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" ABSTRACT
The present research descr1bed a representat1ve sampTe of Tearn1ng
"~ disabled ch1]dren and compared them to a controT sampTe of normaTTy e
achieving students on a number of/med1ca] behav1ora] and fam111a1 i
characteristics. Se?‘d1fferences were studied for the variables wh1ch
”’-d1fferent1ated between the Tearntng d1sabTed andcqﬁrmally ach1ev1ng :
groups "The ch1]dren were studied from the perspective of the1r mothers
percept1ons, as reported on an 1nd1v1duaTTy adm1n1stered 1nterv1ew e
schedule. | " |
The f1naT sampTe 1nc1uded 62 LD and 69 controT grade three o
_ children chosen from eTeven urbanﬂeTementary pubT1c SchooTs The LD*
Tchtldren were rece1v1ng part- t1me Tearnﬁng aSSTStance 1n a resource
}room, and met the defined requ1rements of hav1dg average ab1T1ty, but
deficits of 1 1/2 to 2 years in ach1evement The normally ach1ev1ng
ch1Tdren aTso had average schoTast1c ab111ty, but none had Tearning
fprobTems requ1r1ng remedial pTacement The two groups were also
s1m1]ar in age and soc1oec0nom1c status, based on fathers occupat1ons
However, the LD subJects performed at stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant lower
levels on the read1ng recogn1t1on, speTT1ng and ar1thmet1c subtests of
the Wide Range Ach1evement Test -as compared to the contrql group
| An 1nterv1ew schedule des1gned for use in the Study included
quest1ons about the ch1Tdren S early med1ca1 hlstory, observat1ons of
behav1o S, and mothers percept1ons and expectat1ons about the1r
ch1Tdren S, schooT progress Quest1ons about the famlly 1ncTuded both
demograph1c data and 1nformat1on about soc1aT reTatlonshtps w1th1n“ |
. the fam1Ty | " ‘ ‘ | ‘ | I .h
The resUTts,reveaTed‘that>LD_chderen.do not differ sTgnificantTy |
' ' ' - ' ‘ v o

PR 1
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from‘nOrma1Tyvachieving children in Qé}ms of medical history or family
demographic factors. - Learning disabled chi]dren were reported by their
mothers to display s1gn1f1cant1y more negative behav1ors than contro]
cha]dren. Both boys and g1rls in the LD group were reported to be more .
v“distract1b1e” than children in the control group, while only LD boys
were reported to be significantly more “hyperactive”. :Significant1y
more LD boys had repeated a grade by the. t1me they had reached grade
three The mothers of .the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren perce1ved the1r
ch11dren S ab111t1es to aphteve in f1ve main school subJects as be1ng
s1gn1f1cant1y Tower in compar1son to the-control group, and reported
'7s1gn1f1cant1y 1ower expectat1ons for future academic success

F1nd1ngs related to fam]]y re]at1onsh1p factors 1nd1cated that
's1gn1f1cant1y fewer mothers of Pearnlng d1sab1ed children were:
'currently marr1ed to their ch11d S father A greater proport1on of
LD ch11dren from separated fam111es no 1onger saw the1r fathers, and
ch11dren in. the contro] group spent s1gn1f1cant1y more- hours each -

week w1th the1r fathers The mothers of the LD ch11dren reported

that they worrled about the1r ch11dren S school.Bch1evement and the

mothe of LD glr1s reported exper1enc1ng S1gn1f1cant]y more lone]1ness ;f.
thﬁhfj?d other mothers o o o
_ The f1nd1ngs were d1scussed in terms of the1r ufbfu]ness 1n |
'idescr1b1ng a'“typ1ca1” ]earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11d as def1ned by the
'factors d1fferent1at1ng between the two groups The f1nd1ngs that
'the maJor d1scr1m1nators were behav1ora1 and socia] factors suggested

e that any remed1a] programs must a]so 1nc1ude strateg1es for4?0d1fy1ng

_ »negat1ve behav1or and 1nvo]v1ng the parents 1n an act1ve ro]e of

. he]p1ng to change the1r Chl]d s soc1oemot1ona1 enV1ronment Some ,'j“
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specific topics for schdol counsellors/psychologists to focus on
when working with parents of Ieéfnihg d
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CHAPTER T -

. - -
* ’ N .

INTRODUCTION-AND OVERVIEW = - = .

.Learning d1sab1]1t1es have becOme widely stud1ed in the past

9

decade as educators have ‘realized that some ch1]dren cont1nue to

0

ach1eve below the1r potent1a] in spec1fmc schooTl subJects desp1te

~

average 1nte]1ectua1 ab111ty Prev1ous exp]anat1ons of genera]
underach1evement or. Tow mot1vat1on have ]arge]y been discarded for
-a concept of spec1f1c ]earn1ng dwsab1]1t1es - 4" “;?{lltd

A gradua] change 1n “the def1n1t1on of ]earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es has

occurred from the suggest1on of braln damage to the lTess severe

-

de cr1pt1on of minima]l bra1n dysfunct1on, through an educatlonal

-

def1n1t1on of 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es, and f1na]]y to a government

detgn1t1on determ1ned 1arge1y by budget 11m1tat1ons on spec1a] _ ';bb :

educat1on fund1ng cfhe present study w1]1 def1ne 1earn1ng d1sab1ed
students as hav1ng average 1nte1]ectua1 ab1]1ty and a def1c1t 1n
ach1evément of 1 1/2 to 2 years in one or more subJects

| A varlety of factors which have prev1ous]y.been Studied and
“e]ated toéjearn1ng d15ab111t1es 1nc]ude prenata] and medlcald
)rob]ems behav1ora1 factors, and fam1]1a1 var1ab1es A rev1ew of
he re]evant ]1terature dea11ng w1th these factors w111 be presented
\ prob]em w1th much of the research s that studles have been based

1ther on’ s1ng]e cases, or: on: groups of 1earnnng d1sab1ed ch11dren,

ew have prov1ded a descr1pt1on of the character1st1cs of a r1gorous1y

e]ected«representat1ve samp]e or compared a samp]e of 1earn1ng v‘-‘
y ‘

1sab1ed ch1]dren to a samp]e Pf norma]]y ach1ev1ng students

The research report1ng the 1nc1dence of prenata] and med1ca1J f’g Y

*ob]ems in ﬁearn1ng dlsabled ch11dren 1s genera]]y 1nconc1us1ve

{



. M
Although researchers have tended to conclude that their findings.do
show ‘a reTationshﬁp between medicai variables and ]earﬁingﬁproblems,
the actual percentégés'of LD children Qho have experjenced specific
~medical problems range between 5% and 30% (Koppitz, 1971; Siiver, 1971;
Steg & Rapoport, 1935). It seems that a comparison of the incidence
of prénata] and medical, problems in learning disabled and normally
.achievihg ehildren is needed, in order to dete?mine which factors.do
differentiate between the two groups.
Behaviora1‘factors such as "hyperactivity" and distractibility
hévg often been'reporﬁed as being charécféristic of Tedrning disab]ed“
children (Brown, 1969; Rugel & Mitchell, 1977; Silver, 1971; Strag,

A

19725 Tseng &'Sonstegard, 1971). Other observations of behaviors bf
Tearning disabled children have varied widely, ahd have included: h
nervous habits (Koppitz, 1971), temper outbursts. (Shelton, 1977),
overaggressiveness (Pfeiffer, 1972),-and destructiveness (Rugel &

-

Mitche]l,i1977). Only the studies by Strag, and by Rugel and Mitche]],‘J
compared 1earn1ng‘disab]ed children }o a»contfo1‘group> in terms of
their obsérVéd beha;iors.

Family variabﬁes-havefa]so been. linked td Tearning disabi]ifies;
Tﬁree main areas will be investigated: dgmographic family variables,
parents' percéptions and expectqtions, and family réTationships.'

‘Genera11y, the literature dealing wifh demoéraphic family variables has

been based on geneﬁﬁ] surveys of groups of learning disab]éd children,

with fitt]e Feference to the general population. Thu;; suggestions
that 1earning-disqbilities might be related tb the pafents'-educations,>

occupations or ingorie havé been made (Camlibel, 1975; Glaser, 1974).

. b4 :
‘The few studies which used a control group reported few differences
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N , , | |
between LD and control ch11dren (Campbel] 19725 Helms, 1977).

*. More recent]y, researchers have become 1nterested in the
interactions between parents' percept1ons and expectations and their
children's academic achievemeniw(Chapman & Boersma, 1979b; Ho]zberg,
1978; Lengehore, 1976 S]oman & Webster, 1978). It has been found
that parents tend to underestimate their learning disabled ¢hildren,
vanq;expect comparatively 1o&er achievement 1eve¥s than do parents of
normally achievjng-childreg. A mechanism suggesting how expectations
might sbrve to maintain ]ow.echievement will be discussed (Cooper,
1979). | |

Finally, re]ationshfps within the family have: been related to
]earning d%sabi]ities., Some studies have suggested thaKfpacenta]
conflict might be rejé;ed to Towered school achievement of the:

‘ children, while others have'reported that parente of‘1earning disabled
~children experience more maritel conf]icf (Gerber, 1976; Grossman,
1978a; Wetter, 1971, 1972). . o

‘The present study seeks to identify somezegﬂthe variables whith
differentiate between fearning disabled and normally achieving
étudents. It'seehs that those factors which can be modified would .be
 of mésthinterest to teachers and school counse}]oré, in developing
remedial prOgrams‘for‘par%icular students Attributing ]earnihg ‘
dlsab111t1es to neuro]og{ca] dysfunction prov1des 11tt1e direction
‘for remed1at1on, a]though it is generally accepted ‘that 1earn1ng
disabilities can be remedied. Even so]e]y schoo]ébased programs
sometimes do not attain the success expected, perhaps because only a-
<port1om of the factors related to a child's partwcu]ar ]earn1ng

L
-

d1ff1cu1t1es have been cons1dered.



The importance of the child's family shouid«also be recognized.
Parents are “significant others" to theif chi]dreﬁ;;}ﬂeﬁpkdingly, the
present étUdy uses a mother interview schedule as ajbaéjs for
determining some of the medical, behaviora] and familial factors that
”.differentiate bgtween learning disabled and normally achieving éhildren.

Genera]]y,-mgre boys than girls have been identiffed as 1earﬁing |
disabled. A number of theories Ha?e been broposed to explain this -
disérepancy.. It has beén suggested . that there.méy be an inherent
bib]ogical susceptibility in males, which produces a higher incidenée
of learning probjems. A]ternétive]y,‘Society‘s expecfations for boyé'
achiévément may be more demanding than_for,girls: so that more boys
are 1dent1fied as having serious learning problems. It seems that
- .one task ‘is to‘determ%ne which charécteristicé differentiate between’
]earningidisab]edzand norma] boys, and between'1earﬁing disabfed.and ’
norma1‘girls. | |
| In summéry, the«]itefature dealing with the ;haracteristics'of
" lTearning disabled children is inconclusive. The purpose of this study
"~ is to détefmine tha défining charactéristfcs of learning disqb1ed
chi]dren\éy: 1) describi;g a—};presentative'ﬁamp]e of learning disab]ed‘
students, 2) coﬁpanjng them to a control §amp]ekof normally achieving
'studénts, 3) studying the children through their'mothers' percéptions,
and 4) determihing any difféfential‘séx ;haracteristics. The. .
resulfing knowledge should be“usefu1‘tq‘tgachers and counsellors in
ﬁ~undérstandjng fhe'dyﬁémics of learningidisabi1ities and p]annfhg

appropriate remedial strategies.

N



CHAPTER 0 | .

REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

In accordance w1th the stated purposes of the present study, the.

rev1ew of 11terature w111 cover a number of tOplCS First, the
-successive changes in the definition of ]earn1ng disabilities will be

v s
presentld. An ana]ysis of some definitions presen ly ackepted will

tndicate the current focus on educational. variables. Then aiwide
range of factors which have been associated with Jea ning disabi]ities
will be considered. It will be suggested that.the eviGence relating
same of these factors to 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es is 1nconc1u51ve, in
that many stud1es have been based on 1nadequate samp]es, and few
“stud1es have compared their learning d1sab]ed groups to.a matched

contro] sample of norma]]y ach1ev1ng students Some %ééthe factors

which will be presented 1nc1ude birth d1ff1cu1ties dical prob]ems

'
: such as ‘allergies, " hyperact1v1ty, behavior prob]ems and fam11y
' factors im : o _ o

Def1n1t1ons of Learn1ng D1sab111t1es

Learn1ng d1sab1]1ttes is a term that has been in vogue for: on]y '
- fifteen years. Prior to that t1me chlldren who had d1ff1cu1ty in
fvlearn1ng, despite apparent]y average ab1]1ty as measured by cUrrent
‘1nte111gence tests, were usua11y c]assed as. e1ther underach1evers or

e Ll
m1n1ma11y brain damaged -- as\t:depach1eVErs if 1t was dec1ded that

’

they ]acked mot1vat1on and as bra1n damaged if they appeared to be g -

work1ng to capac1ty

Chapman Boersma and Janzen (1979) descr1bed three. phases in. the :

- deve1op1ng def1n1t1on of ]earn1ng d1sab111t1es In1t1a11y 1earn1ng

d1sorders were seen as” be1ng due to bra1n damage Later,‘as



researchers began.tobquestion whether brain damage and 1earning
problems. were always reiated‘ the more general term of minimal brain
‘dysfunction was substiqpted. Even more recent]y this latter term has
been criticized because it implies some organvc def1c1t As Chapman
et al. (1979' p 288) noted, "A re1at1onsh1p between neuro]og1ca]
processing and learning d1sab111t1es has never been proven
Current]y, the term ”1earn1ng d1sab111t1es“~1s used by many educators
to describe the Tearn1ng prob]ems of children with average*ab111ty s
Grossman 11978b) exp]a1ned—the chang1ng def1n1t1ons of a 1earn1ng
d1sab111ty as be1ng re]a ed to the agency or grOup of people prov1d1ng :
the def1n1t10n Grossman 1inked the term "minimal brain dysfunct1on”
to’ the med1ca1 profesS1on, and "1earn1ng d1sab111t1es/ to- educators

,who tend to 1dent1fy 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren by compar1ng the

ch11d S potent1al and actual performance Grossman further argued '

that the current def1n1t1on is. be1ng 1nf1uenced by governments whose S

concern is to 1dent1fy a certa1n percentage of the schoo] populat1on,
for which 8pec1a1 fUnd1ng must be prov1ded -
These three focuses on 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es seem to be supported

. by the f1nd1ngs of Pu111am (1975) who surveyed. the ]1terature dea]1ng
with the 1nc1dence of ]earn1ng dlsab111t1es and found that 1earn1ng
.d1sabled students were be1ng 1dent1f1ed on the bas1s of var1ed
cr1ter1a, 1nc]ud1ng d1screpanc1es between expected and actual successt
‘e1n ]earn1ngn c]tn?ca] f1nd1ngs wh1ch assumed some neuro]og1ca1 B

impairment, and est1mates of the expected 1nc1dence prov1ded by .
: '
'v*government agenc1es By comb1n1ng the f1nd1ngs from 40 reports ‘and

'Jstud1es, based on these d1verse def1n1t1ons Pu]]1am conc]uded that

- there was general agreement that about IOA of schoo] ch1]dren are 5



]earnlng d1sab1ed

The definition pr0v1ded by the Un1ted States National Adv1sory \
Counc1] on Hand1capped Ch11dren in ]968 has prov1ded .a -common base from '
which both researchers and educators can work

Ch11dren ‘with specific. ]earn1ng disabilities exhibit a d1$order
in one or more of-the basic psychological processes involved in
- understanding or using spoken or written 1anguages These may
~ be manifested in disorders in listening, thinking, talking,
'“aread1ng, writing, spelling, or arithmetic. They include conditions
Which have been referred to as perceptual handicaps, brain injury,
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, developmental -aphasia, étc.
- They do not include learning problems which are . primarily due to
visual, hearing &r motor ‘handicaps, to.mental retardation, ’
: ..emot1ona1 disturbances, or to environmental disadvantages (cited
+in Mercer, ‘Forgnone & WO]k1ng E976 p. 378) S

Th1s def1n1t1on has been ana]yzéd and cr1t1c1zed by a number of
lresearchers Dan1eIson and Bauer (1978 suggested that a maJor prob]em V1
'w1th the def1n1t1on was . 1ts re]1ance on va]ue dec1s1ons, and presented .

a mathemat1ca1 formu]a based on chrono]og1ca1 age and '1Q wh1ch was to

P be- used in 1dent1fy1ng severe]y 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren Hamm1]1

}(1976) was s1m11ar1y concerned about the vagueness of the def1n1t1on,-_ el

and warned that ]arge segments of schoo] popu]at1ons could be labelled -

,,e.as be1ng 1earn1ng d1sab1ed

Hamm1]1 spec1f1ed that 1earn1ng dlsabled ch11dren shou]d have
”average or near average 1nte]1ectua] ab111ty, and suggested a dev1at1on
. 1Q of 90 as a m1n1ma] cut of f poant Furthermore he stated that

a / S
: students shou]d have. serlous academlc achlevement prob]ems, at the -

thk1ndergarten and grade one and: two 1evels, Hamm111 suggested that
vb_read1ness, ]anguage or ach1evement test resu]ts of average ab1]1ty
b;students shou]d be 1.5 standard dev1at1ons be]ow the mean scores rAt,_lqn
’grades three to seven ach1eVement shou]d be equa] to or be]ow ha]f of

the ch11d 3 grade level p]acement and at upper grade ]eve]s ach1evement



—

shou]d be below a grade equ1va1ent of 4.5 before the child shou]d be .
cons1dered to have a severe d1scre;ancy between ab1]1ty and ach1evement;';
Hamm111 also caut1onedeaga1nat us1ng process tests to_1dent1fy Jearnjngj
disabi]ities, since there is-1ittle evidence that prooess.test résu]ts
and aoademic probtemS‘are related. ‘Simi]arty, Hammitl noted that soft
' s1gns of neuro}og1ca1 d1sturbance and abnorma] EEG s have not been
shown to be ré]ated to 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es
: Chapman, Boersma and Janzen (1979) noted a prob]em w1th ab111ty
-testing since 1t 1s dependent on- pr1or ]earn1ng, the ab1]1ty of a
g Ch]]d who has had’ d1ff1cu]ty 1earn1ng may be underest1mated A]so,
‘,whether or not a ch11d S ach1evement is perce1ved as 1ow may depend
if'on the ach1evementv1eve1 of the other children Jn a part1cu1ar_grade ”
-or schoo], to whom the child 1is be1ng compared |
More re]evant to the present study are several stud1es that
_ ;1nvest1gated the characterlst1cs of - students who had been c]assed as
_'be1ng 1earhgng d1sab]ed and were enro]]ed in resource rooms or 1earn1ngi
iass1stance programs Stark (]97]) found that the 222 ch11dren adm1tted
}dntg;spgc1a1 c]asses for the 1earn1ng dlsab1ed dur1ng the f1rst two -
‘nyars of the program in Ca]1forn1a were pr1mar1]y mtdd]e c]ass i
.fCaucas1ans The ch11dren had average IQ s, Tow aeh1evement in schoo]
_and usua1Ty'had behav1ora] prob]ems Genera]]y, the ch11dren s'
el'class1f1cat1on as 1earn1ng d1sab]ed was not supported by any -

. ‘,K\

e neuro]og1ca] f1nd1ngs

GaJar (1978) reported that the 378 students he stud1ed 1n V1rg1n1av e

- were ]ow soc1o econom1c b]ack ma1es It appears that the cr1ter1a usedr,ft -~

"’g'vby a g1ven schoo] d1str1ct to se]ect ]earn1ng d1sab1ed students may be R

' “c]ose]y re]ated to the populatlon of the dlstr1ct, and that 1earn1ng



, \

B d15ab111t1es may be found at ‘all soc1oeconom1c and educat1ona] 1eve]s
Norman (1978) prov1ded one of the more comprehens1ve surveys, by a""\

study1ng 1,966 students who had been 1dent1f1ed as’ be1ng 1earn1ng

| d1sab]ed The students came from 24 ch11d serv1ce denbnstrat1on

centers in 22 states Norman found that the ‘mean IQ of -the students ‘

was 92 5, w1th performance IQ as measured by the WISC-R be1ng about

.s1x p01nts hlgher than the verba] 1Q. The d1screpancy between

expected and actua] ach1evement was expressed as a mean 1earn1ng

;eff1c1ency score. Genera]]y, the d1screpancy was somewhat greater for

/,..

,_read1ng than for mathemat1cs, the mean ]earn1ng eff1c1ency was 68. 1%

- for! read1ng, and 74.5% for mathemat1es When Norman compared the data

of 1nd1v1dua1 students to the cr1ter1a specqf1ed by the government
| agenc1es fund1ng the c]asses, on]y 47% of. the students were
appropr1ate1y c]ass1f1ed as ]earn1ng dlsabted ' | |

L1ss (1979) compared 299 1earn1ng d1sab1ed students from grades ‘
one to s1x w1th 253 norma]]y 1earn1ng ch11dren L1ss reported that -
the mean age of the ch11dren when they were referred for assessment was
8. 9 years | lee Norman, Liss found a verba] performance d1screpancy
‘.on the WISC R Liss a]so found that most LD students had mult]p]e
' academ1c prob1ems, and that behav1or or emot1ona] prob]ems were often E
g assoc1ated with the academ1c prob]ems F1na11y,_the LD group had F :'.
]vdtsproport1onate number of boys as compared to the norma] group

In summary, 1t seems that 1earn1ng d1sab]ed students tend to be

: students of average ab111ty who have ]ow academ1c ach1evement wh1ch o

f’j}31s often assoc1ated w1th behav1or problems None of ‘the stud1es used .

e

C a Canad1an popu]atton, but 1t seems that Canad1an f1nd1ngs wou]d :57;‘

D

o )
.fconcur/to the extent that s1m11ar def1n1t1ons and se]ection cr1ter1a



s

f.d1sab1]1ty refers to one or more S1gn1f1cant def1c1ts in essent1a1

-';suggest1ng a ]1nk between a g1ven factor and 1earn1ng dlsab111t1es i’t

.. 10

-;were used

A f1na] issue 1n def1n1ng 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es 1s whether the

'_prob1em is due to factors in the ch11d the teacher or the env1ronment,

-(Greentee & Hare 1978) Kass and Myk]ebust stated that, “Learning '

]earn1ng processes requ1r1ng special educat1on techn1ques for

remed1at1on” (1969 pp 378-379). Converse]y,-Cru1kshank (]977)

) «

argued that 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es are due to perceptua] process1ng

‘;—a.

‘def1c1ts and that they are a comp]ex deve]opmenta] prob]em not a -

prob]em of remed1at1on . However both Kass and Myk]ebust and

“ 'vCru1kshank agree that teach1ng mater1a]s and methods must be matched

'to the spec1f1c\process1ng needs of an 1nd1v1dua1 ch1]d, »As Chapman

;o
B

'_'Boersma and Janzen Stated ”S1nce LD ch11dren are’ 1dent1f1ed pr1mar1]y

< ¢

~.on the bas1s of 1earn1ng d1ff1cu1t1es, a 1earn1ng d1sab111ty is above

:,a11 else an’ educat1ona1 prob]em, and accord1ng]y, requ1res an

educat1ona] so]ut1on“:(1979 p 291)

- Factors Re]ated to Learn1ng D1sab111t1es

o .
'Ci/ A w1de range of factors have been cons1dered, 1nd1v1dua1]y or in

groups,,to be character1st1cs e1ther def1n1ng or re]at1ng to 1earn1ng
‘ .

d1saﬁ;]1t1es Many of these factors became assoc1ated W1th 1earn1ng
- d1sab1]1t1es through observat1ons by counse]]ors and psycho]og1sts Ii

‘éiwh1]e work1ng w1th ch11dren W1th 1earn1ng prob]ems : Some art1c1es'tg”

’vhave been based on the observat1on of a s1ngle case Others havec>

frtsummar1zed a c11nlc1an s observat1ons of a number of cases, over

\

;';severa] years | Some of the factors wh1ch have been cons1dered

. lnclude b1rth d1ff1cu1t1es med1ca] prob]éms such as a]]erg1es



\factors.

