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S ABSTRACT .

" . C - : . - . \ . Lot

The purpose ‘of thls study was to determlne whether or
not ch11dren w1th readhng d1ff1cult1es dlffer fromv'normal“t

children,~in personallty varlables :asr measured by fthgff

- R . . i ¢

Personalxty Inventory for Chlldren, PIC.

.

' Mothers of S1 fourth through 51xth grade boys and L

’

glrls, 21 of whom were 1dent1f1ed as readxng delayed and 30V,:
\comparxson chxldren readxng at .or' above grade- level, :
_ completed the PIC parts I to v, o .

_The groups were found to. dlffer most on those narrowih

band_ scales reflectlng' mother s perceptlons of academlc e

achievement,*jand, 1ntellectual and general development,vl“

however differences in varylng degrees of 91gn1f1cance were.
seen: across all of the broad band factor scales, External—l

‘i1z1ng Behavlor, Internal1zxng Behavlor,@$oc1al Incompetenceu

and Cognxtive Development \ one//val1d;ty sc le, Infrequent‘
>
-Respones,' and three o@;E;;';

"?amily Relatlons,-Dellnquency and Soc1al-Skllls. ’

narrow baﬁ&l cllnxcal scales, td
» For the screening scales Adjustment and the fourth
broad band factor scale Cognltlve Development,va cllnlcal
cut off poxnt of T-score 60 or one standard devlatlon above»'
| the 'mean, was foundv to provlde screenlng for. hlgh rxsk"
chxldren in this populat1on. ’. | | | u
For the "normal"” subjects in this--study the norms
provided by the authors were in the same range...All mean:

scale T-scores for the ‘compar igon group fell betWeen 45 and

.55 suggesting no slgnificant differences between these

-

Av
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-CHAPTER 1

Introduction

p The identification- and assessment \oj\\\hildren with .

.fspecial' needs ‘im per81stent and major concern to the

educational system. School boards w1th1n the prov1nce of

‘

Alberta are mandated under the School Act, 1981, section

o145,,to accept all students of appropriate age to an educa?

tional program. : The provxsion of appropriate educational

'_.services for each Chlld then becomes the task \gf school

.

‘boards, adminrstrators, spec1alists and teachers.-

In order to' provxde these serv1ces school gsycho-

logists and - counsellors are routlnelyAgallgg)upon to assess

b

success in- proposmg solutions to children s problems ‘and

children s unique educational needs so as to assxst w1th-

'program planning.v Accurate and early assessment of children
'-experiencing academically related difficulties 1s important

- for the 1mplementation of appropriate programming. As Bergan

and Tombar1 (1976) have pointe% out,_-the psychologista

0

having them implemented is largely dependenﬁ uponv the

initial stage of problem 1dent1£1cation. Failure to do so

may compound the chlld 8 difficulties. Researchers have

’shuwn that difficulties in learning ‘can be causally linked

‘th cognitive and emotxonal factors (Heinicke, 1972) and

that delaying interventions may . serve . to aggravate any

interaction between these;fa&tors (Connolly, 1971).

. The interaction of reading difficulties and emotional

3
AT

factors is acknowledged by a number of writefg (Johnson,

el
P



K S IR s B S
© 1985; Ungerleider, . 1"985. m&er, 1990-,. Empachgr'. 1977.

'S -

..Stevens,.197l).f While studies shoy no; smgle personality

¥ LM . . _....‘»"\
' structure characteristbc of disabled readers. the need to
) ar S -, . K
take each 1nd1v1dual's spec1f1c emotional needs 1btolaccqunt‘

5 e &

”'when planning for successful remadiation progxams has been
documented (Williamson, 1979; Murray, 1978) / 5,5"} i
| While rthere are a number of. psychoﬁ‘trically“ éo;né;
zmeasures for evaluating cognitive. abilities,'.personality

