cl1n1cal srgne whlch w1ll be presented in a Iater sect1on

"Hypotheses for Scoring Sheet Part 2

4

;. H 13 There w1ll be ho 319n1flcant d1fference betweenf‘“”

‘the two groups w1tH r ct to pathologtc features

|‘ . JURTE
L. SN ¢
,_..,,M,_;.._m-«, ol " R O

There was » no demonstrated relat1onsh1p between thé”fn”

‘.f

'representatton of~pathology and group There was no draw1ng;lat

~:that showed pathology. hence statistlcs was not computed R

PN



A . Tabl@ 25 ¢ . e
o Chi SquareaPart 1 Dichotomous Variab1es ' Co

‘Variable(DﬁmenSion)\ Lo kT . Sig. at '
‘ T e C T <. .05(x)
: Encapsulatlon Co s .852 0497
Self Turned Away.. from Teacher 81 7 .0314.%
'L1ght Wavering Lines . . 274- . . .0216
K Exce551ve ‘Shading ‘ ‘ 114 . . 0075
" Figures :in- Dangerous Position 400 - 0114

.. Figures on Back of PageJ“,.w-‘,
"Hanging’ Figures e e

Anchoring.. ' -

- Edged Placement of F1gures

" Arm Exten51ons L ' ,

. Hostility or Anger between F1gures

Teeth ' -

Visible Action or Verbal -

,'Descr1ptwon of H1tt1ng, Yellﬁng, :
'Screaming, Throwing, etc. o
- Baly playing (self? with others

Presence of Sporting Equ1pment

. Figures Lack1ng Clothes .

-~ Broken, Uneven Llnes o Q' R .

Lack of Detail = - | S 9,560 ™ L0020

Excess1ve Shad1ng of Body Area ,fs:';u 272?. ~..0216

' . N=96 . _ DFf=

400 . .0114
; Co0 00216
L0317 00249
.362. - . ..0038"
. 587 . .0181,
018 "+ 0450
.174ju"' 041

ERE IR TR I BF AN SE

;bémmmmm¢smbo-
‘ o

o)

=Y

.362. ©  © .0038
274 0 0216
.362 . . .003B.
L0517 10045
.852° - .0497

m@wmmmmr

P EE TR

"Thus; hypothes1s 13 .can not be-lrejectedjfand‘,nofﬁFurtnerV
i-‘analys1s was necessary dwﬁ'3391*ft '.;"'“jagf;fr.u‘*

.
'l.'J,

dH»14: There w111 be no s1gn1f1cant d1fference ,between« tﬁé]»

’.tWO ,QPOupSY‘WIth,.hespegt‘.so the pOS1t1ve ¢self °COnCébfif
dfeature.‘  ¥?:i. Ttt;afitat . ‘v';:‘. Y ' S S
f There was no demonstrated relatlonshIp between pos1t1ve‘f
-E%self concept and group (see Tab}e 26 1) Thus,‘ hyp°th351sff
f‘;44 ‘stated 1n nu]l form 4cén not be reJected However.;ﬂ
;fiKendalls Tau C (see Table '26 2) showed signifjcant;;

f'?negative assoc1at1on ( 0205) W1th respect to the categorizedff



‘ scale The results generally showed that more draw1ngs of 4

t

LDs and NLDs were rated as prov1d1ng evidence of p051t1ve
] self concept (57 3%) followed by no (25%) and uncerta1n
(17 7%) ev1dence respectwvely Add1t1onally, | subsequentv\
qual1tatiVe "analys1s ‘~revealed cllnlcally vs1gn1f1cant

. 1nformation wh1ch will be presented 1n a later sect1pn

t
!
'

'Hl 150 There ‘w1ll be no- 519n1ficant d\fference between the

-0

two grOUps in terms of the structure feature

There was ‘a. demonstrated relatlonsh1p between the

representat1on of structure and group, hence hypothes1s 15“b

1s rejected Slgn1f1cant1y more NLDs (15/48) than LDs (3/48)
showed evidence of structure 1n therr draw1ngs (p< 05) (sée

Table 26t1) Add1ttonally, KendaIIS’ Tau C revealed

stgntftcant negattve assoc1ation i 0006) w1th respect to the ﬁ o

categor1cal scale (See Table 26 2) Generally._more draw1ngs

by LDs and NLDs were rated as etther show1ng ev1dence or' no

ev1dence of - structure (99%) than rated as uncerta1n (1%)\73y s

Spec1f1cally, the maJor1ty of subJects from both groups were

rated as; show1ng no evwdence of structure (80'2%)wcompared

o 18 8% of the populat1on show1ng ev1dence

‘('

;Hf]is There w1l] be no stgn1f1cant d1fference between the'

e
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. . Academic, Behav1or of &elf s 100486
”fDepress1on TR N i 9L806: 0

‘Isolatwon/ReJectlon",“ﬁﬁf‘ﬁ*'AQ.jjﬂty“,i‘\'j“”““

" -Sexual ‘Concerris
¢0.Dom1nance/Power

3 fImpuls1v1ty

i School- Problems
-glglnsecur1ty/Dependence
i Competition . - _g_
0 Body: Concerns A

s e Tab]e 26 1
"‘Chi Square Part 2 Varfables ;

l .

; 4Vahiablef0fmensidn)ug,_gfu\”\

"’rx Sig. at
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}\-;Variable(nimension). e Kendalls . -;ff Sig: at .
T T T R B (Value) L 05(%)

=‘“Path018§y B el e NC”-m‘i‘. L0000 .

... Positive, Seﬁf Concept e '-0,215 : .0205 *
Structure. . ,‘.s;\p“ S0 =0.264 g-0006 *

. ,Likeability SRR Lo =0.321 0 00,0002 %

. ~Agreement between Verbal R *-0 062 Sy 0868

./ Description and. visible Actiop . . .- Lo

N};Strange/Unexpected Representatlons o ‘Q.083 C 10211 *

./ Figure: Distortion S E0:000 0 L5000

" Activity of Child(Affect): - -.  -02183 . - .0077

[ Activity of, Ch1ld(Behav1or) S .-0.085  te s 1593

.. Activity of Teacher(Affect) S -0.222 T‘.0074 *.
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There was no demonstrated relationship between 1her:=;

( drawers | ab111ty tO match v1s1ble act1on with verbalth

¢

| descrmpt1on hence,v hypothes1s 17 can not be reJected

However.,subseque?t qual1tat1ve ana1y51s reVealed c11n1ca11y:ﬁ]
. y E

~ s1gn1f1cant 1nformatlon wh1ch w1ll be presented in. a 1aterﬁ;ﬁ

N

‘sectlon f‘ifu-‘g;iuw;f,fay~ f?{_;ﬁ 'Qf‘];~'_-;! SRR
uf;f gv? lf;”»Q,;“;;[t ;vi.f”Bgffy“djtﬂyeﬂj'j ) _t.j~§;

"Jh H 18 There w1ll be no s1gn1f1cant d1ffenence between jthe;g,\

-

' "two groups 1n terms of strangeness Or unexpectedness

" \ . \

. o . . ' . \ ' Vo " o
L . e Lo . o s n . 1

NERYY e e . .

‘“w.There was a demonstrated relat1onsh1p (see Table 26 1);@‘

N L S
.

befween the strangeness or expectedness of the dra ings andinga

group,.hence hypothe31s 18"T

\ (

o

2=l5EDsjf (6/48) than\’NLDs ‘f0/48)<‘drew plctUres that wereif¥

,.“,\




LI

R ‘;‘,m-‘hv'ﬁ“j7f‘kﬁb.ﬁ: \.[ﬁVhﬂf”ﬂ]}j\,_1\”f5ed,\éu"~“‘ e
;g.“ '\‘y_ R vy ; . “ e (A . TR L L ‘\‘\ ‘."'vv
w3~"t,'AThere was o demonstrated relatlonsh1p between f1gure;~“"'

J'idestortion and gr0up,¢ hence,v hypotﬁe51s 19 can not bedffufiﬂ

fﬁ@gJected However,,subsequent qualataﬁ1ve ana1y51s revealedfl;@ifg

S it
. }\'\x

\“ﬂclinically swgn1f1cant 1nformat10n wh1ch‘w11] be prov1ded 1ndﬂ‘f”‘

"n’a later seotlon j@flﬁﬁ'f}ﬂu“fﬂu,ff]\feﬁiifﬂfwe”ﬂﬁfff[waffl{7fﬁ

o P

I
AR

qf'H 20 fhere wtll be no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between th?*?ﬂ

".";-'..,_A“two groups in the quaht"y Of Self‘ aCtW‘tY : T

. o There.was no demonstrated reiattonsh1n between th@;m,
- quallty of self act1v1ty anddgroup. hence hypothesws 20 can.hff]fx




L O R | B

-ﬁthewr peers compared to NLDs (4/48)

qua]1ty of‘teach r activ1ty and group, hence hypothes1s 22,?77

hS ”v

1nforQ§tion wh1ch

H 22 . There wu]l be no s1gn1flcantﬂdrfference betWeen the:hVM

two groups w1th respect to the qua11ty of teachers act1vity S

'"}SUbSeQUent qual1tat1vef}'[

(12/48) representlng the1r act1v1ty as belng d1fferent than-f{ffﬁ

There was no 51gn1f1cant ‘relat1onship between the“j;‘~

'1ater sectwn Adcsftjonal]y. Kendal]s




S LR . S
g P v !
N . “ B )
A

posittve assocfation ( 0103) w1th respect to the categqr1ca1

scale Genarally. a m1nor1ty of LDs and NLDs were rated

S */' FE

show1ng 8 ev1dence of prob]ems | terms student/teacher;fhnf

lt relationship (8 3%) Where as a major1ty of LDsﬁ and NLDs

represented student/teacher. relationsh1ps hav1ng no:,f“f

evidence of problems (84 4%) accordvng to the rat1ng scale

| 3

' Coat e . t R [N ', v o P R '
o < S "4,- LT et e e gL e
e TR ;. o v ; Lo

H 24
two grOups w1th,respect to the quallty of se]f/peer act1v1tyf”f

N . ! . \

‘v‘

;rThere W1ll be no s%gn1f1cant d1fference between theel

o
1Y F T . ,
V. .._ o .\ BT S '

fResults from Kendal




T RN T L RN R R et T
-/ /;--g ‘yv;”ﬂ;«w.' ;,‘_‘-,‘,,"fm lf“lV-:*ﬂa”fT_'ﬁﬁﬁ{w“' i
/l‘ H 26 There ,w1ll be no SIQnif1cant difference between the 2

”"»two groups in terms of self placement flmffwjh17‘,a3)ﬂg‘gf7f5

' 'M, There was a~.demonstrated relat1onsh1p between self

'o placement (see Table 26 1) and group (p< 05) hence.A h

hypothes1s Q?S}Tlis reJected lhel}results\ showed
',1:s1gn1f1cantly mbre NLDs were 'rated | plading themsel‘es K
; w1th1nl the ~school (42/48) compared to LDs (28/48) and that
“‘ slgn1flcantly more 5" (15/48) were ‘rated pl3¢1ng
themselvesz outs1de of Eschool compared to NLDs (5/48)
Add1t1onally,lthe results of Kendalls Tad'ﬁc showed (see
Table 26 2) a s1gn1flcant negattve assocaatton ( 0006) w1th
respeot to the categor1cal scale Generally, more fLOs ,@hajfi
NLDs were rated ‘as representlng themselves wyth1n*school
(72 9%) than outs1de school (20 8%) and uncerta1n (6 3%)

i respect1vely

.H 27 There w1ll bewno 91gn1f1cant d1fference. between*h

N o




o

LI . i e
L R )

- revealed ‘a significant negative assoc1ation ( 0086) with

respect to the categorica] scale Generally,‘the maJority of

'f\subjects (NLDs and LDs) were rated as ‘show1ng des?}eable ‘

v behaviour ‘(70 8%) compared to undesireable (14 6%)

al

&

uncertain (14 6%) respectively “%‘tfi"yi:i”t;ijgﬁﬁj

Vo v

H 28 There ‘WTIT be no Significant difference between the_e

two groups in terms of academic engagement
.\ K : . : . g - 4' . ,‘“y‘i' : .,-".‘z“.

There‘ wasi a demonstrated reTationship between the two

‘j: grodgipin terms of academic engagement Thus, hypotheSis 28

"“73is' reJected Asee Table‘&QS ) The results‘ showed that

‘A

Significantiy (p( 05) more LNLDs were rated | as. show1ng
academic behaViour (30/48) compared to LDs \(15/48) and

SignificantTy more LDs (p< 05) were rated as show1ng non f

'H” academic behav1our (29/15) than‘NLDs‘(15/48) Additionally,,\

N,

‘Tau C 'ﬂsee Table 26 2) showed a Significant

Kendalibf?
negatiye asSQCiation ( 0070) w1th respect to the caiegorical

scale.‘GeneraTiy, the magority of subJects LNLDs and LDs)

;34 were rated asashow1ng academic behaViour (46 9%) compared to

;;uncertain (7 3%)




LTI

Therek'was a’ demonstrated relatlonship between ihé‘ijﬁ’

Y “ a

‘urat1ng of depre551on' and groUp Thus.‘ hypothesls 29

1951gn1f1cantly more (p< 05) NLDs (41/48) were rated

VlAdd1t10nallY.» the results ‘from Kendalls; Tau C »show

’ [

1s

Tf‘reJected ﬂ‘The\d results ‘ show i (see ﬁ Table 26 1) that

“pshow1ng .no ev1dence of depress1on compared to LDs l32/48)

‘and that s1gn1f1cantly more LDs (7/48) were rated as showing
meax1mum. ev1dence'd of gdepresston than NLDs (0/48?‘
'an l

51gn1flcant negat1ve aSSOC1at10n ( 0115) w1th respect to the

“f7categOPlca] scale (see Table 26 2) Generally, the maJorlty

‘ri‘fréauently Qccur1ng ,]*f-gij;ﬂ{v, sthnfnj[ﬂ »~'

P

'n‘H 30 There wwll be no s1gn1flcant diFference between'

. [

.'hfof depress1on (76 0%) compared to the otherwxcomponents

'of subJects (tDs and NLDs) were rateq as show1ng no ev1dence;:ﬂf

;the ,scale thus m1n1mal ev1dence (7 3%) moderate ev1dence

(9 4%) and max1mom 'ev1dence (7 3%) were rated . less

s .'~ '.. Z.

c“'

R

-:/‘

of ?5‘
the

H ‘two‘groups 1n terms of the ratlng for 1solat10n/re3ectton ‘lk
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L.
§

”‘There \was “no demonstrated -relations

;,y \

r.rat1ng fon anxwety/confl1ct Iand group

31

(se

hence.l hypothes1s ; 'stated . in null f

reJected However, subsequent qual1tat1ve an

s1gn1f1cant

c11n1ca1]y |Jnformat1on which w

in a Iater sect1on .

Theﬁe: will be no'significant‘differ

groups 1n terms of the rat1ng for aggres

There was 3no demonstrated' relations

:{rat1ng for aggﬁession and groUp, \hehce,

a stated in null form can not be reJected How

s
‘xf

ﬁ“ﬂual1tat1ve analysis

\' .

showeq ' cl1n]ca]}

ormat1on whlch W111 be presented i

,( ‘w

%Add1t1onally,' results from*‘Kenthls_.Tau
;gn1f1cant negatlve assoc1at10n (‘U28§f
ithf respect the. ~categor1ca1 sCa]e

. = 33.,, ‘
vevﬂdence of aggressron- (54 2%)_ compared

4

ﬁ}categorles, hence'ﬂﬁn1mal evldence (8 3%)“

f »FJ«-‘

“,(19 8%) and max1mum ev1dence (17 7%) were

-

f frequently occurlng o

"

M,

hip  between the
e table 126.1),
orm, 'can
alysis revealed

i1l be presented

ence between the

sion.

!

hip * between the

hypqthesis 32,

ever,; subsequent

s1gn1f1cant

nB later section.

C _fshewed

*(see:Tabie 26.2)

Genera]ly. 'the
to - the
oderate ev1dence

<rated ‘as” less

a

I \,
can not' be

ed as show1ng 'no

other ’

6

the.-
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There was, a demonstrated,.relatlonsh1p between ‘the

”rating " for sexual concerns and group (p< 051), hence

hypothesis 33 1s reJected The results (see Table 26. 1) show

that s1gn1f1cantly more NLDs‘(36/48) were'rated ‘as showtng(

no ‘evidence of sexual concerns compared to LDs (24/48) and

- that more LDs (23/48 were rated as showtng m1n1mal ev1dencef
of sexual concerns  than NLDs (11/48).‘;The resu}ts from:
Kendalls’ Tau | (see Table ‘26.2)I‘showed‘-a tsigniticant:}
negatlve assocxatlon ( 0072) wi th respectbto the‘categortcal )
scale.-General1y, the majority of subjects"(NLsz and,”LDS)

were rated as show1ng no ev1dence_of:sexual concerns;(62.5%)‘

, compared to the otheﬁﬁqategories further “more, the other

l‘)‘

categories: m1n1mal véNﬂdence (35.4%), moderate ‘evidenoe)
: "

(1. 0%) and max1mum ev1dence (1.0) were;‘rated Ias less

frequently occur1ng Add1t1ona11y;“ subsequent qualitatﬁvé

analys1s Sh0wed c}1nlcally smgn1f1cant 1nformation which .

will be presented in a 1ater sectxon

L]
»

&Y

'H'34 There w11] be no s1gn1flcant d1fference between the .”

v

two groups in terms of the rattng for dom1nance/power

There ‘was no. demonstrated relat1onsh1p between the“h

ratlng for dom1nance/power and group (see Table 26.1) hence.

hypothes1s 34 stated 1n null form can not be rejected

However subsequent qual1tat1ve analys1s showed clinically

T .

. 37
K o
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H' 35' There w1lT be no 51gn1f1cant d1fference between thé

'two groups 1n terms of the rat1ng for defens1veness

| "There wask‘no s19n1f1cant relationshlp between,‘the
‘ ratlng for defen51veness and group, hence, hypothe51s 35;;h
'stated  in ‘null form can. not be reJected (see Table 26.1).

However, subsequent quaT1tat1ve anaTys1s showed_ cl1nJealTy

significant Jnformat1on‘ wh1ch be presented ~in. a later

sectijon.

H -36'\ There W1TT be no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between the fly
two groups 1n terms of the rat1ng for support/acceptance ‘
There was no Signifioant reTat1onsh1p between ,the\
'rating for support/acceptance and group (see Table 26. 1)

a’

‘hence. hypothes1s ‘36 ,*Can‘ not. be reJected However,

'subsequent qual1tat1ve analys1s ‘ showed ,.cltnfcally“'“

fs1gn1f1cant 1nformatjon‘ whjoh‘W1lT\be presentedlinta Tater,
i»se¢t1on;~ L | B | |
H 37 There w1ll be no s1gn1f1cant dtfference between the

.two groups 1n terms of the rat1ng for 1mpuTs1v1ty



[V

”u(21/48) were rated as show1ng max1mum ev1dence of 1mpuls1twaq'

\nere was demonstrated relationshIp between. the

ratlng for 1mpuls1v1ty ahd group,¥(p< 05) hence hypothesis»V

37 1s reJected (see Table 26. 1) The results"show thatpffp
;51gn1f1cantly more NLDS (l3/48) were rated as showing no"{'
“‘ev1dence of 1mpul51v1ty compared to LDs (6/48) more 'NLDer‘
(26/48) were h rated ~ as‘_ show1ng m1n1mal ev1dence of'f"’

-‘f1mpuls1v1ty compared ‘to "Lds (15/48) and that more ]LDs“g'

.than NLDs (3/48) Add1t1onally, the results of Kendalls Tau”‘

-3

(see Table 26.2) showed a s1gn1f1cant association ( OOOO)YT

“‘w1th respect tol the categor1cal scale Generally, Jthe

“maJorlty of subJects (LDs and NLDs) were rated as show1ngf

. mlnlmal ev1dence of 1mpuls1v1ty (42 7%) followed by maxvmumf

lrevidence (25 0%).,no ev1dence (19 8%) and moderate ev1denceff

Rh

(12 5%) respect1vely

[ .
J-Ia oY

H~*38:, There w1ll be no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between thehr

‘\

‘:‘two groups 1n terms of the ratlng for school problems

- . - L
-.,!' f

.‘*'_w There was .1 demonstrated« relat1onsh1p between Athe“

‘firat1ng 'for ’school‘ problems and group (p< 05) hence, : |
| Thypothes1s 38 (see Table 26 1) rejected The resultsffoi

.ﬁ”(9/48) and that more LDs (27/48) were rated as showxngfdrff

e ‘

1fshowed that swgn1f1cantly more NLDs (17/48) were rated

wreveallng m1n1mal ev1dence of school problems than LDs*ﬁ;'V

;fmax1mum = eV1dence of school problems' compared to NLDsﬁﬁ*ig

l@413[48) Add1tlonally. the results of Kendalle

e, N g ‘n
E2T A e e i

Tau C(see{’i”jf




‘lfTable 26 2) showed :" SIQnificant negat1ve. assoc1at1on‘tff

o 0066) ‘with respect to the categor1cal soale Generally,:ig”

:;1the maJor1ty of: subjects (NLDs ' nd LDsl were rated aslf

\ . v

. lshow1ng max1mum evidence of problems (41 7%) in relatIOn to~@fﬂ

‘°tthe other categorles SubJects rated as: show1ng ‘no eV1dence“7“f

turepresented 14 6% of the populat1on min1mal gv1denceff

”Saccounted'for 27 1% of the 'subJect populatlon and thel“ffV

X moderate ev1dence category aCCounted for 16 7% of thel;jf

pOpulat1on Collect1vely, categorles not ev1dent to moderate’
n‘show a higher percentage of rating (58 4%) than the max1mum‘ﬂg,

;fffcategory (41 7%)

H 39 There, w;ll be no 51gn1f1cant d1fference between the

"two groups 1n terms of the rat1ng for 1nsecur1ty

'l...