’ S D T
hyperactivity, behavior problems, educational history and family

4
y

.
Med1ca] Factors o T o L ; . f? ‘

A:The mode] of 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es us1ng ”m1n1ma1 bra1n

' dysfunct1on” ‘as synonymous seems to 1mp1y not only a. med1ca1 or

.

neuro]og1ca] re]at1onsh1p, but med1ca1 factors as a Cause of 1ater

prob]ems in 1earn1ng \ﬂn art1c1ev1n a book sumfiarizing currept,

11

knowledge about 1earn1ng dlsab111t1es states, '”TheSe abnorma]itfes are'-""

“lthought to be neuro]og1c, 1ndeed such factors as premature b1rth

_traumat1c b1rth, severe 1nfant1]e 111ness ex1st“ (P1h1 ]975 p. él).

S1]ver (1971) stud1ed the med1ca1 data of 556 1earn1ng d1sab1ed _

'Ach11dren, a]] of whom had - average 1nte11ectua1 ab111ty, and what

S1]ver cal]ed ”neuro]og1ca1 1earn1ng d1sab111ty syndrome " S11ver :'

f'ff0und that about 5 of the mothers of LD ch1]dren had a prev1ous

vv1ncompat1b111ty was 1nvo]ved About 5% of the LD ch1leren had been L

h1story of m1scarr1age In about 12 of the LD b1rths, an - RH- factor “f '

‘ born premature]y, and about 5% of the mothérs had exper1epced

'3comp11cat1ons dur1ng pregnancy S11ver reported that 12” of the LD

»ch11dren had had a d1ff1cu1t de11very

CR -
LA

H1gher percentages were obta]ned by Kopp1tz (1971) who reported

| -:'some med1ca1 h1story data for ]77 e]ementary schoo1 ch11dren who were

7enro]1ed 1n fu]] t1me ]earn1ng ass1stance c]asses Kopp1tz reported
27f fthat 27% of the LD chlldren had exper1enced prenata] or b1rth trauma
Jiét?A1though there s no ev1dence to prove a re]at1onsh1p between 1earn1ng;
;nfrd1sab111t1es and neuro]og1ca1 funct1on1ng, Kopp1tz found that 45% of

' ”ﬁthe LD students had been d1agnosed by a med1cai doctor<§s hav1ng

: "bra1n dysfunct1on“ 25% had reports of abnorma] EEG re d1ngs



Steg and Rapo ort (1975)'examined 23’1earn1n§-disab1ed boys,

' 1ook1ng for m1nor physnca] anoma11es They reported h1gh anoma}y

. tscores for ]earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren, a ]arge head c1rcumference and

.h1gﬁ palate were»the on]y anoma11es found Steg and Rapoport ’
:suggested that 51nce these two phys1ca1 features are formed in the

<4

“;:f1rst four mon this of pregnancy, that ear]y deve10pmenta1 dev1at1on
'may have occurred 1n the centra] nervous system at the same t1me év f;
‘ Bau]dauf (1975) stated that v151on or hear1ng prob]ems cou]d ;,,._f
affect a ch11d s ach1evement in schoo1 ' However, accord1n9 to most PR
_accepted def1n1t1ons, a 1earn1ng d1sab111ty “cons1sts of a def1c1ency

‘v

N 1n 1earn1ng esp1te adequate 1nte1]1gence hear1ng, v131on motor

.-)

A.capac1ty and emot1ona1 ad3ustment” (Myk]ebust 1968 p 2) The
fid1st1nct1on is between def1C1enc1es In the funct1on1ng of the sense
"forgan 1tse1f and def1c1enc1es in the centra] process1ng of/g:délory | t-
*"Eor v1sua1 1nput | _v | ) | f IR o - | |

| Sa]tsman (]975) found that the mother's age when the ch11d was

born was not a factor d1fferent1at1ng between LD and educabTe menta]]y :

f.retarded ch11dren Sa]tsman d1d not compare mothers agesvbetween-LD .‘_'

[ and norma1]y ach1ev1ng students

. Both S11ver and Kopp1tz found some 1nd1cat10n that LD ch11dren -
:-may experlence de]ays 1n deve]opment KOppltZ (1971) reported that
.}J 28% of the LD students in: her samp1e of 177 had uneven deve]opment
kf[w1th some spec1f1c areas of 1mmatur1ty Koppltz a]so noted that 21%
',;d1d not wa1k or ta]k uht11 after two years of age S11ver (1971)
}ffreported de]ayed motor deve]opment for about 20% of h]S samp]e of |
:;:these about ha]f had’ been born premature]y | e

Another factor wh1ch 1s somet1mes 11nked to 1earn1ng d1sab111t1esd[



b

vfpreferred st1mu1at1on 1eve1 for the. ch11dren on med1cat1on when they K

is a]tergy Havard (1973) presented one casehstudy, and concTuded

that hyperact1v1ty, m1n}ma1 bra1n damage - and 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es

were a]] due to a]]erg1es T o .d‘ I

B {E' Hyperact1v1ty has of ten béen seen to be aSSOC1ated with 1earn1ng

?

d1sab1]1t1es (Brown, 1969 Horner, 1977; S11ver, 1971) S11ver

N D

| reported that 12% of his sample of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren had .‘}:
.s,irecetved med1cat10n for‘hyperact1v1ty.‘ Horner s work is representa;
»”ﬁtive of-SOme‘recent work comparfng LD ch11dren takdno meddcation with.
E those ﬁbt taklng med1cat10n for hyperact1v1ty Horner reported that
'-;; r1ta11n did not change the ch11dren s preferred 1eVe1s of st1mu]at1on
.“and that in fact theshyperact1ve ch11dren d1d not have s1gn1f1cant1y
ﬁ'h1gher preferred 1evels of st1mu1at1on'when compared to‘norma11y :

.f'ach1ev1ng ch11dren There was s1m1]ar1y no d1fference between

N

were tak1ng the med1cat1on as compared to when they were not taktng '

' the med1cat1on AIt seems that a]though 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren

"“hgto st1mu1at1on

x(may be seen as belng hyperact1ve whether or not they are glven

a

" med1§at1on is not re1ated to a, med1ca1 d1fference 1n the1r response

B

P

From the research attempt1ng to re]ate 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es to

/'prenata], per1nata1 pr ch11dhood med1ca1 prob]ems one can draw few

“def1n1te conc]us1ons ' There are several weaknesses 1n the research

-:'as a who]e E F1rst1y, some of the stud1es and reports are based on -

13

:”only one or at most a few case stud1es In order to genera11ze to ,:,';

‘*ia popu]at1on, stat1st1ca1 random samp11ng methods must be used
L_Second]y, the percentages of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren reported as

havlng prenata] per1nata1 or ch11dhood med1ca1 prob]ems range from

LR

v



Behav1ora]1Fact0rs“

.
ey "
v

' about'S% to -30%. L1tt1e exp1anat1on is g1ven for the rema1n1ng 70%

‘to 95% of learning disabled ch11dren As S11ver noted¢5“51b]1ngs
w1thout a h1stdry of such d1ff1cu1t1es also had 1earn1ng d1ff1cu1t1es“

(1971, p 358) Th1rd1y, very few studies haVe compared the incidence

of these Factors for- ]earn1ng d1sab1ed children to the1r inc dence

for norma]]y ach1ev1ng students It is’ qu1te poss1b1e tha 5% to’ 30%
of the popu]at1on as a who]e exper1ences these med1ca] pro ems’, Of

part1cu1ar 1nterest in th1s study 1s the compar1son of a samp]e of

1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch1]dren to a samp]e of norma]ly ach1ev1ng ch1]dren,

. in: order to determ1ne wh1ch factors .do d1fferent1ate begween the two

1

groups

[4 . . s
. 2

' One of the most common]y observed behav1ors of ]earnlng d1sabled

ch11dren is hyperact1v1ty, or. d1ff1cu1ty in s1tt1ng st11] (Brown, 1969

K0pp1tz, 1971 Rugel & M1tche11 1977 S11Ver, 1971 Strag, 1972) ‘and

a second common]y observed behaV1or is’ dlstract1b111ty, or d1ff1cu1ty

1n concentrat1ng (Brown,']969 Ruge] & M1tche]1 ]977 S11ver ]97];

.9

, i
Tseng & Sonstegard 197]) R

: L Observatlons of other behav1ors of ]earn1ng dlsabled students

| are more%har1ed Pfe1ffer (]972) stud1ed aggress1ve tendenc1es 1n 23

. L

1earn1ng hanchapped students eus1ng both a teacher rat1ng sca]e and

e p1cture test measur1n%bfrustrat1on Pfe1ffer found h1s samp]e of

| .f 1earn1ng d1sab1ed students to be more aggress1ve than the norm, the o

d1fference from the norm was greater for boys than for g1rls

She]ton (]977) and Kron1ck (19747 ”ated that the 1earn1ng

]

dysab]ed Ch]]d 1s often d1fferent from other members of h1s fam]]y so o

that 1nterpersona] needs may not be met "Both She]ton and Kron1ck |

14



a-result.

PR

suggested that .lea 1ng'disab1ed ch11dren'may7gack’se]f—confjdence as
‘ PR : S -
Strag (1972) Eompared the behav1or of 56 norma]]y ach1ev1ngy

students and 30~ 1earn1ng d]sabled ch1]dren using a behav1or rat1ng

'\

"sca]e wh1ch the parents of the ch11dren responded to Out of 30

C
1tems, sevmwgﬁfferent1ated between normal and LD ch11dren at the

.05 1eve1 of s1gn1f1cance Learn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren weresrated by
thelr parents as being s1gn1f1cant]y ]ess cons1derate of others, ]eSs

able to receive affect1on, and more c11ng1ng than norma] ch11dren

The parents of LD ch11dren a]so indicated that the1r ch1]dren were

9

imore rigid, more negat1ve more energet1c, and 1ess coord1nated

phys1ca1]y than norma] ch11dren

“ Tseng and Sonstegard (1971) d1d a 1ong1tud1na1 study 1n wh1ch

. behav1ors of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch1]dren from preschool age through (”

grade ten were corre]ated to academ1c deve]opment Tseng and » ‘U

&

. Sonstegard conc]uded that 1ower académ1c ach1evement 1n ch11dren w1th

1earn1ng prob]ems was’ re]ated to a negat1ve att1tude lack of se]f—

i)
conf1dence -poor attentton span and dlscouragement

P

Kopp1tz, in her 1971 study of 171,1earn1ng d1sab1ed bgys and
~.

' g1r]s, reported the fo]]ow1ng 1nc1dences of o%served behav1ors

- '} :

‘,restlessness and d1stract1b111ty 91% 1ow to]erance for frustrat1on

jen~54%,0temper outbursts 43m, anx1ety and tenseness 42%, aggress1ve or

/

i'destruct1ve behav1ors 32%, attent1on gett1ng behav1or 324,

Q

o Kopp1tz a]so noted that 38% of the LD students appeared to b

*”wwthdrawn and depressed and 14% had nervous mannerlsms

)
o

"-rebe111ousness 18% and de11nquent behav1or such as- stea11ng 10% o

15
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A more recent study by Ruge] ‘and Mitchel (1977) compared the
behav1ors of 63 LD students and 23 norma]]y ach1ev1ng students. A
‘behav1ora1 scale was rated by both parents and teachers, for each of

the students. The LD students differed from the contro]s on 19 out
"of 20 items on the behavioral rating sta]e. Learning disabled )
students were rated as being more active, more poor]y coordinated,

1ess attentive and 1ess pers1stent than were controls. Other

_ descr1ptors wh1ch were checked by teachers and parents of learning

disabled students included: destructive, aggress1ve, fearful, shy

and depressed. | ‘ |

"tt has been reported (Phipps, 1977) that teachers refer more

boys " than girls for assessient, of possible ]earn1ng dlsab111t1es, ‘and
that the boys are rezerred pr1mar11y because of behavior prob]ems
rather than academicedifficulties. In Ph1pps study, 'the teachers
thenselves reported that they considered behavior problems to be
'more serious" than academicvproblens. The prenonderance of*boys 1in
fe1asses for the learning,disabled has been~ddcumented many times;
Si]ver's 1971 sample of 556 learning disabled Chi1dren Was composed
of 77% males and 23% females. Koppitz reported boy to girl rat1os

" between 8:1 and 4 1 for various age“};fq»s in her study Kppp]tz "

noted that many boys were referred dt age six, while most girls were
‘not referred until age seven or eightl depitz suggested that
classroom teachers may be.willing td cope nith Tearning problems, but
‘tend to refer behavior nrdblems for assessment and placement in
special education classes. Kopbitz found children in learning
assistance c]assrdoms who were functioning on]yvone year below grade

- level in reading; she noted that many children in regular c]assroqms



have this Tevel of functioning. Koppitz concluded that "achievement
4 - .

alone is rarely a reason for referring a child to a special class"
. ¥ ' 2
(1971, p. 20) .

"

Of particular interest to this study are the studies which
reported significant behavioral differences between learning diéabled :

students and controls (Rugel & Mitchell, 1977; Strag, 1972) -and the
] 2 | o )
studies indicating sex differences in behaviors (Pfeiffer, 1972;

Phipps, 1977). It is predicted that in the present study mothers of

¥

“learning disabled and control children will report significantly

different behaviors for their children, and that these differences
will be more marked betwan LD and control boys than between LD and

control girls.

e
AL

‘Aéadeéic Achievgment
pre of the‘characteristics of learning disab]ed children is

their {6wer academic achievement as comparedgto normally achiéving.
students. Chapman, Boersma and Janzen (1979) stated that LD students
‘have a 11/2 to 2'year deficit }n one or more school subjects. The
most cdmmon subjéct areas in which deficits are observed tend to Bé
feading and language arts. Brown (£969) reported lower achievement .
“in reading, writiﬁéland spelling for learning disabled students.
Similarly, Norﬁan (1978)'répohted deficits in both reéding-and
arithmétic achievéﬁént for the 1,9%6 Tearning disabled students
'studied, wifh reading achievement being comparative]y ]owér.}

-, Campbell (1972) found that almost half of his sample of 23
-learning disabled bqys had repeated a'grade by the tfme they reached

grade six. It was suggested by Glaser (1974) that lower achievement

Tevels and the resulting repetition of a grade might be'related to

(Y



increased fami]y mobility, particu]ar]y if moves necessitating changes
in schbo]s and programs occurred during the schoal year Camlibel
'(1975) stud1ed a number of family and background var1ab1es while
attempt1ng to relate ‘these to academ1c performance Camlibel found
. that family mobility with its increase in the number of schoo]s
attended\by the children was more.c]ose]y related to ach1evement than
. was either tardinesstor absenteeism

To summarize, 1t seems that learning disabled students, by
def1n1t1on have low levels of academic achievement and that they.
}exper1ence the most: d1ff1cu1ty w1th read1ng About ha]f may have
.achievement deficits which warrant the1r repeat1ng a grade ATthough
it has been suggested that-fam11y mob111ty may be related to these
achlevement def1c1ts, to date there has not been a study which
‘compared the relative mob111ty of LD and norma11y ach1ev1ng students

Parental percept1ons and expectat1ons There is an 1ncreas1ng

amount of research which suggests that parents of 1earn1ng d1sab]ed

and norma]]y ach1ev1ng students differ in the1r react1ons to their

ch11dren S academ1c achievement, as well as in their expectat1ons for -

future success. Abrams (1970) noted that’parents of Tow achiev1ng
LD students may find it difficu]t to accept that their/child&has a
prob]em, as a result, the child may develop severe fee11ngs of
1nadquaey. Sloman and Webster (1978) presented. a set of 1nterv1ew
questidns to be'used in\determining how the expectatlonS'of parents

. m1ght be affect1ng the1r 1earn1ng d1sab1ed child. The questions
dealt with how the parents perce1ved and reacted to their ch1]d how
much 1ndependence they felt the child was able to handle, and the1r

_expectations for- the chiid's academlc ach1evement 1n,the_future.

18



Kilpatrick (1978) compared a-group'ofJ]earning disabled chi]dren
to a group of normally achieving students and\codld'find‘no
significant differences on either medicaqhor socioeconomic variab]es.
~ However, the two groups did differ.On some specific psycho]ogical‘
: variabtes, 1eadjng Kitpatrick to suggest further investigatton of
mother-child interactions. | |
Some effects of parental attitudes on'achievementvhave been

L)

~-. documented.. Tseng. and Sonstegard (T§71)'reported that parents'

L

att1tudes toward their ch11dren are 51gn1f1cant1y corre]ated (p < .05)

to the children's academ1c achievement. Thus, p051t1ve parenta] |

attitudes are assoc1ated with hlgher achtevement than are negat1ve r/_;

parenta] att1tudes | Fr1edman (1973) ana]yzed the data obta1ned from

interviews with f]fty ~three fam1]1es of 1earn1ng disabled ch1]dren -

and found that over ha]f the parents were commun1cat1ng amb1guous

or conf]1ct1ng messages about ach1evement to their ch11dren For .

examp]e, some parents wou]d te]] the1r ch11dren that they wanted the

child to do we]] at schoo] but wou]d 1nfer nonverba]]y that. they did ¢//

“not. expect the ch11d would be successfu] Other-parents verba]Jy -

expressed acceptance of their ch11d S current‘achievemént']evel,.bUt_

then would negate that acceptance by making COmments that inditatedi

they would be Very'upset‘if thevchild‘did not pass‘his grade It seemsu

that negative parenta] att1tudes may be equa]]y potent in the1r

re]at1onsh1p to ]ower academic ach1evement whether expressed verbally

or nonverba]]y | _ ’ _; ,. | _ | ‘J '
" Parents'’ att1tudes are closely 11nked to the1r react1ons to -

the1r ch1]dren Counse]]orsare we]laware of the techn1que of u51ng

~ changes in be11efs and thoughts in order to change behaV1ors wetter,v'
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suggested that it was tmportant.to identjty parental attitudes toward

their learning disabled children in order to modify<these through

:'c0unse111ng before negative:reactions developed. Severa] studies
compared the attitudes and reactions of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed students
mothers and norma]ly ach1ev1ng students' mothers, and reported the
mothers ofilearning disaoled students- to be s1gn1f1cant1y more‘
vrejecting and overinduigent (wetter,'1971 1972). |

A more recent study by Chapman and Boersma (19795) researched
mothers . react1ons to the1r ch11dren S ach1evement re]ated schoo]
experiences, ustng the,1nte]1ectua1 subsca]e of the Parent Reaction
Questionnafre. A]though there‘was amplehopportunity,to falsify v
r‘responses, the mothers‘of the 1earnihg disabied-stUdents‘reported

more negatlve 1nteract1ons with their ch11dren and fewer pos1t1ve

react1ons (p < .05) to sch001 re]ated behav1ors than d1d .the mothers .

‘ of the contro] group
There is also some ev1dence wh1ch shows a d1fferent1a] in f;
| response of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and norma]ly ach1ev1ng students to the
| attltudes and react1ons of their parents Swanson and Parker (1971)
“stud1ed parent ch11d re]at10ns for groups of 1earn1ng disabled and
| norma1\ch11dren and reported that the LD ch11dren d1sp1ayed
'amb1va1ence in the1r percept1ons of acceptance by the1r parents
,Gerber (1973) used a famlly doll p]acement techn1que to measure-
c]oseness between fam11y members Gerber reported that 1earn1ng
.d1sab1ed ch11dren p]aced a much greater d1stance between themse]ves
and- the1r mothers than d1d norma] ch11dren \ i ’

Tt appears that negat1ve att1tudes of parents of 1earn1ng '

“d1sab]ed ch]]dren are be1ng commun1cated to the1r ch11dren verba]ly, E

20



nonverbally and through negative reactions.” As a result, LD children
are less secure about their parents' acceptance of them, and may téhd,
to withdran from the'relationship A'circu]ar effect‘may re5u1t in

’ wh1ch the 1earn1ng disabled ch11d because of h1s‘d1fferences from

_ other fam11y members, provides fewer rewards for the parents They,
in turn, reward the LD child less by prov1d1ng fewer positive.

1nteractions. The bD.cht]dfwithdraws from fami]ypré]ationships,‘

21

* particularly with his mother, because he is.not réceiving reinforcement,

'and_fewer occasions for‘positjve interaction are then‘ava11ab1e
The ser1ousness of th1s cha1n of events may be 1ncreased if the
'parents percept1ons of the1r ch11d are 1naccurate Holzberg (1978)
:_'reported s1gn1f1cant dtfferences in the accuracy.of parentaj
Perceptions For‘ekampie 'parents“frombhigher‘sociai-ctaSSes”often."
‘underest1mated the language ab111t1es of the 1earn1ng d1sab1edza
”1ch11dren while parents from ]ower soc1a] c]asses tended to under—.
test1mate the1r ch11dren S motor ab111t1es Longshore (1976)=asked
_parents of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and normal]y ach1ev1ng boys to est1mate
‘ the1r sons " current 1evels of academ1c ach1eVement’ Parents of
' regu]ar c]ass boys a]] overest1mated the1r<;ons grade equ1va]ents of
ach1evement #n var1ous subJects Mothers of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed boys

" also tended to overest1mate the1r sons ' achlevement a]though to a

'1esser extent Fathers of . 1earn1ng d1sab1ed boys d1d not overest1mate ’-

thelr‘sons ach1evement and were most dhcurate in est1mat1ng read1ng

t comprehenSionvach1evement The 1nterest1ng part is that- not only was j7

"Ithe actua] ach1evement of the contro] group of boys much h1gher than
. that of the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed group, but the gap was further w1dened

'when the parents of norma] boys overest1mated, and the fathers of



the Tearning disabled boys did not.
| The 1nf1uence of expectat1ons on achtevement has been w1de1y

stud1ed partlcularly in the. c]assroom Genera1]y, stud1es have .

conc]uded that 1ncrea51ng the: expectat1ons of a teacher for a student S

\ succe55'1s re]ated to a.subsequent 1ncrease in performance;_'S1m11ar1y;

Tow expectat1ons are related to Tow ach1evement -Austin (1970) Studied

mothers expectat1ons for the1r sons early, non- academ1c ach1evements

and found that the mothers of - ]earn1ng disabled boys reported hav1ng

o expected‘ear11er competence 1n se]f feed1ng, to11et tra1n1ng and

o

dress1ng. In th1s case 1t seems that unrea]1st1ca]1y high.

-

expectations were as detr1menta]~to succeSS:as }ow expectations have

, R SRR
. been shown: to be.

t Chapman and Boersma (1979b) measured mothers expectations‘of‘ |
the1r ch11dren s future schoo] ach1evement, us1ng the Proaected ‘
Academ1c Performance Sca]e They found that mothers of 1earn1ng
d1sab]ed SUbJECtS expected their ch11dren to perform 1ess we]] on |
future academ1c tasks than d1d mothers of - contro] subJects
Furthermore the 1earn1ng.d1sabled ch1]dren themse]ves he]d -, Cﬁ,;

s1gn1f1cant1y more negpttve se]f percept1ons of thelr ab111ty 1r$

| read1ng, spe111ng andVar1thmet1c than d1d norma]]y ach1ev1ng ch11dren

(Chapman & Boersma 1979a) Th1s ]ower se]f percept1on of ab1]1ty

was genera11zed to a]] subJects, unt11 1t was man1fest as a genera]

' negat1ve att1tude toward schoo]

= Cooper (1979) has recently proposed a mechan1sm by wh1ch

22

expectat10ns may affect student ach1evement in classrooms, and 1t SeemS.;t

probab]e that a s1m1]ar process may 11nk parenta] expectat1ons and

o

ach1evement Cooper stressed the mutua] 1nf1u/pce between expectat1onS»t
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- and achievement, incthat'expectations are initia]]y determined by
prevfous'achieVement. High- expectation students have a higher
'1ike11hood of success. Low expectat1on students do not have a h1gh
11ke11hood of success, s0 the teacher is more concerned about
‘contro1]1ng the Tearn1ng process_1n order to max1m1ze_the number:of

“successes. The teacher needs to 1imit the number of,student—initiated

nedtlearning_v

]earning interaCtions in’order to have moreiteacherlpl
exper1ences, and contro] over student- 1n1t1ated 1nteract1on is most -
| eas11y effected by 11m1t1ng pra1se and rewnforcement Therefore;

these students rece1ve 11tt1e re1nforcement for the1r attempts at

-f~part1c1pat1on 1n the 1earn1ng process They see 11tt1e correspondence

fbetween the1r efforts and success, and the prophecy of ]ow ach1ewement .