';assessment generally 1nvolves the use of less reliable and

—

?valid pro;ective 1nstruments (Anasta51, 1976). Beviewers_ofv

A;prOJective4testsu(Anastasi, 19§2deowskr; 1977{‘Gittel@’§il
fAIQBO;ﬁfO'heafyy ada UJohﬁSCn,v11979)irhave-'coneluded;~that*
;research Iresults 'consistently‘ indicate projectiyes ‘to iﬁt
‘-nearly useless 1n the differential diagnostic process.v ThEy;

may be able to discri inate between groups on a very gross

k level and “may be he_p ul 1n pred1ct1n3= very specific
behavion paxterns but :hege ls no eVLdence-that they-arefas
effective as other methods such as direcf"behav1or obseg-
vation or obJective kesting. Purther, they are veny.costly
in terms of administration, scoring, and 1nterpretation time
(Anastasi, 1982- o' Leary and Johnson,.l979).'.Onaﬂreviewer

u‘concludes that at best. they can be —considered ‘clinical
tools” and used ‘as supplementary and qualitative interviews

by the skilled psychologist (Anastasi, 1982)5

e Theb purpose of personality tests :18 to classify,

‘predict, and better understand the behavior of subjects 80

a.

:as to. assist With planning appropriate interventions.}Objec-



W€ivé“personality testing of childrer has'gainedvpopularity,

'in the last few years because of its demonstrated efficacy*

in ‘this vrespectf writers (Graham and Lilly, 1984):>have.a;

indicated that the Personality"inventory for Children (PIC)i,V

"vprov1des an objectlve means’ by whlch personalltv character—

°

1st1cs as well as cognltlve and academlcally related abili-

t1es may be assessed (Wirt, Lachar, Klindedinst and Seat,
" . . " . - . - . B

- . e

3377 rev1sed 1984). o : - .-

The purpOﬂ' of this. study is to determlne whether or

not children who have demonstrated a 51gn1f1cant level of

’difficulty‘ in'_reading‘ achievement differ from "normal"
B . t .

children»gin personallty variables as measured by the

Personallty Inventory for Chlldren.

Studies exam1n1ng the PIT. have shown substantial

- support for the educatlonal dlagnostlc potentlal and the

basic 1nterpretrve' Lnten; of the scales (Culbert ' and”

édqwski,'1982--'clark, 1982; 'De Krey, 1982; Porter, 1980).

T

The need _to assess “the presence or absence’ of emotlonal
factors contrlbutlng to educatlonal handlcaps requlres such

’

“an &nstrument. The specxfxc questlons to be addressed.

L 4

this study are ‘as follows-

1. Is there ca 51gn1f1cant dlfference in the PIC’

proflles of subjects eXperlenc1ng readlng dlfflcultles as

ompared to chlldren who are readlng at grade level or
above? | |

2. L'If S0, on what scales do these students dlffer?

}. Which of the PIC scales best dlfferenﬁgate students



.
<

Aegperiencing-reédiﬁ% diffiCulties.from'compatison'children?

\

Supplementary questlons to be asked. S , K

Y

; 1.  Since the publlshed norms of the PIC were- collecteg‘

'between 1958 and 1962 prlmarlly from one geographxcal area,

>

e

are the PIC norms provxded by the authors in the same range

= .
as the scores of "normal" Alberta students?

2. To what degree can the ifitial screening measure

(adjustment scale) of the PIC be counted on to screen .out

students requiring further'assessment?
' ey : , v : '
3. “"To what extent can the fourth broad band factor
.scale n(Cognﬂtjue Development) .be counted on to identify

. . ’ '
gshildren with regading problems?



T

CHAHTER II p !
P

Review of $he Literature B
The literature Areview is divide’d in'to fg’:ive sect’ions.
Articles and studies which docqunt the need for examinin;&
personality factor& in children ‘who are experienc1ng reading
difficulties are presented first Secoad%y, the Personality
Inventory for Childﬁfn PIC scale development and description
are presented. Next, studies which have 1nvest1gated the
reliability of the PIC are described. Fourthly, studies
which have provided support for the validity of the PIC are
- reviewed and finally, in light of the questions posed in
this study, .studies using and examining PIC_validity in’the
school setting are presented |
| Reading Difficulty and Personality Factorsv

3
Un%erleider (1985) in 'a paper presented at the

International Conference of the Assoc1ation for Children and
Adults with Learning Disabilities in SanhFranoisco described
the experiences of an individual: working with ‘illiterate.'
delinquents.~ It was suggested that | controlled rage”

concomitant to reading failure and is a potential source of.
school difficulty as well as social v1olence. The cdse of a
ninth-grader with reading problems whose VIQ had steadily
decreased with age was crted. The school's unsuccessful
efforts‘with_the stndent, his familyis frustrations, and his
own deep humiliation at beingkunable to read were examined.