" '.," KIS

There was no demonstrated relat10nsh1p between the

jinratlng for 1nsecur1ty and group.'as stated null form.:“,f

3ﬁ”hence.~ hypothe51s 39 can not be reJected However, resultsyf'”#

ﬂttfrom Kendalls Tau C showed ‘[; s1gn1flcant posltivehfwgg

7§assoc1at1on (. 0058) (see Table 26|2l w1th respect ‘to the?[ffﬁ

”ptcategor1cal scale Generally,

VV:were rated -as showlng no ev1dence of 1nsecur1ty (21 9%) andﬁ

subg""’cts (LDs and NLDs)‘,'f N

uifmunimal ev1dence (13 5%) compared to max1mum e“’denqe (11 Srlﬁgff

J-

fffwith moderate evidence‘accountlng for‘the maJor1ty of rated7jﬁ”4




\

fib'rat1hg for competttlon and group (p< 05) hence hypothes1s

two groups ln terms of the ratlng for body c0ncerns

H 40 There W111 be no: s1gn1ficant difference between thejfz

two groups 1n terms of the rat1ng for competition
There was a demonstrated relat1on3h1p between ?theyﬂ’

40 1s reJected (see Table 26 1) The results show that more
NLDs ‘ (41/48) ,jwere rated as?‘show1ng no ev1dence of
compet1t1on than LDs (34/48) and that more LDs (9/48) were |
rated as shOW1ng moderate ev1dence of compet1t1on than NLDs ;T

t

H"”dt 3 There w1TT be no 51gn1f1cant difference between the S

w

There was no relationshlp between the rattng for body

concerns and group Thus, hypothes1s 41 can not be reJectedt»vr

(‘ t
Further qua]ttat1ve ev1dence‘w1ll be presented Tater’x-ﬁﬂy*

R

H 42 There w111 be no 51gn1f1cant d1fferenc_

two groups 1n terms
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"""" Inusummary. e1ghteen out of 42 hyp@theses (18/42) were%di;

In terms of

VfreJected | 05 leve] of sign1f1canceﬁ;
”:?fscor1ng'sheet»part 1, s1x out of twelve (6/12) hypotheses

”

 ﬁ“wepe~‘reJected and 1n terms of scor1ng sheet part 2

ﬂ?ﬂd1men‘.oﬁ Qwhich showed




@ computed (see Table 26)

In terms of Scor1ng Sheetd Part 2 the foJlowing

QVar1ab1es showed a r519n1f1cant negat1ve assoc1atlon in

[

7T:se]f concept emphas1s on structure drawer 1s l1keable and

Lo ;‘

ﬂt“,v151b1e act1on agree:“w1th verbal deSCrIption I terms of
V‘ffKendalls Tau. the LD scores tended to show lower frequencwes
: ; Q.,

:fcompared to NLDs w1th respect to theﬂ‘ﬁyes f-cr1terlon and

5

jfrequenc1es w1th respect tc the no and uncerta1n 7'“

)

f“fh1gher

Tﬁﬁcr1ter1on w1th the reverse tendency forlNLD scores In terms

‘.l‘




,m‘udrawrngs ‘showed p051t1ve and/or neutral ev1dence .‘w1th

‘ ‘,u“, . L . LT e T n‘.‘

'?The results from Kendalls Tau C showed that for the

three 1tems that were rated according to posxt1ve,f neutral

negative and uncerta1n crwter1a all three 1tems demonstrated
a negat1ve assoc1ation w1th respect ‘ the frequency of

occurence and the categor1cal scale Th1s result 1nd1cates

an 1nverse relat1onsh1p between the ranklng of group and
scale. Tota] percentage stat1st1cs 1ndlcates that 1n terms ﬂ*

l5w5 of act1v1ty of ch1ld (affect) act1v1ty of teacher (affect)

and the act1v1t1es‘ of self and peers. the maJor1ty of

';', L% "“

~

o




e

o
»

““,of fourteen _ (6/14) showed non31gn1f1cant t negative

3y5;:—«::;ﬁ”x=,<;“n\~«\_-,n;‘“,y'wngwyj\ypzjzg'

[ IR HN PR R o [N "
(. R

F1nal]y,‘ the 'results from Kendal]s Tau C showed thatu».

out of the 14 1tems measur1ng psychological constructs (for

v

j‘eijﬁo depress1onut‘anx1ety etc See Appendlx C) six out of

A

fourteen 16/14) showed s1gn1fxcant ‘negatlve associatlon

between those variables and the categor1cal scale s1x out

assoc1at1on, one out of fourteen (1/14) showed a s1gn1f1cant
pos1t1Ve assocattlon and one out of fourteen (1/14) showed a

non s1gnif1cant pos1t1ve aSSOCIaIton._

?4"

that 1tems measur1ng depress1on,_‘ aggress1on,

concerns,‘1mpuls1v1ty, school problems. and ‘1nsecur1ty the

S

\\‘,

G

m1nimal vevtdenced‘w1th' fewer draw1ngs rated as show1ng

moderate o;u”ilf”

‘seXUaW*

\

Total percentages from the contnngency tables_ showed‘jvff

v

LFREN
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learnlng disabled ch1ldren appear to d1ffer #rdmlénah[ﬂ”

e,
l

learn1ng d1sabled children ln th1s study on many draw1ng‘ﬁ?

o features Thvrd f accord1ng to~the results assoc1ated w1th5ﬁ7
Scoring Sheet Part 2;? the ratlng of draw1ngs ’generallylﬁﬁ%
l reflected a more pds1t1ve than negat1ve trend w1th respect;ff
to the global dlmens1ons P ‘”pg”"_':ﬂf' L

| Oualitatlve Analysis | ‘gl o

, The last sect1on presented the results of a test of 4zj{f
hypotheses Thls ‘sect1on presents clln1cally s1gn1flcant'w
1nformat1on based on subsequent qualltatlve analy51s pf
Qualitat1ve analys's 1nvolved .exam1n1ng the results ‘
relat@ to three mam Jareas (1) act1on and content"\‘-‘::/;‘

”“1n the draw1ngs,h (2) frequency d1str1but10ns;1f

. reach1ng stat1stlcal s1gn1f1cance‘




CES Act1v1ty Level of Major Flgur‘es AR

In-«terms‘ of act1v1ty level the act1v1t1es of Peer #1LCQG

"ﬂafto Peer (see Append1x' B) were co]lapsed 1nto peedf{fﬁ

S act1v1t1es 1n general due to the 1ncons1stent representatlon]f“i

4 -

;of more than one peer across the subJects The act1v1t1es °f]thl

fse]f teacher and peers were collapsed 1nto the most common,.dﬂ

lf*o‘or most frequently represented act1v1t1es (see :Tab]es 14

16) ne order that both statlstwcal and qua11tat1ve'd}f

;compar1sons could be more effect1vely made Act1v1t1es‘ were}fﬂ'

"”yhrecorded as most common if ‘one of fhe gPOUPS (LD or: NLD’LTJ?

”1}Qrepresented the act1V1ty tve»(S) or more ttmes

i ter

"~5common forms of:act1v1ty"that the subgects from both‘"groupstﬁtg

'”*of'“sejf act1v1ty':(see Table 14) the most:5sﬁ
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common» forms of act1v1ty that the subJects from both groupsv,”-

In terms teacher*\act1v1ty (see Tab]e 15) the mostohj“

represented the1r teachers d01ng were (1) superv1s1ng, (2)”fﬁ'

talk1ng, (3) wr1ting on the board (4) stand1ng, s1tt1ng orf&,f

{ﬁﬁ' wa1k1ng,‘(5) d1sc1p11n1ng,,(6) play1ng and (7) teachlng

Ih :relat1on to these common act1v1t1es the maJor1ty ofrfll
LDs represented the1r' teachers .re]at1ve]y equally acrossffg

these act1v1t1es None of the LDs represented thelr teachers‘[‘ff

i@fWa stand1ng, s1tt1ng or.. walk1ng f9/48) . The maJor1ty ofﬁ‘djt
NLDs showed the1r teachers superv151ng, talk1ng, wr1t1ng on‘fo'f
the board and stand1ng, s1tt1ng or walklng None of the NLDstb”
,'t portrayed the1r teacher as play1ng and only one represented ,4

the1r teacher d1c1pl1n1ﬁg The most common swngle ,2¥l

\

‘"“”peers d01ng qere (1)H

i act1v1ty of teacher was teach1ng (14/48) Addit10n311Y.(_‘ b

(see Table 165hthe most;d‘

B

}_f wr1t1ng on the board and most common s1ngle teacher act1v1ty|’d

(37/48) represented the1r7tjdﬁ

;dboth groups (LD or NLD)«;f;Q
_;{_‘(2)5;;




,_on the blackboard\ The most common s1ngle activ1ty of peers *j
Q” LDs wasf play1ng The maJor1t f NLDs appear more L

o

;"dd1vers1f1ed 1n relatlon to these act1v1t1esl representlng 3
‘fthe1r- peers relatlvely equally across all common act1v1t1es

fVexcept for sw1nglng wh1ch was represented once Gederally.“'

al

”'more‘ peer act1v1t1es were represented w1th1n the NLD group
f:(SO) than LD group (31) lﬁb“i(l“~ﬂf_ﬂﬁf[f{‘ﬂn L ‘Jd V
‘ ‘lnﬁ_terms of other act1v1t1es selected by LDs and NLDs,J

: ‘,l c ' : \
;‘for self teacher and peers‘fthe' results revealed further‘;

ui1nformat1on . In terms of self act1v1ty 14 -add1tlonal

f‘act1v1t1es were represented by LDs and NLDs howeVer/, less>‘,

‘frequently (<5/48) relatlon to the least common (see .

fflable 27 1) act1v1t1es the maJor1ty of fLDs;‘represented
o ‘~"

lthemselves as danc1ng, hav1ng the1r plcture taken ireadlng,

:fl1sten1ng or quest1on1ng the1r' teacher,. thrOW1ng obJects.“r

.

yhspell1ng,‘ copytng,. draw1ng or‘dart work- and f1ght1ng or

;nargu1ng The fol]ow1ng act1v1t1es were only represented once
t‘w1th1n th LD group s1nglng. sk1pp1ng and ‘talk1ng
thdd1t1onally, none of the LDs portrayed themselves as bak1ng

ﬂﬁo” eatlng The maJorwty of NLDs represented themselVes as

fﬂdanCIng,. hav1ng the1r ptctuge taken and l1sten1ng rﬁff

"}quest10n1ng the teachefi“The follow1ng act1vmt1es were.only‘ )




.".Action of Self - = , ‘LD (N} . NLD*{N) .

Dancing ' S ‘
Having Picture Taken " T

AN Reading ‘

‘ Listening/euestlon1ng Teacher .
Throwing ObJects ~] ey
Spelling o : R
Singlng K T

- Baking .- L -~
- Sklpp1ng“ L , S
.Talkmq}"n L
‘ Eat1ng
-Copying °
. D&awtng/Art WOrK
““F1ghtqng/Argu1ng Co e
Total . -
. Tetal Possible g B 48

o

—_—

}}‘fnbre LDs represented themselves as throw1ng obJects (4/48),
gh draw:ng or do1ng art work (4/48) . and’ f1ght1ng or -argu1ng‘f*
(4/48) than NLDs (1/48, 0/48 0/48 respect1vely) »

,«

In terms of teacher act3v1ty, 9 add1t1onal actIVities
"‘were , represented by LD$‘ and/or NLDs, howeyer. Jess
-%requently (<5/48) Out’ of these 9. act1v1t1es (see tabﬂe
27 2) 'LDsf represented the1r’ teachers as: mark1ng papers.u
.i,sleep1ng. help1ng studgﬂws and hav1ng the1r plcture taken
MNLDs: also ' reprESEHTed the1r teachers as do1ng thesev

\.m') .
o act1v1t1es however. represented them do1ng other act1v1t1es

o wh1ch were not portrayed 1n the LD group These act1v1t1es“

included dropp1ng a' puck sculptuE;ng, " gett1ng & clay., -

v}directnng S‘"QIHG‘and prals1ng ; ) ' j:v . Minkjf~
ln terms “of peeT/§§t1v1ty (see Table 27 3) the ‘nextl"'
f‘most oommon ac:¥Vit es in terms of frequency represented byf o

Q% . o |
(>3 and <5) were talk1ng. watch‘nQ‘f°ﬁ1-‘15!¢n1ng,u‘f



Ay

fActioniof‘Teache;

Marking Papers

“Sleeping _ -
Helping Students N
Dropping Puck

Having Picture Taken
Sculpturing

Getting Clay -

Direcing Singing

Pra1s1ng e -

OO~ wWWh

Total (\ ' S o1 e ’ 1
‘Total Poss1b1e | o .48 S

N

%

—

throwing obJects h1tt1ng or f1ghting and arquing, scream1ng

or‘yelling The next most common peer act1v1t1es (>3 and <5)

PR w

LD (N)* - . NLD (N) .=

'7w1th respect to- frequency represented by NLDs were 81ng1ng,“

read1ng, cutt1ng and watch1ng or: l1sten1ng

| Act1v1ty Between Ind1v1dual Flgures A
SRR /
In terms of act1v1ty between 1nd1v1dual f1gures. the

act1v1t1es between self and teacher as well ‘as between self

l N

and peers were éollapsed 1nto the most common or most -

frequently selected act1v1t1es (see Tables 4’28 and 29) in -

'-'order that both statlst1cal and qualltat1ve compar1sons'
' could be "more’ effect1ve1y evaluated | Act1v1tﬁes were

~frecorded ‘as most common 1f one of ‘the groups (LD or NLD)

‘.represented the act1v1ty two (2) or more t1mes

In- %erms of "’ act1v1ty between7 self and teacher (seefAT L

" Table 18) the most common representatIOn for both groups (LfooQ

and NLD) was no act1v1ty ;LDs represented no act1Vﬂty.3’

7"(32/48) more’ t1mes than | NLDs: (27/48) however M;not“



Action of Peers = .. . LD (N). . NLD-(N). .

Singing "0 ‘ 3
Reading’ ’ -1 " 4
- Cutting ™. . 0L 3
Answer1ng Quest1ons ; L0 1
Posing for Picture ot L 0 2
' Skipp1ng/Walk1ng/Runn1gg oo 2 2
- Talking - oo e ‘ 4 2
Watching/L1sten1ng ‘ 4 . 4
Standing 3 , 2. 1
- Throwing ObJects o A S 3 1
. Being Helped by Teacher I ~ 0 2
H1tt1ng/F1ght1ng Co I SR 3. 0
Eating ' -4 0
lArgu1ng/Screaming/Yel]1ng .3 0
Tota) g T f : 24 25
‘Total Possible » . ‘ o 48"
sign1f1cantly (> 05). . In relation- to the most frequently or

v selected act1v1t1es between self and teaoher the maJon1ty of‘.
LDSu represented the1r 1nteract1on’ as talk1ng,; throw1ng“1

‘ obJects and argu4ng\ieiojud1ng tgc no act1v1ty response)

The maJor{ty of ~NLDs - 'e’ented the1r 1nteractlon w1thn

.‘v*

| teacher as{learnlng, repremandrng or d1SC1pl1n1ng,i talk1ng,f;
51ng1ng.vtand havrng the1r p1cture taken (exclud1ng the not‘
act1v1ty response) The above 8 act1v1t1es const1tuted the]f‘
magorlty of responses for | LDs* (44/481 and NLD (45/48),?5
k‘gr0ups The least frequently selected act1v1t1es betweenfﬂ
'ﬁ'self and teacher for LDs (see Table 18 and 28) were learnlngrgy
,‘j’or teach1hg (1/48) repremand1ng ‘or dﬂsc1p11n1ng (1/48) iw
lﬁfs1ng1ng (1/48) having thetr p1cture taken (1/48) Watch1ng;;
:“'}each otheL (1/48) playlng hockey (1/48) - writ1ng on theltf

Tf}board (1/48) and throw1ng @pItballs 11/48) Of these leastafﬁ



\ .

\‘ : [

o

SV IUSIIVE 0T tnroulng ODJECLS \U/uu;, argu1ng (U/48). writing

lonu the board ‘(0/48) ~or throw1ng sp1tballs (0/48) between

self ahd teacher The1r (NLDs) least frequently selected

\

act1v1t1es between self ,and teacher were (see Tab]e 28)

n .

\f watch1ng each other t1/48) play1ng hockey (1/48) and.b

.Y

o teacher

M‘ )

ot

‘laugh1ng (1/48) Out of a11 the act1v1t1es ment1oned LDs d1d

not show any ev1dence of laughjng (0/48) between self »and;ﬁﬁ

e
’

In terms of, act1v1ty\between self and peers (see Tab]e
) 17) the most common representat1on for both groups was no

- act1v1ty LDs 31/48 NLD 31/48). In relat1on to the most

frequently selected act1v1t1es~ between self and peers the

\‘,

, maJorlty of LDs (excluding no act1v1ty) represented the1r
.jb‘1nteractton,;% play1ng (6/48) and f1ght1ng or *Rrgu1ng B
(2/48) The maJorlty oF NLDs represented the1r interact10n ;f

w1th \peers (exc]udwng : o act1v1ty) 1n the form of p1ay1ng
(7/48%. hav1ng the1r p1thfe taken (2/48) and deng mathWOrK
(2/48) A R LR IR SONY R *

B In\terms of other a t1v1t1es selected by LDs between

.ﬂf,seifjr d~ peers ; an‘therN eleVen (11) act1v1t1es were

:}represen ed (see Tabbe 9) however. less frequently _(<2)

In relat%on 'to the le st frequently‘setected act1v1t1e5nof

-\. -\'..

f°"°W‘ng Wﬁ&S' haV1n*?rf:h;Q ,Ptcture taKen."“"W"'

- 'l'» GIREN

WA



o Activity between Self/Teacher , T T Frequency

yatching Each Other R
~Playing. Hockey. . L .‘ R
- Writing on. Board ,' e
‘Throwing Sp1tballs S e
Lough1ng L , p-ﬂsh‘* Lo

‘éédeu

i

Total ‘-T‘f"' A DS S NI IO AR
Total Possible" ¢1~¢~‘ffc;3 o ‘j':]‘ }§:48£‘f_v.??fff

b

v‘other.‘ danc1ng. r1d1ng vfhz*a, car,. eras1ng the board and
) TNt i T .

1tsten1ng to each other The NLDs represented the1r

1nteract1on w1th peers 'i the followmng ways s1ng1ng,,,L

throw1ng paper a1rpTanes act1ng,‘ watch1ng 'each other,“fms

‘:w eraslng the board and computer asswstance None of the LDs

showed ev1dence of mathworkrb 51ng1ng,_ act1ng or

work and none of the NLDs showed as evwdence of f1ght1ng or

_:v'argu1ng, throw1ng sp1tbalis,_SW1ng1ng. danc1ng, r1d1ng 1n,.a‘ﬂﬁf

o

express1on of Peer 1 2 3 and 4 (seef ppend1x

th respect to both stat1st ca]hand qual‘tat ve

computer _gﬁ



CeTaAd L OF ,u::vu:u ARG LV IIL“‘I_BS;QB‘,IT_I]“QGI"S' e e

Actlon ‘b‘ S
Sang1ng 0
" Throwing Sp1tballs R 1
~Throwing Paper A1rp1aneS" 1
Swinging - . 1
- Watching Each Other e e
‘Danéing.. . SR S e
R1d1ng in Car T S )
A RN ‘1 N
1
0
8

Act1v1ty between Self/Peers

L1sten1ng ‘ '“5f“" R
‘Computer Ass1stanoe e

—

Totad o e T g e
Total PosSIble \ T

responses that ere cl1n1¢al]y noteworthy

o In terms of fac1a] express1on’ of selfv
'equal number subJects from both groups
themselves 1n a vegy frlendly (LDs 17/48 vs NLDs 18/48)bt
fr1endly (LDs 14/48 vs. NLDs 14/48) and neutra] (LDs 15/48““
NLDs 16/48) manner

However. two subJects fromwthe*LD gro_p



. o T AT .
v " ! 3" T ) ',“"'\“ f«\“.