”FQ]S fu]f11]ed as . the Tow- expectat1on students expend 1ess effort toward
'ach1evement | '

Two of ‘the factors c1ted by Cooper as;cohtr1but1ng to theu'i
“ma1ntenance of be]ow average performance seem part1cu1ar1y re]evant
to. the effects of parenta] expectat1ons The‘f1rst 1s-the warmer‘t
”soc1oemot1ona] c]1mate wh1ch is’ created for br1ghter students ‘Cdoper”:~
'bpresented stud1es show1ng that teachers nonverba] behaV1ors toward
: br1ght students were: more pos1t1ve than the1r behav1ors toward |

nllow-ach1ev1ng students 1 There was a greater 1nc1dence of sm111ng at

}'1ean1ng toward and ma1nta1n1ng eye contact w1th br1ghter students

'T'The second factor 1s the d1fferent1a1 feedback rece1ved by br1ght and

t1ow ach1ev1ng students H1gh expectat1on students not on]y rece1ved .
' more pra1se but more pra1se per correct response Converse]y, _ ‘5' ;f‘
V;expectat1on students were cr1t1c1zed more and rece1ved proport1onate]y

;-more cr1t1c1sm per 1ncorrect response
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. The effects of thesevfactors in maintaining Tow achievemeht in
the classroom may be similar to the effects. of negat1ve parental
attitudes, 1nteract10ns and expectat1ons for ‘the schoo] re]ated
,ach1evement of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed chtldren Cooper argued that-teacher

expectat1ons probab1y serve to sustatn student performance It seems

likely that 1ow parenta1 expectattons atso maintain the Tow ach1evementh

of the1r 1earn1ng d1sab1ed chw]dren, thus reduc1ng the probab111ty of

~

. success of remedial programs B

Learn1ng d1sab1ed children have average or above average 1eve]s

of 1nte11ectua] ab111ty, by def1n1t1on A]though parenta] expectat1ons

"of Tow ach1evement were probab]y or1g1na11y deve]oped from observat1ons

"of the1r ch11dren S actua] ach1evement there 1s ]1tt1e 1nd1cat1on

fthat the ch11dren cou]d not be expected t0 ach1eve at 1evels

commensurate w1th thetr ab111ty Instead, a cyc]1ca1 process deve1ops,

“w1th low ach1evement produc1ng 1ow expectat1ons and the reduced
E pos1t1ve feedback ma1nta1n1ng ]ow ach1evement As COOper commented

1“When both student performance and . expectat1ons are- 1nf1uenced by
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'”factors other than 1nte11ectua] ab111ty, the prob]em takes on even more .

s51gn1f1cant d1mens1ons '(1979 p 393) |

| ‘ The present study focuses on mothers expectat1ons of thetr
-‘ch11dren s future academtc SUCCESS, s, we]] as thetr perceptlons of
jthe1r chlldren s, ab111t1es to successfu11y 1earn part1cu1ar schoo]

'hfsubJects Mothers expectat1ons and percept1ons were se]ected because

' ?mothers are seen as. be1ng 51gn1f1cant others 1n the ]1ves of the1r G

R

’9J}ch11dren and because of research support1ng the 1mportance of the

< ’

d'mother ch11d re]at1onsh1p (Gerber, 1973 K11patr1ck 1978 wetter,-fﬁ,_l"

B u:1971,_1972) The prev1ous research 1nd1cates that 1earn1ng d1sab1ed



ch11dren have thelr negat1ve att1tudes “about their ab1]1t1es to

‘ach1eve well- at schoo] re1nforced by the1r mothers‘ 1ow expectat1ons

25

‘»The home env1ronment appears to be Tess: support1ve of ]earnlng d1sab1ed '

) students than of norma1]y ach1ev1ng students In_the_present study,

b )

it 1s hypothes1zed'that there w111 be a s1gn1f1cant difference in the

-academ1c achlevement between the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and contro] groups

Furthermore, it 1s pred1cted that there will be a s1gn1f1cant :

d1fference in mothers est1mates of their ch11dren“s ab111t1es and

' expected sUccess w1th the estimates by’ mothers of ]earnwng d1sab1ed :

ch11dren be1ng ]ower

:,Fam1]y Factors

. Learn1ng d1sab1]1t1es have been re]ated to a number of fam11y
'demograph1c factors, rang1ng from the number of ch11dren 1n the faml]y
to the parents educat1ons, ocoupat1ons and 1ncome As w1th other

| vfactors, there 15 11tt1e agreement on the re]at1onsh1p of fam1]y

>

‘ factors to - 1earn1ng prob]ems ‘ - . _ A
b G]aser (1974) suggested that 1arge fam1]1es may have a h1gher -
K 1nc1dence of 1earn1ng prob]ems because of d1stract1ons from homework
-»due t0 overcrowd1ng Ne1fert and Gayton (1973) sa1d there was 1ess

chance of remed1at10n "e1ng carr1ed out in‘a ]arge fam11y, w1th a

a’resu]tant sma]]erf robab1]1ty of Tow ach1ev1ng students 1mprov1ng
[;'the1r performance Some research support for these suggest1ons was
presented by Cam11be1 (1975) who found that ch1]dren of average ﬂ;
fiab111ty ach1eved be]ow average when there were more than seven f

dfch]]dren 1n the fam11y Sllver (1971) reported that 94% of the

£l

,“b]earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren 1n h1s samp]e had brothers and s1sters, ."'

;hjwh11e on]y 6% were on]y ch11dren However, 1t shou]d be noted that
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this may correspond to the proportlons of s1ng1e ch11d and mu1t1p]e-

~child fam111es in the popu]at1on S11ver noted that bi;th order .

app ared unre] ted to 1earn1ng dlsab111t1es, equal proport1ons of
. _ﬁ]e rn1ng d1sab1 d students occurred for all pos1t1ons Sa{tsman
(19757 found that 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren came from 51gn1f1cant]y
~smaller fam111es than did menta]]y retarded ch1]dren Th1s seems at
eodds w1th research suggest:ng larger fam111es for 1earn1ng d1sab]ed
_students; however,.Saltsman did not_1nc1ude a.norma]ly achleVJng,v~ |
group in h1s study | - o |
Only one study compared groups of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and norma11y

o

ach1ev1ng students. He]ms (1977) found no d1fference in the number of
’.ch11dren in the famlties*of‘tD'and contr;1 group chwtdren There are
'i"few fam1t1es w1th ‘more than Cam]1be1 s cr1t1{é}—number of seven -
ch1]dren, S0 1t seems probab]e that the present study will a]so f1nd
‘{no d1fference between LD and contro] groups in terms of number of - j
o ch1]dren o ",'. - h“_ d? . | | p
bi. ;‘ _S1]ver (iéfl)hreportedva,higher incfdence'ofradopted’chdidren ff.‘
B : fn his learning'dfsabied samp1eithan'for thenppputatiOn‘as'afwho]e, g:
“and S111n (1978) presented an exp]anat1on of severa] reasons why the
pﬁacement of ch1]dren 1n fam111es cou]d 1ncrease the 11ke11hood of

E ]earn1ng d1sab111t1es However S11ver s f1gures when converted to -
":I'percentages are: 4% of the genera] popu]at1on were adopted wh11e }ff{ o
h'about 6 1/2% of the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed samp]e were adopted R

He]ms (1977) reported no d1fferences between the years of

: forma] educatlon for parents of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and norma]]y

"fh:7ach1ev1ng students S11ver (1971) found that 35. 5% Of the fathers Of

ff]earn1ng d1sab1ed ch1]dren and 19 1% of the mothers, he]d un1ver51ty
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degrees; Saltsman (1975) foundathejleve1 of parental egucatiOn to be
higher f0r‘parentsyofv]earning'dfsa31ed children , when compared to
parents of mentally retarded ch1]dren,v5a1tsman d1d not include. a
contro] measure A re]at]onsh1p between parental educat1on and
rlearnfng d1sab111t1es was reported by Cam11be1 (1975) who found that -

mothers w1th less than a grade nine educat1on were more 11ké1y to have

| 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren Support1ng ev1dence presented prev1ous]y B . \\f
fabout the 1mportance of the mother ch1]d re1at1on§h1p, Cam]18@1 found )

_/that»the mother S educatlon Was more hlgh]y corre1ated to the

incidence of 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es in the ch11dren than was the

"ducat1on It seemsa however that ‘the mother s edUCat1on
I3 . .

ctor only for 1OW4educat10na] 1eve]s

;ﬁms d1d note that more parents of- gegu]ar c]ass ch11dren were .
5fess1ona] 0ccupat1ons, as compared w1th parents of 1earn1ng

ged ch1]dren There 1s, however ]1tt1e 1nd1cat1on of socyg;‘u

ic d1fferences‘petween fam111es of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and™ - v‘jv s':_‘ (r,

a]]y ach1ev1ng ch11dren G]aser 1954 suggested that f1nanc1a1

s res cou]d produce 1ess parenta] 1nterest 1n the chlldren s

schoo] performance but Campbe]] (1972) reported that ch11dren w1th

‘ '1earn1ng d1sab111t1es came from fam111es of every 1ncome 1eve1

| ) In summary, 1t appears that demograph1c fam11y factors may be

B re]ated to 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es on]y 1n extreme cases ' Genera]]y, _

"f’1n th]s study, 1t 1s hypothes1zed that factors such as fam11y s1ze,e:fx
‘:,;parental educat1on, and soc1oeconom1c status w111 not be 51gn1f1cant1y jf S

,?,diffep.'tjfor fam111es of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren as compared to

s famif iQf normal]y ach1ev1\g students ”vj;Q;vf” .



-~

™

-home or changes 1n the composition of the fam1]y may be re]ated to

Family Re]at10nsh1p Factors .
. \_,J,’

A number of researchers have suggested that conf11ct in the

1earn1ng d1sab111t1es (Abrams & Kas]ow, 1977 GLaser, 1974). It does
&

seem that a ch11d who is. preoccup1ed w1th problems ar1s1ng from h1s

home s1tuat1on may - f1nd 1t difficult to concentrate on schoo]work

Koppitz (1971) ana]yzed 1nterv1ews wtth parents of 177 = = .

'1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren From the 1nformat1on vo]unteered by
) ‘parepts, Kopp1tz found that 2 % of the LD ch11dren had exper1enced

: severe emot1ona1 or phys1ca1 neg]ect dur1ng the f1rst three years of

11fe At the t1me€of the 1nterv1ews, 14% of the parents reported o

current 1nc1dents of overt reJect1on of the1r 1earn1ng disabled ch1ﬂd

o K0pp1tz reported that%ﬁn 37% of the fam1t1es there was an unstab]e

home s1tuat1on s an a]coho]1c parent severe parenta1 conf11ct, or a

-’one*parent fam11y A further 10% of the ch11dren had been p]aced 1n'.."

*a.foster homes Kopp1tz commented on the d1ff1cu1ty of accurately o

' assess1ng the soc1a1 backgrounds of the ]earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren

The f1gures are’ probab]y too low. Lt was “found, for 1nstand%,
. that some. parents were unable or: unw1111ng to share the
‘details of their homelife with “school social worker. The

, ‘,:f‘parents presented. the pictureof a wholesome and stable family - - -
- h Tife which, it was later Tearned, proved not to be in accord -

with the facts. Intense hardsh1p, conflicts, or periods of -

'parenta] separat1on in the child's ‘early 1ife were happ11y put
- “aside ‘and no longer discussed or reported, even though" they :
"mlght have had a lasting: effect on the ch1]d (1971f«p= 26)

e Owen, Adams, Forrest Sto]z and F1sher (1971) Compared a grOUP'V'_vw

o f_of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren to a group of norma]]y ach1ev1ng

Q

';students and found that!5he,emotlona1 c]tmate W1th1n the famé]y was"

,m‘t;frequentt//more\u;favorab1e for the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed chnldren The
’31::1earn1n§ disabled

children ]1ved 1n fam11y env1ronments that were 1ess

o~

A
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: we]] organ1zed and 1ess emot1ona1]y stab]e than those of a group of
B \

academlca]]y succes#fu] ch11dren Furthermore Owen et al. rated bothv

mothers and fathers as express1ng Tess affect1on toward thelr 1earn1ng

d1sab1ed child- than toward their other chl]dren The 1earn1ng

< k-v"" .
d1sab1ed ch11dren were a]so under more parental pressure th weﬁe.
the1r<brothers and sisters. _‘ B L h .

. . . . o ’ . ;
. . Tseng and-Son&tegard¢(1971),found‘that the mahner in which
parents handled Family discipline was significantTy &orreTated’to the

children's academ1c geveloment, 1ncons1stency between the parents was
5 *

re]ated to -lower academ1c achlevement ,&tr1ck]er (1969) suggested a )

mechan1sm by wh1ch th1s éou]d oceur . Str1ck1er sa1d that ‘the parent
) who does not receive adequate grat1f1cat1on from an unhappy mar1ta1
re]at1onsh1p may turn to the ch11d of the oppos1te sex The result '
'cou1d be 1ncons1stent d1sc1p11ne betwéen the parents. Again, it
seems that mothers react1ons,cou]d be part1cu]ar1yr1mportant,
*especialTy inare]ation to the déve]opment of'their sons. "Neifert and

Gayton (1973) a]so stressed the 1ﬁ%ortance of the parents p?esent1ng
o

~+a united fr and d1scussed the prob]em of one parent erod1ng the ﬁ"

remedialfefﬁo'ts d? the” other pa@ent, 1n work1ng with the1r 1earn1ng
disabiéd Chjﬂvr~v‘¢;v‘
There 1s, however ev1dence that parents of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed

ch1]dren may exper1ence more conf11ot than do parents of norma]]y
S

'v,aoh1ev1ng students When parents of norma] and LD ch11dren were asked:‘

.c"

to’ assess thelr ch11d 's overa11 adJustment there was s1gn1f1can§1y

.-.\

- fgreater d1sagreement between the mothers and fathers of the 1earn1ng
s RPN 1

29

- disabled ch11dren (wetter, 1971, 1972y S1mﬂar]y, Gerber (1976)

| reported that the parents of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren had

>
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significantly greater conflict about their feelings of acceptance or
rejection of their child than did parents of the control group.
. Grossman (1978a)‘administered a marital integratipn sea]e to
the parents of Tearning disabled and contro] children, and reported
that the parents of the learning disabled children had significantly
]ower marital integration‘scores than did the parents of norma]]y
achieving children. Campbell (1972) observed that in fami]ies of
1eafning'dtsab1ed children, one parent was.markedly dominant pver the
other one. Campbell suggested that this could ]ead to a.greater
distortion of 1nformat1on given the ch11d than when both parents
shared the responsibility for commun1cat1ng w1th their ch11d v
“Wunderlich (1972) suggested that the effects of an 1neffect1ve (
parent in the home were s1m11ar to the effects of hav1ng only one ~ |
parent. wUnder11ch thought that the: presence or absence of the father \\\\\\“
might be more re]ated to 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es in the ch11d perhaps
because in our society children are more likely to remainwith their
mothers fo]]o&éng a martta] sp]it., Friedman and Meltzer (1973)
suggested that readingfdisorders:were related to the loss or
separation from a parent at the time of school entry or ddring the

0} 9‘»}

early schoo] years, | Iy

}
There is some ev1dence that mothers of 1earn1ng disabled

[

children seem to exper1ence more negat1ve fee]1ngs than do mothers
of ndrma]]y achieving students Freeman (1971) Found that mothers of
LD children reported they felt alone and excluded from outs1de -
influences more than did mothers of control ‘children. Similarly,

Merron (1978) found that mothers of LD ch11dren were more introverted

and reported themse]ves as be1ng s1gn1f1cantly morg, anx1ous than did
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mothers of normally achieving students. It may be thaf many of these
f%é]ings are related direct]y to the experience of dealing with a
]earning-disab]ed child, while others may be re]ated to family
eonf11ct or parental separation. |

| 4Summar‘k

The literature review indicates not only that there is Tittle
agreement about the definition of a learning disabi]ity;‘but that
there is also Tittle consensus about the charqcter?%tics of a learning
disabled student. Many conf]ictjng paradigms are.probably due to the
lack of controlled studies: reports of correlates of learning
disabi]ities are ofien based on individual case studies or observat16n§
of a small group of chﬁidren identified as 1earning_disab]ea. Few
studies have compared a group of 1earﬁing disabled students to a
matched group of norma]iy achieving children. | :

Aé the basis of the definition of/:;;rqing'djsabilities has
changed over ,the past fifteen yeérs‘from a medica]}to'a more
educational focus, so hé%g the factors suggested to be related to
Tearning disabilities been modified. Studies 1nvest1gat1ng med1ca1
factors such as birth d1ff1cu]t1es, delays in physical developmegnt, |
| and ch11dhood 1]1nes§es or severe 1n3ur1es have found that only about
10% of the learning disabled children sampled have experiéncedvaﬁy bf :
these difficulties (Koppitz, 1971; Silver, 1971). Similarly, only
about 10% of LD chi]dren receive medication for h}peractivity (Bkown,
1969; Horner, 1977; Silver, 1971), although the 1nc1dence of observed
hyperact1ve behaviors is much higher (Brown, 1969; Kopp1tz, 1971,

Rugel & M1tche1] 1977, Silver, 1971; Strag, 1972).
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Generally, there is more evidenceeof observed beherors in
'1earning diseb1ed children that vary.from the norm.‘ Deficits 1h
coordinatioh (Browh,'1969; Owen,’Adahs,‘Forrest,‘Sto]z & Fisher, 1971),
high distractibi]ity-(Brbwn,‘1969; Ruge]‘& Mitchell, 1979% Silver,
1971; Tseng & Sonstegard, 1971), and,hyperactfvity have'been‘mqgtu‘
frequent]y‘nq;ed. Both parents and teachers have rated the behavior
of ]earufng disabled cFi]dreh as~being more negative tgéh that of
norma]]yechieviug studehts (Koppitz, 19713 Ruge1 & M{tche11, 1977,
Strag, 1972); there is a]se some evidence thet negative behavior may
be a more crifjea] factor in the referra] uf iearning\disab]ed boys,
as compared»to learning disabled girls (Koppitz, 1971; Rhiups, 1977)..'

A focus for research might be away from attempt1ng to determ1ne
the et1o]ogy of learning d1sab111t1es by try1ng to link mg@]ca]
factors to neuro]og1ca1 functioning, and thus to performance in ' -
aeadem1c 1earn1ng s1tugt1ons. Rather, the 1earn1ng disabled ch1]d | |
. may be seen as a child.with specific deficits in ach1evement, desp1te'
horma] intellectual abi]ity{ In add{tion,‘thfs acadeuic 1d§ seems to
often be associated with behavigrs seen as negative by both parents‘
and teachers, partitu]arly in 1earning disabled boys. e
Evidence has also been presented which suggests that behavidr
may be related to academic suCcess (Tsen§ & Sonstegard, 1971) AT
second factor relating to the school ach1evement-of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed
~children is parental attitude (Chapman & Boersma, 1979b; Tseng &
Sonstegard, 1971-,wetﬁer,‘1971' 1972). Initial Jow aéhievemeht by the
']earn1ng disabled ch11d 1eads to low parenta] expectat1ons for future

, success despite the child's ‘average ability. There has been evidence

presented to show that parents may g1ve their Iearning disabled child
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less pos1t1ve feedback by respond1ng more negat1ve1y to school-
re]ated behav1ors and resuTts\ﬁ‘Proport1onate]y more negat1ve
feedback probab]y serves to\ma1nta1n the child's Tow achlevement.
. Therefore, it is very 1mportant to determine the attitudes and
reaction; of parents to their ]earning disabled children.
| Family demograph1c factors such as famt]y size (Cam11be], 1975
v G]aser 1974, Neifert & Gayton, 1973), parenta1 educat1on (Saltsman,
" 1975; Silver, 1971), and soc1oeconom1c status (Campbe]] 1972) have
been studted" Genera]]y, 1t appears that these factors are assoc1ated
- w1th 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es on]y in extreme‘cases For more moderate
populations it is probab]e that famt]y demographtc factors will be
- similar in both 1earn1ng disabled and norma]]y ach1ev1ng groups.
Re]at1onsh1ps within the fam1]y may be re]ated to learning
‘d1sab111t1es (Abrams & Kaslow, 1977; G]aser, 1974 Kopp1tz, 1971)
Studies have been presented wh1ch show that parents may contrad1ct
each other in dealtng with the1r 1earn1ng d1sab1ed child (Ne1fert &
'Gayton, 1973; Strickler, 1969 Tseng & Sonstegard 1971) and that

“parents of learning d1sab1ed children exper1ence more - conf11ct in

the1r ‘marriage (Campbe]] 1972; Gerber, 1976 Grossman, 1978a;

\

' ~Wetteri\1971,~1972)' Mar1ta1 conf11ct may eventua]]y resu]t 1n

separat1on of the parents, and severa] stud1es have been c1ted wh1ch

‘{ suggest that the absence of the parent, and part1cu1ar1y the absence 3

of the father m1ght be re]ated tg 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es It does |

seem 11ke1y that concern w1th an unhappy or unsett]ed home s1tuatton S
| wou]d make 1R more. d1ff1cu1t for a ch11d to concentrate on schoo]work._"

The chlld S re]at1onsh1p w1th h1s mother has been suggested to

\
be of prime 1mportance and the present study 1s focus1ng on 1earn1ng .
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disabled ch1]dren as they are perce1ved by the1r mothers - Attention
has been drawn to some Titerature wh1ch reports that mothers of
learning d1sab1e% children exper1ence negatwye emotions such as

loneTiness, isolation and anxiety to a greater.degree'than do mothers

‘ of normally achieving students (Fréeman,t1971; Merron, 1978). It mayt

. be that mothers of LD children are less'able-to‘offer their children

the~supp0rt ahd‘ehcouragement required because thetr;own emotidna]
concerns and needs have notﬁbeen reso1ved | |
‘The conf11ct1ng and somet1mes 1nconc1us1ve reports of the
re]at1on of med1ca1 behav1ora], and fam111a] factors to 1earn1ng
d1sdbn]1t1es demonstrate a def1n1te need for systemat1c, contro]]ed
\'research - In’ 1ine w1th th1s, the present study proposes tor
| 1. *Descr1be a representat1ve samp]e o% 1earn1ng d1sab1ed
students present]y rece1v1ng»1earn1ng ass1stance drawn
from a larger popu]at1on by random samp11ng methods,‘and
meetlng the def1ned requ1rements of normal ab111ty and
f]ow academ1c ach1evement

2. ;Compare the ]earn1ng d1sab1ed samp]e to a contro] samp]e

l‘of normal]y ach1ev1ng students matched for ab111ty, age, o

and soc1oeconom1c status, on med1ca1 behav1ora1 and
- fam111a1 character1st1cs. e T S A

3} ,Invest1gate the re]at1onsh1p of sex to med1ca1 behav1ora1

“'.and fam111a] character1st1cs for those factors wh1ch do

\

dlfferentlate between the 1earn1ng d1sab]ed and contro]

,r"‘
<&

1igroups

8, »Study the two groups of ch1]dren from the perspect1ve of 0_5"

' thelr mothers percept1ons o ‘;t*z h_\‘“

34



* CHAPTER III
© METHOD AND DESIGN :
' “ Sublects - s p

The subjects for the study were grade three students chosen from
' e]even urban. e]ementary public schoo]s About 240 ch1Tdren were,

1n1t1a]]y screened on a short form of the Wechsler Inte]]1gence ScaTe .

for Ch1]dren - Rev1sed (WechsTer, 1974), composed of the vocabuTary
‘and block des1gn subtests (SattTer, 1974) The comp]ete WISC-R was
1 then adm1n1stered to those ch11dren scorlng between 85 and 120 on the
short form. The screened sample included 70 Tearn1ng d1sab]ed
"'ch11dren who were rece1v1ng part t1me Tearn1ng aSS1stance in a
" resource - room,, and 73 random]y seTected children w1th norma]

| ach1evement - :
; The Tearnlng d1sab1ed group met the def1ned requ1rements of s
'hav1ng average ab1T1ty, but def1c1ts of ] 1/2 to 2 years in ach1evement |
ATT ch1]dren in the sampTe had fu]] sca]e IQ scores between 90 and 120.
‘The mean WISC- R full sca]e scores were” TOT 26 for the Tearn1ng |
d1sabled group and 102 56 for the contro] group, wh1ch was not a |
stat1st1ca]]y s1gn1f1cant d1fference ’ The contro] group had a meanT |
'T score that was 6 36 IQ po1nts h1gher than that of the LD grOUp on the ;‘
"verbaT IQ score ’ Converse]y, the LD group had a. mean performance
| score that was 4 41 po1nts h1gher than that- of the controT group
-"TabTe 1 presents the 1Q and subtest scaTed scores for the ]earn1ng
‘“d1sab]ed ‘and contro] groups | i : | | |
| Ach1evement was measured by the w1de Range Ach1evement Test

(Jastak & Jastak 1976), and 1nd1cated mean grade d1fferences between -

L:the LD and controT groups of 2 82 years on read1ng recogn1t1on, ] 81 ']fw“ .

o o
. [N

35



© Tabid 1
Wechsler. Intelligence Scale'fof Chi]dreh - Revised
*1Q and Subscale" Scores

a

d

LD ConQro]b

Scale o * Mean . Sp Mean sD - & p

Full scale 1Q - 101.26 7.04 - 102.56 6.35 1.16 NS
Verbal 10~ . 96.96 8.53  103.32 9.32 4.25 <.001

Information 894 219 1101 170 6.3 <.001

AT

© Similarities  10.49 2.12 - 11.07 2.71  1.43 . fs
CArithmetic - 9.03 2.8 10.22° 2.40 3.13 <.01

‘Vocabulary 10,39 2.56  11.23 2.70 - 1.93 ' NS

¥

Comprehension - 9.16 2.64 . ©9.49. 3.08 .70 s
Digit Span - 8.76  2.07 1016 2.29 vﬂ3.8s 7,<{001‘

Performaﬁce,xo' 10640 8.3 10199 '8.19  3.20 . <.01
.Picturé'compietion 11.36 2.49 ~1io;53> 2.57 1.94 | NS

~ Picture Arrangementf:i1.7zT 2.26 ”11.47,"2.49 S AN

© BlockDesign 1114 251 10.67 245 L4 NS

| 1jQ§jécp}Assé@Biy' f',"11;ﬁ4 E'2;39T j‘*ﬁ11f49:  2,;2/ ”b{66'53  Ns;':

S S A SR R b S

887 2.8 7.63 2.63 270 <01

!