Suggestions were made for teachers to combat remediation

failure which 1ncluded acknowledging the emotional needs of



the stﬁdent.

‘Johnson‘ (1985) examined .the psYéhological and . social

L2
14

‘determinants of reading failure through three case Studies
of adult males. He found reading disabilities to be affected
by anxiety maladaptive strategies, conlicting motives, and

»
inappropriate causal attributions unlike theories that focus

on:neurologicai‘or p;ocessing deficit eiplahatipns.f

Empacher (1977) présentéd an‘analysis'of the problemﬁ”
of .an illiterate womad'who learned to read as aﬁ‘adult;~ It
was concluded that the oral history “demonstrated how an
intelligent person can. be beaten déwn“_to' ;cceptihg a
‘éosition out of thé.mainétréam of sdciéty asfwell'as éhoﬁing'

the psychological'impact of reading disability.

' 'Mqrray (1978)'measuréd several pe;sohality factors or
.;raits;xnémeiy Qelf;coﬁcept, achievement mqtivétion,’general_f
manifest . Ankiet§, ‘ﬁés;- anxiéty,] and behavior aéViancé in
 dysle*ic. and - norﬁal‘ children. | DYslexié  childfen' showed
poorer'personaiity adjusthent;_also those dysleiic children
WHo were successful in . remedial traiﬁ}ng showed better
.emotiénal‘adjustmenﬁ’than'thésé éhildreh who continued to
fail. “ _ |
| A study by Stevens (1971) where the atti;udés of 886
fourth gréders,yere measured found that remédiél regaers -
those 34 children if the study requiriﬁg Qm311 grou§ reading
;émediation_?— were.not‘vso socially 1¥ll-accepted_ as their
claséroo?; péers;f;nd further that ;émedial-lreadérs rated

themselves low on social acceptance in relation to their



" classroom peers.

PIC Development and Description

'Qﬁgﬁ;erSOnality lnventory for Children is an ohjective,
multxdlmen51onal perSOnality inventory'lwhich -seéks :to
<prov1de comprehensxve and canlcally relevant descrlptlons
-of chrldren and,_adolescent ‘personalities. The 600 item.
inventory :is divided into 12 clinlcal scales, namelx:
achievement;~'ihte11ect0al screening, development, somatic
concern,, ‘depression( - family "relations; delingUencyu.
_ withdrawalys anxiety, psychosis, hyperact1v1ty, and‘ social'
skills. Valldlty scalesdassess the respondent s.tendency ‘to
underreport or exaggerate child behav1oral symptoms or to
respond randomly. The factor scales assess broad dlmensrons
~of child psychopathology rncludlng externallz1ng behavxor,
internaliirng behavior, soc1al 1ncompetence, and cognltlve
dysfusctlon. | _

The adjustment scale 1s designed as a screen for any

type of psychopathology The 1nventory may also be scored on |

KN

17 experlmental scales. A lxstg of all scales and their
' abbrevxatlons is presented in Appendix A.