14/48) friendly (LDs 19/48 vs NLDs 43/48) and neutral

[ — ..J‘ —— = ==y .'.v_-__“. .»._'-

f;manner (LD 16/48 vs 21/48) However, one SubJeCt from the LD
“Egroup was rated as represent1ng the1r first drawn peer 1n an fﬂ

'”?ﬁfunfrIendly manner (see Table 30)




1ARIB SV e

*ﬁKfQualitative1y Signifiganf Variables 1f‘;ﬁ*“~

Frequency
LD NLD

fﬁVariable L

;wﬂFac1al Express1on (Self)* Unfr1endly
.. Facial Expression {Teacher): Unfr1endly
'Facial Expressicn (Peers): Unfr1end1y
_ ZD1reet1on of Teacher“'FaCIng Away:.: ,_g ;' e
';RLD1rect1on of Teacher'”Fac1ng 1nto ;*ﬂﬁq-‘f SN
;. Order: .of - Self“\gth L

o w-.—‘ —- e E ON

P
S




R In terms of barr1ers between self and teacher (seey?j
IQ_}Table 20) the‘ most comgqn reptesentatlon for LDs was no}it&
‘{;f'f'i-ljﬁ.barrier (16/48) followed by. desks and chaws (13/48) A .
*f:;mo_t, commOn representat1on fdr NLDs was desks and cha1rsf@éi
,"'7‘""(20/48) followqd by no b?mer (14/20) The other mostf.j'""f’?,.

‘“fwcommon barr1ers for the LD group were sw1ngs (3/48) and,gfﬁ

:*fgpaper (2/48) wh1ch were not represented by the NLD group ‘32‘

“}3$The other most commoh barr1ers for the NLD group weref”

:ffﬁcomputers (4/48) and books (2/48) wh1ch were not represented

barr1ers by the LD group Othert:ess frequently selected

‘f‘barr1ers (<2)"for the LD group (see Tab]e 131) were ruler



e Table 31 T e
Least Selected Barriers Se]ffTeacher ;;evf;~f5”~ﬁ:y\;uywwj‘,hu(

l
b

&arr1ers between Self/Teacher*"
Barr1er A TR

Ruler LffﬁfyL"u\
Table .0 X
Bullet1nboard

jne.subJeEt (1/48) represenfed sw1ngev




e | Table 32 “;735§jﬁ;e¥'ijﬁ”?l”ﬂfﬂﬁcV
Least Seleoted Barriers Teacher/Peers I e

o rers batwen TeacharTPoare | Fremeney

Tab]e \
R
Flagpole
Car -
St1ck
' Sword -
cGames.
Q;mS1dewalK ;
‘tQBlachoand

: Tota] Ll RN 7 o
" Total Qossime CERRIEORR TS AN SRR VER SEE Y - E

were: “balls, (5/48Vn‘V‘ _;;j}i*and paper“(2/48) Otherjf}

T oA

L e oL Chdoa |

L L

bérr1ers between Se]f;anF peers and none of the“NLDs showedfnfj




SAESRCN : “GﬁhﬁTable 33 Sl i H
Least Selected Barrlers Se]f/Peers S o _ &

Barr1ers between Self/Peers '5VﬂyfeﬁﬁfﬁyﬁuVFf“Fpequeh¢yywy 
Bapr]ep et R ,.-‘.e“',‘l RN '“'”[‘jﬁQﬂ;”hNLDf;

—
‘: —O"

Games AT S P
Swords g o
Arrowszl‘ﬂ&;j{ fQi,t'. S T SO
wCar, ;piQ,_@g;Qgggﬁlﬁﬁﬁ
SthK R T S
S1dewalk GO
Flagpole “';.y?“»“fff['
Bullet1nboard e e e
Door,'J' : ‘vv.ds“‘ﬁ.ﬁ S R

= e

5@"'bg1;ksc}ﬂ+erﬁ4:

Total ’“?’“f?“’“u;ﬁ.ﬁ'}fff“?mfﬂﬁ,o\*MV;‘;He L TR
Tota1 Poss1b1e S T e L e g

oo

)

~j antentﬁ'"‘f'

1nto the




ﬂfbook‘ chairs,‘ doors. desKs.‘ paper, penc1ls w1ndows andf»v
balls The most common fromsof content w1th1n the NLD groupfﬂ”
were blackboard books, clocks cha1rs computers, chalk-@bﬁ?

}‘,‘» .t?

desks,.erasures, paperand penc1ls.¢ﬂ¢’fgxdﬁ[jbtttn]pf‘”"‘;

. Results from list1ng the rema1n1ng fOrms of“content orfﬂﬂh

least frequently se]ected content of LDs and NLDs (see;:f\
< Tables 34 and 35) shows la) that generally a: larger number;rn'

of obJects were drawn by LDs (74) than NLDs (66) (b) thatfﬁj

these obJects were drawn more t1mes by the LD& (104) thanlgdd

NLDs (98) (c) that by compar1ng least frequently selectedbb,

. °°"te”t W‘th m°5t frequently Selected content (see.table 28 Fa

29 “30) more obJects in tota] were drawn by LDs compared




&IV
a . w

“screens hockey sticks *vheadphones lamps muslcal notes.;

'.~ m1crophones, numbers number charts, ovens purses puppets.‘

pPOJeCtS,‘ﬂ pucks puzzles.} stoo]s.i sculpture.. scissors.:ﬁt

! 8 . 1

spoons soreens, stalrs, t1metables.‘ toyhouses, worksheets\.

i T N T
Co . o “\,\v

and welcome mats j"d“njﬁvywy]“'- ﬂfﬁﬁtﬂ< pA

‘ [E. Continuous Dimension " .- ' o ST TS

o U e . e Y Y . a,
e q‘. “\_"“" "j 4:‘, ot "'\“‘ s “x :
' “ ' Col . L2 o, . Y
o e L ' \“ . N et ot
Number of Peers S -‘, [N ‘{w‘» L e 3
' }- ' ; ,.,'v Fo RO - . '

‘ As noted ear11er no demonstrated relatlonsh1p was bf
found between number f peer and gpoup Isee Table.19)

"OA of the ;

Subsequent qual1tat1v:'analys1s revea]ed tha

‘”7fjsub3ects from both groups drew one%peek (NLDs‘23A48

G R.25/48) 29% of the subJects from both groups drew two peers”?

o (NDs 15/48‘]3;'-‘1_; s 13/48)




A1rplane E

Ant

Animal

"Curtains.
. Calendar
.Container f‘v

SCar . M
Cate . ‘;; S
‘Chimney . - B
- Diving. Board

Art Work““
CoBoxt
- Bench. .-

Basketball.Court

L
. \

Chart .

Dog

'Electr1cal Outlet s
fFasel o ey

Flagpole *

" Flowers
Fence ~
Food - ..,

“”Flower Pot

* 7 Gym Floor .
«Ga"\es B

L‘Globe

Glue' .

. Grass’ ERNEIN
’ fGround

Hoop Stch

COHIL
: ‘Helmets > T
‘_Q?%n1t1als Engraved 1n Trees

Teenex Box
Kite " .

fﬂn1fe

Ladder -

‘erlghts o .
. Mud“‘Scraper ..,
- Marbles ..

. MetepstICK

Map-. .
Pa1nt1ng
Popsicle: & -

. Punching Bag'.fgfﬁﬂ

P.K. Box.

'.R

. .Pencil Sharﬁéner

Piano e

'\.‘“ T
f

SRR
M,
L&

<"ql‘“4

g

\y N

. o\

I L
e



Wy . . . ‘ : . ) - -.':‘
‘Roof o ‘ : o
Ruler . . . N ke
Rings = . i : S
Swiming Pool - - . S S -
Slide S TN R
'School Name . e
Scale ‘
‘Side walk P, v
Steps . : , ' RN
Sign o
'Spit Balls L T A
Sandbox : = . o . B
- Swords o - S .
.Shields
Telev151on . o | L _
Trees ' o SR ‘ S
“Teeter- totter - : L S -
Volleyball Net o ‘ ' o
Wastebasket ' f., IR T, " -

. M_..—_.;l.bk')‘_._._.mm'_.s_.(ﬁ_.mm_.__._._f.
g - o .

total L R S BRI
Total Number of 0bJects e “ 'wf 74

- themselves second 12 S% of the LDs (6/48) drew themselvesv

thlPd 8 3% of the LDs (4/48) drew themselves fourth 2 1%ﬁ
of the' LDs - (1/48) drei themselVes f1fth and 2:1% of the, Los_g
(1/48) drew themselves s1xth In terms of the NLD gvoup.@;
43 8% (21/48) drew themselves f1rst 39 6% drew themselves?t
\second 110, 4% drew themselves th1rd 6 3% drew themselves;l
. founth None 'of the 'sUbJects from the NLD group drew '
themselves 5th lor 6th No subJect ﬁromfe1ther group drew {
themselves 7th or greater SubJects from both groups whoﬁl

fﬂdrew themselves thlrd or fourth accounted for 18 8% of thek{

;;frequency distrlbut1on The two LD subJects who drewﬁ{

”fthemselves~ 5th and Bth accounted for 2% of the frequency

{fﬁigfﬂtbutIOn lsee Table 30) fw;:ﬂ;§{3;;Jff;:l\ m{



.. Lights

CQntent \’

A.B.C's" Chart

\

~ Airplane " .o
.+ Apple ‘u':fj bt

- Button
. Baking Ingredients
Bowl

_j}Bench .;\‘f 1\; ““ff'
- Bell -~ o ‘

- Curtains .

.- .Clay S |
Containers . .. [t

Curb

"t . Camera’

Calendar
.~ Crayons’ '
" Chimney
- Dice
Doll. '
e Eleotrlcal Outlet
 Flowers .« = -
- Fence .
o Frog .
'~File Cab1net
o Filme Screen
‘,Flagpole\

L.
R

- Globe —

~ ' Grass: :
© . Games  a
“Hoop " -“':“‘-“g
' ‘Hockey Stick . .. .
MHeadphones ‘
- Lamps

“Musical NOtes'
~chrophone

- Mapy
}~‘Numbers

. T 0ven. .
coPoler o o el
43~Peers TR
“¢P1cture.“' PR

. 'Puppets .
'TPrbjects

UpiA% Box - ';”I“f”VV”f”

'F, Penowl Holder

it —b

L .

g

T Dt Bt etk A NI = RO NI e RO RIS o O ok r ket e

‘ ‘~Fr¢quéh09:
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Y -

- :Spoon. - "
. Signs | ?h Coate

. Screen - R AT
‘Stairs SRR

" Toyhouse . - N

. Ob_]ects. : , . ' |

T INIe I VEDS ‘ .
ﬁﬁ;Sculpture Sl ;
- Scissers”

" School Name

"Total ‘ . 4

fS1dewalK’ ”J it‘;/f

‘Timetable ..
Tree . ‘

Worksheets: ; o
We]comema& LA

meoon ol
N

‘{"'- ' ),;.‘.“. .

Total Number of i

fD1cho¢omous DImens10n,f~ﬁ~*;\‘

fAs‘,noted 'earﬂteru (seeL Table 25) | there .was"ya

x*demonstrated ~re]at10nsh1p between 19 of-'the d1chotomous‘;

K‘

,1tems and group, however. qualttat1ve analys1s revealed

R \\ A

'1mpontant = qualltat1ve e 1nformatlon. w1th regards to,v35

'fhadd-'itibh‘al ltems S ST s
B ! - Four '1 (4) ltemsfr weretjicons1dered qual1tat1tely
l s?gn1ftcant because ' they .Jppeared to .b§ reac 1ng
{_s1gn1f1cance (see Table 36) In terms of self torned away

.,‘;.'.

- fFrOm peers more NLDs (17/48) se med to represent themselves

.‘\

fﬂl~asr turned away from thelr peers compared to LDs (9/48)

5 .
terms of pressure of P1ghus none of the H%ﬁgubjects showed
‘ ’xhree (3/48) NLD subJects

ev1dence of 11ghts' where as

presented evadence of l1ghts.wd

LD sUbJects (3/48) showedi ev1dence"of' poor integrationt“

‘4.,

compared to none of the NLDs showing' evtde:ce




'"',\ . ‘\‘-. R T * . -f_-.»‘,-vn -"'-n" f--— Rk SR T A A
5 . . ! . ' '-( . S ‘-'“, n

ALY

Thirty one (37) other 1tems were cons1dered fnoteworthy

,1'

because of one or the other follow1ng reasons.‘(al very few

/

A

p“subjects showed ev1dence of these 1tems ln)the1r\draw1ngs or a

v

"(b) very many subJects showed ev1dence of these 1tems 1n

\{\ " ‘r‘.j

3@the1r draw1ngs (see Table 37) For example only one Out of

“ “"ﬂsubJects A ‘this . study”‘showed eV‘dence °f fO]ded

N » y

frcompantmental1zat1on and 80 subJects out of 96 represented

1 themselves w1th essential body parts m1ssxng“ﬂ;:w_‘:

;‘dtscuss1on'of these 1tems W1ll be 1ncluded 1n

, . C . Lo . ) . )
oo “y A . ) . S

i

| Chﬁpter.ilwf‘xﬂ,,z Y e s «,w\;‘~,. S

'L
Ten 1tems w1th1n the dlchotomows d1mens1on d1d not‘havew.

‘ u* . A."

stat1st1¢s computed The t 5 1tems were teacher m1ss1ng,_‘

self wmwssing and peers m1ss1ng, edg1ng,,ﬁ eV‘dence Of

j‘w1thdrawl (self) sense of hopelessness (self) representatton?fﬁ

| of depress1on (self)..ballplay1ng (alOnel muscular featuresc‘




e - . . M) N R " "/‘vt ! e ! L
R A P R S N o DR L "
CLTL e e T gy at_;,

ttqmzt,__.u_;tt‘;,u,‘;;.,._e-o.,v,,\,,_ 05

» Lo 3,375 0 ‘K;0662st
..Presence of L1ghfs‘,,‘ , DICRTIS I 096-* So.0784 0

. Pgor. Integration - J””Hff o _ut‘fg 3,096, 00,0784
;Simple Composit1on :.;fj: y;c*~q-;:e,;a 773 "ﬁ' 0521 .

‘”fvariéblé*w~”f7

ENNN

vh”Self Turned Away from‘Peers

Stat1st1cs were not computed for the pathology item dueo,f

,;to the fact that none’of the subJects represente,j"

‘Jtn thetr draw1ngs LA:V’W hftﬁff‘ g} 7ff'ff]"hf"l4”fﬁﬂ:?' L

Pos1t1ve Self Concept _ | L ' -
. Although there was no demonstrated relat1onsh1p betweenﬁf;
‘f;postt1ve self concept and group the results appeared to beﬁ?r
;Yreach1ng stgn1f1cance (see Table 38) Accordtng to the crossaﬁf
fﬂftabulattons mpre NLDs were rated as showtng pos1tfbe selfn}i
?Econcept (33/48) than LDs (22/48) and more LDs (16/48) were?i!

j’-rated as not shOW1ng p031tive se]f concept to NLDs (8/48)

ghV1s1bte Actton Agrees W1th Verba1 Descrtptton (VAVD)

b w_HAJthough thereywas n0~demonstrated relatlonshtpsbetween: =




el e LT T T e Frequency
. vardable o oth o LD “NLD Lo
L ' = ‘f q,g,j;uf“mﬁg“”;g’ S Prsnt Nprst Prsnt Nprst

n.“.“,

‘~5748
R 45_

48
487
o AT
et ag

NV S
et

4T
AT

R
e 430
46
.48
N " ‘ 47 e ,
xﬂxf47T‘u

R 48 v l-l:

Folded Compartmentallzat1on g‘tf”“
Lining at ‘the Bottom -~ = .. .0
Underlin1ng Ind1vidua1 F1g_, ‘
“'Birds - Eye View f~;x~ LT
Figure Rotated 45 .‘ﬁ‘fﬂu5ﬁl i
" Lack of Interest '“«)‘awﬁﬁf;aQ;.:jP
Empty -Space
:Water:Present . "
. SmallSelf: Flgure Drawn o
"Figures’ Domwnat1ng/Powerful¥b;_;"i:'jhi
~ Missing ‘Body. Parts ‘(Self) ERLRRERT
Missing Body Parts (Teacher)’**~§7§ .
. Missing Body Parts (Peers) -
= Tiny. Feet .
Cutt1ng Aet1v1t1es RS EREE
. Presence. of Weapons/Harmful ObJects ‘
Power Symbo] S
Exaggerated Slze of Flgure(s)
- Transparent Figures' ;& = - by
Figures Represent1ng Sexual1ty
Breast - Emphas1s e
f»ZJpper‘Drawn R
. Belt: Emphas1zed
~.Evasions: :
Ak1nes1s

d?;owm44éé

S 5
.
CD

. : ‘:5' P, ,.4:‘:" ‘ A‘:?.-? b‘b‘w Ty )
SHOOROL000WNISH~SDX0~0No

gt

” XIrem1ty Cut off by Paper (Se1f)
woExtremity Cut off by Paper (Teacher).
Extremity Cut: off.py ‘Paper’ (Peers) ;
Animal/Monster . L1Re Appeanance‘ o
Mechan1caTiL1ke Appearaneeﬁwf
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L‘:‘“'w.;Row Pct

IR Table 40 : ' " n
Chi Square Figure Distortion ‘,;,gx,gﬁu '
Tiwe lmvu,,ﬁﬁf.fuf{if L

U Lo
A o

'*9fFrequency ‘}, fow- S T ST

] _".‘_. S "
. e 1,

”'thOUpﬂgﬁffﬁfifﬂiﬂY§§fiftﬁ;(ﬁ$4h”’. Uncerta1n ; R@w Total

FRERT B 1 Coae Wl 48
I T DRI TR R 95 5 50 0




RN SRR Table 41 B
rh,;”Chi Square Activity of Ch11d (Affect)

ANt :.;' JR T T

L Fred uency‘; N T
. RoW Pet " h

L Coly Pct!,ﬂu'“ L T T e e
Tot Pet it e e e T

B I ” N ——

Q§$gf¢thﬁ;}h,{pos1tuve Neutral "Negative Uncertain Row Total . ..




-f{ﬁQfJ”?"n“”:; L T Table 42 “‘igffkﬁif:f‘;:#dlfi ;ﬁm
ﬂﬂ.f“' Chi Square Activity of Teacher (Affect)m O Tyt

Frequencyp}xulﬁij" ¢E ‘ 3 - - ;
"'Row Pct. LT ¢ e :
Col Pct BRI : K‘

o '_dl‘- Ll WV L “.- _ } »" St L - . o

ijffﬁ;beQpif[{ﬂﬁ;PpéjtiVé Neutral ~Negat1ve Uncerta1n Row Total

R X 30
*qnf;fm““ﬁ‘J1“gdk‘v~N62 5 2
B T T .7
41
85 4
42 7;, ST )

71
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Doe Tablenas

Frequency ‘W“ﬂfu.th'”-f,f‘u‘ -];;v'Wﬁf“i‘ff*fﬂfffﬁﬁ;{; o
aRow Pct «'fﬁfﬁ_jﬁﬂflﬁ,‘»\s*'TQ‘f\ RPN ST

" No: . Uncertain ' Row Tota]
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.

fﬁ43 8"

844‘
0524

Signwficance

Add1t1onally,,4 2% of a]] the  

cou1d1”not 'bé 'fated w1th{1f5
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A Gnou'b L
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Tab]e 44

Activity of Self/Peers(Affect) ‘;‘Lgeﬂ;*f;5jffg;mﬂicff,ﬂ37' 

. col

Frequency

.Row Pct..
Co] Pct

Tot Pct

spdéﬁtive

chetha1ffNegative-Uhcehféﬁé]Rcwacfef_jf;

Tot

32 DI 3. o7
66 7 L 8.3
44,4 . 50Q L
"’33 3 31 SRy
40 I3 T e ‘.4. - 48
83 3 :1‘35,3‘7 T/ LR
+55.8" 50.0 0 12,
41 7 o3t
72 SRR “'--‘";"‘8"';' g 100
75 0 6 3 . 83 SRR ¢

1223

1 150.0.

S1gn1flcance

Q;m1n1mal

fffcompared to NLDs (m1n1mal 4/48 and max1mum 12/48)

(11/48)

and max1mum (16/48) ev1dence of 1solat1on 'f}

terms

l

the“moderate category 6 3% of the LD subJects were rated

|‘.‘,.‘

ﬁ;yas shOW1ng moderate ev1dence of 1solataon compared tq

12 5%




.Iuw 19 “vJ

‘wChi Square Prob]ems in Peer Re]ationship

. b

. Frequency ‘

" Row Pct. 4 oo S P
Coll Pety « . o e e
Tot. Pct. : R ‘ L : ‘
oo _ . _"? | SR o R Y

-~ Group . - Yes . . .. .No - Uncertain  Row Total . .