4 =70 ol L



~ years on spelling, and 0.26 years on arithmetic subtests, with the LD
means'being 10wer on.each of'the threevmeasures TabTe 2 presents the
'scores in grade equ1va]ents for the two groups; the achlevement Tevels
- on each’ of the three subtests are s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent for the
Tearn1ng d1sab1ed and contro] groups

| The two groups were aTso 51m11ar in age | The,70 Jearning
d1sab1ed ch1]dren had a mean age oT 8 46 years (sp ?ij46)?and the 73

5controT ch11dren had a mean age of 8. 27 years (SD = -42).

"l Reasons other than ab111ty TeveT wh1ch led to the e11m1nat1on of‘

"some ch1Tdren from the f1na1 samp]e 1nc1uded K absence from schooT

,dur1ng the test1ng, prev1ous remed1a1 placement of the contro]

'subJects or ser1ous Eng]1sh -as- a second Tanguage prob]ems No <

A

: chTTdren were 1ncTuded 1n the sampTe who had ser1ous phys1ca], soc1a]

“or emot1ona] probTems

Th1s screened samp]e was further decreased when mother 1nterv1ew '

data cou]d not be coTTected for aTT the ch11dren Some mothers d1d

”Ot cooperate 1" comp]et1ng the 1nterv1ews, and some ch]]dren moved SO

.before the 1nterv1ew cou]d be conducted For the 70 1earn1ng

- d1sab]ed ch1Tdren mother 1nterv1ew data was obta1ned for 62 ch1Tdren,,f}

;fﬂwh1ch represents a 12% reduct1on 1n the samp]e s1ze For the 73

i\iccontroT ch11dren mother 1nterv1ew data was obta1ned for 69 ch11dren,;j e s

;;Produc1ng a 54 rEductwn The totaT samp]e for wh1ch mother ‘f:fc:=“v"L

: 4
1nterv1ew data was obta1n§d conta1ned 131 ch11dren

For th1s final- samp]e the two groups were s1m11ar 1n terms of
';&‘soc1oeconom1c status, based on fathers occupatlons and cTass1f1ed

accord1ng to the Bllshen ScaTe (BT1shen, 1967) f The Tear ng

d1sab1ed subJects had a mean rank of 41. 53 ( 12 53) wh11e"the” .
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‘ Table 2
wide‘Range Achievement Test

Grade Equivalent Scores - |

~oo? ~ Contro1?

© Subtest f o ) 'Méan'*‘ s Mean . sp - & p

Reading | 3.06 .56 5.88 © 1.69 .13.29° <.001°
‘Spelling ~  ©.2.76 .47 s 457 © .89 15.11 <001

‘Arithpetic . .2.87 .40 . 3.13 .48 - 3.53 <.001

p%



controT SUbJectS had a mean rank of 44 02 ( 13 78), which are not-

s1gn1f1cant]y d1fferent &g‘: 31) |
’ In- summary, the Tearn1ng d1sabTed subjects. in thTS study seem

to be a representat1ve samp]e of those ch1Tdren 1n resource rooms 1n

1';ie1even urban eTementary schoo]s In agreement w1th prev1ous]y c1ted
sex rat1os, 43 of ‘the 62 ]earn1ng dlsabTed ch1Tdren were boys (69%)

vvvwh1Te onTy 19 were gers (31%) ‘ The numbers of boys and g1rTs in the

\W

o controT groups were 40 and 29 respect1ve1y The Tearn1ng d1sabTed

""ch11dren Were s1m1Tar to the normaTTy ach1ev1ng subJects in terms of

-

: fuTT scale: IQ, age and soc1oeconom1c background However, the LD

| AJISUbJECtS performed at stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant Tower TeveTs on

: read1ng recogn1t1on, speTT1ng igd ar1thmet1c achlevement subtests oF

B the W1de Range Ach1evement Test as. compared to the contro] group

' ‘Therefore, the Tearn1ng d1sab1ed ch1Tdren met the def1n1t1on by

' hav1ng normaT 1nteTTectua] ab111ty, but academ1c def1c1ts of I 1/2

'to 2 years 1n one or more schooT subJects

Interv1ew ScheduTe

o

An 1nterv1ew scheduTe was des1gned for use in 1nterv1ew1ng the

| 7from a survey of some of the attrlbutes of Tearn1ng dlsabled ch1Tdren
-5fgpresented 1n the T1terature Spec1f1c quest1ons were prov1ded w1th
'; cho1ce of reSponses so that the mothers answers for any g1ven

-'e_questuon coqu be eas1]y categor1zed and coded for ana]ys1s Many

i_jmothers of the ch1Tdren 1n the study Areas of 1nteres¢ were def1ned

.: 39

'fcategor1es were nom1na1 1n that mothers cou]d respond e1ther ”yes"AOr frfg;

4o N

:i:f”nz | The mothers observat1ons about the1r ch11dren s behav1or, as.

f]gweTT as quest1ons concern1ng the presence of spec1f1c med1ca1 :1;3-'_77'5



preb1ems;’were of this nature. Other=questions,'in which a choice»of
responses were ordered- from less to more of an attr1bute or qua11ty,v
produced ord1na1 data F1na11y, some quest1ons, such as those E

o

' u51ng 1nterva1s to c]ass1fy the ages of parents, produced 1nterva1

g

data.
“ The 1nterv1ew schedu]é was d1v1ded 1nto sect1ons The’first
»(dea1t w1th the ear]y h1stbry of the ch11d and asked quest1ons about |
the b1rth of the ch11d and subsequent med1ca1 problems The second
sect1on presented th1rteen yes no. items des1gned to 1nd1cate each

z“mother“s observattggstind percept1ons of - her ch1]d s behav1or _ A"

O.s;th1rd §§Ct1on tapped the moéhers att1tudes, percept1ons and expec- '
i';ltat1ons about the1r chx]dren S progress 1n schoo] Quest1ons about

Athe fam11y 1nc]uded both demograph1c data such as ages, educat1on, o

1ncome and occupatxons of the parents, as we]] as 1nformat1on about
the mother S. current mar1ta1 status and parenta] 11v1ng arrangements
A: flna] sect1on presented a- four cho1ce ord1na1 sca]e of mothers

'_'fee11ngs (see Append1x for mother 1nterv1ew schedu1e)

Procedure o -

¢

[
"“‘usually w1th1n four weeks of the ch11dren betng assessed 1n schoo]

~"-nature of the study and asklng for the mothers cooperat1on Mothers

?g>';were se]ected because of the1r 1mportance as s1gn1f1cant others 1n

hithe ]1ves of thelr ch11dren and because mothers are genera]]y more

P ava11ab]e than are fathers for part1c1pat1ng 1n research 1nterv1ews

40

-Data froggthe mothers was obta1ned by two femaWe 1nterv1ewers, _'t‘f’

':-_iand ass1gned to groups Pr1or to the mother 1nterv1ews, 1etters'vf':,j i”w

;vf fwere ma11ed to the homes of the se]ected ch11dren, exp1a1n1ng the 1,},ff_v;



f’the 1etters each mother was 1nd141dua1]y contacted by

e by one‘of-the.jnterviewers;ffn order to obtain her consent

1nterv1ews were conducted in the ch11dren S homes, usua]]y

ch11dren were not present Each 1tem was read a]oud by the

{ whe
-1nter 1 ,. 1N order to m1n1m1ze prob]ems 1n readlng the quest1ons

f CTarif1CAt1on of the 1tems was g1ven 1f the mother requested it or if
othe;jnte i1ewer thought a mother 'S response was an 1naccurate est1mate
| on quest1ons where an est1mated number of occurrences -
was recu red the 1nterv1ewer cou]d ask the mother to ”count the
_number of t1mes“ in the ]ast week or month, 1n order to obtain more
'accurate responses._ Observat1ons of the 1nterv1ewer or add1t1ona1

1nformat1on vo]unteered by the mother could be noted in the marglns of

che 1nterv1ew schedu]e For examp]e, some mothers refused to answer '

;certa1n 8uest1ons wh1]e others w1]11ng]y vo]unteered deta1ls of the
,ch1]d S h1story or the fam1]y s1tuat1on~~ Genera]]y, the mother 'f

1nterv1ews requ1red ] to 1 1/2 hours to comp]ete

R Othese S

!

i Studies re]atlng ]earn1ng d1sab111t1es to prenata] and med1ca1

o

prob]ems have genera]]y been 1nconc]us1ve One of the maJor "
d1ff1cu1t1es has been the re]at1ve1y 1ow 1nc1dence of med1ca1 problems
in groups of 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren Few stud1es have dealt w1th

he quest1on of the rema1n1ng 1earn1ng d1sab]ed students who do not

i
A .
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have a h1story of b1rth or med1ca1 d1ff1cu]t1es It seems that the

1nc1dence of medical factors reported for var1ous learning d1sab]ed a0

o samp]es may be the same as that in the populat1on as a who]e

Therefore, 1t was predlcted that '3 ," R  ”4//

1. ] There will be no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between 1earn1ng
disabled and contro] groups of students on the basis. of
medical factors, as reported by thelr mothers ' :

[There 1s some ev1dence that one factor wh1ch does d1fferent1ate '
- ‘between ]earnlng d1sab]ed and norma]]y ach1ev1ng students 1s obse
physical coord1nat1on (Brown, 1969; Owen Adams, Forrest Sto]z and

_;,F1sher, ]971) It seems poSs1b]e that poor coord1natlon cou]d be

\

o assoc1ated w1th some of the negat1ve behav1ors observed and reported

1t is also poss1b1e that poor. coord1nat1on cou]d be re]ated to the

L

v(observed d1ff1cu]t1es of 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch1]dren 1n wr1tten -

express1on, as compared to ora] S1nce the def1n1t1on of ]earn1ng

1H'Vd1sab1]1t1es épec1f1es ]ow ach1evement regard]ess of sex there w111 .=;'h/~
'.probab]y not be a sex d1fference\‘\Thereere, it was pred1cted that : |

e 201 A greater number of mothers of ]earn1ng d1sab1ed ch1]dren
+ will  indicate that their children have problems with physical’
“coordination, as compared to pos1t1ve responses from mothers of - o
'control subJects N o L COT e

; The research 1nd1cates that parents and teachers a]1ke rate the
. .,ﬂ A

o observed behav1ors of 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch1]dren as be1ng more negat1ve .

= than those of norma11y ach1ev1ng students Furthermore, some stud1es -

oA

haVe 1nd1cated that one factor re1ated to hﬂgher referra] rates for .

\r

"_ ]earn1ng d1sab1ed boys is the: greater 1nc1dence of negat1ve behav1or

'-.:problems for boys Teachers have reported f1nd1ng behav1or prob]ems o \\;\
[ . o
. ‘more. ser1ous than academ1c prob]ems, perhaps because they f1nd behav1or '

% :

: *.j‘{problems comparat1ve]y more: d1ff1cu]t to dea] w1th Ltgseems»probable- e



‘ . b o
that parents may a]so f1nd negat1ve behav1or frd@trat1ng 1n that they

_4 | g R 43

lack strateg1es for chang1ng behavior. Accord1ng]y, 1t was’

hypothes1zed that: - 1‘ .
3, 1 There will be s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between the - . _
behav1ors of learning disabled .children and contro] ch11dren,_' -
- ..as observed and reportéd by their. mothers. v

-~
3.2 The d1fferences between 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and contro] boys, S
in terms of - behav1or w111 be greater “than between the two -groups . . -
of g1r]s o : : . o

Attent1on has been drawn to stud1es 1nd1cat1ng that parents BAN

3y f«expectat1ons for the1r ch11dren s . future academ1c success are

Q

determ1ned;by prev1ous'ach1evement ]evels. S1nce 1earn1ng d1sab1ed

'childreh“by‘definition will have lower ach1evement»1eve1s in some
t»specific subjeCts,fft'Seems orobable that their parents’ expectat1ons .

| w111 be cbrrespond1ng]y 1ower than those of parents of norma]ly

ach1ev1ng students. Therefore, 1t was hypothes1zed that

TSR 'There witl. be a s1gn1f1cant difference in the mothers ,
- estimadgs of their children's abilities and expected success -

S inracadgmic tasks between the mothers of. learning disabled

‘ childrén .and. the mothers of norma]]yﬁach1ev1ng students,- w1th

: st1mates made by mothers of LD th11dren belng ]ower

\\\___/;,/~St’d1es 1nvest1gat1ng ‘the re]at1on of fama]y demograph1c factors |

) ‘eze:“ahd:;;}ental educat1on, occupaggzn or 1ncome to_,i'
1earn1ng d1sab11tt1es have\generally been 1nconc1us1ve Aga1n,~many_

i ; Yool A

such: as faml

'Qh-stud1es 1ack a contro] samp]e so that it is d1ff1cu1t to state

- &
: unequ1v0ca11y that 1earn1ng d1sab]ed samp]es d1ffer fnom the genera]

I/

!;]popu]at1on on any of these var1ab1es There is some 1nd1cat1on that

ﬂ’fam]ly demograph1c factors may become sa11ent only for extreme va]ues,

e

‘isas for eXbmp]e when the number of ch11dren 1n the fam11y egceeds

‘7seven, or when the parents educat1on 1eve1 1s below grade n1ne BERETIE T
S ,’%’\. . ,»'\ N



(Cam]ibe];¥1975). The proportion of extreme values present in the
urban popu]atioh from, which the samp]es were drawn is probably quite

Tow. Therefore, 1t was hypothes1zed that

5. 1 There will be no. s1gn1f1cant difference between the family
demographic factors of learning disabled and norma]ly ach1ev1ng
students, as reported by their mothers

A number of stud1es have been c1ted wh1ch show that families of

1earn1ng disabled children experience more parental conflict than do
~ D
fam1]1es of normally ach1ev1ng children. It seems reasonab]e that

concern with an unhappy or unsettled home situation could adversely‘
atfect a ohild's abi]ity to concentrate on sChoo]work. Furthermore,
there is some evidence that mothers of learning dtsabled children

experience high negative emotions, a finding that may be important
in”differentidting between the two groups in view of the strong

mother-child relationship at eahiy"ages. Therefore, it was

i

hypothesized that

6.1 There will be a s1gn1f1cant difference in the family
relationships and stability of families with a learning
disabled child and families of normally achieving students,

“with families of learning disabled children having a higher
1nc1dence of parenta] separation. s

6.2 Mothers of learning disabled children will report
experiencing significantly more negative emotions than will
»mothers of norma11y achieving students.’

N (- D“esign“ : , ’
S .
The hypotheses/hn this study were tested by tﬁp methods

~Ch1-£guare ana]yses of frequenc1es were used to tesx hypotheses
reTating to jtems on the quest1onna1re where responses were placed

in normat1ve groups, wh11e t tests compar1ng means were. used "to

analyze 1ntenva1 data. Sex differences were stud1ed by comparing

§

a4
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' 1earning disabled girls to control girls, and Tearning disabled boys

-to control boys, us1ng the appropriate chi- -square or tvtest method

i

Sex d1fferences were studied for. on1y the var1ab1es which showed a

d1fferent1at1on between the learning disabled and normally achieving

groups.

.



CHAPTER 1V
RESULTS | o
The results of responses to questions on the mother interview
schedule related to each of the factors will be presented separate]y.
Data for the final sample of 131 grade three children will be
presented. Results of chi- square ana1yses and t- tests will be
: summarized.jn separate tables, but the f1nd1ngs will be considered
‘fogether.’ | |

. Medical Factors

Thehresults‘of the chi-square ana]yses tor-the medical factors
generally supported the’hypothesis of,no significant difference
between learning disabled and control groups. -Chi-square va]ues and
'probabi]ities are presented in Table 3. ‘Table 3 also shows the |
proportions of 1earn1ng disabled and control children whose mothers
reported difficulties for each of the med1ca1 var1ab1es, proportigns
for either group did not exceed .25 of the cases.

One var1ah1e wh1Eh approached s1gn1f1cance at the .05 1eve1 was
1nc1dence of serious ch11dhood 111ness gp < 10) However,
separating the groups further, according to sex, showed no s1gn1f1cant
vd1fferences between LD and contro] groups (see-Table 4).

’The 1arge probab111t1es for certain var1ab1es are part1cu]ar1y
interestingvin-view of some the recent popular notions Tinking
1earning disabi]ities to allergic reactionsjpthis study‘s findings
do not support such a relat1on

" In sum, as far as LD and control group differences are.concerned,
re Nawe ' :

i the resu]ts,of'this study suggest that medical variables are not ,

differentiating*factors. Two except1ons, wh1ch are rather c]ose]y



Table 3
Chi-square Summary-Data for Medical Factors

for LD and Control Groups

-Proportions

LD Controi | df ‘Chiésquare . p

Eaéé of delivery? .23 .lbl -2  1.58 - NS =

Premature birth® _;o; .07 1~ 1.08 "‘l' NS

Serious illness ' .18 V.97" . 1 1 3.36 : <,£0

Serfous accident .06 .03 . BN 7 R

Probiems with: | | ‘i |
Speech N .18;' 13 | 1 56 Ns
Vision 6 a3 1 s s
Hearing 08 o6 1 g5 NS

» cOoydinAtion, . s 0 1 13.3  <.00]
Other o o 1 ’8}23' b

Medical history of: A . | .
Frequent colds .18 ‘(v'.;o 1 sy NS

* Allergies 'f;-~ 23 .23 S
'StomaCh;prob]em5~ .15 d2 1 s f-Ns‘
Head colds  og o7 . Lo 03 ks
Nightmares.' 08 100 1 7 NS

' Bedwetting 15 a5 .00 _j: NS

anu= 128: De]iVéry 1nfofmation wasdnot_reported for two adoptéd<

children in the control: group, and. orie adopted child “in-the LD group.
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 "Table 4
Chi-square‘Summary Data for Selected Medical Factors

for LD and Control Groups Analyzed by SeX'

1}

Chi-Squar‘ea : Prbbabi]ity‘ 4

d

" Serious i11ness: - \
Boys N - 1.51 s
Girls .- 210 ks

Coordination probTems: | |

Boys g.20 © - <.005"
Girls R S :

ther'prbb]ems;~ | | o |

.\Boys" | ;': L a2 S <05
Birls o, s s
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related to behavioral and educational factors, w%ﬁl be discussed

subsequently. B _ \ Vi
’ ’ s \ {j.

- . - - g . ’ ’ ‘l
Physical C00rd1nat1on» v , v f? . '

The findings concerning the phyStoa]'toordination of 1earning
disab]éd and control groups are consistent with the hypothesis that
'_S1gn1f1cant1y more 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren S mothers wou]d
'1nd1cate that the1r ch1]dren had prob]ems with coord1nat1on Th1s
';f1nd1ng is cons1stent with research reported ear11er where it was
‘noted that poor coordination may be - 11nked to negat1ve behav1or :
.‘observat1ons R d vﬂg‘ v’ S X . IR S

Both 1earn1ng dlsabled glr]s and boys d1ffered s1gn1f1cant1y
”from their same sex contro] group 1n coord1nat1on In other words,_i
both boys and girls from the LD groups are seen by thelr mothers as |
<,be1ng poor]y coordlnated | '. o | o
None of the mothers of ch11dren 1n the control group reported‘“_
z.problems in coord1nat1on The frequenc1es for 1earn1ng d1sab]ed boys |

vand g1r]s were respect1ve]y, 8 out of 43 and 3 out of 19
‘ Therefore a tota] of 11 LD ch]]dren were seen as- be1ng poor]y :
coord1nated ( —»13 36 df = 1 p < 001) . Ch1 squares and
;probab1]1t1es for the compar1sons of same sex LD and contro] groups
;are presented 1n Tab]e 4 . ;‘f R - B

"Other Med1ca1 Factors y:dij -

S1gn1f1cant1y more mothers of 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren as
("\ : e ’
compared to mothers of control ch11dren 1nd1cated that the1r ch11dren

Y

‘had other med1ca1 problems (X2 8 23 df = 1 p < 005) As for

N

_coord1nat1on none of the mothers of the ch1]dren 1n the contro]

fgroup reported other med1ca1 prob]ems

L



'1?i;““greater for boys (p < 001) than for g1rls (p < 05)
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-~ A count of the frequencies showed that mothers of six of‘the
boys and one girt'in the:LD'grOUp reported other medica] prob]ems.’
Same- sex comparlsons were s1gn1f1cant in d1fferent1at1ng between
1earn1ng disabled and contro] boys, but not in d1fferent1at1ng between: -
g1r1s in the two groups (see Tab]e 4) , | B

However four of the seven ch11dren w1th other med1ca1 prob]ems

'were reported by the1r mothers to have'"dys1ex1a m1rror v1s1on Y
and “reversa]s“ wh1ch m1ght be 1nterpreted as. educat1ona], rather than |
_.med1ca] prob]ems The rema1n1ng three med1ca1 prob]ems were: |
'resp1ratory 11]ness, b]adder 1nfect1on and a deformed foot corrected -
by surgery | | |

Behav1ora1 Factors‘

"} The resu]ts of a t- test between means for the tota] negat1ve\‘

n behav1ora1 rat1ngs of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and contro] ch11dren supportedb:
‘ the hypothes1s of a s1gn1f1cant d1fference (t 3. 97 df = 129 |
. p < 001) Means and standard dev1at1ons are’ presented 1n Tab]e 5
gand show that the ]earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren were ranked by the1r

:"mothers as d1sp]ay1ng more negat1ve behav1ors than the contro]

l;hch1]dren‘ Th1s f1nd1ng of comparat1ve1y more negat1ve behav1or for 5
v}the 1earn1ng d1sab]ed group was 51m11ar for boys and for g1rls, as
"cwe]] as. for the group as a who]e It shou]d be noted however that :

-

| {the probab1]1ty of a d1fference between the two groups was somewhat |

SRRY ' ' U
The f1nd1ngs for the th1rteen var1ab1es compr1s1ng the tota] ,‘ N

=

v.'gnegatlve behav1ora] score d1ffer w1de1y, w1th probab111t1es rang1ng75 dlfpv{‘ |

'”'ﬂ_"from OOO to 876 Ch1 SQUare va]ues and probab111t1es for each of”“r7:ﬂ;ggfis

: the quest10nna1re 1tems are presented in Tab]e 6 as are the



RO

w—

_Tab1e 5
Means, Standard DeViatiQns and t-values for

~ ‘Total Negative Behavioral Data °

&« - ‘ T - - KNS ' 3
L - Control

. ~ Mean  SD . Mean s oAt P

Total group  2.61°2.09  1.28 1.76 129.00. 3.97  <.001
CBoys ' 2.742.23-  1.25 151 | 75.97  3.60  <.001

CGirls. 232 177 1.31 2.09  46.00 173 <.05

,vNoté: The~bdys',LD*group'had signifidantly gféétef Vafiance than -

did the boys' control. group (p < .05), so a Welch method of computing

“the ¢-value was used. . -
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L

Table'6

, " Chi- square Summary Data for Behav1ora] Factors

2>

for LD and Contro] Groups

Proportions

LD Control ~ Chi-square —  p

. TNegétiverbehuviorsf.; ‘ o
3  lNédeuS habi£S .  'iu_'%:  :5;39 :".25 }»_~‘. §.C1%> "‘ ﬁ<.10“ ‘
| _;Témper‘tautrumszr ’rlv__‘j'1 .16:_ .:04;., ;",:5f07" fﬁf}g.OS
; ‘D1stract1b1]1ty . B :f‘ . :.GQ;f'j}19f B  .‘23,08' s <.001"
- »11rr1tab1]1ty _:t. r .ir ”ﬂ ‘QQ!l i.06yur e 1,02:: 1 fNSvr
l'qunx1ety v . _Af,r - _:,, ,!;_.16;..;f12, o f57’ v, : 'NS |
| ;Depﬁjé.ss'ion,', o [EROE _’;.”10' 03 o 262 NS
o Syness s s
:;Ouér?aggreSSivéness' . | Zf_llulu_ ct.041> Ql;;' 1145’1 | ~f.iNSu =
‘dl;gNegat1ve att1tude o f;: .24 f-;i2" o 3;58"’_~Lu<.;04“f
'iﬁvFrequent 1y1ng | 1.:ilﬁ 1o .03 ;'ij_ z;62H::-]q;:'N§
| “_-.,'_-vPers1stent steahng .v 0501 ' 127 ‘» ..'Q,.NS o
‘. ;vDestruct1veness | ' Erﬁt?“v: 106.:;s10; : ff'u_i4§59sﬁf'J7'3e953‘37"
3 i.;iHyperact1v1ty v7€5f:v_fs ':‘?54%;~”?i47f'*t:?';6E79}:~w‘? %u0if f;t¥:s3f:

"Q Med1cat1on for hyperact1v1ty H",153 |‘;O4j<'f‘ ":41Q6 .  <.05=11,




proportions of chi]dren»ih each group‘for'the thirteen variables.