The 1nventory is completed by a sékondary respondent;
generally‘the'mother. The-lhformant s perceptlons of the
child under study are intended to aidvin the”diagnosis’and
treatment: of the child, as well as the earlylldentification
of developing.patterns of problem behavior; vwirt and Broen,

-~

(1958) chose to develop an 1nstrument which used parents as

»

respondents since the 'child's level of self—awareness,



: motivation'jandyor cognitive \abilities ,for.ireading 'and -
conceptual understandlng may: preclude a. .valid self report |
assessment. Later {esearch {Novik, Rosenfeld,’ Block and
baﬁson,' 1966) sopported rthe VGSe of a parent .report b§:
denonstratlng the validity of,the‘responses‘end-tne_lack_of*
confounding bias. ‘» ’ n fv‘n_T. c _ ;_"
Wirt and Broen (1958) based the content of ‘the 1n1t1al
600 1tems on the work of Patterson (1956).'_Pattereon had |
developed 11 content areﬁs, namely~v withdrawal, excitement,g
reality dlstortlon, aggress1on, somatic concern,_ anxiety;
‘social,‘ekills,t femlly relations, -physical deVelopment,’
»intellectual'development; and asoc1al behavxor. '50 items
were selected from each of these areas w1th an add1trona1 50
ltems-developed to.lmprove sanplrng in. several areas. The
resulting 600 item ool contdined content . which relied
heévily on typical psychietric’intake:interview‘questions.
The 600'item inventory withdll coptent:areas was'normed
duringlavfour year period'fron 1958 /to, 1962.1'The norm group
;as comprised of 2,390 childrenr‘eeléctedi from schools of .
non—psychiatric institutions *ln jthe~ Minneopoliq-st. Pahl
area. Each one year age level from 5-1/2 to 16 1/2 years -

J——

' 1nc1uded 100 males and 100 females. ) | _ — -
‘Personality. dimensions and. inQentory itemg'!Awere

selected on the basls " of eﬁplrlcal and ratlonal method—

ologies (ert,vLachar,_Kllnedlnst,vand Seat, 1977, Revised

1984). The empirical 'scale developmentvwas,basedﬁon the use

of appropriate <criterion groups' and normal f controet



) A0
: e c . I I o , ST
‘subjects. ‘Items were presented to{‘crite:ion and normal
groups. Those items whhch differentieted between theetwo"
were tﬁen'included. In-addition, thé,Darlihgton3and'Bishope-
(1966) method of scale" construction was' used to. obtain
_optimum scale validity. This was accomplished by making

'possible the use of all items.in-the_item.poolvand‘aadihg-

new items according to'interaction validity comparisons;~The

Al

. emplrxcally derived scales cons1st%of tWO,‘ iidity'ecalese(F
‘fand Defensxveness), one screenlng scaIb -(Adj |
' Eiveici;nical scaleSd(AchIevement, Inte;lecﬁual Screeniﬂg,'
',Delinquency,fpeychosis, and HYperacﬁivity); .‘c B |
~ ~“The | rational . - scales were ' constructed '.‘usinc
content-orlented and internal con51stency methods. Twelve «
| experienced judges nomlnated xtems from ‘the PIC 1tem pool,
'w1th each Judge ch0051ng items fof' three scales. fnThe\
criﬁetia for item 1nc1u51on were that the item had to. tm
selectec-by.three—quarters-of the judges as measuring the
content of the specxflc scale and the item had to be keyed
in  the same d1rectqu by at least two- ~thirds ‘dr
three-Quefte:s of the jﬁdges. The'rationally derived scale;
consist of one Gelidity (Lie) and ‘seven clihical .§;a1e§
(De&élopment Scmatic Coﬁcern, Depreésich, Family Re1atidns,
withdrawal Anxlety, and Soc1al Skllls).. .
' The 1984 revised PIC manual. descrlbes the 1981 rev131on
of'the?inventory forqaé. ‘The revised PIC booklet is divided

into four parts. Part T 1ncludes four factor scales whlch

were derived from =a factor analysis of 1,226 completed



vprOfiiesJ' ln addition, the Lge Scale is 1ncluded in Part I
whlch 1nc1udes a total of 131 of the orxg1na1 1tems. Part IX
of the rev1sed booklet . 1ncludes shortened versxons of Il of
the or1glnal 12 proflle scales.’ Th%.Development scale'ls
falso 1nc£nded in 1ts entlrety. Part iI adds an additional

149 items. Parts III and. 1V contain the remafningv320,items

‘which allow scoring of the full length  and ‘experimental

——

scales. (wirt, ‘Lachar, Klinedinst and' Seat (1984) have

(<]

)poznted out that ‘the experlmental scales “have  been shown to
be less psychomeﬁrlcally sound than are the Factor, Valld1ty

and Clinical scales and requlre further research Y

o

For a descrlptlon of,the PIC experlmental scales, the
PIC manuah should be consulted (Wirt, Lachar, Klinedinst‘and

:Seat, l984). The prbflle scales are brlefly descrlbed below.