BCERAN 3 42 3 ae

L L a8 - 815 83 50.0

‘ +.100.0- . 472 75.0 N
P 31T 4318 -3l R
NLD. T e e a4
R o 97.9 ., 2.1 50.0
52.8 Y ' 25.0,
ag0 0
Col. Tot. 3 . .89 . & 96
R 3.1 92.7 ° S U427 100, 0

, S1gn1f1cance 1176 ‘

‘evidence (16 7%, and 15 6% reSpeCtiVe1y3‘ wheretas'oniy 2

~,subJects (LDs 1/48 'NLDs 1/48) “were. :rated 'aS"shOWing' no ‘

"ev1dence of anx1ety Add1t1onally, more NLDs were, rated as’

\

1:show1ng mlnmmal ev1dence of anx1ety (12/48) compared to. vtbs

(.‘

‘3(4/48) and more LDs (10/48) were rated as show1ng moderate
,ev1dence of anx1ety compared thNLDs (5/48) (see Table 47)

A
TN

or S ey .

i The results showed no demonstrated relht1onShtp between jt'*
. o
Agress1on and group Subsequent qualitatlve analys1s showed

o

;that the maJor1ty of subJects from both groups 654 2%) were

\'AggreSSion

fﬁrated as showlng no evidence’of aggress1on However, w1th1n

fithe LD group 56 2% of the s

s were rated as ’showing




- Tot

3 - Table 46 | e
Chi Square Isolation/Rejection = R e

1-Frequency IR A )
‘. Row Pct, "0 . o SR o Ll
Col, Pct. = " =g o o R R
Q‘Pct, T L - : T

, ‘Not’
Evident -

Max1mum ROw Total
(OI'-'\‘H -

(3)

Moderate'

(2)

‘Minimal

' Group’
N (1)

16 48

(p .
S

;‘ Col.

Tet,,t

"37.8
1‘8-8

26
54, 2

40,9

N

59.1 ¢

271

. 44
458

150

15. 6

8 . i3

33.3
S R
8.7

| TZfru
25.0.

S 42.9
2.5

o8
129.2 .

50,0

.48
,500

%

'p group who were rated as show1ng mlnwmal

'fﬁgroups

9.4 | 100.0 .

S1gn1f1cance .0983 _‘, “d  ‘r] ‘,i d

i

max1mum ev1dence of aggre551on (see

the NLD-

- minimal, moderate, or

' Teb]e'48) compared to 35 4% of the subJects w1th1n

moderate or maxtmum;

"Iev1dence of aggre531on o S

"ﬂDomlnance/Power-<=u§{vmlf — e T ,“w,' = ‘ }5r

; There wasg“ “demonstrated relatlonsh1p betWeeﬁ§%'~“

vffdom1nance/power, and group However. subsequent qua]ItatIVQ.“»

glanalys1s showed that the maJortty of subJeqts from botht w&}
(93 8%)- as well
S Y

‘;both groups (LDs 45/48 NLD 45%48f were rated as sgow1ng no

as~an equal number oflsubjects 1n

;:fev1dence of domtnance and/or power None of the subjects




R . Table a7 . . .
*,Chi Square Anxiety/Conflict IERTEI EEER

' . . \ D
' . ‘ . ' . . P
Ov N . . o S . | ! - . [ ' LI

' Row Pct. HP e e
- Col. Pct
| Tbt Pct

, .Group“dnu\; Qd“d”NOtn Minimal. Moderate -‘Maximum,Row fota1
o - Evident - 1‘,“3,j.‘ o A
S U A £ I R * Y R T

L L )10‘4\ 11 48 .
B . 20.8 22,9 . '.50. o

- 66:7 . 524 v

©10.4.. 34"4 ,

CNLD et 2 s 3g 48

R 2. 0 25.0  410.4. ' 62.5 . 50.0
75.0  33.3. ¢ 47.6:.
125 . 5.2 31.3

 Col. Tot. . “';, 2 16 .15 . 63 . < 96
S 2 870045 T 5.6 100.0

LD

2.7 S
O WwWh
oo
N -
T
NpMowm
o
o))
Q

-
et O
0O

S1gn1f1cance 1213

from both groups showed mlntmai eVidenee,- one LD (1/48)f:
| subJect showed moderate ev1dence of domlnance/powen, and 5;'
f‘ fsubjects (5 2%) from both groups (LDs 2/48 NLDs 3/48) were,:

)7rated as show1ng max1mum ev1dence of dom1nance ‘and or power_b
(see Table 49) M h | | S .
;;JfDefensiveness

There was ' demonstrated relat10n5h1p betweenﬂ.

: *b;fdefens1veness and group Subsequent qual1tat1ve analys1sj

”?7jlshowed the majorwty of subJects from both groups were rated:,

{“,3:65 showing no ev1dence of defens1veness (90 6%) and 9 4% Ofia

Ssubjects (LDS‘6/48 NLDs 3/48i were rated as show1ngﬁf

. 3 "’;-w. EE
.




i Uiyable g o Tt

<Frequency ' -
. " Row Pct. CLoEnn Fa
. Col. Pct. S o

. Tot. pCt ' R " \. . ‘,

fGroup"‘ - - Not Mininal Moderate Max1mum Row Total
' o Ev1dent_ . L \ S o ;w
(0) « 0 1) oo (2) N3) . r_,,- &

L2t B
o " - 43.8 . 012850 20.8 . ¢
~40.4. - 75,0 . 526 . . €

21,9 - 6.3 7 10.4 -

LD an gl

Ba.sT 118.8
50061 25.0° 47.4 .
. 323 2019l :
.ol Tot. ; B2 "”8 g
ST s 2 s, 3. 908 T T,

S1gn1f1cance 1419

max1mum ev1dence of . defens1veness (see’ Tabl% 50) Noneﬂoff:j}T_

AT,

w1ng minimal " " -

the SubJects from both groups were rated as sh

B
A

or moderate ev1dence of defen51veness

S

‘.‘ ' FRLAN S

Support/Acceptance

5° There was no demonstrated relat1onsh1p between support f?ﬁ;;
Lay Qv

and/or acceptance and groupx However subseq e

.iquali&at1ve
analys1s showed that the maJor1ty of sUbJects from both
M groups were rated_as show1ng moderate (4518%) tand maxwmdm
(45 8%? ev1de,ce of'"

support/acceptance'JThere was 7 3%fof



- g;Col

© Group

ST ;50,0,_~; AT
i goll Tot. 1 90
ST Tesle

'; who was

4}equency S A
Row Pet. .00 mv o T
Pct e e

A el e Table 49-*-' i SN
a Chi Square Dominance/Powen SR , -

| " Not.
'-EV1dent
~(0)"

*ijnimgl

RN (2’

r ' ' |

™

’Moderate

Max1mum Row/TotaJ

-

o 4B

v 93.8
o 050000

‘ 46.9 "

” 45 'I. ,' s I N\ ‘I,-v",'_._‘.

Slgn1f1cance 5488\

rated as

i,

show1n94'

There “was*ﬁl)

show1ng no evwdence of support and/or

l "'

‘some

ev1dence qf ‘\

'the subJects‘ff:



Chi Square Defensiveness f~~‘ i

3 .f( " : .‘I*,.r* g

Table so‘

Frequenéy
Row Pct

“Col . +Pets "'ﬁs"ﬁj;‘"w

8 Toti bet. - ¢

! e C e

"f\'-\-‘f

Group

o »“MéHiﬁalu
L . Ev1dent"“ -

Moderate

Max1mum Row Tota]

(3)

f}subgects ASBV‘A) were rated as shOW1ng m1n1ma1

moderate and”




T Table 51 O T
.Chi square Support/Acceptance .,«.,;;g~,fjg~.;awf; EERE

Frequency ;Js L T e
Row Pct,. ,__I:. B T S T
Co] Pct S ' con T e '

jTot - Pet:

:GhOUbf?’f}?*" Not M1n1mal Moderate - Max1mum Row Total jﬁ;ﬁf
S Ev1dent IR | SRR
SR (0)  (1), (2) (3)

LD 23 23 LA
U e ',1‘fiu,‘47 9 w;,r47 9, ;,vso.o;m*- S
3052030 52,3 S |

L0 2000 0 240

Sl "2 n .f‘»,f'ii'8- e
;43 8 . 438 ‘

_vSignlflcance iédgiﬁ}

"'p were‘ﬁated as



\ M1n1ﬁ§1 Moderate

' ! S : 252'\ .
L e Table 52 ",.xgrqe;}.;g“;?gyu,fff“*
Chi Square Insecurity/Dependence B T L LUENE 5
Row Pct. gY”‘j;'\y\”NH,":;_N»",.‘Qk”ﬁa_dﬁ} R T
-.Col. Pct e e e e -
'TQt‘XECt“§. Q'ﬁfgfi“é..rt£? Ar;”?3‘5.317¢~”¥f‘ ;~ﬂ" e
s

| -_jlr.‘(‘l'i'_‘)‘;:i{ | (2)
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‘“f and 1nstructions related thevscorlng gu1del'reference;t'
guide and scor1ng sheets were very organ1zed (4) all of theSf;
raters spent between 20 and 25 hours atlng the (48)fh
= ndraw1ngs u51ng Scor1ng Sheet Part 1‘,(5) all of the ratershnf
3I'¥spent.between 10 and 15 hours rét1ng the (48) draw1ngs u51ngf:i

v\v‘»v

thart 2 (61 ai% o?;tthe raters thought thatauy
?. or -

}ﬂﬁelratvng the draw1ngs us1ng Scor1ng Sheet Part 1 he]ped them

‘»Qiratefthe draw1ngs uS1ng Scor1ng Sheet Part 2 the reasons ff




bodyf“:=

-_~jnumerous erasures
k“fcons¢1tutes numerou$) (g) barr1ers‘

(unclear about

Kunclear about whatdy5

ﬂticount belng barr1er) (h) *no face (unclear about}fi
,rwhether a. person who waeafacrng 1nto the draw1ng should be‘ﬁf

.ftgcped1ted hav1ng ‘a face. (1) s1mp1e composwtiOn (toofjf

o subJectlve) (J) 1mpu151v1ty (not clear) (k) body concerns,:"

e Ly

},and 1nsecur1ty (not clear) | ‘5f*ffﬁ7ﬁﬁtfﬂ?ﬁgjﬁf”~fh¢ﬂﬂwVL.”fh
SRR In terms of further comments tHé raters bstated théf;ﬂ

ﬁ.ffo]low1ng f;té) overa1 I‘found scor1ng the draW1ngs to befdf

”Trelat1vely s1mp]e and 1nterest1ng, howevepf‘

aildng task
fﬂufeel the eXper1encé,was aiuseful One for me and made me*m chﬁff

e Yor e

'“7morefaware of’th1ngs thattl have s1nce read about?goncernlnglff

draw1ngs andfthe,rf1nterpretatlons partICularly" how”cohmon;



\‘

+and reference gu1des helped me be consistent,

drawing to the next at times, I felt unsure about some of

my evaluat1ons,. (‘Jh”“the rat1ng exper1ence gave me a very";v

K}

1

good 1dea about a]l the content and .related 1nformat1on"]

with1n draw1ngs The rat1ng exer01se was very valuable ;i
because 1t enabled me to focus on part1cular components‘ of
the draw1ngs Without u31ng the scor1ng sheets and gu1des I

[

'f wouﬂd have oven‘looked many mean1ngful deta1ls.v However, y,f




Axiffqual1tat1ve results suggested that the type and frequency °f';j

“f;éhawﬁgf could h cons1dered atypical'“ :?Furthermore.uh

' ;barr1ers appears related to the type of act1v1ty and contéht*“

‘ﬁch1ldren d1splay 1n ‘the1r draw1ngs..(4) content 1n KFD 1s

r&ﬁﬁgenepa]]y assoc1ated w1th the home env1ronment (Sims 1979)

*‘ﬁﬁfand the results of th1s study suggest that content 1n school

;&fﬂplCtUFes tend to be aSSOClated w1th the sohool env1ronment

'”T"wAdd1tlonally, the content represented‘1n draw1ngs appears to

lfftnon academ1c behav1or and outs1de h

e

;and behavwor of theLﬂ&

"A: “

‘.V}jchlld ' example.: LDs tended to represent themselves 1n

:V*be a- funct1on of act1v1ty, placemenh.'

\

‘Tf;?NLDs tended ‘represent themselves '1n academlc related

.‘ uact1v1es and w1th1n the classroom Both of these lgroups

fu-. \

*j‘-

'33"presented content that reflected




Lyt

fﬁ_populat1on of

although not statmet1cally s1gn1flcant

maximum‘ ev1dence Lof 1solat1on/reject1on modbrate ev1dence

of anx1ety. and more general1zed evxdehce of a‘aggr‘ess'uon

compared to NLDs whroh consrstent w1th both draw1ng

research (Rask1n and Bloom,w 979) “and géneral‘ reseabch

(Lerner 1985) w1th Iearn1ng dlsabled chlldren and (8)

fuﬂraters con51dered the rat1ng exerc1se very worthwh1]e and

the use oﬁ the 1nstruments to be very effectlve 1n terms of

rat1ng cons1stency wh1ch was reflected by the, lqter rater L

”thel1abi11ty wresults zFurthermore the raters 1dent1f1ed a]l\ﬁ?e

’"vtems wh1ch pr'oved to }{"be most mfficu)t-t;to Judge“

/ “ "ry\v

.\»\

according to ‘thev re11ab111ty estlmates thCh showed to be

self turned away Fbom peers, erasures

Vo
rr\' '




y r?tf??yngﬂ-; V Discussion "QSC;Q‘THI | x
BN ‘.“‘» v R ‘JT. g R i ' X . . ) "
ol The last chapter présented the results of a test of 42

ﬂpiﬁypotheses ? ndf‘[ qual1tat1ve - 1nvestlgat1on of",theﬁf}§

R relatlonsh1p between group f well as 1nd1v1dual and the :
K«tutvarIables assoc1ated w1th both scor1ng sheets.tlhls chapter-\“

_nc\ﬁf1rst '_ collectlvely ‘ dlSCUsses ‘thé quantltat1ve 5hdf”;

o Lo, S

fﬂgqualatatlve results W1th respect to thef varlables On both

. . ‘\ “‘l

]scor1ng sheets Th1s followed by a discu351on of the

Lj results-with regard to\the maJor quest1ons and purpose of \lfl

fmpj~th1s study F1nally,lcomments 1n relatlon to 1mpl1cat1ons‘of
'ff\ thlS study patlcularly ln terms of future use and research

- of the KSD are presented !3f}f,ﬁff

1nd1v1dual s1gns,_%gpﬂf
B ] L ) o i X /- St
‘and psycbloglcal constructs




- ‘1ocation of self, Order of self,” and self 'placement. In
lﬂtterms of flgure portra1ture the ;foilowing vartab]es’are
-1nvolved facia] expression, /d1rectlon of figures, 'distancej
' ?_Of ‘self from -maJor' f1gures height of maJor f1gures, andd,
" pumber of peers present Th? draw1ng 1ntegr1ty aspect refers |
)ﬁto‘.f empha51s on structure,' vws1ble actioq~agr¢es w1th
‘;verbal descr1pt1on visiblé act1on and/or verbal descr1pt1on
d'appears -strange or‘ unexpected and self or other flgure‘
| d1stortion ‘The . content aspect perta1ny‘to"the 1lst‘ of
~content from the draw1ngs and barrgers between.f1gures_ﬁ_
Ind1v1dual signs 'refers “the_~1tems l1sted - under,k ‘the' .

dlchotomouS d1mens1on (see Append1x B) and ‘the psycholog1ca1’f

ﬁ‘constructs perta1n to draw1ng suggests pathology pos1t1ve

B
.

e self concept | d1sL1keab111ty "of‘ﬁ drawer depression.
‘1solat1on/reJect1on \anx1ety/conflﬁct) aggression seXuaib
concernsrp,f?ﬁ:‘ d anceVpOWer;r 5-“"_ defens1veness

:, support/acceptance. N 1mpuls1v1ty, ;E‘school . problems.

. v

’ insecur1ty:““compet1t1on, body concerns Aand‘negat1ve,self;

concept .
“‘*’B Activity Within The Drawings S e IR

i

;;ﬂGenerally. the results showed that KSD product1ons ‘are
not stat!c and thato1n many respects LDs d1ffer from NLDs in

the1r representatlon of tndividual and 1nteract1ve act1v1ty



| behav1or compared to NLDs‘ who were. more often rated““as
'portray1ng themselves engaged 1n .academtc.and;dlstreable‘
-_form of behav1or These results 'are; conslstent‘ with:,thet.
results reported by Prout “and Celmar (1984) ‘who found 15'
" their study. that low gchlev1ng grade flve students tended to
”.portray themselves 1n nbn academlc and/or undesireable
activities w1th the oppos1te tendency for high ‘achieving
‘students Second ‘inl terms of qualtty of self actlthy or .
affectlve aspects, the results showed that even though h‘
f maJor1ty‘ of*, subJects from bbth groups showed ev1dence of
'&pos1t1ve affect and no sLatlst1cal‘ relat1onsh1p was found
4between anect and group, more LDs were rated as showing
;negat1ve affect compéred to. NLDs: In‘ terms- of‘vspec1f1c.
‘.‘act1v1t1es the maJorlty of LDs represented themselves as
elther 1nact1ve/pa95lve or play1ng games where as NLDs more N
.often portrayed themselves as act1ve and were more lnvolved |
:]wlth academtc endeavours such ‘as work1ng on. the computer
h‘Add1t1onally, more LDs showed themselves be1ng d1srupt1ve{

' for example f1ght1ng or . argurng than NLDs

‘,f_ W1th respect to teacher act1v1ty. NLDs portrayed theIrg
teachers as teachlng more ofte@ than L s who more oftentﬁ
.represented thelr teachers as play)ng or standing..s1tt1ng,fl
Jwalklng Generally, the maJorlty of all subJects were ratedi:
.7las show1ng a posttlve quallty of teacher activ1ty (73%)

.

"'howev

»f, where as the_ maJortty of NLDs portrayed thelrr.

ol .



Uncertaln'manner } : | |
In terms. of peer ’actlvitv;_ the most -common . form of
',»activ1ty represented by both groups was playlng, hOWever.l
E where ‘as the maJorlty .of NLDs represented thelr peers asﬂg
w~do1ng academ1c act1v1t1es (for example computer ‘work ‘ math~
w.work) next to play1ng, the maJor1ty of " LDs represented‘thelr
lpeers doing non academlc act1v1t1es (for example draw1ng,
'colouring and sw1nging) next to play1ng Add1t1onally where:
as ‘some ‘of the LDs showed the1r- peers hlttlng,‘ f1ght1ng.‘
uargu1ng. scream1ng or . yell1ng none of NLDs deplcted the1r
:'peers in such a manner">vu‘ . o
_ In 'relatlon to acttv1t1es between 1nd1v1dual f1gures
-and as5001ated 1nteractlons the. results revealed . manyJ;
| stat1st1cal and cl1n1caﬂ relat1onsh1ps‘ FlPSt, s1gn1f1cantly1
~‘more LDs represented.the1r 'activitjes as be1ng\ dxfferent g
"from thelr peers compared to: NLDs Second although thevf
. maJorlty ':subJects from 'nbothi groups‘"‘represented _
studeht/teacher and self/peer Iinteradtlon as show1ng 'no
t“evwdence of problems, 14, 6% of the LD group compared to 2 1%17
lofpv'thetl’NLD group showed | eV1dence of problems '
'\ student/teacher relatlonsh1p. more subJects 1n the LD groupA
r:were involved 1n’5negat1ve act1v1t1es w1th the1r peers;;
%,(14 6%) compared to NLDs (2. 1%), and where as none of ‘the |
;?fsubjects w1th1n the NLQ group represented problems w1th¢f

l:‘thelr peers. Three subJects W1thin the LD gpoup d1d showf;
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‘ uts1gnif1cantly more NLDs represented thelr 1nteractlons with;mx‘

“teachers as be1ng a teach1ng/learn1ng relat1onship than LDs.lim{
‘(2) the most common representatlon from botL groups was nowV

“ act1v1ty ‘ (3).lthe maJor1ty of LDs represented their R

‘,V1nteractlon in the form é# talking., thro&1ng obJects d‘“h

lw\argu1ng w1th each othEr where as NLDs showed no ev1dence of .