Some behaviors which do‘not appear to difFErentiate'between

L}

tf]earn1ng d1sab1ed and contro] ch1]dren, as seen and reported by the1r 7

mothers, are: . 1nr1tab111ty, anx1ety, shyness, over aggre551veness or

. persistentVStea]1ng ~ Another group of behav1ors, a]though not -

s1gn1f1cant at the 05 1eve1 had ch1 square va]ues approach1ng the e

2 fcr1t1ca1 va]ue at wh1ch one would conc]ude that the two groups were
stat1st1ca11y d1fferent Behav1ors approach1ng s1gn1f1cance;»
7'1nc1uded nervous hab1ts, depress1on and frequent ]y1ng

o The factor for wh1ch the greatest d1fference was found between
ithe ‘two groups was d1stract1b111ty ( = 23 08 df = 1 < 001)
o D1stract1b111ty or. 1nab111ty to concentrate was 1nd1cated by mothers
.‘to be a tra1t of both 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and norma]]y ach1ev1ng
) ch1]dren, but the proport1ons of d1stract1b]e ch11dren in the two |
'1kgroups were marked]y d1fferent About 19A of the contro] ch11dren -

- were seen as’ d1stract1b1e wh11e‘60% of the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed

"ch1]dren were reported as d1stract1b1e Tab1e 7 presents ch1 square

| fva1ues wh1ch show that LD boys are 51gn1f1cant1y more d1stract1b1e
f}than contro] boys (p < 001), and LD g1r]s are 51gn1f1cant1y more i
,.Ld1stract1b1e than contro] g1rls (p < 001) | : ’
P A second factor wh1ch d1scr1m1nated between LD and contro]

-

if_groups was temper tantrums or uncontro]]ed emot1ons ( 5 07

;"ldf = I 83 < 05) For same sex compar150n5, the Ch1 square va]ue ’u“

ffffor boys was greater than that for g1r1s, but ne1ther s1gn1f1cant]y

:5d1fferent1ated between 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and contro] same sex 'f#'

.figroups (see- able 7)f ;;*f'::".

N
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<.

- Table7 ‘L
Chi- square Summary Data for Selected Behav1ora1 Factors '_, :

for;LD and Contro] Groups, Ana]yzed by Sex

i ¢

Chi-square  Probability

N

Nervous hablts

[

-ff{Med1cat10n for hyperact1v1ty:" :

o GirlsT

Boys

: i

Temper “tantrums: -

Boys:

Girls

' Distractibi1jty: |

Boys |
”Girls

: Negat1ve att1tude

Boys
Girls

) Destruct1veness

Boys .
Girls {”

R Hyperact1v1ty

Boys
G1rls

Boys S ,jw-‘

e H 5‘ S

12

10

.52
10
25
39

.62
(11

2

.80 -
46

3.91

.27 |
04

{00

ST

.10
NS

R
s

5 .001
- <.001

NS

BRI

‘]_géNoijthérsfrgportéd'girlsias QéingodesfrUCtiyélr}syﬁ;?
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A th1rd factor d1fferent1at1ng between LD and contro] groups wasz
' _destruct1veness The frequenc1es reported for th1s behav1or were very
: ]owf' No g1rls and no contro] subJects, whether ma]e or fema]e were
i’ reported as being destruCtivef on]y four boysffromithe»learn1ng
d1sab]ed group were rated by their mothers as destruct1ve The
| d1fference between 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and norma]]y ach1ev1ng students
was s1gn1f1cant for the total groupﬁ( s7’4'59’ df 15 p < 05),.as
. "we11 as for the boys (pﬁf 05) ‘. R
| v The factors for wh1ch the second greatest d1fference was found:A
h‘befWeen the two groups was hyperact1v1t" The f1nd1ng in th1s study
: of d1stract1b111ty and- hyperact1v1ty be1ng pr1me means of d1fferen~
, t1at1ngwbetween 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and norma]]y achieving students
'supports prev1ous1y c1ted research that these two behav1ors are often
observed in 1earn1ng dlsabled ch11dren However, there is a sex.

N

d1fference in. observat1ons of hyperact1v1ty, 1earn1ng d1sab1ed éndiu
¥

'contro1 g1r15 were s1m11ar in. their ab111t}gto s1t st111, as. obs§¢ved ]-h
| groups
: was stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant ( = 7. 27 df 1y p < 01) Boys seem \\~—~

‘o

B to be more hyperact1ve than g1r]s The percentages of Iearn1ng L
-,d1sab1ed and contro] boys were 424 and 15%, for g1r]s the correspond1ng

,"by the1r mothers, whereas for boys the d1fference between the tw

'gatpercentages were 10% and 14? 5

S1m11ar1y, 51gn1f1cant1y ?6re mothers of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed

jted that thelr ch11dren were rece1v1ng, or had rece1ved

wyperact1v1ty | Only about 40% of the reported } ﬁ'ft»fg
ren had ever rece1ved med1cat1on Interest1ng]y,’; it.'blgtf
‘ g1rls reported to be hyperact1ve had. rece1ved |

"4 med1cat1on, wh11e none of the three cases of hyperact1ve 1earn1ng

R



dlsabled g]rls had ever been on‘med1cat1on for hyperact1v1ty

As reported for the 1nc1dence of hyperact1v1ty, the dlfference‘
between 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and contro] ch11dren hav1ng rece1ved e
med1cat1on for hyperact1v1ty was s1gn1f1cant for the total group

-( =4, 06 df -’1 P < 05), and for boys (p < .01). There was no

vfd1fference in med1cat1on between the two groups of g1rls S .

Academ1c Ach1evement

The def1n1t1on of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren states that they
have a def1c1t 1n academlc ach1evement of at 1east 1 1/2 to 2 years.

- Since the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed samp]e of th1s study was chosen in~
'accordance w1th the def1n1t1on the ‘mothers'. responses to quest1ons
h.about educat10na] background/shou1d show thé ach1evement of ]earnlngv

N d1sab1ed ch11dren to. be 31gn1f1cantly 1ower This was supported by

«*

- . y

- the f1nd1ngs of th1s study
’ A summary of chi- square va]ues and probab111t1es for

'educat1ona1 background factors is presented in Tab]e 8 Tab]e 9

rpresents an ana]ys1s of the s1gn1f1cant f1nd1ngs by. sex

Tab]e 8 shows that s1gn1f1cant1y more 1earn1ng d1sab1ed students

‘5had repeated a grade by the t1me they had reached grade three ;,!4‘7

.'( = Ll. 80 df = 1 p < 001) However, a sex d]fference was‘found,&

: Lt,the d1fference’between 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and contro] ch11dren
- 1repeat1ng a grade was s1gn1f1cant for boys, but not for g1rls (see
'u;ﬁTab1e 9). There was no-d1fference between the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and *
L’contro1 groups 1n terms of the ch11dren hav1ng attended k1ndergarten
| %he 11terature suggested that 1ow ach1evement necess1tat1ng |

\\fepeat1ng a grade cou]d be re]ated to fam1]y mob1]1ty A ch11d that

had h1s educat1onal program d1srupted part1cu1ar1y dur1ng the schoo]

S
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[ TabIe 8
Chi-square Summary'Dafé for Educétiona] fFactors
foE“LD and Control Groups
] . ) . - ) ’ LA
df Chi-square - Probability
_Repeating'a_grade C 1 11.80 < .001"“
~ Attending kindergarten - 1 : 257 NS ’
Having a reading problem 1 . - 68.93 <.001
Parent helping with reading. 2 .  10.60 - < .005
~Parent helping with schoolwork L — Ty
(No. of times per week) 5 .11.31, 4,05
:Timé spent oh’ﬁecreétiona1 D | : SR A _ i
reading = IR X 0 19.30 c<.001
. Co R § | RV



a1 7

Chi-square Summary Data for Selected Educational Fagtors

for LD and Control Grdups, Analyzed by Sex

. R

df Chi-square - Probability
1 : ’ r

Repeating a grade:‘ i ,

Boys ; o 11 <.001

Girls : 1 R . NS .
Having a readjng~prob1em:' | | .

Boys T 1 40.07 <.001

Girls’ L Sl 29.45 - <.001
Parent helping with reading:

Boys ~ » o 2 10.90 ) <;005

Gfry; o 2 1.49 s
Parent helping with schoolwork: . e

(No. of timés per week) )

Boys '  ' 5 8.90 NS

Girls B 5 6.66 NS
Time spent on recreational reading: N . ‘ ‘

Boys S 3 J ,\ 9.02 s
" Girls | 3 e <ol
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yEar, Lould miss some concepts and eventually tall behind his peers.
A comparison of the average number of schools attended by the two

groups approached, but did not reach significance (LD & = 1.69,

2
PO

Control M = 1.45; ¢t = 1.54; df = 1295 p < .10). Same-sex comparisons

~of the two groups showed no significant difference for boys or girls.

Tabu]ating frequéncies indicated that 28%.of the control sample and
45% of the LD sample had attended two or more schootélpy grade three.
Seven contro] children and eleven LD children had attended between
three and five schools.

In accordance with the definition, Table 8 reveals that
significantly more mothers of learning disabled children repOrted that
their child had a reading‘prob]emv(ég = 68793; df = 1, p < .001).
Similar levels of significance were found for LD‘and control groups of
boys, and gir]s: Signifioant]y more mothers of 1earning‘disab1ed
children reported that they he]ped their children with reading, and
the time each week that mothers of 1earoiog disabled chi]dren‘sa?o’MN
they spent helping with schoo]work was s1gn1f1cant1y greater than that
reported by mothers of the contro] children. However, these differences
did not extend to all of the same-sex comparisons. 'Mothers of LD boys
reported spending significantly-more time‘helping’their sons with
read1ng, but when asked to specify the number of t1mes in a week that

they’ he]ped with schoo]work there was no difference between the

‘estimates of mothers ©of LD and control boys.- For ‘the girls, there was

no difference between the-two groups in terms of their mothers'
reports of helping with read1ng, or, the t1me estlmated for he1p1ng
w1th schooTwork.

ﬁOne would expect tﬁét.children experiencing difficu]ty'with,,

‘



read1ng and requ1r1ng parental help in dgve]op1ng reading skills

‘ wou]d not choose to read independently for enjoyment. The f1nd1ngs

of this study support that re]étionship. A significant difference was
found in the amount of time spent on recreational reading by learning
disab]ed and norha]]y achieving students (X2 =19.305 df = 3; p < -001):
‘For examb]e, nine of the control children's mofhers‘réported that their
children spent at least an hour a day on recréationa] readihg:‘while
none of the hothers of the LD groups reported more than one hoﬁr.
Similarly, significantly morepboys and more girls from the control
group spent a greatér amount of time on recreational reading than did
their same-sex counterparts in the learning disabled group.

Parental Perceptioné and -Expectations

The mothers' perceptions of their‘chi1dren's ability to ]earn,
-and the expectations for future academic success were significant]y
lower for the learning disabled children. The mothers' rankings of
| their‘chi1dren's abilities in five school subjects Qere totalled, and
the totals were significantly lower for the LD group (LD ¥ = 14.44,
Control M = 19.43; df = 129;.t = -9.61; p < .001).-Significant
differences were also found for eéch'of the five subjects on which
the children's abilities were ranked: arithmetfc, printing/Writihg,
reading, spelling and 1apguage. Samé-sex analyses of findings for |
each of the five subjects as well as the total abi1iﬁy ranking also
showed the learning dfsab]ed children to be significantIy 1ower in
terms of their mg;hers‘ perceptions and expectatidns.

Table 10’présents means, standard’deviatidné and t—va]ues-for- /
“the total group, boys and girls for each of the f1ve subjects and

»the-tota] ability rankings. It shou]d be noted that the mean ab111ty



Table 10

Means, Standard Deviations and t-values for

o .
“Mothers' Perceptions of their Children's Ability

o Girls

.

48

| P
LD Control ‘
Mean SD Mean SD. df ; ) p
Arithmetic: 3.3 .76 3.75 .9 129 -3.47 <.001
Boys 330 .77 3.95 .88 81 -3.58 <.001
Girls 3.5 .71 348 1.02 46 -1.73 <.05
Printing/Writing: 3.05 .84  3.65 . .98 129 23,76 .ob;‘
Boys 3.0 .92 3.53 1.04 81 -2.22 <.05 "
Girls 3.05 .62 3.83 89 46 -3.30 <.001
' Reading: 2.5 .76  4.19 .79 129 -11.95 001
Boys 2.63 .85 415 B0 81 -8.40 <.001
Girls 2.42 .51 424 .79 46 -8.93 <.001
Spelling: 2.61 .71 4.01 .74 129 -11.06 <.001
Boys 2.65 .78 4.00 .64 81 -8.55 .001
Girls 2.53 .51 4.03 .87 46 . -6.84 <.001
' Language: 2.92- .66 3.83 .77 129 -7.22 <.001
Boys 208 .71 3.83 .78 81 -5.20 001
 Girls 2.79 .54  3.83 .76 46 -5.17 <.001
Total Ability Ranking 14.44  2.65 19.43 v3.23 129" -9.61 <.001-
Boys 1470 3.00 1945 3.08 81 -7.10 <.001
. 13.84 19.41 3 %6 -6.59 <.001
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1:‘contr04 ch11dren chose those categor1es Converse]y, the percentagesf

-rankings for the control group are consistently and significantly

higher than those for the‘]earning disab]ed group.
Chi-square analysis of another global estimate of the child's

ab111ty to learn", made by each mother also produced a s1gn1f1cant

difference between 1earn1ng d1sab]ed and control groups (x =-46 78'

df = 4; p< 001) Table 11 shows that none of -the mothers stated

“that their ch11d S ab111ty to learn was poor, but the percentages of
mothers rank1ng the1r ch1]dren S ab111t1es in each of the other four o
categor1es varied cons1derab1y For examp]e on]y 16% of the mothers -

of ]earn1ng disabled ch11dren stated that the1r children's. ability was

W)

exce1]ent or above average, wh11e 74% of the mothers of norma]]y

ach1ev1ng ch11dren chose these two categor1es Converse]y, 11% of the

mothers of LD ch1]dren chose ”below average" to. descr1be the1r ch11d S

ab111ty to learn whereas: none of the mothers of control ch1]dren :

l"“,chose that category

Parents expectatlons for future academ1c success were measured'
Y ask1ng the mothers to: est1mate their child' s‘"ab111ty to comp]ete

un1vers1ty“f, Aga1n, chi-square ana]ys1s of the responses showed that .
'mothers-of learning'disahled,chi]dren ranked thedr_chj]drehfs abi]ity»l

to complete university as stgnificantly Tower (X 2 = 27 92; df = 33

p < .001). “The frequenc1es of responses dtffered between mothers of

the two groups, w1th 32% of the mothers of 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren'3

f:choos1ng “no" or "probab]y not", wh1]e on]y 1% of the mothers of

of mothers ch0051ng "yes def1n1te1y" were 13% for the 1earn1ng

' d1sab1ed group and 39% for the contro] group

Same-sex compar1sons for both ability to learnfand ability to



LA _ Table 11

Chi-squaré Sdmmary Data for Mothers'

63

Perceptions and Expectationé-fdr LD and Control Groups:

df ' Chi-sqdare : Probébi]ity
Ability to Tearn 4  46.78 <.001.
Ability to éompiéte uﬁiversfty‘ -4 27.92 ;_.<.001k
Impbr%ance b% gradegjto‘mother 3 ‘.'3,33 ,  NS
Iﬁpdrfance of grade;; as czmpaked‘ | :
to other aspects of school 3 1.2.7%\ NS
Imertance of grades‘tb CHild i 3 | ';'1715§\ ‘(.OOII,ﬁ‘

K]



comp]ete un1vers1ty also showed the expectations of mothers of
'Tearn1ng disabled ch1Tdren to be s1gn1f1cant1y Tower Chi- -square
va]ues and probab111t1es assoc1ated w1th sex are presented‘in_
i: Table 12. | o
In sum, these f1nd1ngs support the hypothes1s that 1earn1ng

d1sab1ed and contro] “children wou]d be cTearTy d1fferent1ated in terms
of the1r‘mothers estimates - of the ch11dren S ab1]1t1es and expected
success in academ1c tasks The est1mates of the mothers of Tearn1ng
d1sab1ed ch11dren were as hypothes1zed cons1stent1y Tower

T The T1terature has suggested that Tower expectat1ons for
vach1evement on the part of parents may serve to ma1nta1n Tow
'iach1evement The mothers in th1s study 1nd1cated that they. beT1eved

'1the1r Tearnlng d1sab1ed cthdren to be Tess capabTe of ach1ev1ng

weTT desp1te the fact that the. ab111ty Teve]s of both Tearn1ng

id1sab1ed and normaTTy ach1ev1ng ch11dren were between 90 and 120 as :

measured by the wISC R, and there were no stat1st1ca11y 51gn1f1cant :

. d1fferences between the groups in terms of mean IQ scores

Other f1nd1ngs suggest that mothers of both 1earn1ng d1sab1ed

and contro] ch11dren th1nk grades obta1ned 1n schoo] are 1mportant

but the mothers of Tearn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren th1nk the1r ch11dren do fe E

not understand or accept the 1mportance of good grades Quest1ons .if’

€4

ask1ng the mothers to rate the “1mportance of grades",‘and to rate the} ‘f'

'1mportance of grades 1n compar1son to other aspects of schooT 11fe,

’frevealed no s1gn1f1cant d1fference between the two groups of mothers ,‘T

ae*(see TabTe 11) ATT of the parents 1nd1cated that grades mattered
' _to them There was a s1gn1f1cant d1fference when mothers were asked

“to rate the "1mportance of grades to their ch11dren ( 17 59

4



Table 12
Ch1 -square Summary Data for Se]ected Mothers Perceptions

and Expectat1ons for LD and Contro] Groups, Analyzed by Sex

df . Chi-square Probability

Ability of child'to learn:, | |
| jBoys- T 3  |  f' v 4, , o 28.16 . _f_<;001'
,. Girls R L WO 2003 | . <.001 .
Ab111ty of ch11d to comp]ete 7 ‘,‘ . -
unlvers1ty » '»;. ,ﬂv 3 j R ST -
Boys ',t | e 73',. ~- 17.78° i <.001
eirls ' "‘}‘> BRI VI R O
: Importance of grades to child: | .. | | - |
Boys “.¥2 = ' 'f- .!'_"‘ | :‘31."' ST <05
“GirTs J;' f*:" s 1000 0 <05




i

df = 33 p.< 001):, Ana]ys1s of the frequenc1

es of responses showed

that 76% of the mothers of contro1 ch11dren felt that the1r ch11dren

11ked to get better grades than everyone else’

“else, whereas on]y 329 of the mothers of Tear

E chose ‘those two categor1es. Converse]y, 15A

ch11dren 1nd1cated that the1r children d1d no

wh11e on1y 4% of contro] mothers felt their ¢

about grades o L 3 .
These f1nd1ngs suggest that genera11y m

ach1ev1ng students and the1r ch1]dren agree a

grades The mothers of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch1

are 1mportant but they do not th1nk the1r ch

o ach1eve good grades, and they do not th1nk th

gett1ng good grades
Fam11y Factors =

In genera], the responses to questlons

- var1ab1es supported the hypothes1s that there

d1fferences between the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and

13 presents ch1 square values and probab111t1

hf, quest1ons\dea]1ng w1th the proport1on of ad0p

the mother the educat1on of both parents, an

he f1nd1ngs are s1gn1f1cant

S1m11ar1y, f1nd1ngs 1n regard to fam11y

% (see Tab]e 14) | The one d1fference between g

s1gn1f1cance was the number of adu]ts 11v1ng

Contro] M —‘1 93 df ‘>129 t = ”-1 6 p < 10

or a]most everyone
n1ng.d1sab1ed ch11drena'
of the mothers of LD

t care about grades,«

h11dren d1d not care

others of norma]]y

bout the 1mportance of

1dren a]so th1nk grades _f

11dren are ab]e to

e1r ch11dren care about '

about demograph1c fam11y

would be no- s1gn1f1cant'

contro] groups Tab]e

es for the responsesrtov o

ted ch11dren, the age of o

- 66

d fam1?& 1ncome None of’,_15‘

51ze are non 51gn1f1cant

roups approach1ng

1n the home (LD M = 1. 79,i*'»

) Ana]yz1ng the i'f.;



Table 13

'Chi—square sunmaryinataufor Family Demographic Factors

~ for LD and Control Groups

; v e ;
| Re]at1onsh1p of ch11d to . mother ; | 131 : 3 +.01 _:NSh
Age of mother b e sy s
fducation of father. - . - 120 6 7.3 NS
' Education of mother 131~ 6  3.97 NS
Family fncone 131 7 7.8 NS~
T y | . _
Two were adopted in each group. ) f” R

bUnknown for the mothers of the three adopted ch1]dren

E]even mothers did not spec1fy the father S educat1on, these e1even[v; ’

‘ mothers were no 1onger 11v1ng w1th the father of the, ch11d



;

Table 14
Means, Standard Deviations énq t-values for

Family Demographic Factors

L0° - Control

-

Mean ¢ 5D - Meanlb»fSD Ot p

- No. of children in family ~ 2.84 1.53 2.88 1.62° -0.16 NS
NO} of,;hiidrén living in . . B |

home ~ ©  2.66 1.23 2.59 1.19 .32 - NS

- No. Qf;adu1t$'1ivihg in o ; . e

. home - . | v 1.79 .52 1.93 L4670 -1.60 . <.100




frequencieS'ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ér;hat'%6% of the‘families of'learning disabled

tchderen,'and lé% of the'contro] families, had onTy one'parent in the’

h home. This f1nd1ng may be cToseTy re]ated to the fam11y reTat1onsh1p
variables to be presented subsequentTy '

Family Re]at1onsh1p Factors

‘The var1ab1es d1fferent1at1ng Tearn1ng d1sabTed ch1Tdren from
the control group seem reTated to. the absence of fathers from the
’famlees Look1ng at ‘the resuTts presented in Tables 15 and 16 /the -
.‘factors wh1ch are 51gn1f1cant or approach S1gn1f1cance, are whether
" or'not the mother is currentTy marr1ed to the. ch}]d S father and the‘
namount of time. spent W1th the child by the father

For the totaT group, s1gn1f1cant]y fewer mothers of Tearn1ng

,ad1sabTed ch1Tdren than expected were current]y marr1ed to the1r

‘ ch1Td 5y father (x° 7 61 df =1 p < .01). The dlfference approached

tbut d1d not reach s1gn1f1cance for a compar1son §¥ Tedrn1ng d1sabTed

'%2a

,ffrand contro] boys Ap < 10) and Tearn1ng dlsabled and controT g1r]s

- Ap <.10). There were no: s1gn1f1cant effectS«reTat1ng to whether or

"‘,~:not thggMother was currentTy marr1ed the- number of t1mes the mother

'had been marr1ed, or the Tength of t1me the mother had been. marr1ed

‘i’to her current husband

' There 1s some . ev1dence that more Tearnlng d1sabTed ch1Tdren have |

b fam1T1es wh1ch have experlenced parentaT conf11ct F1rstLy, there 1;

w»;the f1nd1ng JUSt c1ted that there was a h19h1y s1gn1f1cant d1fference

1between fam111es of Tearn1ng d1sab]ed and controT ch11dren in terms

2

‘ f»7of whether or not the chlld s mother and father were st1TT marr1ed to :

;:;;each other AnaTys1s of the obta1ned frequenc1es 1nd1cated that 37%

¢
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Table 15

Vd - - | v .
3 . iy

: Chifsquare Summary Data for;Eami]y Re]atioﬁship

Factors for LD and Control Groups v o —

e

¢ |

. . S A
~ Chi-sqqareab Probability

_ Mother currently marr1ed A . o 1.9 /3,f55\\u5.