< fred

. Factor Scales : “, , - . :

Factor I: .Undisciplined/Poor Self-control - The major

10

content'dimensibn°of this 30 item scale reflects ineffective

discipline,' with less robust - dimensions reflecting

S

impulsivity,. problematic anger, poor peer relationships,

‘limited consc1ence development, ‘and- poor school 'behavior_

(Lachar, 1984).

RY

Factor 11: Social Incompetence - This 30 .item csqale
mainly reflects sad affect, with other dimensions tapping
shyness,ﬁ peer rejection,‘,lack fof_ leadership qualitles,
soclal jsolation, lack of friendst and‘ poor general
adjustment (Lachar, 198;). |

Pactor 1III: Internalization/Somatic Symptomg ~ The



: maJor content d1mensxon of this 31 item scale reflects worry
| and a poor self-concept. Secondary 1tem clusters reflect

content dxmensxons - of sOmatizatiOn, ' crying spells,

lnsecurlty/fearfulness, vision problems, psychotic behavior,

\ and ‘body temperature (Lachar, 1984).

Factor Iv'k\Cognrtlve Development - The major dimension
;extracted from Scale 1v, consrstlng of 25 items, was labeled
‘adaptxve behav1or..0ther 1tem clusters reflect content areas
such as deficient pragmatic‘skills, academic skills, lack of
| special  abilities, psychotic  behavior, poor motor

co-ordination and developmental delay (Lachar, 1984).

validity Scales

11

Lie (L) - This 15 item scale is intended to identify an -

lnformant s tendency to deny commonly occurrlng chlldhood

problems and ascribe the most virtuous behaviors to the

child (Seat and Wirt, 1973).

F (F) - This 42 item scale was developed to target

deviant response sets such as exaggeratlon of symptoms or .

randomness in respondlngv(Seat, 1971).

Defen51veness ({DEF) - This 23 item scale was‘wrltten to

determine a respondent s tendency to be defen31ve about the

' de31gnated child's behavior. Interscale correlates suggest
that the DEF scale is negatlvely relat@&-to the 1nformant S
expressxng negatlve attrxbutes, partlcularly those that are
“inte%personal (Myers, 1974). };y‘ "y

Screening Scales

- Adjustment (ADJ) - Thisy?ﬁlitem scale‘was conStructed-ﬂ




12
as  a screening device to 1dent1fy general ad]ustment
problems and serve as an 1nd1cator of those chlldren in need

of further psycholog1ca1 assessment (Seat, 1969).

C11n1cal Scales

Achievement (ACH) - This 31 item scale was designed to

identify'childrenvwho'are significahtly'below age expectanéye

*

v1n their academlc achlevement, regardless of their potentxal
to achieve at an age—aooroprfate level (Lachar, 1974).
Intellectual Screening ;(IS)~>- This 35 item scale is
intended to 'identify a child with 1mpa1red intellectual
fdnctioningv andi.in need of further evaiuation (Froman;v
1973). : o | : -
Development (DVL) FdThis 25 item scaiéuis designed toafég
1dent1fy weaknesses in intellectual and physxcal development

‘which may be ‘ré%lected in poor classroom performanégn

(Klinedinst, 1972, 1975). S mf» .
Somatic Concern (SOM) - This 40 item scalebisﬁf ghded

to identify reoccurring concern ‘with phys%ﬁ%} mp tom

L ¥
-

atology (Klinedinst, 1972, 1975).
Depression (D).¢>Thls 46 1tem scale reflect, %ildhood
depre351on ané measures  its 1mportance as a component of
‘psychologlcal dlsturbance'(Froman, 1971). , R fﬁ
Family Relations (FAM) - This 35 xteg scale.measures -
ffamlly effectiveness and cohe91on (Klinedinst, 1972, 1975).
Delinquency (DLQ) - Thls 47 item scale xs 1ntended to_.'

measure tendencies toward delinquent ‘behav1or (Lachar,

Abato, and Wirt, 1975).