V,.argu1ng or throw1ng obJects; w1th1n : ﬁhe \ ch1ld/teacher:h

‘:re]at1onsh1p I terms' of self/peer a¢t1v1ty. although no.

l s1gn1f1cant stat1st1cal relat1onsh1p was ﬁound w1th group.m

.\‘"0 a°t‘v‘ty was, oSt | freuuently rep?esented by. both andj” |

"where as the most common form of 1nteraqtton 1n the LD group‘“]l

J;iwas play1ng and f1ght1ng or argu1ng. the most common form offh“'

,,1nteract10n w1th1n the NLD group was pléy1ng ‘and Or dOlngtg;»
| academlc work ;- :;'.\‘{.‘;:\‘L,Lj Tv *.‘1(] PR :

[

The forement1oned results reveal d1fferences ’be?ween""l

'f;the way LDs .represent self act1v1ty and 1nteract1ons w1th%yjj

vj:others and the way NLDs reﬁ?esent ‘self and 1nteractlon,1ﬁ*

-raCt‘V‘ty in ‘draw1ngs.p wlth1n the last feyfvéars there has |

1Tbeen a w1despread bel1ef that learn1ng dlsabled children may5;ff

fjexperience 1nterpersonal d1ff1cult1es (Lerner, 1981 Wlig &3,.

giSemel 1980) part1qularly their:‘ 1nteractlons witth}f

f;teachers and Epeers Some researchers suggest that LDs aredfﬂ%

ni1nact1ve/pass1ve learners (Torgessen.l1976) who conform lessfgﬂﬁ

BT

i"to the expectat1on

T A

\' ““ . B
Hgav01d.academ1C“1nvolvement due to a’fear of fa1lure

*fﬁi others (Dayleys et al 1976),”and!;}f




. t~1nteract with s1gn1ficant others and the way others interact

A

;f. with them 1s d1fferent from normal ch1ldren (Bryan & Bryan,‘”

o 1978) The“results Efrom th1s study seem conslstent w1th 11]

. these views and suggest that LD ch1ldren may reveal these

‘u

aspectS‘ 1n thelr drawings hQWever these 1nd1cat1ons need

o . . ! o L

L to be valldated .."‘13n_,‘:h: Z‘W‘J,‘l:*sw‘

e, Self placement

p In terms of locatlon of self L
“.frpm both.vgnoups 61 5%) drew themselves closer to the1r

fpeehs than the1r tearhers (27 1%) W1th very few from e1ther

\«“
t o

- group showlng themselves as be1ng 1solated erm Other maJor"'!*

"';f1gures Although there was; no demonstrated relat10nship

‘"gbetween order of self and group the resultS*showed that the :

tjmeJOPlty of subJects drew themselves e1ther f1rst or second
_]1(79 2%), and only two subJects (LDs) drew themselves 5th or
‘thth The most s1gn1f1cant f1nd1ng terms qf the Self
'f?plaoement 'asoect was that more LDs were rated as show1ng

\

'*fythemselves 1n actwthies outs1de fhe classroom (fpr example‘

the schoolyardl comﬁared to NLDs who were.yated;as more |

: '._:\

rifioften shOWIngu hémselves engaged 1n act1v1t1es w1tmf’

'“?fF1rstly. these results syggest that.represeniing

v



wd’ one self first ("Draw yourself teacher‘*and friend or
‘“f“twot..“);h Th1rdly. that 1f draw1ng oneself as first orQﬁ‘
second 1s common place draw1ng oneself later ‘ last may:
| 1nd1cate 519n1ficant mean1ng 1p the 1nd1v1dual case suoh asjyt
]" 1n the s1tuation w1th1n th1s study where two subJects *(LDs):ﬁ

drew themselves much later w1th respect to order of subJects;Qi

;

drawn‘ fourthly, that LDs may favour non academ1c activ1t1esfﬁf

U

) compared to NLDs due to lower levels of academlc competencefgf
(Sm1th 1984) and self conoept (Boersma & Ghapman 1974)

o 1nd1oated however as yet unvaltdated ",ﬂ_fg‘ms;“' _,”l;Wf

D Flgure Portra1ture5'

Ll .".""
¢ B3

Although there was no demonstrated relattonshlp between i“

fao1al express1on of _maJor f1gures, and group subsequent

L qualltat1ve analys1sx,showed that the maJor‘ty# subJects

1r1endly manner However, two subJects (LDs) represented

themselves 1n:
’

represented Jthe1r”;fi




<L

to teacher directton

hThe results showed that ,‘519n1f1cant1y mone ‘fLDsf?ﬁ

represented themselves fac1ng out of the draw1ng than NLDs:WU‘

l
and that s1gn1f1cantly more NLDs showed themselves,hfa01ng

away from maJor flgures Add1tionally, more LDs repreSented

peer #1 facing out the draW1ng"than NLDs Further

Loy

analysas i showed that although no relat1onsh1p between j?*

teacher direction and group was demonstrated the maﬁor1ty of

N

subJects, represented the1r teachers ﬁac1ng out of th

draW1ng and fa01ng maJor f1gur"s\‘90 7%) compared to Fac1ng




u.‘ ,‘.,.y ‘.-“-uvlv\n WAL v '.l\.-vl‘ we “clw 0l| )

\°519n1f1cant1y smaller the LDs drawings compared to the
he1ghts of tﬁese f1gures in the NLDs draw1ngs ;ngg:ferﬁjif;f“*
= The f1nd1ngs 1n terms of he1ght 1s consistent w1th
Prout and Celmars (1984) study w1th the KSD wh1ch reported
that 1om‘aoh1ev1ng students drew smaller teachers and peers
A]though the clmn1ca1 s1gn1f1¢ance of he1ght ls debated by
researchers (Swenson, 1966) Hammer (1958) suggests that
slze 1s related to self esteem and'energy Tevel w1th vh1gh

n

energy and self esteem subJects draw1ng larger f1 ures and
\ 9

; o o :s-e,-‘a r o esteom

BRI Y
‘{supjects draw1ng sma]ler f}gures

KOpple x(1966) found that shy;“

1nsecure%;7

:lsmal]er flgures Hence althoughf the Jresults

Cith ,,”‘wﬂtfeed to bexﬂva]1dated they SUggest\the T?E
poss1b111ty‘that LDs mlght be» ref]eCt’ngﬁ_jff_ . .




1n terms of. ‘numoer Of. peers present. ‘no, relat1onsh1p

*ﬁjw : 'found between Jnumber of peers

Y : attn .
u\'w." y

. ”;and group. however
'5hfsubsequent inspectlon of the results showed that th:;fff

lfmaJor1ty of qubJects (92 5%) drew at least three peers.-.“
iﬁ»Hence,‘there does not appear to be any d1fference between ‘

"»?the groups 1n regards to number of peers presented hOWever,*i

W

3“7gpeershi 1t could be cons1dered a rare occurence based on the

e results of th1s“study d} therefore be & cllnlcally

1

‘Qﬂs1gn1l1cant



juﬁiﬁwthéiﬁjdfaﬂfﬂg$Q(95}8%) However.wone subject;}:

(LD) was rated as, not relat1ng visual with"verbalff:

strange or unexpected compared to NLDs.-l )
%jhf , In terms" of figureu? dIStort1on, .
ik relatiensh1p between f1gurej dlstort1on and group "gfher:fﬂ
ff maJor1ty of subJects (97 9%) represented the1r f1g esisudh !
| was ‘

Generally,»these results”suggest that when' asked
“}the maJor1ty of students canldraw ﬂz?t

."‘\v

schoolh p1cture

~fhemselves and others‘




d1stort1on such as 1n the case of the one learning d1sabled

\"'>\
\

o student in th1s study 5 ;f'%'*ﬂYﬁ‘:i*f?nﬁtfv;ﬁbﬁw.ﬁﬂ?'jL

yw\'F Content hr”ﬂ!ﬂngtﬁﬁ{JEQQTfof]vj}Qggﬁf:ﬁyfﬁft”f*

The reSUIts of content ana]ys1s suggests that LD ' and;\ni

’f}th act1on 1ndicates that 1nclu51on of content m1ght be“i"

,x.

symbols reQU1res \among ’ other

wqfexamina Ton of 1ntent of

‘ 2 S
QYNLDs d1ffer 1n the1r 1nclus1pn of content Comparlng content;?p“




As noted earl1er, the s1gn1f1cance of content\needs to?ﬂkﬁ

ek l"'k
.'_be ver1f1ed by a greater-understand1ng of the indlvidual

”tphowever ‘some other comments can be made part1cularly in

iﬁfterms of the compar1son of content between KFDs and KSDs

{?QF1rst as m1ght have been pred1cted the content of KFDs

;jigenerally represent 1tems most commonly associated with the

? env1ronment where as content 1n KSD appears assoc1ated

]

“;y.th; the,*school”env1ronment »Second some obJects drawn by

ﬂjfLDs and not by NLDs'such as ba]ls.é clouds.‘ uns and cars

om{espond to the symboYs 1dent1f1ed by Burns and Kaufman

4

1972) as’ s1gn1fy1ng a part1cu1ar field of‘ﬂforce,‘ anxiety,

7any of the 1tems recorded fon thesjteast frequently

tableS' (see Tables 34 35)

even though theamajoh1ny subJects‘;[
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between self and peers 1n 34 4% of the draw1ngs However,,
the results showed that many subJects dld not use barr1ersd
between self and teacher (39 6%) teacher»and peers (4¢ 8%)3'

and self and peers- (34 4%) Hence,:contrary to Burns andf

atyp1cal and therefore cl1n1cally meaningful the results ofﬂf
th1s study suggest that barr1ers or the use of desks fandgt
chalrs ' barrters 1s typvcal and perhaps pant1culan types;

of barr1ers such as swords cars.,h1lls~lsiqgug]ksretc (seef

Tables 31 32 33) are cllh1cally meanlngfull ‘ J *nf.f

_ Add1t1onally, the analysis of barr1ers‘f5‘ th1s éid&yg
suggest that there 1s a very close relat1onsh1p between theft
act1v1ty'of‘self placement of self and content 1n draw1ngstl
and type 1f any barr1er used 1n the KSD draW1ngs Thus whenf

examxned together 1t appears that apprec1at1on of e :

oveﬁall qualltypof the draw1ng m1ght enhance 1nterpretat1on

Essen “allyu cl1nlcal judgement m1ght'be more

Kaufmans (1972) assert1on that use of barr1ers 1n KFDs eﬂl

'\ \

'effect1vefwhen
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encapsulation 'and l1n1ng at the bottom (see Appendix ) (b)

and Kaufmah (1972) sUch as‘arm extenSIOns, elevated f1gures
erasures and flgures on the back of the page,-(c) hoteworthy
s1gns vreported by. w example Machover (1949) Koppitz
(1966) Bolander (19777 Kah11] (1984), Swenson (1968)._Buck

(1974) such ﬁf space. f1gure placement,}flgure s1ze and

m1ss1ng parts and (d) noteworthy s1gns reported by experts‘ﬂd;

and researchers l1ke. Sarbough (1983)f‘Wr1ght (1982) and

1
'

Reynolds (1978) such as rotat1on of fIQUres edge tendency.

ot \ . £

omltted f1gures, b1zarre flgures ‘ f1gure defaﬁls,,hdﬁ

4

transparenc1es, anchor1ng,'1nterest hopelessness,;‘energy,,

+ ” ' )

act1v1ty,“representatlon of ach1eVement qual1ty of l1ne

.....

Th1s sect1on wzll‘J'

I
Y

‘=1nd1v1dual characterlst1cs of KFD flgures as noted by Burns a
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' remaining items were notf‘notedi as 'being-‘quantitively‘-or
‘qualitatively' sjgnificant the results suggest that perhaps'

those 1tems 1n themselves should not’ be rons1dered atyp1cal

.

in- KSDs.v‘for example, acttvrty levelsl no - face cross

statistically or’, clinically notewokthy. Although .the °

hatch1ng, repet1tlon of obJects, elevated f1gures.,placement :

'Ji:of f1gure in relatlon to aX1s. covered up body parts eté.

‘(, never- occurtng In terms of teacher m1551ng,vself m1sslng;‘”3}

;o and peers m1ss1ng the reason for all students representlng” Rk

W?’.cl1n1cally‘meanlngful Alﬂ~other 1tems were represented o e

(see Table 53) Outlof 111 1tems ten 1tems were- rated

L Lol
themselves, teachers and peers \\Aght "be due to ;they.ﬁfo

h’1nstructlons that emphas1ze the need for these flgures to be

represented as well as. a descr1ptlon of what they are do1ng

These results suggest that 1f a KSD-does not cepresent these

: \

flgures 7it COuld be con51dered 3 rare occurrence and‘~

R

some degree iyfjf'(

Burns and Kaufman (1972) suggest that then‘§ elght

ident1f1ed styles are rarely ShQWn in normal KFD draw1ngs

and are produced by a much greater extent 1n drawmngs of

emotlonally' nnd/or behav1ourally disturbed 1nd1v1duals The ;‘f

ae results of th1s study showed that there was 's1gnif1cant

dlfferences d1d occur W1th the sub;ects use'of§s1x

d1fference between.' the two groups. quantztat1vely orrf?l

qualltat1vely 1n terms of the1r use pf compartmentallzatwon

l1n1ng at the t'pt Howeverv9 the results showed thatf}

'out

the eﬁght (6/8) styles

.‘m




h | e 53 .
. Part 1 Variables Showing Nb ignificance

\ 1 I '
\ . FCL ‘ A ¢

" Teacher Missing , R A P
Self Missing , ‘f‘ e "
. Peers M1§s1ng B .
Compartmental1zat1on% S
. Edging’ " Ly
“Lining at-the. Top . o

\\h Self Turned away- from Peérs ‘

: "$1gures Rotated -
Everyone Doing: Different Act1V1ty",
Passive Activity (Self, Teacher, Peers)
Evidence of Wjthdrawal (Self) - . o .
Lack of 'Interest - (Self) - " . N R
Lack of Energy: (Self) R N T
‘Sense of Helplessness (Self) y,‘ AR

. Representation of Depression (Self) RIS

No Face (Self, Teacher, Peers) 'jy,“ Lo . -
Small Self F1gure Drawn - - A C
‘Figures. Drawn with Much. Effort or Deta1l | e
Scribbling. N A : , o
Cross Hatchtng
‘Barriers Between F1gures ‘
X's present. . - ' 3 B
Miss1ng Essent1al Body Parts (Self Teacher, :Peers) ' .°
Erasures . T o
Repet1tion of ObJects ,
Exaggerated Stze of Body Parts '
Buttons Drawn::

.

L1ght Broken Uneven L1né Qualxty R

- Liny Feet e LT

‘Cutting: Act1v1t1es , };1' . \:,: e

. ‘Heavy -Line-Quality. ; LN LR
'-Jagged or. Sharp Fing ers or~¥ees T
Ball Playing . (Alone? : e TR e R

Evidence of. CbmpetItlon j”‘

A's present AR
.‘Rep resentat1on of Ach1evement -
Elevated Figures ‘ﬁ{ﬂi-tu”rt TR
Muscular Features Dide e
“}Pha]lic Symbols:. oot T

: reast Enphasis _
.Evasions . e S o {,_,
Evéryone Doing Related. Act1v1t1es S
Closeness of Figures’ {Teacher, Peers w1th Se}f)
.Smiling Figures-(Self, Teacher Peers) ey
= Overworked: Lines e ) , “.,a”
o Perseveration RPN A L q'wf

. . {se1f) in. Relatlon to AX\S o

_Numerous ‘Erasures on. Body- . .. ... e o
Exaggeration ‘of: Body- Parts. ' DR e
arts’of Body Covered Up (Self Teacher._Peers) : ‘



. Ay .
N : PR SN

Hands Hidden (Self, réa‘éher‘f. 'Peers) .
Large Head Size L '

4

First, .the results showed that swgn1f1cantly pmore LDs

represented encapsulat1on than NLDs Second “that the other-
E styles, namelv; folded compartmental1zat1on, lining-_at thei
ibotton l underl1n1ng 1nd1v1dual f1gures edglng and Bers eye';'
?.?v1ew occured very rarely \Out? of all “the subJects.:‘onei.?
SUbJeCt (LD) represented folded compartmental1zation oneff‘
| subJect represented a b1rds~*e&e view ,(LD) two 'subJects |
represented underl1n1ng of°1nd1vidual f1gures (LD and NLD) f'
-uand three subJects (l LD 2 NLD) represented l1n1ng at,Nthe“'
"bottom Hence At appeapszthat styles are rarely produced
. and could be“as"suggested by Burns and Kaufman (1972l{
’i‘cllnwcally meantngful in: K1net1c School Draw1ngs “_'i “fl§‘tft
Reynoi@#&(197&) developed al qu1ck scor1nd gu1de .}orFT
;cl1n1c1ans@ 10 were knowledgeable and exper1enced w1th
‘ respect t&ﬁpr03e0t1ve famlly draw1ngs ' Thls scor1ng gutde -
“iﬁ1dent1fne§ ‘approx1mately th:rty 1tems considered cllntcally
‘{s1gn1f1cant from the pPOJect1ve draw1ng l1terature The

o results from thls study showeﬂ that 24 of these 1tems could ;f

ssze conswdered relevant for scod1ng K1net1c school draw1ngs

tijhése 1tems are barr1ers. he1g t of f1guresf1leff;j;s:f:{
‘15(balls)

Ifif1gures,_ om1tted f\gures,L; order

L e :j'»x-.afy Rl
‘;eratures overall 1mpress1on (\ﬁl of wh1ch Awere prev1ousl%

ﬂjkd1scussed
~ffportra1ture.

afadrawxngs) b

I I A A.l‘“‘ Y : A v T
B x . : N N h A Y
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'compartmentalization l underllning ftgures “encapsulat1on..,\

N

;‘edge tende //4igures back of page, l-llne qual1ty
[ details rotation tranSparéﬁb1es and anchoring (all of wh1ch

| showed qualltat1ve or quant1¢at1ve 51gn1f1cance (see Tables

’AJ25 and 37) “‘ '”:u fﬂfi Do w,f.“ ”“.h‘17 o § y
if:"fv Spec1f1cally,'the gresults~ showed that Signiflcantlyrlf
more LDs than NLBs represented encapsulat1on l1ght waver1ng

»;l1nes. e«cess1ve shad1ng, frgures 1n a dangerous p051t1on, h\

:~7flgures the back of the page hang1ng,f1gures, anger or
\“host1l;ty between f1gures,, teeth hatt1ng. yell1ng and. ,
: : CoERL
- screpm1ng. ball playlng. sportxng epu1pment flgures lacklng
¥

*f,a7clothes. broken. uneven llnes lack of deta1l and exce551ve

\Tshadtng of body area ‘ S1gn1f1cantly more <NLDs than LDs

‘represented themselves turned away from 'the,_‘ eacnsr

“fianchorwng, edged placement of f1gures and arm exten51ons

| rln terms of 1tems reflect1ng qual1tat1ve 1mportance due
L - : a
;“;vto results sh0wing them reach1ng 31gn1f1cance (see Tﬁble 36)

'fglfmore LDs demonstrated ev1dence of sxmple \compos1twono and

s pdo ,ntegratlon than NLDs and more NLDs showed ev1dence of
WARSE A R,

‘ (Vyl1 hts and of-ﬁhemselves turned away from\peers than LDs
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ny N ooem
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,the NLD group.‘ (b) empty spaee, dom1nating or pOwerfu\
f1gures and transparent f1gures we#e represented by a few of\'

. ‘\

':the subJects w1th1n the "NLD- group and not by any of the

-4
'

| subJects w1thin the LD group (c) 3/96 subJects ‘represented -

~f\*lan1ng 'atf the. bottom (2 NLD 1 LD) 2/96-sub3ects showed )

;d\ev1dence of underftnlng 1nd1v1duaﬂ f1gures (1 NL§$ﬁfa

|
zj;56/96 subJects' represented rotated f1gures (5 LDs.'1 NLQ);Qi
)2/96 subJects drew sma]l self f1gUres (1 LD NLD) 4/96J
‘:"subJects drew ;ttny feet (2 LDs.* 2 NLDs), 4/96 subJectsf
:i;:presented cuttrng{act1v1t1es.,(1 LD 3 NLD) / 4/96 subJectsni
'bvemphas1zed : breas- (2 \D 2 NLD) and 3f96 subJectsz
' represented eva51Veness (2 LDs, . NLD) and (d) the maJor1tyii

T[;of subJects from both groups drew themSelves and others wlthQ‘
1 tessent1al body parts m1ss1ng | ,]iwaf-ifﬂffﬂf53 ]fftﬁup N

W ©

In summary, the results related to the”ﬁtems ltsted;
’“f\under the D1chotomous d:menswon suggest that (1) dlfferences,t

‘~'exist between Lbs and NLDs terms of the number o?jf

5xisubJects from‘both groups that represent these 1€@m”

Ji'the1r draw1ng, (2) many of the 1tems"appear tof;orrespond toﬂg
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only on. vreproduc1ng a human figure (Dales, 1983) and (5)
‘ even though rare occurence and abundanse of occurence may

osuggest cl1nical meah1ngfulness, the 1nformatlon needs to be

\

collaborated w1th other draw1ng aspects as well as emp1r1cal

S . .
1\ L B " ‘. N ' ~.‘ N "‘ly
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H Psychological COnstructs QH}«;

Generally, the results showed that out of 17 1tems

,cons1dered to be represent1ng psycholog1cal constructs.\? of .

them ' demonstrated filis1gn1f1cant relatlonship between

var1able and group W1th the ﬁrema1n1ng 1tems» provwdlng

mean1ngful qual1tat1ve 1nformation (see Tables 26 &Q%B 52)

In termsg‘of those‘ vaclables that demonstrated

relatlonshIp w1th grQup s1gn1f1cantly more LDs than NLDs

showed max1mum ev1dence of depress1on m1n1mal ev1dence of

\ ‘?