. _Mother current]y marr1ed to ch1]d s father . 7.61 .- . <.01, -
Ch}]d S attendance at a_daxkcare,center> o 1.47 : NS - |
Separation of mother from child® T .85 a NS

~ (for more than-one month)

df =1

[ o - O

- b 130,,1nformat1on unavallable for one control ch11d who was. not
ad0pted unt11 age 6. : . : .
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‘Table 16 -

Means, Standard Dev1at1ons and t- va]ues fori :

Fam1]y Re]atlonsh1p Factors

£

A
-LD (ﬁ Control
‘Mean 5D ,<Tei> % df oot p.
E b / . R \ ‘ .

_ No. of times mother = .. e R -
omarried - 110 43 107 .26 129 .38 . Ns
NLength of time S e v

mother married to S ¢ A .
. current husband ' . R ' ST
(in months) - -+ 146.85 60.95 159.02 68.43 111 -.99 NS
‘ . v {., . o . . ) - ) B . . ‘,_\.\
- No. of hours per ' ) Y ‘
~ week child spends™ PR
‘with male ]1v1ng ) ‘ '%, C . R ,
~in home 179 1380 2.3 108 129 -1.61 <10
'No of hours per. g - & - ”
week child spends - S o
: w1th mother . 73.03 .96 . "3.05 .89 - 129 =16 NS
ngeaof cﬁzgd when o L
*'separation of - . o o : o e
parents occurred. 38 63 . 32.85- " 37.80 22.17 30 07 NS .

o2
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of ‘the parents of 1earn1ng disabled children wece\separated wh11e

only 16% of the parents of the control group were separated

* Secondly, more of the separated mothers of learning dtsabled children

reported that their children did not see their fathers. Thus, there
may have been more conflict in families where the child and father did
not visit each other. Although a chi-square analysis was not .

-

significant at the .05 level (x° = 2.76; df = 1;'p < .10), there does

appear to be some difference between the learning disabled and

control groups. With the probabi1ity 1eve1'0btained; one -tan be. 90%
confident that there is a sighhficant difference between the two

groups. Because of the small number of subjects in each group, it is

uéede to 1ook at percentages. Of the 21 1earnihg disabled children

s

whose fathers were, no 10nger 11V1ng ‘with their families, 62% did not

{i
(

see the1r fathers For the 10 children in the comparable contro]

, group, on]y 30% did not see the1r fathers. The' percentages were
7 similar for the same-sexvcomparisons.‘ For example, 63% of learning

‘disabled boys, and 60% of‘learnfng disabled girls did not see their

fathers. .

LY

’

_q The literature review noted the relatively figh incidence of
learning disabilities amOng_boys as‘compared'to girls. Boy to girl

ratios"rangihg from 8:1 to 4:1 were reported. In this study;.the'

proportions of family separations for famf]ies'bt'boys and girls were

simi]ar Out of a tota] of 31 reported parentaT separations, 23%

| were in girls/ fam111es while 77% were in boys fam1]qes, thus

produc1ng a boy to g1r1 rat1o of about 3 /2 to 1. Furthermore, for
parenta] separat1ons occur1ng in fam111es of learnlng d1sab1ed

ch11dren, the pnpport1ons were 1dent1ca1 0 23% of the separat1ons

o

12



g
occurred in girls' families, and 77% in boys' families.

The families of learning disabled children differed from those
of the control Qroup not only in.the greater nther of separations for
the LD chi]dren's parents, but also in the number of mothers.that had
remarried. Looking at the frequencies, there were seven mothers that
had separated from the father of their learning disabled chj]d and
subseqdently married another man; none of the separated mothers of
the control ohi]dreh had remarried. The observed frequencies were
“statisticatly diﬁ%erent from those .expected ﬂXZ = 4.22; ﬁf = 13
02 < p < .05). -

The number of "hours per week each. child spent with his father
or the ma?e Tiving in the home approached signjficanoe (LD ¥ = 1.79,
Control & = 2.13; df = 129; t = -1.61; p < .10). ‘Generaaly, the
ehildren tn the control group had more time spehthwith‘them by their
fathers, who were sti]] part of‘the family The difference between
the learning d1sab1ed and control groups may be part]y due to the
greater number of learning disabled families where there was no ma]e,

16 learning disabled and 11 control families were s1ng]e parent |

families. However there were 7 3earn1ng disabled fam1]1es where the
mother had remarr1ed It is possible that these step-fathers m1ght
spend less tTme with the ch11dren 1n compar1son to the confro1 group's
}natural fathens Same -sex comparlsons d1d not show a s1gn1f1cant
- difference between the number of/hours spent with'fathers,by learning
‘dlsabled or control groups of boys {p < 20f or gir1$ (p < .10).

The number of hours per week each ch11d spent with his mother

was not significantly different for the two growps. There was also

- no difference between the learhing disabled and control groups in

—~
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‘

terms of having attended a day care centre or having been separated 3
from the mother for more than a month (see Tables 15 and 16).
The variable discriminating between Tearning disabled and control

[

groups was whether or not the parentsvwere separated, with the
'resu]ting-presence or absence of the father in the home. The child's
age‘whenkthe parental separation occurred dtd not appear to be

critical. There was no significant difference between the two groups,

in terms of the child's age when his parents' separation oecurred.

Even when one separates the cases where the parenta] separation

occurred before the child was f1ve years o]d’from those where the [
separation occurred during the child's school years, the differencei .k}g
is notMstgnificant.(XZ = .857; df = 1; .30 < p<.50).

In summdry, the hypothesis that there would be a significant
difference in the family relationships and stability of families with
a learning d1sab1ed ch11d and fam1]1es of normally ach1ev1ng students
‘Was supported. The»fam111es of 1earn1ng disabled children had a
significantly h1gher incidence of parenta] séparation. Furthermore,
there was a significantiy greater rate of remarriage for separated.

' mothers of learning disabied children. The a?ove suggests that the
home environment of some LD ch11dren may be 1ess stable than that of

norma]]y ach1ev1ng children.

Mothers ' Emot1ons o o . ' o

Most of the fee11ngs reported by the mothers did not

- ~differentiate betweeh the mothers of the two groups (see Table-17).
Howemer, two statemehts did e1ieit significant1y different responses
'»from mothers of LD children and mothers of norma]]y ach1ev1ng ch11dren

More mothers of LD children reported feeling lonely (LD'M = 1.87,



Table 17
Means, Standard Deviations and t-values for
‘Mothers' Reported Fee]inés
b Contro]

Mean  SD Mean  Sp “df tp

Concern about préseht

money 1.95 .88 1.72 .86 129" -1.50 <.10
Feeling lonely 1:87 .82 1.61 .62 .115.07 2.04% <.05
Worrying about child's 0 _ o o

school achievement 2.73 .85 1.74 .74 129 . 7.09 <.001
Feeling relaxed 2.1 .73 2.04 .65 129 .58 NS
Problems disciplining _ - S

children 1.95 .64 1.99 .58 129 -.32 NS
Worrying about ability ’ : ' 1 : .

to cope 2.00 .83 1.88 - .72 129 .86 NS
Enjoying Tife 1.58 .62 1.5 .50 129 .45 NS
WOrryingvabddt money . | : :

in the future: 1.94 -.87 1.90 -.84 129 20 NS
Feeling depressed  1.90 .56 1.91 .37 105.37 -.12% NS

Héving difficulty - ' - ,ﬁﬁa :
. finding babysitters 1.40 .61 1.55 .58 129 -1.41%. <.10
'Totalﬂ‘ ' o (

b -
. Ry o
. 4
o T ' a

) - ) \ ) ] * \ N . o | - .v
AUnequal variance (p < .05); t-values adjusted using Welch ¢-test..

19.11 4.82 17.88 3.70- 115.59 1.62 . <.10




Control M = 1.61; df = 115.07; ¢ = 2.04; p < .05). Similarly,

more mothers of LD students}reported that they worried more about

Pt

their child's school achievement (LD M:= 2.73, Control M = 1.74;

df = 129 7'09' p < 001)
- Tab]e 18 presents same sex. ana]yses of the ’esponses of the

\

two groups of mothers. These resu]ts showed - that

mothers of both
learning disabled girls and‘boys worriéd abou their‘children's school

‘achlevement s1gn1f1cant1y more than d1d mot‘ers of the contro]

~..

‘ch11dren (p < .001). Mothers of Tearning d1sab1ed g1r]s reported
fee]1ng s1gn1f1cant1y more lonely than. did mothers of dgirls in the
control group (p < .005). However, there was no d1fference in the
reported;1oneliness’of mothers of the tw0ugroups of boys Looklng at
_ the means for reported ]one11ness mothers of control girls reported
an’ average rank1ng of IO po1nts 1ower than did- mothers of control- |
boys Conversely, mothers of LD g1r]s reported an average rank1ng
iof 42 po1nts h1gher than d1d mothers of LD. boys '
| Several LD- contro] d1fferences approached s1gn1f1cance as
vrevea]ed in Tab]e 17 There was a tendency for mothers of 1earn1ng
7 d1sab1ed ch11dren to report comparat1ve1y more concern about hav1ng
»f-enough money There was a]so a tendency for mothers of norma]]y |
. “ach1ev1ng students to report hav1ng more d1ff1cu1ty f1nd1ng baby- e
- s1tters ~ The tota] negat1ve emot1ons reported by mothers of 1earn1ng
d1sab1ed ch11dren tended to be greater than those of cdntro] mothers
, “In genera] the compar1son of negat1ve fee11ngs reported by
‘:- the mothers 1ent some support to the hypothes1s that mothers of v”‘ t'} o

\

1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren wou]d report exper1enc1ng s1gn1f1cant1y
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Table 18 _ . T
VMeans, Standard Dev1atlons and t- va]ues for Se]ected Mothers

' Reported Fee]1ngs, Ana]yzed by Sex.

[

LD Contrbl
Mean SD  * Mean SD df ot P

Concern about p*esent
money: .

Boys T 2.00 .93 170, .85 81 - 1.53 <10
Girls L8 76 176 .87 46 4.3 ns
Feel/ng 1one1y SR T o N
d

Boys L7482 165 .58 77.41 617 N

Girls 206 .76 155 .69 46 286 <.005
wéfrying abddf éh:ld;s o R
school achievement: ‘ R
Boy's"." A 2 70 86 17578\ 81 &26 <001
s i I 2.79 .86 ’irlzéz'.L;7ox a6 a7 <oor

e Hav1ng d1ff1cu]ty el
’ f1nd1ng babys1tters IR _ -

Boys S _'1<42, ';59.>  1.58   ,59~;;'f
Girls R 1:371'5.68, 'V1;52 . Qsjiif;_-
 'T9£a1:l | ‘..., , | | ‘  ;  :», _‘
CoBeys 1886 533 17.68 378 7.
Ceinls 1968 345 1817 363 4

S aUUGQUAI vafianée[(pg<~}05);vthalues,adqutéd using Welch t-test.
B PRI TR TR
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moke‘négativé-emofions»than'wou]dvmothérs of normally achieving .
students. Definite‘support‘for,the'hypothesis was provided by two
.variables which‘differentiated.between:the‘tWO groUps: loneliness =

and éoncern,about‘thg‘chi]dfsbgchoolbachieyement.i -



CHAPTER, -V
A o DISCUSSION N . -

. The va]ue of the present study T1es in 1ts compar1son of a

group of Tearn1ng d1sabTed ch1]dren to a matched group of normaTTy

- ach1ev1ng students Conc]us1ons regard]ng the d1fferences'between

‘r‘Tearn1ng d1sabTed students and others have often been based only on -
. .

.a

~

study of -a Tearn1ng d1sab1ed group ‘
| The f1nd1ngs of the. present study genera]ly supported the - o
\‘vhypothes1s that there woqu be no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between the;'E
| two groups in terms of med1caT factors Much of the rev1ewed |
r.11terature has suggested that Tearn1ng d1sab1ed ch1Tdren coqu be :
-gi1dent1f1ed on the bas*!'of btrth and med1ca1 d1ff1cu]t1es However;}t o
‘f‘those conc1u51ons weﬁe reached after researchlng the 1nc1dence of o
}kmed1caT problems w1th1n samp]es of Tearn1ng d1sabTed ch1]dren w1th
. T1ttTe attempt to determ1ne the 1nc1dence 1n the popuTat1on as a =K
f;hwhole The percentages of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch1Tdren reported as 't
.T'hav1ng prenataT per1nataT or ch1]dhood med1ca1 probTems ranged from r'i‘,iv
e;about 5% to 30% ] percentages found by the present study f1t e
;Vw1th the preV1ousTy suggested range but Tearn1ng d1sab1ed and |
_‘controT ch1Tdren showed a. s1m1Tar 1nc1dence of probTems, for each
Afiof the varlabTes : | | | s o | . |

- GeneraTTy, the proport1ons.found in. the present study were ota:"
‘lsomewhat Tower than those c1ted in the‘11terature For exampTe,»_ =
‘iser1ous ch1Tdhood 1TTness was one factor which approached 51gn1f1cance '_f
“t1n d1fferent1at1ng between the two groups (p <a 10) S11ver (1971)fﬁ.ff
!jhad reported that 25% of Te§1n1ng dfsabled chlldren had exper1encedvtffa
m;a sertous 1TTness Koppltz (§971) had found 31% The present studyffgv

Lo
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found.that:only 18% of 1earning'disab1ed-chi]dren in the'sample.had‘.

.serious'i]]neSsesbreported byvtheir mothers' The comparative]y lower
. percentages of the present study may be due to a d1fference in the
| sever1ty of ]earn1ng and other pﬂgblems Many of. the stud1es in the

. 11terature, 1nc1ud1ng those of S1]ver and Kopp1tz, dea1t w1th ch1]dren ”

who were p]aced 1n spec1aﬂ classes on a fu]ﬂ t1me or re51dent1a1

.

' 'ba51s, in the present study the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren were

T

: rece1v1ng ]earn1ng ass1stance on a part t1me bas1s, often for. on]y

_half an: hour per day ""~-f '1f;ffAdfu"_i,‘ .)' | _a}‘_'

\

Part1cu1ar flnd1ngs of the present study are 1nterest1ng because , "

:"fof the 1ow frequency of med1ca] problems For examp]e on]y 3% of

x]earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren were reported to have been born prematurely,

land on]y 6% had experlenced a ser1ous acc1dent Other var1ab1es were : 51'; P

'3fffound to be a]most 1den;gca] in the1r frequency 1n the two groups @;

:“"iw ch11dren

*.]_ w1th med1ca1 prob]ems was perpetuated by we11 mean1ng counse]]ors and
: i:teachess Because 1t was genera]]y accepted that there was a 11nk
."tfeducators were encouraged to quest1on the ch11d S b1rth and med1ca1 5

".{Efdh1story when a 1earn1ng prob]em was ev1dent There wou]d be 11tt1e

-+

'7a11erg1es were reported for 23% of both 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and contro]

o

It 1s poss1b]e that the myth of 1earn1ng problems be1ng assoc1atedﬁ";_d'

.

6 0

'lcause for a s1m11ar 1nvest1gat1oncof therbackground h1story of

- norma]]y ach1ev1ng students Thus the 1nc1den§5;of med1ca1 problems 1nf;_} B
S : el R
o j,the who]e popu]at1on was never 1dent1f1ed f,-;‘;”;";;'”v.’ RS

The hypothes1s that learn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren wou]d have

‘s1gn1f1cant1y mor “problems w1th coord1nat1on was supported by the

".', present study p < 00\\\ and agreed w1th ear11er f1nd1ngs of Brown ?';:



| 81 |
- (1969) and Owen Adams, Forrest StoTz and F1sher (1971) Look1ng at
the frequenc1es of TabTe 3,_1t can be seen that the h1gh1y S1gn1-
f1cant ch1 square va]ue obta1ned Was due to the fact. that no cases of
poor coord1nat1on Were reported by the mothers of. controT ch1T ren
The proportaon of Tearn1ng dlsabTed ch1Tdren w1th coord1nat1on
probTems was 51m11ar to the proport1ons found for other var1ab]es
18% L A ?‘3_j' RN y |
: The reported poor coord1nat1on of Tearn1ng d1sab]ed ch1Tdren :
f.may be cToseTy T1nked to the generaTTy h1gher negat1ve behav1or aTso
‘reported by the mothers Poor coord1nat1on is often used as a | . S
descrfptor foTTow1ng observat1on of the ch1]d s behav1or and may -7
- not be supported by any medlcaT ev1dence Therefore coord1nat1on .

| m1ght not be a. pureTy med1ca1 factor,_and cou]d poss1b1y be

- cons1dered as . another exampTe of. behaV1oraT d1ffe£§nces between the
“two- groups SR ";h"‘“‘f}rf ,‘:j”tﬁe~ o |

'”Other” med1caT factors also s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent1ated

]

between the two groups ; However, the presented anaTys1s of the

| “other" prob]ems in the nfeqvj'" s 'pter 1nd1cated that the

- 1h X

. maJor1ty were agaln %ha91ora%'or educat10na1 rather than med1caT

’7

As d1scussed 1n Chapter 2, w'ﬁere 1s no ev1dence that the TabeTTed
Prob]ems reported by the motherS“-— dys]ex1a m1rror v1s1on or g‘ﬁ”V"”f.'

reversals == are re]ated to neuroToglcaT fuhctton1ng It appears,

hen that ne1ther coord1nat1on nor ”otherﬁ prob1ems can be
: conS1dered as pureTy med1ca1 factors _ It can therefore probabTy be e
1 conc]uded that the med1caT factors 1nvest1gated in the present study -

do not d1fferent1ate between the Tearn1ng d1sabTed and normaTTy

i A L v A . g
“L" v T a . ~ JER

ach1ev1ng students
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As pred1cted ‘the f1nd1ngs showed that 1earn1ng d1sgb1ed and
norma]]y ach1ev1ng students could be d1fferent1ated on the bas1s of
the1r observed behav1or the mothers in the present study reported

s1gn1f1cant1y more negat1ve behav1ors for the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed :

'jch11dren

Two main. areas of: 1nterest 1n the f1nd1ngs will be d1scussed

St

The ffrst of. these 1s the re]at1ve1y h1gh frequency of some

' d1scr1m1nat1ng negat1ve behav1ors 1n the contro] group EOff

:.iexamp1e d1stract1b1]1ty was the factor wh1ch showed the greatest

~

d1scr1m1natory power between the two groups : However, the mothers

'treported that 19% of the ch11dren in the contro] group were . a]so

ud1stract1bTe a percentage greaten than that obtalned by the learnlng L

‘:f_d1sab1ed group on . some factors s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent1at1ng the
) groups S1gn1f1cant effects were obta1ned for temper tantrums,

'-tvfdestruct1veness and med1cat1on for hyperact1v1ty, yet on1y 16 of .~

LT s

'“;"the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed group had reported temper tantrums, on]y 6%_\,

- were c]ass1f1ed as be1ng destruct1ve, and on]y 15% had ever taken'

L med1cat1on for hyperact1v1ty It appears, then, that one of the'fﬂ

' “ffmost frequently observed prob]ems of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren‘ts

populatwn B T T R

}

The second 1s the f1nd1ng that a]thbugh both 1earn1ng d1sab1ed

~;-jg1r1s and boys demonstrated 51gn1f1cant1y more negat1ve behav1or, an

e

vthat the only factor on wh1ch the frequency of LD g1r1s was h1gher

' thanhcontrol g1r15 was d1stract1b111ty In contrast the 1earn1ng, g

. : o
N . . : R

TR D co . : o o Y .
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:fba]so a prob]em for about one f1fth of the norma]]y ach1ev1ng schoo] ":Qﬂhgf

5{fana1ys1s of the contr1but1ng behav1or var1ab1es for each sex shOWed :f]f7ﬁﬂ*



- St111 the 1earn1ng prob]ems of the g1rls were s1m1]ar to those of
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|

'dJsab]ed boys were s1gn1f1cant1y more hyperact1ve ‘more destruct1ve, |
more d1stract1b1e had more temper tantrums and more of them had
';rece1ved med1cat1on for hyperact1v1ty It appears that both g1r]s ’ :

" ang. boys 1n the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed group had prob]ems concentrat1ng on

.

' and attend1ng to their. schoo]work wh1ch seems 1og1ca11y re]ated to

lthe1r Tower 1eve] of academ1c ach1evement . However, the 91r]5 did }

1,not d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y from the control group on the other negat1ve

behav1ors d1sp1ayed by the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed boys None}of‘the

o h) r :
31earn1ng d1sab1ed g1rls were seen as- destruct1ve The~observed o

f'hyperact1v1ty among the LD g1rls (16%) was comparab]e to that
v;.reported for contro] g1r]s (14%) and boys (15%). ‘None of the

i]earnlng d1sab1ed g1r]s had taken med1cat1on for thelr hyperact1v1ty

.
B

h-tthe boys, both boys and g1rls in the 1earn1ng di ab1ed group had

/6.2 years in one

:: average 1nte]1ectua1 ab111ty and a def1c1t of 1 N2
. '*'~f; -
/-,Bv o

R or. more sch001 subJects
A rev1ew of the 11terature 1nd1cated prev1ous]y that teachers

3

reported behav1or problems to be ”more ser1ous "han academ1c

».

:yzproblems, and tended to refer more boys than glrls (Ph}pps, 1977)v._l,

.zsA quest1on arTs1ng from the present study concerns the negat1ve rdfg ‘i:; fe_ﬁ#};

el

"gzbehav1ors observed in 1earn1ng d1sab1€d bOYS Wh]Ch were ”Ot _:éff=i: s
iffreported for the g}r]s aeThere must be a reason why boys,_but not‘f:fj'./,ivf
:ﬁ:291r1s, are. unab]e to s1t st111, and respond to the1r ]earn1ng .
lf:problems w1th temper outbursts and destruct1veness g

Owen Adams, Forrest Sto]z and F1sher (1972) have Suggested};ﬁdfgifﬁ”'ﬁlb |

‘ b
severa] poss1b1e exp]anat1ons The f1rst that of greatér



b101og1ca1 vu]nekab111ty of the ma]e sex, is related to the medical

mode1 and does not seem, to exp1a1n behav1or The second is that

~
girls and boys mature at d1fferent1a1 rates, this cou]d exp1a1n the -

glrls ab111ty to stt st111 and contro] the1r emot1ons However, .

-4

the thlrd exp]anat1on, that of cu1tura] expectanc1es and d1ffer1ng
‘J

soc1a11zat1on for the two sexes, seems equa]]y plausible. It cou]d

be that 1earn1ng d1sab]ed g1rls are 1ess hyperact1ve because a]] 7

g1rls are encouraged to p]&} qu1et games, and are‘rewarded for such

SR behav1or A]so, since boys: have trad1t1qpa11y been expected to '
become the flnanc1aﬂ supporters of the1r fam111es, while g1r15 have a _

: ho1ce of whether or not they w111 have a career other than homemaker,

[+

’11tt1e boys may be under more pressure fromgparents and teaﬁhers
.'a11ke to 1mprove the1r achaevement |
Kopp1tz (1971) reported that when she fo]]owed up 177 1earn1ng

. d1sab1ed ch11dren to determlne the1r progress after f1ve years, the

~‘_:ch11dren who had demonstrated behavior probLems when they entered the »~d.” '

:‘

~-program showed the 1east progress Kopp1tz noted that the actlng out

‘behav1ors were re]ated to a poor prognos1s for 1mprovement 1n

I

:Jcompar1son to g1rls in c1asses for the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed, and sa1d

{ .