’Withd‘rawal_., (WDL) - -. This_ 25 .item _Scale i.s' desi‘gned ‘to

s

ideri't‘ify‘children irlh‘o' are withdrawn from social interactions -

(Klinedinst, 1972, 1975).

13

\An'xiety."(ANX)._'— This 30 item scale was developed to v

meas‘ure' symptohe of anxlety, 1nclud1ng a low threshold for
frustration,' exaggeratlon of problems, 1rrat10na1 fears and
\vorries, mghtmares and behavxoral as well as psychologxcal

Q

correlates of anx1ety (Khnedmst, 1972, 1975)

Psychosxs (PSY) - Thls IO 1tem sca]:e was constructed ‘to

dlscnmxnate psychotlc children  from normal, behav1orally

dlsturbed, nonpsychotlc, and retarded_. children_ (Lachar,

1971).

EI Ie
DY

Hyperactivity (HPR) - This 36 iéem scale is intended to

identify Chiidren _whoee behaviors aredfrequentl-y associated ,

with the "hyperk.i'n"e’tic syndrome" (Hegeman, 1976).
S

Social Skllls (SSK) - This 30 1tem scale is de51gned to

.x‘;eflectv an effectiveness in social relationships'. and ‘the

reasons for a lack of successful intetaction (Klinedinst;

1972, 1975).

Relxablhty Studies of the PIC

Wirt’, Lachar, Khnedmst and Seat (1984) have T

Ot\

- documented the rellabilxty of the PIC thhm clinical and.

normal populations. T*—retest relxab111ty was estlmated in

a clinical population by having mothers of 34 chlldren bemg

evaluated at Lafayette Clinic's outpatlent servxces complete '

the PIC on two separate occas;.ons. The time interval between

the test administrations. was .between- 4 and 72 days {X =



15,2); ‘Thevclihical gample includéd.ZZ‘malés,and 12ifema;es.

ranging in age from 5.2 to 14.7 -Yeats (X = 9;7i.;“ The .-

correlations between the two administrations: yielded an

_average reliability CQeffiéienthf';Bijbt the 16 profile

scales and an ayerége of .89 for ;he'clinical-scalesfonli,,

o RPN . L . S
Two reliability studies,” one in th “Detroit area and

1

'-the->bther _in- Pennsylvania, wegé cohducted to obtain :

estimates of scale r
‘Michigan study invoived

‘occasions completed the PIC o

:
e

.mothrers who on two separate

héir.children. The sample

i bility ih»normglipdpulations.F The

‘consisted of 25 males and 21 females between. the ages of 4.4

~

~and 16.11 (X

i

9.4). The testing intérval.waS‘betwﬁen 13°and

102 dajs (X = 50.9). The average'test—retéstireliability7

\foeffiCient for the prpfile_scaies was».?I.

The Pennsylvania study consisted of a sample 'of'“SS

children, 34 males and 21 females.  The age range was betweén

5 and 11 (X = 7.9). There was a two week interval‘betweew.

test administrations. The average reliability coefficient
for the profile scales was .89.. o
 -Thesé studies suggest that the PIé' profile  scales

demonstrate sufficient stability across time to allow for

’ .

“the inventory's use in individual ‘assessment. = The lower:

>

teliability' coefficient obtained in the Michigan‘ study of |

nonpatients.may bef:hm:ibuted ‘to the ek}ended test-retest

r

interval, just as the highér correlations found in the

“Pennsylvania study may reflect a shorter time interval.