. v:

sexual concerns,t max1mum ev1dence of 1mpulslv1ty, max1mum }gg

ev1dence_rof :school problems,u and moderate ev1dence of

1c6mpet1t1on SlgnifacantlyQ” more NLDs than LDs ml/”“'"ﬂhl

vy

b

A



e

‘some degree of aggres51on compared to NLDs.‘ more LDs than
~';“:NLDs —showed no ev1dence of 1nsecurity/depression and where
th:fas none of the NLD subJects showed ev1dence of body concerns
| themr draW1ngs.f four subJects w1thin the LD group were

‘5trated as show1ng some ev1dence of body concerns These‘-

’,

'*rresults suggest that gaven thls éftudys poputation of

£

\ ,subJects, (1) f1nd1ng a draw1ng that provxdes ‘ev1dence of
\ . ' “

‘fpathology sf unl1kely and (2) that two groups can be both
d"quant1tat1ve1y and qual1tat1vely d1fferent1ated by vary1ng

i.fdegree of ev1dence (for example m1nmaT moderate max1mum

“f:levels of psycholog1ca1{oonstructs) Some of these results

"trfalso seem cons%stent w1th ftndIngs from other drawwng

.f,studles whfch haVe reported ( ) learnxng d1sab1ed children
L L E 2 o
'f@\w1th mo r delays show'more ev1dence of lsolatlon. reJect1on

' . -“‘ ) i

;1977) and (2) ers




et al. 1973).
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of clinical signi‘icance with1n the LD

-group than NLD group B

Research suggests‘b

learning disabled chiddren“ls a fallure to be held 1n h1ghﬂ;f
regard (Bruwn1nks 1978 Bryan, 1974) Many LD ch1ldren haveﬂfb

:\‘.

low,self esteem. are“unsure about the1r worthyness andjff

\

:beiie&e bthey have

| Chapman;,1979 Bryan. 1982) Furthermore some jresearchers.f,j

.J £r1ends then others (Boersma &fﬁfﬁ

aﬁsuggest that learn\ng d1sabled ch1ldren are at r1sk forn!ﬂ

e”:soc1al neglect ~and reJect1on (Bryan,, 1982) lead1ng

ﬂ psychosoc3a1 problems such as anx1ety and depress1on (Cowan 35}‘

RO Many R learn1ng d1sabled ch‘ldren have d1ff1cu]tygffg

ffestablwsh1ng pos1t1ve soc1al relatlonsh1ps (Scranton 1979)f:&

‘.

7'f‘fand have been reported to be more 1mpuls1ve have lowertﬁif

tffrustrat1on toleranch;(Alley et al%

fﬁfﬂanx1ous (Owen et Pr¢f1971) than non learn1ng d1sabled§17

f}1980): aﬁd are more§§§ﬂ
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ﬁ; character1st1cs and emot1ons are be1ng ? reflected v:d';é
1dent.1fied ' thetr K1net1c school drawmgs however theki1

draw1ng s1gns cons1dered to be representat1ve of (}or.ﬂ$
- example deprese1on~h 1mpuls1v1ty,m l1keab111ty,‘1solat1on.”-:

anx1ety, aggress1on and 1nsecur1ty need to be val1dated

In wterms of those psycholog1cal constructs 1n thei*”

R S A T S

A

ra£1ng scale (see Append1x E) the results generally showed

that f 51x out the fourteen (6/14) codstructs (see &

"x‘l'

Ieble 54) the maJOPTtY of subJects from the total populat1onikr

were rated ~as' sh0w1ng no e1vdenee of those COnstructs‘

”“ \ﬁ',‘,..': .
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ifiﬂfff";;foercentage of : SUbJGCts

S ;Show1ng No EV1dence

’Depr 551on
- Comp tltwon
Aggress1on AN
. Sexual .Concerns
Dom1nance/Pcwer
Defens1veness

LB e e
Londs BAS2 T
iy RS R

0938
906

[

ll;iNo- of SubJects 96 . fﬁﬁ%f;

ff%;terms of the type and s1gn1f1qance of

v

rated

Im maJ0P1tmef subgects werev



i Table 55 R
Psychological Constructs B O AU

S "‘f‘
. . I

'”;Féatuﬁéﬁf:v\~;7_5f“f;;1;‘,ﬁ“ Percentage‘of SubJects Séme
L RS ‘f'ffnﬁg Form of: Ev1dence(M1q1ma1
| AR Moderate -or; Max1mum)

Anx1ety/Confl1ct ;ghiiﬁg{WLQT;QW; '
Support/Acceptance ; e o0 9800
Insecun1ty/Dependence'w,u*gj*f(‘ﬂZB;Vﬂ
~ Body Concerns: - : “wn_”;ﬁ*'95;9j
'Negative’ Self‘Concept ‘;[“;$75 0.
Impuls1V1ty RIRCIRR T jf ‘g‘mfv :
~S¢hoo Problems R “VW-M"“'~’
Isolataon/ReJect1on




‘ .
OveralT' the results frém both:fthe quant1tat1ve and

s\"

qua11ty, for examp}e,'

S

‘f1gures were i

(2)fch11dren‘seemed to”dﬁaw schoo]
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show themselves in non academlc and“undes1rable Forms of

behavaor where as NLDs tended to represent themselves 1n
academ1c and de51reable forms of behav10rl (c) LDs tended to

J”‘ sth themselves fac1ng oui of the draw1ng where NLDs tended
v " , ,__// . ,.\., v
to show themselves facang away from maJor f1gures. (d) LDs

.\ ! a o ot

1n compar1son to NLDs tended to draw smaller human figures.‘

e RN N

(e) LDs tended to rq{;esent themselves as 1nact1ve and NLDs

tended,tended to repr ent themselves as act1ve,, (f) peers

I

tended to be 'represented 1n non academ1c \andﬁﬁ

l T
K

‘“




hence evidence of iso]at1on w1th1n school drawlngs could be
considereda rare- occurenbe. (9) bhe“ 1nclu51on of content
1"‘appeared to related to the type of act1v1ty represented and -
| the placement of self in the drawxng, (10) ch1ldren tended '
- to represent desks and chairs as barr1ers or not represent
barriers, hence barr1ers that .are not desks or chairs: cbuld‘d
‘ be cons1dered.'rar% Furtherhore, barr1ers appeared‘to be

. .
related to the type of content and activity represented in

~ the draw1ng 'as“ well as  self placdment, (11) many of the
\lndicators cons1dered clinlcally 'significant within ‘kinetic :
‘ fam1ly draw1ngs {Burns and Kaufman, 1972)‘also appeared
‘ quant1tat1vely and/dn‘ qualitatively significant within
schpol” drawings. Fbr examp]e, 6/8.etyles were presented in’
this,studys populatlon of drawxngs as were some . indiyiduat.
«figureé (for exampje, arm extensions, hang1ng figures) and;
symbols (for eiample,JCIOUds. suns, cars), 112) many of ‘the.
'viﬁa}cators eonsideredJ to fbe‘ clinically meaningful  with

respect to\KFDe and noted an Reynolds (1978) Quick Scoring

Guide;.appearedjstgnificant.in.termSvof the.KSD-and (13) the
‘jmajoritQ'of drawings contatned human‘figurésiwith essential

==parts of the body m1ss1ng wh1ch seems to be cons1stent w1th'
the view that thls can bebexpected due to fhe nature of 'the‘

:‘KSD task wh1ch places - greater emphas1s on showlng human

‘ act1v1ty tﬁan human form



. quest1ona1re

J. Discussion In Relation To Purpose and Major Quastions of\

]

Study _ - L e R

. The maJor purpose of th]s study was tollln1t1ate the
process of" maklng the KSD more appllcable for c11nic1ans and,
‘ school psycho]ogtsts The questlons related to th1s purpose
were:. (1) canpia_ reference and scor1ng gutde as well asx
scor1ng,tsheets \be developed that ,alfows p‘orﬁ' reltable
judgements -(2) what do ch1ldren typ1cally draw when g1ven a‘
JKSD taSK (3) do the theorettca]ﬁ and cl1n1cal 1nd1cators_
"developed and reported by researchers and experts show up in
hlldrens KSst (4) do d1fferent popu]atlons present'
d1fferent content 1n the1r draw1ngs, (5) c;n two populattons
‘] be d1fferent1ated .accord1ng to theoret1cal and clinlcalz
.j~1nd1cators ’tand (6) can indlcators of psycholog1ca1
*,constructs be. . categorlzed and d1fferent1ate groups fjof

-\ ' 2

Ch'l ldr‘en TN -, ' : , :< . '~,l ,'.“ pot ‘L.'/f.".

'Ouestlon #1 _r%Jt _fggfﬂf:ﬂ'th‘bﬁp', ;QA;L"p?va
TWO scorlng sheets,r;af'reference gu1de and a soor1ng¥
'vfdm1de were developed fOr thls“study The conclus1on fnom the’

‘-results of thts study t t at these 1nstruments allowed:

'raters to obta1n satnsfactory levels of agreement terms

‘of 1dent1fy1ng and scortng graph}c swdns Th1s conclu51on is'

“:based on the results sfrom thefhmnte”fobserver conststency;

;est1mates W1th agreement~'y’ ‘5»’15 and the 1nformal rater



[ 4

ln terms of. tntert‘judge rel{abﬁlittes.. the average“

percentage of - agreement for * the twntsets of raters w1th
. o _

'respect to all 1tems on Scor1ng Sheet Part 1 was between v

and 1}1 except for 9 1tems which had IOWer estlmates due'to

lacK of precis1on of record1ng (for 'the' cont1nuous‘

fvar1ables) and the amb1guous nature of the 1tems Hence.‘fdr

' Scoc;nngheet_Eart 1, 124 out of 133 1tems showed JudgeMent

: occur1ng of .7 and ‘above between the two sets of raters lhelt

Ny

-average percentage of agreement for the two sets oP* raters

.with respect to all 1tems on Scortng Sheet Par& 2 Wa5~

generally lower than the rel1ab1l1t1es for Part 1 due to the

'more gliobal and less d1screte nature of the 1tems as wéll asz‘

the requ1rement for 1tems on Part 2 to be rated on a 3 to« 4

r‘p01nt scale rather‘ than a two p01nt scale most common on:

Part e However 25 out of s .30 items showed rellab1l1ﬁy_a

gestwmates of YHG and above w1th the rema1n1ng ‘five 1tems

reveallng lower est1mates due to the1r amblguous nature

Overall satlsfactory percentage of agreement between

“the raters was found for 149 ltems from: scor1ng sheets parti

;;and d1menstons

L and 2 Wh‘Ch suggests' that the 'raters were\generally‘?

‘consistent in terms of 1dent1fying and scor1ng graph1c s1gns-“

¥

In’terms of the -informal .raters questlonalre thet.

-

résults revealed that the raters had q;ff1culty w1th the‘f

‘;

“’same-ztems/categor1es which demonstrated low 1nter 'raterf;

L reliabillty estimates as well as a few others Spe01f1callyfl

the raters found the foflowﬁng difficult to score helght of:r



1f1gures. distance between f1gures,. selfr'turned away fromb
"‘peers, erasures.. everyone do1ng related act1v1t1es simple

compoS1tlon p031t1ve self concept negatlve lself concept

" ) .

empha51s on structure‘ and l1keab111ty ‘as well as, self
o~ ;

turned away from o teacher, : everyone._ do1ng dlfferent

act1v1t1es,, exaggerated sxze of body parts. pos1tion ofi
H’self barriers 1mpuls1v1ty, body concerns 'and‘ 1nsecur1ty d
t However ' allh‘the raters revealed that the use: of bogh

, scor1ng sheets as- well as the reference and scorlng gu1der
'perm1tted them to rate each draw1ng cons1stently and thatf
ratlng the draw1ngs 1n terms of spec1f1o areas on scor1ng

“sheet’ Part 1 a551sted them in ratlng the global dtmenslonsr
‘”on Scor1ng Sheet Part 2. Add1t1onally.; the ‘raters thoughtﬁ
*jthat: «the durect1ons‘ and _1nstructlons were clear 1andp
-forgan1zed and eventhough the scor1ng task proved to be longd
"l and tedlous the’ exerc1se was worthwhlle '”}hfiffzgﬂx» Ireif
o In summary,' th1s study 1nd1cates h1gh 1nter raterf
:.rellab1llty for. the KSD as long as the Scbr1ng cr1ter1a areg
'clearly def1ned and presented and the raters are adequatelyi
tr51ned e "T 4 ‘L };‘Q‘gp}‘,,‘

ve

louestron #2 ; e , ) o

The conclus1on from\the results of th1s study 1n termsf
tof drawtng characterlst1cs are (;lf“desksf and cha1rs easf
.bearr1ers as well as no barr1ers appear to be common place in

.:jKSDs hence, barr1ers other than desKs and chalrs m’fght be

-

~1cons1dered atyplcal‘JWZ) the type and frequency of barrlers

o S e
EEY TR PR
[



":Jnteractlon between f1gures 1s ho act1v1ty

;tend to draw themselVes closer to thelr'peers than the1rfﬂa

: “'appears to be related to the type of act1v1ty and content '
children d1splay in their draw1ngs. (3) genenally,e content;tp
i”.1n KSDs appear to be assoc1ated w1th the school env1ronment d

'r“;u(4) the content ln draw1ngs> seems to be' a functlon ofd

' JAractiv1ty. placement and behav1our of the drawer. (5) f1guresﬂfr

: “{tend to be drawn clearly and w1thout d1stort1on, (6) draw1ng;f
;producttons ‘tend to show mot1on or some type of act1v1ty,

tl (7) ch1ldren (LDs and NLDs) tend.pto“ portray themselves_d

"_insmde the 'school “more. often than"'f'oUts"i‘de school, (qva).‘.v..

‘f{ch1ldren tend to represent themselves and~ their7 peerst

L]

_ ‘engaged in: academlc and des1reable behav1or compared to non;
Ilﬁfij‘academ1c and unde51reable behav1or, and efiact1v1t1es ofi-p
djchlldren ‘tend to be more pos1t1ve thani negat1ve,. (QL!L;

xteachers tend to be represented ’a more pos1t1ve thanfﬁy.
'”inegative manner, (10) peer act1v1t1es tend tb be related todiz:
”ﬁiplay1ng,\ll1) 1nteract1ons between maJor f1gures tend B

ipﬁshow " no- ev1dence of problems. (12) the most common fopm offffa

‘:;(13) ch1ldren¢§ij

pvateachers. (147 very few ch1ldren Show themselves é:e??:fp

«.”;draw themselves e1ther f1rst or second 1n relat1on “to" @otHeL

“Jﬁft1solated from other maJor f1gures, (15) ch1ldren~ end tof{b

N

4Mﬁldrawn flgures., (16)‘ ch1ldren tend to represent themselvesﬂiff

”3_;fand others;1n a g riendly manner:ij,,hjf




f1gures. (19) ch1ldren tend to represent their peers asgny
e1ther fac1ng out of the drawang or maJor figures, (20) évﬁﬁ
' average dlstance between self and teacher for LDs and NLDs}iJ
1s 6 63 cms (21) the average d1stance between self ‘dtjh
peers fo LDs and NLDs is Self (LDs and NLDs) 1s 5 06 cms,ﬁ;
(23) the average he1ght of teacher (LDs and NLDs) fj 6. 19;5?
“cms,; (24) the average he1ght of peer #1 (LDs and NLDs) ‘ h
\L 4 89 cms, (24) ch1ldren tend to drawn themselves taller thanfl[
the1r peers and draw the1r teacher taller than themselves,ﬁ'
(25) ch1ldren tend to draw from one to three peers 1n theirfvf
‘ draw1ngs., (26) chlﬂdren tend to draw themselves.-the1r§?ﬁ
o teacher and at least one peervﬁf the1r draw1ngs,‘ (27)d”:

ch1ldren tend to spend more t1me draw1ng flgures and f1gurei;V

act1v1ty than content (28) ch1ldréns’4: draw1ngs 'fﬂf?

themselves and others tend to correspond w1t :

5}5descr1pt1ons, (29) ch1ldren tend
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fig1ven .W KSD task;: However,"the; typlcal1ty of these;;f\
\;character1st1cs need to be conf1rmed ‘thrdugh‘ further.ii'
'\"efeﬁﬁ¢h“ \‘r,g}g; _Q 3~‘3'w¢f,f\l’ | ST
f‘Ouestion #3 l"‘ ,"vvﬁ RE "‘“ff"" |

o The conc]usxon from the results of th1s study is that;x:*w
iytheoretlcal and cl1n{cal 1ndﬁcators developed and reportedv'
;?by researchers and experts are revealedu1n ch11drens KSDs
fiGenerally. many 1nd1cat0rs cons1dered mean1ndfu1 ‘w1th1ni
;§K1net1c Family Draw1ngs by Burns and Kaufman (1972) D11eogiﬁf;
1(1983) and Reynolds (1978) were represenfed'1n the ;K1neticﬁ;ﬁdf
ijdhool Draw1ngs Add1t1ona11y,, many of the 1nd1catorsﬁﬁy;i
Afcons1dered mean1ngfu1fby.Prout and Ce]mar (?984) Prout "dff'“

EVKnoff ) and‘FSarbaugh. (1983) w1th reSpect to school?$rf¢




. KSDs of thls study as arm extens1ons excessiVe shading. cut

off body parts, presence of barr1ers. omisswon of body;Q”‘

parts.‘and transparancies.h ”gﬁxgpag}';qﬂ;;“,gu,fwa_,,_Ab

o Global -character1st1cs cons1dered meanIngful by Bupns“e%
.‘ and Kaufman (1972) Kloff and Prout (1985) D1leo (1983) and
Sarbough (1983) Were ev1denced 1n the KSDs of thls study asfﬁ

\

number of f1gures drawn,.he1ght of'ff)gures, d1rect1on of ¥ ‘

S

f1gures ;; st1ck f1gures « b1zarre i fwgures.;\ figure?yﬂf

characterwst1cs. and 1nd1cators of psychoemot1onal an@';f“

”‘soc1al ma]adJustment




The conclu51on from the results of thﬁs study is thatuff{

.ﬂ,content represented in’ KSDs tends to be assoc1ated w1th the}fﬁ

\-,-)--

schoqw env ronment and appears to be fdhctlon of act1v1ty;f,f

placement andwbehav1our, of xthe chltd .”Add1tlona11y,thheijf

1'~;(

results of the content analys1s 1nd1cates that learntngaf“

"-~_- N

" .disabled chtldren d1ffer frOm non 1edrn1ng dwsabled ch11drenr7j




ladders, carsfﬂ
e ! .

ch11dren' w1th1n the;anon learn1ng d1sabled group presented

these forms of content gi their draw1ngs‘ ~Accord1ng to\f

-

’ B W
=

Kaufman and Burns (1972) al] of the aboye fonms of content

1nsecur1ty. need

“fpare cons1dered to be symbols representlng'

of warmth‘ and acceptance confl1ct K negatwvew fee11ngs,

depress)ve tendencwes,,r1valry need for escape and freedom.,

f‘tens10n, powen,




S o oA
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act1v1ty between seﬂf and teacher'

dtrect1onm of se]f

direotlon of peer #1 content heightﬁ ofr self height ofﬁff
teachen,; hetght of peer #1 encapsu]at1on self turned awayﬁ:_

from teacher l1ght waver1ng ltnes,v excess1ve shad1ng,f”f

R
\

ftgures iln.‘dangerous pos1t1on, flgures on back of page.ubf

; hanging f1gures, anchor1ng, edged placement of figures,. armﬁf,ﬂ
: extenswons.‘ host1l1ty or‘ anger between f\gures, teeth,;ﬁV

v1s1ble act1on hgpee1ng w1th verbal descr1pt1o bal] play1ng;j

\

of self w1th others,,presence of sport1ng equ1pment f1gures“ﬂ¢g




150)/<1pn/re3ection.~i degree f'bft anxiEty, degree ‘“‘€7t

O agéress1on,‘degree of support degree .of 1nsecur1ty and

v T A '*'v

egree of body concerns“ ,fiuf ﬁj; d‘ﬁ;xfb'f]y;jggh e 'hwﬁ‘

1)/ Add1t1onally\ | the qua]1tat1ve ana]ys1s : PeVealedif;

y S
"I1nformatlon con51dered nelevant to the 1nd1v1dual case studyff

v

of draw1ngs part1cularly in terms of act1V1ty* 1evel foff}{

f1gures,, act1v1t1es between f1gures, fac1a1 eXpre5510n -

dlreotlon qf fIgures, barrlers, content _ order of peers.jd

\
)

number dffof;l"vpeers f! m1ss1ng f1gures,.f folded”f

compartmenta}1zat1on l1n1ng on‘ the bottom underl)n1ngf:

v

'fJnd1v1dual f1gures,\ 1ack of 1nterest (self) empby space..x

‘ water present f1gures portrayed as dom1nant powerful

_othér’ harmfu]

!
v

I8 A

d ‘presence Ilghts.nfpresence of weapohs_

"’l'

exaggerated s1ze :Jéf flgures,.d

representlng sexuallty; op*ﬁ



A and different1ate groups of chlldrenVﬁ

T

Ouestton #8 "*,51'3-:f§=],[ R ggrggg;jfﬁﬁ’;*«;;;xﬁﬁaﬂgf:~

{frelwable and accurate Judgement to occur ‘t

B AU "
,“.H '.;\""

o

The conclus1on from the results of th1s study ;‘ that?”