'ﬂ:*{g;that “youngsters were more often referred to the LD program on

‘fjaccount of the1r behav1or than on account of the1r poor achlevement“

'f“ahf(1971 p 193) Kopp1tz found that boys who exper1enced 1earn1ng
t'"}fffproblems and frustrat1on 1n schoo] tended to respond by act1ng out,

fhflw?ﬁwh1ﬁe g1r1$ tended to w1thdraw

fu]ach1evement Kopp1tz aﬁ%o commented on the greater rat1o of boys 1w \=Ll
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“the present study has shown™ that 1earn1ng d1sab1ed boys have certain - -

negat1ve behav1ors that d1fferent1ate them from other boys, andyother :

children. Learn1ng disabled g1rls have d1ff1culty concentrat1ng, but “rs

do not demonstrate the other negat1ve behav1ors of the boys Thas : |

' d1fference between\]earn1ng d1sab]ed boys and g1rgs 1vke1y has . : fi \?‘:i

,1mp11cat1ons for th?f%EedbacK ahd re1nforcement each,group will rece1ve |

‘:from parents and teatﬁers- Negat1ve behaviors w111\e11c1t negat1ve“” .
7feedback and pun1shment Learn1ng d1sab1ed boys may have two "
prob]ems a 1earn1ng prob]em and a behav1or prob]em S | .

Although the resu]ts showed a s1gn1f1?}nt d1fference between the.'f

l‘,v‘

: tota] 1earn1ng d1sab]ed and. control groups, as we]] as the two groups ./ 'faf
i : t

of boys, 1n terms of repeat1ng a grade, there was no d1fference between o ; e
the two groups of g1rls E]even ]earn1ng d1sab]ed bes had repeated a t'liaof'ﬂg

grade wh11e none of - the contro] boys had repeated In contrast on]y

T

three LD g1r]s had repeated wh11e two g1rls from the contro] group ~’"ﬁ

had repeated a grade One wonders why some apparent]y ]ow ach1ev1ng ,

;

,‘g1rls had not been c] ssed as 1earn1ng d1sa‘&ed»’xBy~def1n1t1on allv

nlthe subJects in the present study had to have' 'ab1T1ty, yet two f‘;:.

i g1rls w1th averaqe ab111ty and ach1evement 1ow enough:to warrant

. repeat1ng a grade were not 1dent1f1ed as: beTng 1earn1ng d1sab1ed k It _b”"'
:Lmay be that g1r1s are 1ess 11ke1y todbe seen as be1ng 1earn1ng d1sab}ed R
"bébause as prev1ous]y shown the1r behav1or does not d1fferent1ate ’lt}j~ﬁb;¥i:h

;;them from other g1rls Ledcn1ng d1sab1ed glr1s may have a greater

;311ke11hood of be1ng~“m1ssed”'when teachers refer ch11dren w1th _;/;,je‘]i

'J]earn1ng prob]ems for assessment th1s may be another factor contr1-55.7‘;"5‘“

fbut1ng to the uneven bpy g1r1 ratlo 1n c]asses for 1earn1ng d1sab1ed

. l NS'_ VL L B . _‘“,»‘_‘._.
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The finding that learning d1sab]ed children had attended a
greater number of schools by grade three (p < .10) did not reach
significance at the .05 1eve1, but the obtained probability indicates
that the chantes:are about 94 out of 100 that there is a difference;
A]most half of the 1earning disab]eo children‘had changed schools at
least .once by the time they reached grade three This study,

- thereforey found some support for suggest1ons in the lTiterature that
high family mob111ty could be 11nked to lower scho]ast1c ach1evement
(Cam]1be], 1975; Glaser, 1974). An unexpected finding was the high
frequency of moves for'some of the students; the mothers of 18
children (11 LD and 7 contro]) reported that their ch1]dren had

Srova

changed schools at least once a year and sometimes twice a year. With

such frequent moves, it seems that program cont1nu1ty wou]d be very

‘d1ff1cu1t . ‘ o ¢

°T

. -The hypothesis that mothers would have signifioant]y Tower
perceptions ano expectations‘of ]earning disabled children's achiéve-
ments and abilities was strongly supported by the'study; with highly
significant probabilities. The mothers rated their learning disabled

children, both boys and girls, as Seing less able to learn, and
preQicted that the 1earning disabled children would be less able to

complete university. These findings are in agreement with those of
) 4

Chapman and Boersma (1979b) who found that mothers of learning disab]ed'

»
students expected the1r children to perform poor]y on future academ1c

tasks K
/
The literature suggested that prev1ous ach1evement often
'1nf]uences parents and teachers' expectatlons for future achlevement
of a child. The present study suggests that initial ach1evement

o
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levels may be %urther generalized to also determine parents' pérceptions
of their ch11d“s ability to achjeve. Since the abi]it;es of the
children in the two groups do not differ, as measured by the WISC-R,
the mothers' perceptions of the Tearning disablea children as being ~
significantly lower in ability are contrary’to the fatfs. There is the
possibility that the mothers were not able to differentiate between the
concepts of achievement and ability, and confusgd the two in responding
‘to the questi@ns about the subject'areas. Hoﬁéver, the question, ”Rate
your child's ability to, Tearn" seems to cTeér]y specify abi]ity; the
mothers of LD chi]dreh again rated their chi]dfen significantly ]ower.\
The Wide Range Achievement Test providéq.gvidence that the:
1earnihg disab]ed children were-all low in achievement 1n-at lTeast one
ubject. The mothers also indicated thatii%ey.weré aware tha; their
children had problems in learning; thgzmdtherS'of‘the Tearning di;ab]ed

" children stated that significantly more of -their children had a reading

problem, and indicated that”significantly less time was spent by their

children in recreational reading. It might be expected, then, that the

mothers of the learning disabled children would help their children

with their school work. The results of this study showed that signi-

'ficantly more mothers of learning disabled boys indicated that they did

- help their sonsiwith schoolwork; however, when* the mothers were asked
later in the questionnaife tb estimate the*amount of time they spénf
helping with schoolwork; thgre was no_différence between thé two groups
' of mothers. Similarly, the mothers of Tearning disabled girls did nbt
help their daughters with schoo]ﬁork any more thah did,the mothers of

control girls. Thus, a]thdugh the Tearning disabled chi]g{en had

significantly Iowen‘achievement,‘ahd their mothers seemed-aware -of

-
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their learning problems, the hothers did not report spendﬁng extra

time helping the children. | ]
- Several findings of th1s study may be related to the mothers'

apparent decision not to prov1de extra help. )F1rst]y, there is the

evidence, already discussed, that the mothers of learning disabled

children did not think their children hadfthe ability to achieve at a
< /

. ) - ) /‘.\/ 3
higher level. - Secondly, t s some evidence that mothers of learning

disabled children perceived a conflict between themselves and their

¥

children about the value ot school achievementifas 1nd1cated by grades.
Mothers of learning disabled children were similar to mothersnof the
contro] group in rating gradesias jmportant; even when asked to consider
other aspects of schoo} 1ife. However, there was a significant
difference (p}< }OQI) between how]mothers; of the two groups rated
the'importance of grades.to their children. The mothers of the

Tearning disabled children indicateq that they perCeived their children

as less congerned about grades or achievement. Therefore, the results
‘7

‘1nd1cated that ‘mothers of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch1]dren thought their

ch1]dren were 1ncapab]e of better ach1evement thought their children’

did not care about gett1ng h1gher grades and perhaps as a result, did

not spent any more time he1p1ng the ch11dren with the1r 1earn1ng prob1ems

Cooper's (1979) proposed mechanlsm to explain how low e%pectat1ons
can maintain low ach1evement seems re]evant here On the bas1s‘of past

achievement, the mothers of the-learhing disabled chi]dren'probab]y

formed an expectation ofr]ow future athievement The mothers also may

.3

have genera11zed past achievement to 1nfer 1ow ab111ty, wh1ch was an
1naCCurate percept1on Perhaps because these mothers saw the1r

ch11dren as low in ab111ty, w1th little chance for 1mprovement tﬁpy
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" did not spend more‘time‘helping with schoolwork or -learning problems - -

cat home'. Since theimothers were-not‘inVo1ved with their chi]dren in

ﬁischoo1work there was’ 11tt1e opportun1ty for‘the ch11dren to rece1ve‘

o

-.1mmed1ate task re]ated feedback or re1nforcement from thelr parents .

The ch11dren would 11ke1y not see any relat1on between homework ‘and

EY

success; therefore ' these 1ow ach1ev1ng students wou]d tend to spend
-"comparat1Vel¥\1ess t1me and effo%t on homework thus reduc1ng the
'“-chances of 1mprov1ng the1r ach1evement , ,'d 3i b‘.;f53‘
Furthermore the mothers of the control ch11dren 1nd1cated that

«f,they thought the1r ch1]dren p]aced a value s1m11ar to the1r own on

grades and ach1evement The mothers of the 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren

- 1nd1cated a conf]1ct in va]ues between themse]ves and the1r chlldren

It seems probab]e that the socio-emotional c11mate between the mothers

and the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed children could be comparat1ve1y coo]er ‘with
;fewer pos1t1ve verbal or non-verbal interactions. Chapman and Boersma
| (]979b) found that mothers of ]earn1ng d1sab1ed students did report*
more negative 1nteract1ons w1th‘the1r ch11dren-than did mothers’ofb

normally achieving students Therefore} a.combination‘of 10w

expectat1ons, negat1ve mother child 1nteract1ons, and 11tt1e positive

feedback about schoo] related tasks cou]d serve to maintain 1ow
achievement. The'effects of-parenta] expectat1ons and react1ons~are
:1mportant to educators in that they may reduce the probab111ty of
success for remedial programs

EducatorS‘must also be aware of the relation'of other parental
and fam11y factors to 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es As pred1cted fam11y

.demographic factors d1d not- s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer between 1earn1ng

). "

d1sab1ed<and norma]]y,ach1ev1ng students. Ihere.was 11tt]e indication-

y:>89_ .
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N ‘that 1earn1ng prob]ems were re]ated to adoptlon The present study
_;Pfound that only two 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren had been adopted

; ;rs1m11ar1y, two ch11dren 1n the contro] group “had been adopted In .'ﬁkn
ivother words,}an ad0pted ch11d cou]d hav//learn1ng prob1ems but so ”ﬁ*f N

"could a ch11d 11v1ng w1thﬁ¥1s natura] parents arn adopted child cou}d

\\'

“ ~;a1so have average or above average achtevement\“ Fam11y s1ze ~as

determ1ned by the number of ch11dren in the fam1]y, was a]so unre]ated

i
ER

-'to 1earn1ng prob]ems, a f1nd1ng that agrees w1th “that of He]ms (1977)

‘ A R
“.who’reported no 51gn1f1cant d1fference between 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and el
' . R \ .

g contro] ch11dren in terms of fam1]y s1ze As prev1ous]y d1scussed

B

*stud1es suggest1ng that 1earnTng d1sab111t1es are more common f

L fch11dren from 1arger fam111es (Cam]1be1 197&' GTaser 1974 Ne1fert &

. Gayton, 1973) may be: va11d Cam]1be1 reported a crnt1ca1 size of

seven: ch11dren as re]atlng to an 1ncreased probab111ty of ]earn1ng

'“problems However,}1n the present 'study the mean number of children in

both 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and contro] families was between two and three

'_l The;f1nd1ngs of no s1gn1f1cant'd1fferences between the ]earn1ng
"d1sab1ed and- contro] groups in terms of parental educat1on or fam11y ‘ns

:: 1ncome further supported the hypothes1s Agawn, a]th0ugh extreme J}

' cases,.such as ‘those reported by Cam]xbe] ~may show a. re]at1onsh1p with

ﬁ ach1evement, 1n genera] ]earn1ng d1sab111t1es may be found at a]]

inc me 1eve1s and in’ chl]dren of we]] or poor]y educated parents.

Other stud1es compar1ng groups of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and normally

vvach1ev1ng students have a]so‘reported no d1fferences in fam11y 1ncome
(Campbe11 1972) or’ parenta] educat1on (Heﬂms, 1977) S L - . o

In contrast to the flndlngs concern1ng fam11y demograph1c factors

some . fam1]y re]at1onsh1p factors were found to be assoc1ated with B

a .



Tlearning dfsabi]ities; The hypot@bsis that'therekw0uld betless.‘

stability in the fami1y re]ationshipsbof ]earning disabfed chiidren
was‘supported S1gn1f1cant1y more mothers of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed |
ch11dren were no 1onger marr1ed to or 11v1ng with the ch11d S father
The proport1on of 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren S, mothers who reported
they were separated from the ch1]d s father was 1dent1ca1 to that

prev1ously reported by Kopp1tz (1971) Over tw1ce as many mothers '

-of LD ch11dren reported be1ng separated, in compar1son to the mothers
_of contro] ch11dren One assumes that the separat1ons were preceded

by some degree of parenta] confﬁlct Further parenta] dtsagreement |

A

s ev1dent 1n those fam111es where the ch11dren no 1onger v1s1t or .
see the“" father agam, tw1ce as many 1earmng dwsabled chﬂdren d1d

: Vnot spent any t1me w1th the1r fathers The net effect of parenta] C

separatlon or 1so]at10n of chl]dren from the1r fathers was that 23%

'

‘ .of the 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren ]1ved w1th the1r mothers, and d1d
: not see the1r fathers, as compared to on]y 5% of the contro] group
' Other researchers had suggested that there was more parenta] confllctb

; in the fam111es of 1earn1ng dlsabled ch11dren (Campbe]] 1972 Gerber,;'3f1~?7

b

: 1976 Grossman, 1978a Wetter, 1971 1972) The present study -

._assumed conf11ct had occurred when the parents were separated or ;:E;

. ‘e

. ‘when one separated parent Was no - 1onger act1ve1y 1gvolved in ra1sing

‘the coup]e S: ch1]d S1nce there was ho measure of parenta] conf11ct

> T

for the 1ntact fam111es, 1t 1s poss1b1e the comparat1ve1y more

°

| parenta] conf11ct m1ght a]so be found 1n the fam11es of 1earn1ng

‘d1sab1ed ch11dren where there had been no parenta] separat1on

Not on]y were s1gn1f1cant1y more LD mothers separat@% but a

2

"-greater number had a]so remarr1ed (p < 05) f It appears that th1s



may be another examp]e of fam1]y 1nstab111ty re]ated to 1earn1ng
. \/_A »
,,‘d1sab111t1egj fo]]ow1ng the break up of the marriage, seven mothers

l’

'of ]earn1ng d1sab1ed ch1]dren brgught a new male into the family.
/

' None of the mothers of the control ch11dren had remarrfed It‘1s_
_,poss1b1e that the presence of a step- father m]ght be a second

QjadJustment for ]earn1ng d1sab]ed Ch11dren who have" a]ready

. exper1enced theiir fathers' 1eav1ng ‘j ' \_!~" o
S o

The f1nd1ng that s1gn1f1cant1y less time was spent w1th

flearnwng d1sab1ed chitdren by the father or other ma]e 11v1ng in the'

thome is probab]y related to the h1gh percentage (370) of separat1ons

:y1n the 1earn1ng dtsabled families. Almost a quarter of the ]earn1ng

»d1sab1ed ch11dren had no time: spent w1th them by their fathers

JFor the rema1n1ng 14% who came from separated families, but did see
the1r fathers, it 15 probab]e that the number of hours each week
"spent w1th the fathers wou]d be fewer than if the ch1]d and father |

i ‘]1ved together Furthermore, a]though 11% of the mothers of the

1earn1ng disabled ch11dren had remarr1ed, 1t is. poss1b1e thgt the E

’,;step fathers wou]d not spend as. much t1me w1th the ch11dren as wou]d

the natura] father ]1v1ng in the home -- part1cu]ar1y 1f the step- .

"‘father a]so had ch11dren of h1s own to v1s1t and spend t1me w1th

The present study made no attempt to determ1ne causa11ty,. |
\es

'1;9whether 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es m1ght be part1a11y due to the stresses ;J-

‘of parental conf]1ct and mar1ta1 break up, or whether parenta]

*"';'conf11ct and separat1on mlght be resu]ts of the stress of cop1ng with

a ]earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11d It is: poss1b1e that both effects could

ﬁ; 1nteract A coup]e‘try1ng to dea] w1th the1r chw]d s 10w

"ffachlevement cou]d exper1ence added stress aiid conf11ct, 1n turn, the

e



’“'hoccurred dur1ng th' SChool years

AN

'*‘ch11d cou1d become 50 concerned about h1s fam11y S unsettled home11fe
"that he’ was unab]e to concentrate on h1s schoo]work
- “The f1nd1ngs of th1s study 1nd1cated that 1t was the separat1on

*

' of the parents and the father S. absence that were re]ated to the

| thjv1nc1dence of ]earn1ng d1sab111t1es, the age of the ch11d when the

?separat1on occurred d1d not d1ffer between the 1earn1ng dlsab]ed and

: hdgcontro] groups Because 1t was thought that the upheaya1 of 4

1ﬁaparenta1 separat1on m1ght be more crltlcal ln affectlng ‘a ch11d s

» /,

:;schoot ach1evement dur1ng or'gust_before the ear]y schoo1 years, the

':"f]:data was reanalyzed’by'dvvid1ng the groups 1nto those where the S

"',wsepara“hon occurred before thefage of five, and those where it

'_Aga1n there was no s1gn1f1cant

ld1fference between the" two groups It may be that parenta] conflict

in the fam11y had 3ont1nued ‘over a number of years, ‘50 that the‘

1nc1dence of 1earn1ng d1sab111t1es may be re]ated to‘Xhe degree of

fam11y conf11ct rather than the resu1t1ng separat1on 1tse]f

~1In th1s study, there was a greater proport1on of: separatlons in

the fam111es of boys than of girls; out of a total of 31 reported

‘ separat1ons, 77% were 1n boys S fam111es while. on]y 23% were 1n

g1r]s fam111es, produc1ng a rat1o of 3 1/2 to 1 Furthermore,_for '

: parenta] separat1ons occurr1ng 1n fam111es of ]earn1ng d1sab1ed
'ch11dren, the proportlons were 1dent1ca] 77% of the separat1ons
Z;occurred 1n-boys fam111es and 23% 1n g1rls fam1]1es- Therefore,:
l’»1t appears that although about three t1mes as many boys as, g1rls 1n

1,]the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed groups came from separated fam111es, three :‘

‘~ . tlmes as’ many boys a]so were ab]e to ma1nta1n norma] ]eve]s of

academ1c ach1evement desp1te the1r parents separat1on
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It seems that the relationship'between ﬁamily instabj]ity and
'1earn1ng d1sab111t1es is not clear- cut As-demonstrated above,

| a]though s1gn1f{cant]y more learning disabled than cbntro]ach11dren f
came)from separated families, the fact‘remains that 16% of the
children with:normalvachievement also came from separated,famt11es.
One wonders -what factors_mjght.differentjate between_these two groups

- of children, ,both from,separated Fami]ies, but'onTy one of_which LA
h‘_icontinues’to achteve weT] in schoo]i"Koppitz‘has suggeSted,;”whereas”
bvmost wel]-integrated.cht1dren can and do-surviye tn an’uhstable homefd
w1thout too much ser1ous damage, the LD pup11s cannot cope as eas1]y
with 1nstab111ty and depr1vat1on (1971 p 52) o »

| The hypothes1s that mothers of 1earn1ng d1sab]ed ch11dren wou]d
report hav1ng exper1enced s1gn1f1cant]y more” negat1ve emot1ons than

.. mothers of norma]]y ach1ev1ng students was " supported by two of the )
;quest1onna1re 1tems Not surpr1:2ngly, the mothers of both learnmng

,d1sab1ed g1r1s and boys reported that they were very concerned about

. the1r ch11dren S ach1evement in schoo] However, 1t must be remembered

~.,that desp1te th1s reported concern, the mothers of the 1earn1ng

»

d1sab]€d ch11dren were not spend1ng any more t1me he]p1ng the1r

o ch1Tdren 1mprove the1r academ1c ach1evement than were mothers of

norma]]y ach1ev1ng ch11dren It cou]d be that the mothers wanted to

appea to be “good“ mothers by express1ng concern to others, or

':-perhaps they fe]t schoo] ach1evement to be so]e]y the respon51b111ty

ofjthe,teacher. As a]ready drscussed the apparent conf11ct between

',f’?feelings and aCt1ons-may be due to the f1nd1ng that=the mothers of

dthe 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren d1d not be]1eve the1r ch11dren had the |

'.ab111ty“to;ach1eve at-a-htgherplevel “The mothers of the LD group may

.. -
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be concerned, yet fee1 there is Tittle hope.for'imprOVement;

The- mothers of ]earn1ng disabled g1r1s reported s1gn1fncant1y .
"'more fee11ngs of 1one11ness than did the mothers of contro] g1rls
‘The mothers of the two groups of boys did not_d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y.1n .

terms of reported»]one1iness ‘The finding of greater ]one]iness'in _

o mothers of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren agrees w1th that. of prev1ous

‘researchers (Freeman,_1971 Mérron, 1978) In-the present study, 1t

- appears that the mothers' 1one]1ness cannot be accounted for by the

(24

parenta] separat1on,,the same proport1on of g1r]s in both 1earn1ng
d1sab1ed and control groups came from separated homes Furthermore,'
a. greater percentage of the separated mothers of ]earn1ng d1sab1ed

,6 —

' g1rls had remarr]ed (60%)~1n compar1son(i}tb/the proport1on of

" remarriages among the separated mothers of the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed

boys-(22A). One wonders why the motHErs of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed girls A
reported s1gn1f1cant1y more 1one11ness wh1]e the mothers of ’
-1earn1ng_d1sab1ed_boys d1d not The present study offers no exp]anat1on o
v‘

of'thf“\obserVed-sex difference A p0551b1e exp]anatlon.comes from

Koppltz S 1971 study of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed children. Koppitz foundf’

- that a]though comparatwve]y fewer g1r1s are p]aced in 1earn1ng

;d1sab1ed c1asses, the g1rls that are sent to a spec1a1 c]ass are
;'usua11y more ;mpatred and 1ower 1n ach1evement than most boys of
s1m11ar age and 1nte111gence wou]d be The reported 1one11ness of
_the mothers of 1earn1ng d1sab]ed g1rls may be re]ated to the greater |
sever1ty of the}g1rls /problems e e | | o

| In summary,,two of the reporteq mothers emot1ons d1fferentqated

Vibetween the 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and contro] groups Genera]]y, concern :



abqut ach1evement and 1one11ness both seem re]ated to the ch11dren s
=, B

1earn1ng d1sab111t1es rather than the marfta] status of the mothers

. L?/ . . ' -
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CHAPTER VI | . ,

CONCLUSION ANDeEDUCATiONAL IMPLICATIONS

; .

-terms of a ”typ1ca]“ 1earn1ng d1sab1ed qh1]d Often a factor wh1ch

It s d1ff1cu1t to summar1ze the f1nd1ngs of the present study 1in

' s1gn1f1cant1y dﬁfferent1ated between ‘the two groups was reported fOr : éq
'.on1y some of the 1earn1ng disabled ch11dren General]y, however, the
"7f1nd1ngs 1nd1cate that an LD ch1]d is more 11ke]y to have repeated a
grade and tends "to have changed schoo]s fa1r1y frequent]y The LD
ch1Td may appear to be poor]y coord1nated and d1stract1b1e, and LD
v"boys often dtsp1ay other negat1ve behav1ors, such as hyperact1v1ty
,'The 1earn1ng d1sab1ed child wou]d have a greatenachanoe of be1ng from

‘a separated fome, and spend1ng comparat1ve1y lTess’ t1me w1th h1s father
vae LD ch1]d S mother 15 more ]1ke1y to underest1mate his ab111ty to
_}achleve at scho]ast1c tasks and tzsre mtght be sonmie negat1ve mother - ’;.‘*"

T

ch11d 1nteract1ons re]ated to percelved va]ue d1fferences In genera]
R

LD ch11dren tend to have part1cu]ar ]earn1ng behav1ors wh1ch seem- f,

-

’re1ated to soc1a1 background factors
. As,1mportant as the factors wh1ch were found to d1fferent1ate
"between 1earn1ng d1sab]ed and normal]y ach1ev1ng students are those ~

o wh1ch d1d not d1scr1m1nate between/the two groups In genera] ‘ S

e prenatal per1nata] or ch11dhood med1ca1 prob]ems were not s;gh]fncant]y fif
R ,\‘_
~d1fferent 1n the two groups 51m11ar]y, fam11y demograph1c fadtow

r,
such as adopt1on, famlly $ize, parenta] educat10n or. fam11y income!