1ndicators of psycholog1cal constructs can be categor]zed

’TﬁJhe results from thenxnforma] raters questyona1re as

\-‘“
A

well as the 1nterf;rater 5re11ab111t1es suggests that thé”‘

group1ng of graphic 1nd1c tors accord1ng to psycholog1oal

d1mens1ons allowed for a cle r, cons1stent systemat1c and'fﬂf

w\

organ1zed 1nvest1gat1on of t e K1net1c School Draw1ngs w1th
g

| respect to all psychologlcaéhf"atures except f ‘ pos1t1ve

and negat1ve ?self concept j1Keab1l1ty ,umpUIS1v1ty, need

for structure and body concernsr Comments from the raters 75;

v

and further 1nspect1on by the lnvestlgator suggests that

these features need to be less amb1gu0us ahp order forghfw}

ev1dence of structure than draW1ngs ﬁrom Iearn1ng ﬁd1sab1ed



- and qua11tat1vely d1fferent1ated the two groups of students

P s b e . e A I ‘US L
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Gen&ﬁhlly, ‘these results“ suggest that_\rat1ng t'm

i

draw1ngs[ accord1ng to the rat1ng scale both quantrtat1vely

a \

o
[

'¥‘w1th respect to vary1ng degrees of ev1dence (for example

“show1ng no ev1dence to moderate degree of ev1dence compared :[

e

"y

m1n1mal s1gn1f1cance, mpderate‘ s1gn1f1Cance and maximum
'. \ l i

s1gn1f1cance) Addltlonal]y, the resu]ts from the rattng

,‘,‘

scade showed a tendency for most drawwngs, to be rated

to moderate to max1mum degrees of ev1dence Th1s trend seems

& an

‘to‘vrefiect the‘ op1n1on of many experts and<?e$earchers'

1 " Coen

(BUrns and Kaufman 1972 D11eo 1983) that draw1ngs conta1n

t

many types af;; 1nd1cators W1th vary1ng degrees of

a

lr:s1gm=1°1cance and that one should only expeot to, see‘ h1ghly

s1gn1f1cant nnd1cators 1n draw1ngs produced by ch1ldren w1th d“

severe soc1af emot1onal problems

"” wo J
In wsummar

TR

i

[
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'months) to twelve years six months (12 yrs,l6 nbnths) and .

" were sampled from dhe school Jurisdlction, | hence

generaltzatlon should not be made to other groups ‘and beyond‘\.“

this grade and age l1m1t.wSecond 1t was assumed that the

sampllng prbpedures in ‘the research de51gn allowed for

suff1c1ent control of 1ntell1gence. .achievement, race and

class however thts study d1d not prov1de 1nformatlon about

thelr possible effect “‘upon the KSD product1ons Third, this

,study

B
‘*ﬂ_’(é
n learn1ng d1sabled ch1ldren hence general1zat1ons

-

?h other types of ch1ldren such as * the mentally

A:;; 41 g1rls) there was a d1sproport1onate. rat1o of ‘sex
| and between the groups The learn1ng dlsabled group
N?f1cantly more boys and the non learning disabled

] *_ 519n1f1cantly more g1rls Since‘ sex was not

» .'j(a factor, this study dld not. yleld any
f ”fzabout. the poss1ble effect of sex .on KSDs and
'theretw‘e geheral1zat1on 1n terms of. sex is not - adv1seable

: |
Flfth., the results of th1s study appear to support the

”'ompared the draw1ngs of learn1ng d1sabled ch1ldren

\ e

| l
d1agnost1c ut1llty of KSDs, however further 1nvest1gat1on'

f.~u31hg , 1nstruments 1n th1s study Wlth more draw1ngs and

) dlfferent groups of Shlldren needsf to be conducted to~

\collaborate the d1agnostwc ut1ltty; For example ,althoughtl

';the results from th1s“study suggest that the 1nvest1gat1vel¥ff

5 iﬁstruments andwéd

R PO

gdependable and conSIstent ratingsrg‘l”



this stud d1d not provlde ‘1nformat1on wlth regards tof
‘whether the measures obta1ned from the - 1nstruments reflect‘i\
true measures of the propert1es measured and how much error -
- there is in the 1nstruments Add\tlonally, for the purposes
of . th1s study a rat1ng gu1de and ratlng system was developed:

for global the . 1nvest1gat1on - of draw1ng For h some
personal1ty demens1ons: such ‘as pathology and l1keabil1ty‘
f(see Scorlng Sheet Part 2)- graph1c 1nd1cators were’ collected o
from the l1terature (cl1n1cal and exper1mental) and grouped‘s

by‘assoc1atlon to these demens1ons In  terms of ‘these o
demensions; the'lraters consmdered 'them ‘present sjn the
drawings of theTkassocjated tindicators were by ‘in: large
conta1ned in . the drawi tﬂxFor the remalnlng personal1ty'3

:.*m* . .
'demens1ons such as. depress1d%land anx1ety a ratlng scale was
' :‘wr
‘developed which seperated the 1nd1cator5¢§h terms of degree

£

'of 51gn1f1cance (m1n1mal moderate max1mum) 'in accordance

‘_w1th~ clln1cal and‘ experlmental support The results from .

i

th1s study refered to the personal1ty demens1ons, however
1the»“ assoc1atlen ﬁ:’; the graph1cu 1nd1cators-vto these;
demens1onsi need to be based on much more ‘ ver1fyablefr‘
cr1ter1a | The relatlonshlp betWeen the graph1c 1ndlcators"

d\personal1ty demens1ons used 1n th1s study needs to bef“’

| vaIIdated with further research Hence when results of thts'&d

study revealed that for example, learn1ng d1sabled ch:ldrenj{f

B .showed a max1m4m.degree of 1mpuls1v1ty\or that non learn1ngf§t
3fd1sabled children showed more ev1dence ,of structure theﬁ-h

'H:'results 1nd1cated- that- learn1ng dwsabled children drewdh;



, pictures‘- that , conta1ned highly s1gn1f1cant graphwc“.l

indicators noted by experts ”andb researchers to V.be“ﬂ
na o

represented by lmpuds1ue ch1ldren SN draw1ngs and non '

learn1ng d1sabled chlldren drew more content n- théirj[”

”

‘ draw1ngs wh1ch has been assoc1ated w1th ch11dren who need“-'

structure in the1r school env1ronment Therefore the‘w\'

“.results of thls: study does not suggest that if 1ndlcators‘r\

i

,are revealed the assoc1ated demen51on isf hecessarlly 'the
cause. : . R | .
| | Stxth the*'kinetﬁc' sChool’ draw1ngs bwere‘ ‘group
: gadm1n1stered 7in this study Hence, ~1nd1v1dua] teachers‘:
'prov1ded 1nstruct1ons to the1r stUdents aS'ba group‘ andV'
coJlected. ¢he draw1ngs for the 1nvest1gator Eventhough'all"l

vtheﬂVteachers; were‘ prov1ded w1th wr1tten : and.f verbaif

- 1nstruct10ns there was no mon1tor1ng of thelr presentat1on o

‘}hand poss1ble ass1sstance to the1r students Therefore 1t is‘g

' poss1ble that wh11e each student d1d an 1nd1v1dua1 draw1ng

"some of the students may have rece1ved vary1ng amounts‘ andiv“

types -'of‘ ass1stance 'and some students may have been‘

1

";1nfluenced by the1r classmates

Seventh the ch11dren 1n th1s study were not g1Ven any__,ﬁ

'”reasons for why they were do1ng the draw1ng task hence. ~1t. l{

"1s p0551ble that the qual1ty of the draw1ngs varled due to’pff

",:different mot1vat1ona1 levels E1ghth group adm1n1strat1onwh57h

:,13d1d not allow for compar1ng ch1ldrens draw1ngs W1th respectf;:m

*';to student performance, hence. many areas cons1dered to beff;ﬁ

.;;fcrittcally 1mportant when examnn1ng draw%ngs (Hammer 1958;j5?5




. Raven, 4951)*‘wéhe not asSessed for example.vhow the child"

used h1s/her paper,.how d1d he use his time,. how does hef”:

\wdraw.i does he enJoy drawing. where ls the ch1lds 1nterestf

'draw1ng R e

v"’-

,;h1n h1s draw1ng, what is ‘the | chllds attttude about h1s

draw1ng and ' what 1nterpretat1on does the\ch1ld g1ve of h1s"

.p

F1na]ly.‘ the heterogeneous 'nature of both groups in

this ‘ study part1cular1y “in. terms Soff ‘ personallty

:‘[character1st1cs may have contamtnated the exact nature of_j“

the relat1onsh1p between the var1ables and’ group and ~made

fmany “‘of the quant1tat1ve‘ and qual1tat1ve conclus1ons

| speculat1ve at best The results of future research needs to‘:y

o address these‘ concerns and further resolve ,some,ofuthe‘,f

*fconcerns related to prOJect1ve hypothesesyf’teChniquesd;andf.<f

R S

exper1menta1 deSIQn

H,Ln' 1lght of the above‘ l1m1tatlons.‘hfth‘ | generalh;h}
‘?conclus1on from the resu]ts of th1s study ts that the atmsliff
i{ of - the study were ach1eved Th1s study was meant to be the&‘f‘
h”1n1t1at1on _df & process towards' maklng the‘ KSD morefgfg
h,appl1cable to lts'g user The' resu]ts from th1s studyﬂ'f“
”F:supplement the pre ex1st1ng. however sparse normat1ve data d;f}
-Mpre lmportant.va systematlc approach~ was developed forfih“
fjfexam1n1ng k1net1c' school draw1ngs f1n relat1on to bothvﬁf}
ﬂfi1nd1v1dual and group compar1sons The scor1ng sheets and?ﬂrf

. ,t,gu1des could be usedxia‘d;modlf1ed~1n future cl1nical andffff




o o R ()_;.'."‘ ‘

instruments may prov1de ;a"more‘,standardized approach in”ff

ﬁ}térms of administration, scoring and -interpretation thate“;
. could lead to more psychometricaily valid and reliabieaﬂ;

, information w1th respect to progective schooi draWings

Lo 6e11m1tations and Imp]ications iVifff; f;'fitgt,fﬁlﬂiifi
A maJor impiication of this study is that thv? resultslfﬂ
from this study can be used to further deve]op a gu1de thatt g
may further aSSist the ciinical investigator' of prOJective O
) school draw1ngs pqrticularly in terms of thoSe produced byiﬂ&
hfnonf learning disabied chiidren and iearning » disabiedf"“
| children as‘ weli be used ‘a reference for further‘ ‘
experimental nvestigation With Similar or different groupsf@w

f‘of children .iﬁg "}~ﬁf.5" Ah: | "‘ e e | y y
Future investigators of ‘thef"fkébg should addressf{t
themselves to demonstrating the reiiability and vaiidity ofiff
| measuring instruments such as. the ones used in this study to;i.
discover whether the7 indicators grouped With respect tng;

personality and behaViorai characteristios actual]y reiatetfﬁ

,ﬂft‘ these R variables f such as ;depﬂission.:‘ nXiety dfﬁ}
i withdrawal ExtenSive investigation3 of this issue wouldfﬂﬁ
greatiy enhance the overall understanding of the KSD inﬁi;

reiationship to these variablesf an?ig;gf.*“ﬁ];ﬁngﬁii'

appears from this study that what children drawz nffﬁ




R ;c.

o\

elaborat1ng on thls act1on As noted by Sims (1979) perhaps”"

K1net1c draw1ngs reflect more conswous than unconscmousin

"?ﬁ perspeot1ves and further use of KSDs and KFDs *should focusfﬁfﬁ

5

the behav1our ch1ldren' exppess i thelr draw1ngs 1nnyfa

relatIon w1th the behaV1or they d1splay “an the1r soc1a14:f>

1nteractlons fa«ﬁﬁ1f*'ff[:;”ff,wu | uu h
The resu]ts of thls study suggests that rare ocourenbes_hgf

’

of graph1c representat1ons need to be 1nvest1gated moreﬁg,

“‘ closely for p0551ble emot1onal ; 1nte11ectual r soc1al

'.1earn1ngv or v1sua1 motor‘ problems due to the}poss1b1l1ty7f¥{

B

these rare occurences may represent problemat1c cond1t1ons

A

Essent1ally, quant1tat1ve and qua11tat1ve data emerg1ng fromﬂffﬂ

th1s study indlcates many 1nd1v1dual and group d1fferences@i}ﬁ

can be both cl1n1cal]y and exper1mentally useful From thejof

authors perspect1ve the KSD seems to ‘be f; very usefulfhfﬁ

dev1ce for assess1ng ch11drens fee11ngs about the schootf?f

lﬁﬁf env1ronment and the people they assoc1ate w1th th1s:§if

t.,‘

enV1nonment It appears that the use of s'stemat1c measur1ng$n”*

tools can add to the sk1lls and Knowledge of the exam1ner lnwiﬂ”




Perhaps one of the maJor‘ goals of future research

should be to determ1ne whether KSDs can predlct the iﬁ;f

‘eﬁxpsycholog1cal var1ab]es refered to 1n thist#tudy Th1s goat

‘T,fwould probably requ1re a mu]tlvar1ate approach w1th respect‘

tho the 1ndependence or dependence of the draw1ng 1ndlcatorsu ;?

efrsthatrftafe cons1dered tc' reflect theSe psycholog1ca]1'

"v v,-.l .

ivar1ables.,0ne of the maJor thrusts of thls study. was to

}Mthem w1th respect
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ﬂfth1q study Cont1nued research sho‘t

h}results

EvCh" 1dren

"scorlng ,jnstruments

I the degrees of dﬁfference 1n ch1ldrens

Oy
il

‘d try to replicate the

i

of th1s study through the approach that was used 1nf;]f
of;ff

One of the maJor f1nd1ngs of th1s study was that h“.

{

‘appeared to be much more sens1t1ve togfil

draw1ngs thanp;

'Ymethods used Invother stud1es that prlmarrly rated drawihgs?f*7

1nw terms of absence or

/

;' y(Schne1der 1977) Hence more#reeearch-us1ng th1s study sfﬁgf

Mfrat1ng 1nstruments ong

: s1m11ar 1nstruments that addressffgf

st
v

jmoreﬁ'use of self reports along w1th draW1ngltasKs Thef*i“

pnesence L of character1st1cfdf:




'''''

"*,:":_graphic product but also at “how - the chﬂd produced th\

PN

‘}gRaven,,1951) that more 1mp0rtant dlagnostlc '1nformat1on ‘isffﬁ

:fobtained 1f the exam1ner %notf only looks at the ch1ld'

"5product Essent1ally,_ through observat1on and rapport anff

“rexamlner can be suppl1ed w1th more complete and 1nformat1ve;?“

‘5”ﬁ7data about what the draw1ng represents for each Chl]d

Af‘ some p01nt th1s 1nvest1gator o env1sage5‘ﬁnthe'f}f

Ry

Qﬁq1nformat1on ga1ned from KSD research to be used by classroom;ﬁ;
teachers as a screen1ng method Teachers are 1n contact w1th?TW:

«'“7Jstudents -art almost da1ly. hence much more pPaCt‘Ca] use*ﬁﬁ

?fﬂof_51gn1f1cant graph1c 1nformat10n could be done by teachersff g
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assumed to allow for more un1que aspectSwof an indiv1duals

[ 1

personal1ty d“ to the1r unstructured d1sgu1sed d;hff

PR
“.u.-

hol1st1c nature (Maloney and Ward 1980) and‘f

-

the1r ab111ty
to tap latent ! h{ unconsc1ous processes (Hammer,‘1958)

Eventhough the pr1nc1ples of prOJect1on has been expla1ned
:ffby" ‘ var1ety of suppos1t1ons .such ‘as st1mu1us response
theory, psychoana]yttc theory, perceptual theoryh gestalt
theory vand phys1ognom1c theory these areas have concerned

themselves more w1th behavo1r L motlvatﬁon,l personal1ty

3

deve]opment, : percept1on.‘ v1sual cpnCe1v1ng.j maturat1on.34,7

o

learning and motor ‘act1v1ty than about the relat1onsh1p
between persona11ty and project1on.~Hence as Llndsey notes
(1961) progectlves need a. ing theory. A }
LAER: "'qagxsuppos1tlonsE

‘”{and wh1ch




o ascerta1n whether th1s approach could be‘ cons1stently 'used

\

f1nd1ng out what ch1ldren drew 1n the1r school p1ctures

a4, T .

xﬁ‘Add1t1onally, th1s study wanted to d1scover whether ch1ldren

d1ffered 1n the1r\ graph1c? product1ons and whethen;‘theﬁ‘;

PR N
‘.;‘ \\\\\\

S styles, express1ons.‘content act1ons,‘1nd1v1dua1 and globa]
5echaracter1st1cs Q corresponded w1th the eXpectat1ons‘ of .
'";notable experts and résearchers 1n the f1eld of pPOJeCt1VE“ak

‘JV‘draw1ngs The results of th1s study d1d prov1de 1nformat10n

7f;w1th regards o these '1tems, however, f many fhﬁfthe 57;
. .\‘D:

Vfconclus1ons based on‘ these results 1nd1cated a, need for

‘”‘Hvalldat1on Future research needs to val1date these results

e

relatlonsh1pv to a more lntegrated prOJect1ve theory so

4

t”,that;ﬁore;iigerlmental\support can be sestab11she__f

,fyﬁtechn1que that appears to.havevtremendous‘cllnlcal ut1l1ty




A M Interpretation ?\fmi%fﬂ:fq\;ﬁfuhf;iwiﬂfe

'

‘fconducted ‘f7tw¢*"?.ft’5c

K - [ !

o . o

The 1nterpretatlon of draw1ngs requ1res the exam1nat1on

A

of many var1ables that were not 1ncluded 1n thls study such (

from other .forms of personallty measurement lntervyew

and observat1on data,. behav1oral ’1nd1ces,“ developmenta]

' character1st1cs and reports from s1gn1f1cant others The

l1m1tat1ons of thls study can be -ut1l1zed toy other

]fresearchers fi order that a more comprehens1ve exam1nat1on

f?of the s1gn1f1cance of prOJectlve school draw1ngs' can be

-'."?‘v,', -
Y i

B

. . . ‘.\
A .\- i

he use of cl1n1cal

‘.w.“-n-:'.‘..‘- e
\

F1rst th1s 1nvest1gator env1sages

jﬂcase stud1es as’ the most su1tab1e approa?h for exam1n1ng the

N it o

ﬁfjnter relat1onsh1p of these factors Th” accumulated results




_ When prOJect1ve mater1al 1s 1ntegrated w1th behav1oral
and obJect1ve 1nformat10n 1nterpretat10n and pred1ct1on may

be more Just1f1ed and rellabte As noted by K]opfer (1981)

“1t' seems a great m1stake to use prOJect1ve data and other

i n

data as equ1va]ent to one another and to be 1nterested only

v

‘Hffjnf slm1larit1es‘;\rather_t than‘: d1spar1t1es f;hult;f{tne@”~f
d vd1fferences between results of projectlve testsa,and other :b
vsourcesz‘of 1nformat1on arev 11kely to be ones of cructatlw

1nfromat1on wh1ch a cl1n1cal study can be based"t(pg 2547
‘q?'fn In summary,r project1ve assessment and 1nterpretat1on jff
:needs to be”conducted 1n a systemat1c manner‘\so that tn
clln1ca1 case study s ful]ymexp]o1ted I t requ1res the

;,tut1]1zat1on of obJectlve and behav1ora] measures 1n orderx{f{

,hthat the 1nd1v1duals 1nterpersona1 behav1or as reported by

hlmself and otherslkan be compared to hws conscwous ‘an d*?ff

unconsctous needs, mot1ves and des1 S sa that more accuratea{j%

Judgements'can be madeqregajdrng h1s psycholog1cal state tdfmﬂn




Q“‘ﬁuseful 1nstrument 'j‘fj“,jbf~f‘;_jgfm'f

. [ o e . v . ’ < P

v Loy,
(\

‘“_representat1ons (5) prov1de f further ;’,normat1ve;ﬁ

WTfuftype of degree of graph1c s1gn1f1cance vf:fﬁm‘t

b

The resu]ts of thxs study. taken as a whole, sUéé:Sdbdllf,
h

"u1n accompllsh1ng 1ts purpose and related a1ms Based o t‘eftfh

‘f resu]ts of th1s study the KSD can be conSQdered to .be

Vi
- . AL

ﬁﬁ§bhbe1ng s1gn1f1cantly related to‘maladjustment are representedfh”f
““T7p1n school draw1ngs. (4) to f1nd out 1f two grOUps of schoolthlﬁ

"VT;ch11dren could be d1ffefent1ated w1th respect to. graphtcl -

"d”f1nformat1on w1th 1respect to the‘ KSD and (6) to discoverm*bb

‘"“T whethep dpaw1ngs could be d1fferent1ated accordlng to \Thé")f
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) " Instructions (or‘éro‘ug‘ Adninistration ', |
v . of The Kinetic School Draving | '
! Ganeral Iastructions Ll . W
o - Provide each ltudent vuh a pencu and . -hm of Platn, vhite
0 ll2' x 11" papcr. . ‘ '
2. lnd the following 1n-:muon- to’ tbc o:udann: EE
“I'd 1like you to drav a school 'icture. Put ' ouuelf '
‘~:uchct and a friend or ‘two fn the gicture. ane evcryone
doin to-ctlun + _Try to draw whole

: .dnvig‘ zou can, lnubcr. draw zoul-ulf, your tehcher -nd P
‘frhnd or two and make engbodz dotu‘ mutlung. o

3. Mtcr tbg .tudenta hnn co-pletcd thc dnvlngo. tbay are ukzd to
: unntity uch ﬂmc (cx-, -c N tucher ) -nd to descride tbe
actions of the ﬂ;urn (ex. !nnt 1s cverybody dotng?). The® ‘
adunntutor can balp the. -mdcneo label their drnwlngo u i Co
“sss{stance is ceeded. . Add!ciomny, otudcntn are ukcd to order '
‘¥ the sequence of drm ﬂ.guno. o7
N ‘nnro 1s no time u.-n, hovnver., ttu dnvin;- can ysuslly bc
obtumd 1n hu tlun 10 ltuutu nnd 1abeled 1n less’ thnn 2

unute.. ,
5.; A!tcr the dtuuu have b«n conplctod and hbchd uke sure a.ll
., " the tdentifylng toforasticn has’ Been doné vhile collecung them
‘ ) fto- the students, Vet ~a Lo : :
‘ 6- ' "Mh eollccttn; each dur‘ng. lndlcn:c on: the back of thc dnvlng
th !ollovn;: S T S

(s; Age ot the ltudcat sxanple . u yc.;-.. 2 .o“b. e
(b) ‘Sax o! the lm?nt - E‘_'& . (for ..1.,. r (for tﬂlh) C

e Grade’ L o legh S
(d) Chniﬂauon L !gl- R (for" non lunun;, dlublcd)\

LD (for 1urntng d(ublod)
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'
b
i
¢
Y
]
¢
@
'

i

, teacher | L L




| ;7 Bqn;iu ﬁ;urn -

iv;‘

i ‘Ballplaying ‘alope(self)
“Ballpluying(self) with otluu

. Representation of. dopunion(ulf)
RIS Uninvolvcunt(ulf .
.-Fo face(self) -

‘ _,Lnk of cncrgy(uu) K .
" Sense: of. hopglctnncnu (ulf)

‘!qty lpncc

No face' (teacher) L

"No face (paers) . l e o
Lighc.vanrln; lhul o o -

‘water present’ . o IR
Sllu selt ﬁgun drnrn R P

Hgnrdl dn!m vitb mich detail or cftort g
Tigures portrayad as do-inn&in; or pov-rful
' Excessive shading . s e
Scribbling DR e Lo
&on-hntchin; S ‘ L
, Barriers bctvun flguru(othcr than lined)
X% _prasent . _ .

" Pigure(s) in dan;crous po.ition _-;
‘Hissing essential body. parts (salf)

- Missing:
Missing essential body parge (pun)
~‘Figuras on back' of. page. o o
. Erasures

lcpotition"ot objcctt } Pl

Exaggerated size of; body patt-

Anchoriu = ’P R

- Edged plaftuné of ﬁ;urn RE '-, " !

..Buttons 'draw .-
tight.bnm or. uncnn line qullity

. Aem extensions . T .- . , RO
Pnccnu of lightn,.:“: ‘;} Ciae
lontility or ngcr bctuun tiguru e
- Cutting activities - . NN
hcconu of mpom
~Toath : . s,
llnvy linc quaucy N
-Jagged or- sharp: tin;cn/:on

'

Vinible ection or werbal: ducriation of. S

hitting.ycllin:.'crclliﬂnth“"i“l-‘“" R

hidncc o! coqotltiou

ssential body parts’: (tuchcr) - L

or ,othcr lurlfnl objtctl — .

S

\
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o e A R .

s Phullic cynbola ‘ S T UNES . e NO T
o igures lacking clothes. . - .. e yes T pg

. ansparent figures + , . | [ s L YES . ST N o
PR figures npuunting uxullity or- uductivcncn CUYEST o RO

' ' Breast esphasis . . v Sy YES T N

' Zipper drawm, ' .7 ... L L aEs ¥

“Belt. uphnuzed S YES . .. w0l

- X rw SRR A ”r"“ -."'l“”\
‘ ‘ Evnionl AR R CTRI YES - L e e

Aklnuu " T A o ' CYES' . . N0 Aol
' . Self clou to tncher o oo e NO

PR Self close to peers .. v, 7 CvgEs s Unelt

.. 7 'Everyone doing telated nctivinu R L Ne .
Do v Self smildng: .- S R 0
‘ "Teacher lnilins L '. wo T
: Peer(l) lmling Yoo s s
Poor 1ntegra:ion S K
. Overvorked lines " . . N N S '
. Broken,uneven . linec A : "
: " Perseveration. . - ot e e e e ,
" Lack of denil S e '
. Simple . conpontxon T e ;
. Self. figure left of axis - Cotemn
.Self figure right of axis~ " -
e s«lf ‘figure. cop ‘of: axig: ..o
; Sglf figuurbotto- of nxi: FRDIERT .
1’ “sh ding of :body nru K »
; .llunaou- ‘erasiixes .on. body ) :
: !uucrition of . body pare. . .
K ', Part iof body conrcd up(ulf)
“Part. of ‘body’ covered. up(tuchcr)
W ' u‘.l’nrt .of ‘body. eMrcd up(Pecr(o))
: : Blndn hidden(self) - S

“Hands -hiddcn(tuchcr) .
;. 'Bands hidden(peer(s)) ‘

' f’Ex;ruity .cut -off by paper(ulf) g
o lxtrclity .cut > -of £ by papcr(teachcr)-
\Extruity qug; oﬂ by papcr(pcer(s)) Vs
~;Anill1 oF- -onttet‘ like -appearance ‘of fxgun
‘Mechanical’ appearance of . ﬁ;un(l
“Lqrge hnd(ult)(l{S of toul body)
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EETE Zf“]‘“ ' 'SCORING SHEET PART 2’ " /" ' DRAVING NUMBER -

.“.'.\;

o

GLOBAL DEHENSION o

Draving suggetts pcthology Ll

Drnvmg sugsenn potitive ulf concept v
Enphui on ctructurr pro T
Drnn‘ h likenble \ e - 1\‘.{:' Y
Visible action agreu \nth’ verbal dncnp‘non '\ “

CYES ' NOY " UNCERTAIN'

' ”n@77lgunczxrnxn‘3i

vinble nction lndlor verbal deocnp:xon'appun I
< ltrlnge or: unexpected : o

< selt or other ﬂgutel are hxghly dutorted
\nthout verbal ‘dncripnon it vould not b recogmnbl'

~:

; ,'Act xvx?y of telcher

Che L unemmaw

;uncanra:nf" '

’t'uucznrnxu‘V;';l
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Possible lnd!citors

o Co-plrtlentauznion " TR

' Encapsulation . - L

Sepantion of self” fron group R A

- Self turned” away ‘from rest- ‘of famil\ /peers/teach.,

" 'Self absent’ from picture, - z :

Omission of significant- BRI

Others ' S P

= Rotation of . ﬂgure TR AR e
Bird's Eye View . Gt BTN

. Everyone. doing a different activuy‘_'_ 3 "

Passtve acuivity " .
o uEvidence of withdrawal fron sxgnifxcant
T“Lack of interést in ‘environnent ..
Lack of. ene'rgy “field. of fot'ce"
Sense of, hopelessnes; S -
Elpty splco '
'vcrnphic representauon (e
: Uninvolvenent SO
.'No face ‘ ‘
Snall ‘figure: drun e of near louer edge, .
' light. wavering lines wlter thene

cr‘y'i}né;f:udfc_m)

Anxiety/Conflic ‘Figure(s)’ dﬂwn uith nuch deuil' and/or effon;
e igure(s) portrayed ‘as: douimtinz or poverful
“Excessive. shading

. Scribbling
€

n-dang Tois. posltion,thmugh vis blo
© or verbal’ description indxuting tension
[ turmed.
' Lining at- th to -of the ynge (clouds)
l’l.lssing esséntial body parts ‘of sef
3 har




. o ‘va‘-m,' o ‘, . S i \,' o *
YU T h

\A‘gnsston AR R Co-petuivenes& bet\-een ﬂxures lndlating

. TR \ ‘assaule ¢ . A
& T Hostility. ‘anger or othe.t silunr typo forccs el
ARG e : “between ﬂgures L Y 7 L
‘ I mtting activities (eg.’ scissgn, hvnnover) SRR
: A Lo t; Presenco of ueapons ‘or other harmtul. objects R

S B YL C Presenee of spitballs, airplanes, darts SR
o PR BTN Heavy linequauty AR ," s
_ Lo T e s T Jogged or sharp fingers, toes . .
FRCRIN I TR © W, Visible. seeions’.or .varbal descrlptions Mtﬂl"l- T
T L RN e xpunchlng, yelung, urea-ing* throvint. otc.‘ N

'| TR TI

i Ballplaying' oithe: alone on

.Evidence of: coupotltion e
‘ l’resenco ‘of sporting equipnent‘
o "A"S
Pmsence of pov'dr. sjmbols (car. lotorcycle) R

Exaggerated size of figuro
:"Muscuhr fentures T !

Transpmnt figures "' : A
Flzums possessing sexnauty ‘or: seduqtiveness
Gcnitlls drawn [

B :

.’ Defefisiveness: .



. humcrous erasures on’ body’ S e e

, Exaggerating of .any body; part’ - TR
. Fxgures dravn hlth part of body coxered up in
| any. ‘manner. : ,h ‘,“\ "‘z L ,ln\

“"Hands hidden | ‘
Extremity cut. off b)“pxcce of paper

V'}j Orie figure lnrger Than the' rest (at léast tsicc

rty large as other fxgurcs)
One figure smaller than the rest‘(at least
‘'hdlf as.small as othcr figures) SO
Animal ‘Or monster. like nppcarance of . f;gure(s)
Stick figires V,'v“
Mechanicnl dppearance | of f)gure(s) R
" Shail head. (less fhan.l/lo of tOtal bod\)
: Large head (greater ;han l/a of total bod\ lcngth

ffstorganxzed- ,‘- L ".] REREREE
Poor ‘drawing ... e ".-,t‘j."‘
" Confused'or distortcd body xnagc
".Overhhelmxngvanxiet\ J.u;‘ . I
. Extensxve ‘overemphasis. ‘on, <one feature~ to the.,'
neglect of others . :

crotesque fantas\‘




- Difficulties in School-(KSD) . Plctures cf roces§ ‘: S e R
Rt e e “Gym ncuvities —‘outaide rnthenthm lnside L
. ‘Non ‘scademic involvement ' . b N
1. Showing 'oneseif in° troublo \ ARG
.‘ o Doing badly on- xchool tcttvity TR
. ‘1'; Vlsible uctton umes vith verbn description‘f L, L
', a2 Vlslble actions'or verbal descriptions. strange or’ unexpected NI
1 Selt‘ or-other figures bighly distorted such thlt \dthout verbnl descripnons . "
, it would be not recoznhed.‘ “w, L, - , g
' i s ‘. ' y o . .
!“ ‘ Self yart ot group do;ng
. ' Telated activities i e
At o ~Self fikuro,dnwn firs ' ) S
Celiebell self~figyre ‘facing)gut: o: drawing -
o “"Sell-fl;ure facing nthet figure; o
. e
g : . . moeidlly oricnted , C ‘
" I 3 : 4w relatively docile ... o G0 it
RERERI { R genenlly Agreub)c S N RX ‘

' Socully lcceptnble sy
e No widenee of -11 Mtentiom

Unpleastng. téacum.n
Mdeuu of concntn
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S o soomncﬂcumt PART 2 = E

-

. RATING SCALE: STRONGLY INDICATED 3 o ‘
Y MODERATELY INDICATED 2 . /‘
g MINIMALLY INDICATED 1 .

[

o S iﬁf"m{qm o . e o .'
opemessn 0 R face— ' — 3
T o Graphic representation of crying,hurting

hndlot verbal repreunu:iv.. )
,Water theme - S

; ' ‘ T Evidence ot vithdrawal from significant .

N ' ' ‘ otherg—-- - 2

: o Lack of interest. itfkenvirount

, L . ' Lack of ‘energy "field of force”
o Lo ‘ ' Uninvolvement-—— . 2
N A , Sense of hopelessness——i— - 2

) R o R Eupty s sce~—> : - B 1

. S . " Small ﬁ;uu(ulf) drawn at or ,near lower

"': o, ¢ds: ™ - 1 .
ey Light-\nvtnng lines —————— | I

A : Pnnvg nctiut, - — 1

» ISOLATION/REJECTIOR - e Cowlrtuntaliuti it
" o o, + * Encspsulation . .
S AN ‘ Seplration of self from group—-—-—-—-——- .

' e ‘Self: abmt from pictuh
Birds' lyg vi" ' -

o Self turned way from: oiznificant othcn-—-
e Omission’of ‘significant others

: Sl Rotation of figure -
. l:veryotu doing different aetivity

.

'
]
_—

L’

i

e ) kccnivi uhlding(ulflothcn)
ST -Cross-Hatching et
N K Barriers: bétveen figu-.. "
4 ‘ oo ! g
‘ Erasures’ (ul(lothern)
. TP B ‘Hanging ‘figures s
T © . T ¢ . Figures on back of page "
E st otJoT Y Figures dn daugerous position-“—'———-r ‘
’ ‘ " Figures drawn’ with much detajl, effort
e S o ) ri;urn portrayed & do-iutinglpoverfnl-—-
Wl y LR % L Repetition ‘of object smeesen S
i . R TR }:xauented size of body paru ‘
N * ;Lining at: top of - pag‘ 2

L D S }‘ I a Hining uunthl body arts’ (ult)-—-———-:
Lo P " Missing’ nunthl body Satu (otbeu)-—-—-
e Sy e / Scnbbliqg -

W G W

L i
S




AGGRESS!ON o I compgutiveneu between individuall“-———--'. 3
ST e Rostility between tigures (visual/verbal)--- 3
.. .+ - Precense of weapons or other haroful objects 3
" / Pucense of spitballs nirphnu.du:s--—-—- 3,
Voo ‘ ! Cuteing activities—o 2
C ‘ : Heavy line qunit, 2
'l‘utu ‘ —. 2
' ! t .
B Jpgged or lhll"p fingers/toet-—---_-f'f-—-—‘ o
SEXUAL CONCERNS'-p~ . - . ‘Txansparent figures 3
T T Ce Genitals dnvn - 3
‘ ' B Pigurn voueuing lexullity or neduc:ivuneu 2
‘ “.‘ ‘ o ' ‘Pigures lqcking clothe- ' - 1
- . . . : 1
: . Breast emphasis- -
. ‘ Lo © Zipper. drain~——- - : .
g . ‘ - : Belt emphasized . ~
g S Phallic sysbols— — —i— 1.
A: . . \ : . " . R
DOMINANCE/POWER Precence of pover lynhol. ' - 3 o
[ oo a Elevated figute.k - - 3
A o Hulcul(lr features- e r2
‘ ' e : Enneutga;l size of self 2
© DEFENSIVESESS, Evasions———mmemm ' -3
o o L Akige_si., - : . s - 2
‘ SU?PORTIACCEP‘IANCE' ST o Clounen to ngnificanl dthen —_—3
T oy oy © .., Cowsents ;ndxca:inﬁ vamthllpproval ("hi"
- Toe o eood vork”)—= -3
‘ T Smiling— ' ‘ 2 -
R ; , Bvetycnp doing relatcd nctivitiu 2
S e, .+ Precense. of light. - e - b
e T y Abuncc of ne;atiu ligu. — 1
‘ - e . G
. N . : LN . . * ' - $ Al ' v “ - v = °A i
 DOVLSIVITY e T Failure to integrate up«:n ‘of dnvinp—-——- 3
S ' ‘ . - Simple compogit fonem=mcmasan. 3
' 7 Lack of detadlmem—te e 3
: . "\ . '.‘ ! ov.mfk.d l‘iu:-l - ‘- .‘; o5 . : 2
et . Btokcu,uneven.umthdy liuc.' s — ' 2
e S o ‘Perseveration ~ e - 1.
e s ﬁgure left of -u-m. e e 1
) . . N .t . B A . - - : "



. DIFFISSLTIES IN SCHOOL

Non-acadenic involvement-—-—=mememe—a-~

Showing. self in trouble

Doing badly in’ |chool nctivi:y-.l.."..___-‘

. Figbtiu;
' Spitbllll lirplmu dlrts,etc ——te—e

'Outnide rather then imide activity---

Backview of self
Shoving sadness
Showing anger-c
Teeth—

Self at left of mid-axis=—r—mmemieeere

L

= RNNNN WWWW W

Y

RS

INSECURITY/DEPENDENCE -

~ Self above -id*;xia.

Anchor ing - =
m‘au —
‘Dnderlibing individual figures

‘ Ar- Extensions- —

\

Excessive - nttmtion to detnil—-—;—.‘.

‘Light,broken,uneven » line qua 11 xty—--—-—

Precense of lights
¢ Tiny feet: ——
" ‘Buttons drawn-——

o

A/“‘“ .“".'

li . : ) . B -

W

e

{ 'Evidence of 'coﬂpe't'i"tl ion

R-punnntmn of achiev«unt—-f-éé'- .

Tayow

\A.' o a . IR

. “Precense of . tportin; equlpnnt—-—-—.-—
',"ullphyin; s ey

7 Small Headmmmm et v
»m;‘g.k.‘-:v, .

: .&ceuive lhading of body part-——-—. .
- Numerous erasures .on body
. Figures drawn wvith part of body tovered up,

. -Animal or monster like lppunnce-—-—
B 'Hechnicn nppurm..; e ——

' Exsggeration. of ‘body part-——-
. Poor intc;n:ion of . body pxru-—-—-—-—-

;.-Muion of- body part- e e

_Hands hidden ‘ s

.+ ‘Extresity cut off by picce of plptt——l_
- .One. figure larger than rest .

One figure smaller than Test:
Stick figures— r——

A4 ..'-'—-5;-‘-4--‘-5- ~N N —,iaiuu’ - w . ’ :



*NEGATIVE SELF CONCEPT : -

' Onfssion of self - .
., Self separated from significait others-—— -

. Selt dravm last—

Ro face

Self facing into pictui‘e -

3 Barriérs between self and other p=s——————-
Facing avay from other f igures-———so—— .

Tiny self figure—
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(l) .In teras of 3““‘1 lclming G!Pﬂ'icnco. th‘ tf‘hhlunxono lud,‘r'lt.ﬁ" "f‘
nuisn-mt were: SR 1‘ .:':" — . et o
(-) V-ry Unwrthvhilo (b) Umr:huhlh‘ (c) vorthvhilc @" V°f7“°rthvhu. RN
@ ‘l‘h. “‘“cﬁm" 31'“ d“dﬂl th. tuining uuiono vuu.;_. . , I "‘ .

(a) Vcry Uncleu  ,. (b) Uncl“r o (c) Clu;- : (d) vy Clu: x ‘_.“', ,

(3) 'rhe i.mtructionn lnd puuncation rolqtcd ‘to :bc uu of thc ltoring nhuu. L

AN

i -coring guidc cnd tafo:em;o guida ven:

(a) Vary Unorganizpd (b) Unotgmizod (c) Orgnmnd (d) Vcry Orgmind

- (h) Gcncnlly. the a-ount of tuu -pcn: u:lns l:lu (68) dtavingn uslng Scoring
S sheet Part.lvu. P T U e e o
‘J (a) Leu :lun (b) Betvnen ';‘ ‘ '?“ '(é) B.t've'c&" ' (d) Bmaen (o) ov.r

 ! 10 hourl ,j “' 10—15 houu C L 15-20° houu 20-25 houn = 25 br-.- 3

(5) Generany. cha nounl: of tm |p¢nt uung thn (68) duvxngt uung Scoring
Sheet Pattan. Lo R n
0" ) Betwean

- w-ls houu