\"7were ndt s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent Thus, many of. the factors Wh‘Ch\ .wt &

o

'“~coun$ellors and educators have thought qyght be re]ated to 1earn1ng

. H j d1sab111t1es, and wh1ch were cons1dered to be beyond the scope of

3poss1b1e change, have been found not to be s1gn1f1cant d1scr1m1nators

L
[ A ) . ¢ L \
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The f1nd1ngs of th1s study that the major d1fferent1ators between

]earn1ng d1sab1ed and norma]]y ach1ev1ng students are behav1ora1 and

“social factors prov1de new 8ptimism for the poss1b111t1es of .

| 1mprovement in ach1evement‘for ]earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren The task
;of effect1ng these changes, however, shou]d not be(underest1mated
Koppitz (1971) -in her f1ve -year. fo]]ow up of a group of 1earnrng °
ﬁ d1sab]ed students found that behav1ors and soc1a1 background ?actors
;were foremost -in determ1n1ng ‘the progn051s for a 1earn1ng d1sab1ed 1'@5'~
Ach11d *‘Kopp1tz noted thﬁt 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren who exh1b1ted
‘act1ng out behav1ors at their entry to the program showed ]1tt1e
1mprovement over the f1ve year placement She a]so stressed the f;'. o “ig,;
| 1mportance of famlly re]at10nsh1p factors ' “These f1nd1ngs 1nd1cate |
:that a ch1]d S soc1a1 background is. more c]ose]y re]ated to h1s status B L
f1ve years, after entry 1nto the LD program than h1s d1agnost1c }abel
f» or h1s deve]opmenta] h1story" (Kopp1tz, 1971 p 51) | |
It seems, then that any remed1a1 program must also 1nc1ude
Estrateg1es for mod1fy1ng negat1ve behav1or and 1nvo]v1ng the parents
'v‘ in an act1ve ro]e of he1p1ng to change thelr ch1]d S soc1oemot1ona]
env1ronment The schoo] counse]lor/psycho]og1st shou]d be repons1b]ép'
for‘oiov1d1ng 1nformat1on and know]edge abOut 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es, .
as well as work1ng 1nd1v1dua1]y w1th the‘parents on spec1f1c parent1hg;
..e3k1]15, or he1p1ng parents»work through theTr fee11ngs toward the1r

g

f]earn1ng d]sab]ed ch11d Some spec1f1c areas wh1ch the present study o

3 v

'»‘has 1nd1cated to. be prob]ems are 1) understand1ng the d1fference

. beﬁ&een ab11?ty and ach1evement 2) understand1ng that 1earn1ng
; ™ . o/ (o
',d1sab1ed chlldren have average or norma] ab111ty, 8) know1ng how to "
; YA T sl
' dea] w1th ani\:od1fy negat1ve behav1ors, 4) know1ng how to hehp,the’:ﬁ- R

3
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child with school-related work at home, 5) understanding the functions

of‘fdmediage feedback and reinforcement, 6) learning to deal with
neéativleeeIings related to the child and his low achievemedt, and ‘ @
7) 1earnﬁn§ how to structure‘opportunities for positive interactions
' w1th the ch11d

The present study also 1nd1cated that parenta] separation and
father absence are factors often associ®ted with learning disabilities.
The school counsellor should be aware that'parentallseparation may
"“affect the child's learning, reg;rdless of the child's age when the
separation occdrred. Individual counselling with the child may be
F warranted, as We]] as work with the mother or both parehts.A In view of
the large proportion 523%) of fearning disabled children no']onber
" seeing theifofathers; as found in the present study, it seems plausible
.that counse]]drs should work toward‘re-estdb]ishing fether contact
for those children. ‘

A number of prev1ous studies have stressed the importance of \
d1rect]y 1nvo]v1ng parents in the remed1al program, if 1; is to be “
‘successfu1 Gr1111 (1974) reported chang1ng 1earn1ng disabled
children's behav1ors as rated by c]assroom teachers, through a
vser1es of parent d1scuss1on groups which dea1t with the affect1ve needs
of ch11dren and child-rearing techniques. White (1972) taught parents o
of learning disabled chi]dren'to use behavior modificdtion techqjﬂyes, |
and found that not only. did thedéhi]dren's maladaptive behavigr :
decrease, but the parents showed a sigdifieant'positiVeuehanée‘in
attitude toWagd their child. Similarly, another group of chi]dren,

whose parents had been 1nvo]ved in parent effettiveness'training

(Giannotti, 1979), showed positive gains in self-concept, teacher-rated



;
qpsitive behavior and attitude toward their parents. The pa(ents
howed significant positive changeé in attitudes}on all scales of a
)arent attitude survey. Ff?gily, Spector (1975) compared three'parent
:qdnse1]ing approaches which were used with learning disabled boys and.
heir mothers. Spector found that behavior modification was.most
ffective for he]p%ng“parents change. their children's be%avior,
hile parent-ghf?d interaction was most useful for effecting chahgesl
n mothers' and children's attitudes toward each other. Spector
oncluaed, "It would appear thét mothers of learning disabled
hildren might beét improve their éhi]d's behav{or and the mother-
hild relationship by ihvestiﬁg.extra persona]%zed gttention in
utually satisfying activigies wifh their child" (19?5,‘p. 138).
- The above studies hqéi shown p;rent couns 1]ing'to‘be effective
n ghanginglbehavidrs and attitudes,,but the pi?%ary way in which
eérning disab]éd chi]drenidiffqrr%rom ;orma11y achieving students is
hgi} Tow level of academic ﬁthieQement. (Eiger]y (1975?‘;ompafed
ndividﬁa] tutoring to a combination of parental coupselling Z?d child
utoring. Edger]y fouﬁd that ‘the children Who received tutofing and
hose parefts received éounse]]ing showed a significant improvement in’
ch?;vement'(p < .01), as measured By the Metropolitan Achievement Test
ersonalfcontagt~and ;upport from the counsel]oﬁpwere suggésted to be
artiéu]ar]y important in imbrbying achievement by WOrking with tge
arents; a thifd“group in’whichsthe pa}ents reéeived iﬁformation from
he counsellor througﬁathe mail showed minimal gains:in achievement.

It seems that parents reqUire‘more than information ab;Ut 1éanning
igébi1ities and chi]d-rearind in order to change their attitudes and

nteractions with their children. There is also evidence that support

e . &

i
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for the parents must continue over a lTength of .time. Hahn (1975),

3
R

mfound that both structured and informal parent programs were effective
in improving the reading achievement of learning disabled ch1]dren.
However, when the, reading achievement ]euels were reassessed two years

| later, the signifieant gains that had beeh made were lost; the children
whdse parents had attended the parenting group$ achieved at the same
Tevel as the control group ot 1earning disabled children. Hahn
suggested‘that some sort of“maintenance parent program mey be needed.

Parentind‘learning disabled children is not ah easy task. The

children are achieving well below tHeir ability level, they do have
problems with coordination, and find it difficutt td coneenthate for a

~ period dt time. It is not surprising that parents ahe concerned'ebout
their chi]dreh's progress, yet fee1 unable td effect changes. The
present study has found that mothers' perceptions of their 1earn1ng
d1sab1ed children are often negative, and their expectations for future
success low. Other researchers (Chapman & Boersma, -1979b) have reported
more hegative interactions between mothers and learning disab1ed
children, and have suggested that LD ehi]dren have a more’extérna]
locus of cohtro]. vThe~task of modifying attitudes, changing
interactions, ‘and teaching parents how to effect changes in the
learning and .behavior of their Thildren cannot be expected to be‘short
'oh easy. The school has a functidn as the primary‘remedial agent to .
coordinate the efforts ot'teaehers and parents in order to provide a

complete remedial program for each child.

- Limitations of the Studx

:\\jﬁ The Ppresent study assessed the characteristics d1fferent1at1ng

1earn1ng d1sab1ed and norma]]y ach]ev1ng students, as seen by theﬁr
i .
é .



mothers and reported through responses to items on a questionnaire.
When a questionnaire 1slused there is the risk that‘peoplehwjll‘not
answer truthfully, or will answer in a way}they think the researcher
wants‘them to answer. Furthermore, self-report data may be less -
honest when there is’avpotentially threatening 1nterviewer‘present.
y'F"or_,._gcamme, in the present study the'mothers of 1earning}
d1sab1ed children: reported that they placed s1gn1f1cant1y more 11m1ts |
on watch1ng te]ev1swon than did mothers of control children (5 < .05)."
However, later in the quest10nna1re when the mothers were asked to
estimate the amount of time their children spent watch1ng television -
on a'typica1 schoo] day, orvduring a typica1’school week, it'was found
that there was no difference between the two groups- of ch1]dren One
wonders, then, if the mothers of the 1earn1ng disabled ch11dren trwed
to make themse]ves appear to be “good” mothers E§_;QBAF£3Q§§that they
]1m1ted the1r children's te]ev1s1on v1ew1ng, the popu]ar press has
made parents aware of the poss1b1e harm assoc1ated with 1nd1scr1m1nate
_or unlimited v1ewtng A]ternat1ve1y, the'mothers of 1earn1ng d1sab1ed
chi]dren may not haye a concept of'”average“ television vtew1ng by
which to judge the amount. A similar‘examp1e was reported prewious]y,>
when mothers of learning disabled’bOys reported that they heTped:their
sons s1gn1f1cant1y more with schoo]work than did the contro] mothers,

subsequent est1mates of the amg e{ef t1me actua11y spent he1p1ng

d1d not substant1ate the mothers c1a1ms

i |
For the purposes of the present study, 1t seems this apparent

Timitation may. actua]]y provide more 1nformat10n for counse]]ors ,

~

‘prepar1ng to. work w1th the parents of- 1earn1ng d1sab1ed ch11dren In

order to estab1$sh rapport one- must be aware of and accept the c11ents

.
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present beliefs and attitudes. One’must begin working with the c11ents
at the po1nt where they are, complete w1th defenses, m1sconcept1ons,
biases and contrad1ct1onsn Therefore, for counsellors attempting to
apply some of the f]nd1ngs of the present study to the1r work with
1earn1ng-d1sab1ed,ch11dren and_the1r fam1]1es, jhe interview ‘

" questionnaire format is probably highly valid.

Suggestions for Further Research

The htgher 1nc1dence of 1earn1ng d1sab1]1t1es in boys as R
compared to girls has often been reported (eg. Kopp1tz, 1971 Phipps,
1977). The present study as presented some specific sex d1fferences 3
in Tearn1ng d1sab]ed'ch11dr n wh1ch offer poss1b111t1es.for-further
.'research."‘Thleirst is the?finding that,]earnfng disabked bOys
‘display a number of negative-behaviors‘not'seen’fn girls. Further
research shou]d 1nvest1gate whether the d1fferent1a1 v1s1b111ty of.
boys and girls, because of behav1or d1fferences, is re]ated to a
vgreater chance of referral for boys. vFurthermore research into the
comparative ya]ue piacedvon achieyement>for bbys”and-g1r1s by their -
:parents and teachers shouid be carried out. Itvseems possib1e‘that |
if boys exper1ence adult pressure to ach1eve at h1gher Tevels because
of a greater va]ue be1ng p]aced on h1gh ma]e ach1evement the )
”observed behav1ora1 prob]ems cou]d be one result ; =

, A second f1nd1ng suggest1ng further research is the- h1gh

_1nc1dence ofﬂ1earn1ng dISabIed boys com1ng from separated fam111es

Further study is needed in the area. Of ‘parent- ch1]d re]at1onsh1ps,_,-1

T8

and part1cu1ar1y father son re]at1onsh1ps to determ1ne 1f there 1s:iffiii?q'

.a 11nk to the h1gher 1nc1dence of 1earn1ng d1sab]ed boys

A]though parenta] conf] ctiand separat1on was found to be a'w

103
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N

factor s1gn1f1cant]y d1scr1m1nat1ng between 1earn1ng d1sab1ed and ‘
norma]]y ach1ev1ng students, a number of ch11dren from separated homes
'were ab]e to ma1nta1n average or above average ach;evement 1eve}s LA
'quest1on for further research would be to determ1ne what character1st1cs E
of the ch11dren ‘and the1r fam1]1es re]ate to whether or not norma] | |
lach1evement was ma1nta1ned | |
F1na11y, further study of the concept and measurement of
d1stract1b1]1ty may be mer1ted The present study found that
hd1stract1b111ty=was reported to be a problem for 1earn1ng d1sab1ed
3boys and g1rls, as we]] as’ for one- f1f h of the norma11y ach1ev1ng
i'ch11dren ome observed behav1ors e]1cht1ng 1nferences of 1nattent1on
and d1straci>b\J1ty may: actua]]y be ex&mo]es of needed rest per1ods
" between 1onger per1ods of concentrat1on A ]arge port1on of the |
v:?problem(of “d1stract1b]e“ ch11dren may be due to poor teach1ng methods.;
o Both teachers and parents cou]d benef1t from know]edge of 1mproved

P

remed1a] methods for use w1th a]l ch1]dren

i
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| APPENDIX
MOTHER INTERWIEW SCHEDULE

e 1D:
‘ .t
I. Child's name: B _ Age:
Mother's name: l | .. Phone:
Address: >Nj o " Post code:
Schoo : | 3  Grade:
Teacher: | , i RR/NRR:
e o
I1. HISTORY OF CHILD - . : o
1. Date of birth: ]
=7
2. Re]ationshi%;ﬁ?rchild to mother:
1 _ own 3 foster
e 2 _ adopted 4. _other (
) ‘ spec

3. If not natural mother how many years has this child been under

- your care?’
1 0-1 yr 6 ~_5-6 yrs 10 _9-10 yrs
2 _1-2 yrs 7 _6-7 yrs 11 10-11 yrs
3 -'Zig yfs » 8 7-8 yrs 12 11-12 yrs
T4 __3;4 yrs 9 8-9 yrs 13 12+ yrs |
5 4-5 yrs | j ‘

e /

4. If natural mother, was the delivery 1 easy
' : | 2 _ average
3 d1ff1cu]t

If natural mother, was the birth premature? :
1 _ yes !

o 2 no
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"1 15-20 yrs

2 21-25 yrs
3 26-30 yrs 7 46+ yrS\
4 31-35 yrs \

5. Has‘this child haq any serious'i]lnesses to\gaie:
o2

1 ; yes ( 3 )

no-’
spec. _

6. Has this child had any serious accidents to;pate\(
1 yes ( o ) "2 __ﬁ
spec. '

. _‘ N .
7. Has your child had any problems with the following?

a) speech 1 yes 2. mo
b) vision | vi _yes - 2 _no
k  c) hearing . 1 . yes - - 2 _no
d) co—ohdination o _yes 2 _no
e) other © 1 yes .2 _no { ; )
S ' spec.
| sum of yes (a-e)
8. Medical history of this child: J
a) frequeht colds 1 'yes 2 no\
b) allergies | 1 yes 2 _no
B ‘¢)  stomach }1 | 1 _-yes :? _no
d) head colds 1_yes 2 _no
e),lnightmares, o yes‘ 2 o ;
f)“ bedwetting ~ 1 yes 2 _no I
| g) other 1 __yés "2 o ( ' | )
- spec.

sum of yes (a-g)



9.

I,

10.
11.

13.

sum of yes (1513)

¥
Has your child ever received med1cat1on for hyperact1v1ty or
behav1ora] problems?
1. yes (
_ spec.
2 _no

" BEHAVIORAL DATA ON: CHILD (Lobk for typical patterns)

Any nervous habits? (Under]1ne) o 1 _yes 2 _no
Tics, persistent mannerisms: c]earlng throat, sniffing,
~hunching up shoulders, squinting, twitching of any facial

. muscles, tapping w1th feet““na11b1t1ng, thumb sucking,

- other (spec. ‘ ). READ THESE OUT LOUD.
Hyperactive, 1nabi]ity to. sit still 1 _yes 2 _'no,
'Uncontro]]ed emot1ons, temper tantrums 1';_ye§ .2 _no
Marked 1nab1]1ty to concentrate, | : :
d1stract1b1e - c 1 yes 2 Nno~,
Extreme]y-1rr1tab1e B 1 yes | 2 _no
4 S ' ' - : ‘
Unusual fear or anxiety : S 1 _yes 2 _no
Very‘unhappy, depreésed e 1 yes~ 2. no
Lacks se]chonfidence, pronounced shyness 1 _ yes ‘ 2 ;_ho

. . Bullying, over-aggressive, constant]y ' :

‘equarre]11ng , , 17 yes 2 ..no

Negative attitude I 1 yeé 2 _no
o - -

- Frequent lying - 1 yes 2 _‘no
Persistent stealing . 1 _yes 2 _no
Destructive ] J o 1. yes ! 2 no
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. » 3) NOt par‘t1cu"|ar]y 1mp0rtant e P 3 ’ R .

","‘Jltltf

1) Exce]]ent f}
512) Above average zb.flﬂtttp_‘ o o gi‘;-
. Poot PR O

- 2) Yes, probably

ik3) Probab]y not '*Fg;Q“=**"

'a:é);_;_lmportant

4). Grades don t matter to me. at al?

L,Adh1ch statement best descr1bes your ch]]d?

3) L1kes to get about the same grades as everyone e1se n.ng'

'4)_~_ Doesn t care about gradesf’;fﬁfii {giji;fﬁf;f57f}'“

‘Q R

QEDUCATIONAL DATA OF CHILD

. ”D1d your Ch]]d attend k1ndergarten?" | 1. ‘“yes f?2 no

S1nce starting grade 1 how many d1fferent schooig’has your

:ch1]d attended?

‘Has your cht?d»ever repeated-afgrade7" Afﬂj;;,yes’ 2 _no

4. ]How wou]d you rate your ch11d s ab111ty to learn? _‘*

O

4)' Below average fvg;1>3fgif;fj{*fff;fﬁ*?;Q‘u;

Do. you th1nk your ch11d has the ab111ty to comp]ete un1verslty?

1)_§ Yes, def1n1te1y 'gg=;;?j_'"f ,ff« :?:gﬁt};u"“’ ;“Zﬁﬁ

vy .
©

4)__*_No ‘ ; .
How Jmportant to you are the grades your ch11d gets 1n 542001? |

S, [ , N o L. . : . .
So . BN ”, \“/g By

‘ 1)._ Very 1mportant ‘ ;", 0 :.,'fg“‘ gt ,f

: R S
¢ i o9 > L S
b - R N
. " . I p ‘

& - Sk
a‘, : . Can

LS B

A
/~G :

2



10,

1),.v No time o g ,rh

How important to you are good grades compared w1th other aspects

of school? A

1) Good grades are. the most 1mportant th1ng in schoo]

2) Good grades are among the 1mportant things in schoo]

Y
3 Some other th1ngs 1n schoo] are more 1mportant

4) Good grades don't matter to me at all
Rank your ch11d s ab1]1ty in the fo110w1ng subJects

much be]ow " below

| | average, average, 'average3 ’good4
Arithmetic () () .(’.') o
_Pr1nt1ng/wr1t1ng () () () . ) ¢
Reading - (o) o)y ) )
Spelling | Coo o0 o0 ) e)
~ Language ¢ ) () () L
' | v .:,-nﬁ B sum of ranklngs ‘

About how much time does your ch11d spend‘on read1ng -- not .

: connected w1th schoo]work --ona typ1ca1 schoo] day?

N

c'2);: Up to 30 minUtes»"

11,

3)‘ Over 30 m1nutes to an hour

d4) - Over 1 hour

Do you: spent t1me he]plng your ch]]d w1th h1s/her read1ng?

1) Yes, regu]ar1y

: .ZX;;_ Yes, when he/shefneed*hélp»‘

19,

h‘i) Yes, have def1n1te t1me 11m1ts

—_—

Do you p]ace a def1n1te 11m1t on the amount of t1me your ch11d
daspends v1ew1ng te]ev1s1on dur@ng the school week7 .

“excel.

N N S S

_‘fiSt:;Doesﬁyour:ch11d5have'aireading‘orobTem?vﬁEil;fyés;uzhfyf;Zi;ganf;_fsfv7fr”i



V. FAMILY DATA

- 1. How many children are there in the family?
2. Tota]lnumber of chi1dren 11v1ng‘in the home .’

3. Tota] number of adu]ts 11v1ng in the home

(a) Who;are they? o (b) Dur1ng a. typ1ca1 week how many hours

el

. -these adults? -
0- 10 11-20 21-30 31- 40 41 50 . 50+

Wother U Gy (g g (g (g
Fther. () L () C) (o ()

A 4 Are you current]y marr1ed7 | '“”yes o2 no

,,5 How. many t1mes have you been marr1ed7

6; If marr1ed for how 1ong have you been marr1ed to your current
husband (1n months) : .

. mos..

7. Are-you currently married to (1iving with) your child's father?

the separat1on took p]ace? e B SR S
3.eIffseparateﬁz-dQés“your ehild?see'hjS/her’father?;:f R

-does your child spend with each of «

119

ULF ot living with. your ch]]d s father hoi o]d was“he/sha when‘;m.‘

1v7f»*.yés"‘ 2 o S

If separated, and hls/her father 11ves near Edmonton, ina
typical week about how many hours wou]d h1s father spend w1th
h1m/her7 CT T R ; _

— .

-



~ If separated, and his/her father lives outside of the Edmonton area,
- about how many weeks per yedar does your child spend with his/her
- father?: - : L K ‘ ~ . o

-2 _* 78

3.4 9-10

R R I I
FOR THOSE . NOT “CURRERTLY MARRIED: A
’3‘ Are you‘curfently living in a "common Taw" relationship with
another man in the home? ‘ L S

1 '..yes E 2 - o

9. If yes; for»ﬁow ]ongfhave you'been'1iving wWith this partner?

~ FATHER DATA: |
'}1, Edutatign:  1_ . Less thén-h{gh school diblbma- :
"t 2 High school diploma

3 _'Technibaivtfafning'(eg;ANAIT;,SAIT)‘?

“.

4 . University trainihg .
5 =‘: w,University degree?”"
.’ . 6 ___ -Graduate training

7 ___ Graduate degree .

- 2. Current 6ccupatfbn (béfvery specific);:f"'

. mos.
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1.

rd

" MOTHER DATA:

‘Education:

center7

I .. Less than high school diploma

2 ‘High school diploma
3 Technical training (eg

4 University training

5 . Graduate training»

6 Graduate degree _

o ‘yes .

If_so,xfor’how many»months?'

1 yes.‘;..r

FAMILY, INCOME

IR U

-y

3

';4}_

S Ona typ1ca] school day, about how much t1me does your ch11d spend f
wath1ng telev1s1on after school hours and unt11 he/she goes - to

bed7

,1:}\ |

_'$11,000 - $15,000

Iess than $5 000
$6,000;—'$10,00Q '

*‘516,000 ;7$20,000

‘GENERAL ACTIVITIES

a;fﬂf3‘,b.'

T

no t1me L
up to J§ hour;

1 2 hours j-

. ’_a: 5

2

f6_'

¥

e

- .NAIT, SAIT)

. no : |

mos .

no-

'$26, ooo - ¢3o 000
$31 000 - 535 000
$36 ooo+

: 4}5’houﬁ$f?l57

) N \..‘, -

. In h1s/her preschoo] years d1d your ch1]d ever attend a day care

. Before your ch1Id turned f1ve were you ever away from h1m/her ;
~for more than four weeks.at a t1me7 .- : -

T A
$21, 000 - 525,000

~_over 4 hours -
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2. Dur1ng a typ1ca1 schoo1 week, about how much time would your ch11d

B

spend watch1ng te]ev1s1on7

: 1 _______doesn 't watch TV
2t up to 5 ‘hours |
3 ;;;_;__6410_hoursl

4 11-15 hours

6
7

5 _ 16-20 hours
21-25 hours

26-30 hours

‘more than 30

3. How many . t1mes per week, on the average do you help your ch11d
with school type act1v1t1es, such as read1ng, math pr1nt1ng or

1

U‘l

oo‘ a

10

wr1t1ng, etc?

1 'iigy,don't_"'
2 1-2

3. 34

SCALE OF MOTHERS' EMOTIONS: .~

1 am concerned about having
enough money to- get me through
the month : _

I fee] 1one1y

I worry about my child's present
schoo] ach1evement -

. I fee] relaxed

a8 have prob]ems d1sc1p11n1ng
my ch11dren

-1 worry about my ab111ty to

cope w1th my respons1b111t1es ‘f :
. } enJoy ]1fe

T worry about hav1ng enough .

money 1n the future
I fee] depressed

I have d1ff1cu1ty f1nd1ng

someone to Took- after L chi]dren o

sum (1 - 10)

4

5

6.

e

Always

-

. 3

56

————

-9+ S

~ Often  Seldom

-
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Never -