Another factor which may have contributed to the higher
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correl'ations between' tests in'the-'Pén’nsylvania study'was the ¢

]

- procedute of data collectlon, which d1d not ensure that the 3 "
| mformants would not ref'er to the mventory um.ch they had
:.flrst completed wh11e respondlng to the 1Pventory for a.
"second time. S o r;;“} L |
Coeffl.gLent alpha estlmates of ir;ternal : ;cons‘istency-“

f'e computed based on a heterogene’ous'.clini;.c eample (N =

- 1,226) . Internal conslstency estlmates showed a mean ~alpha- -

of . 74. The Only scale for th.ch 1nternal consxstency;"

3

relxabxllty was extremely low was. Defensweness. ThlS may

‘ reerct,' in part the s;tuatlonally dependent natu\(of‘ this
. gcale. _ - R

S/

: _ Valldatlon Studies , »
\‘ Lachar, Butkus, and Kryhorczuk (l§78) mvestlgated tl&é\\
j'dl.agnostlc potent1a1 of ‘the PIC “in - a chxld psychlatnc

settmg by determlnmg external correlates of the, rofile ‘
f

gcales. , Mothers- of 79 children (55. males, 24 females) wtm.,

¢l
‘phad received outpatlent evaluatlon at the Lafayette :Cllm.c

%ﬁ Detrcnt completed PICs. The average age of the chlldren

»,.

§“9 years, 8 months.

; ,_e' . sample conslsted of children" with “" varied

symptom'at'ology' i\ncludxng primary diaﬁgnoses‘ of hyperkinetic

-reaction "unsociali_z'ed,'» .aggres‘,sime “;’re'activon;\- ‘s.peci‘.fic_
learn'ing" d'i"stur'bance;‘ depressive nehrosi’s; adjustment

’reaction, over*—anxious.reactlon- mental retardatlon/organlc

brain ‘syndrom‘e; ' wlthdrawing reaction: : sexzurev-\dlso‘rder; and .

.thoge’ with no psychiatric ~illness. ANo psychotic children



were 1nc1uded. 1

A correlatxon of checklist 'itens from psych1atr1c .

,physlc1ans w1th PIC cllnlcal scales resulted in an average
's/

of 12 correlates for each of the 16 scales. The followxng

PIC correlates were found to ug\the most robust. *At least

one year of achlevement delay with Achrevement; "below

»','av*»_g 1ntellectual funct/x-oning . with. Intevll'-ectual

o
s

Scree xngw at least one year of achlevement delay and ‘below i_'
4average 1nte11ectua1 functlonlng :w1th%Pevelopment,_ laces
.blame on other54 thhVSOmatlc Concern, "few or ‘no frlends,

: complalnts of peer host111ty and dlscrlmlnatlon, and'flghts.
‘with szbllngs "w1th Depressxon- "father as’ Sttht dlsc?g{,n-
;arlan, uses exce351ve physical punlshment, is alcoh 1c or
'substance abuser, and is emot1onally d1sturbed“.w1th Famxly
Relat1ons; "places blame on others and dxsobeys pareﬁts
-witnsDelinquency; unreallstlc fears and has few frlends
‘with withdrawaliu manlfests anxlous,v tense, :nervous, and\
restleSs'behaviors Wlth Anxlety, seldbm‘Comﬁunicates'\yith
Psychosis;.iforfor stlmplant ther?bY{.‘over}y:'actiVe':or
"aoitated' Qith'ﬁyperactlvxty, and FsuiCidal-thought and/or

| self destructlv; behav1ors and’ has few frxends Qith Sdcial
.ZSklllsighccord1ng to the authors,"These results suggest the
PIC to.be a val;d Lnstrument,whuch, due to its efficiency,.
should enjoy'expanded application.“ ‘

| Lachar and Gdowski (1979) ekpanded on the.earlier studyv
discussed above fLachar, Butkus‘and Hrychorczuk;'1978) by'

studying a larger sample of 430 children ranging in.agenfroo_



2 to 17 years. The adjectlve' checkrlst was expanded —to
o

xnclude 100 1tems to be rated after 1ntegrat1ng the results

~

of parent and teacher. questlonnalres,’ 1nterv1ews with
parents and ch1ldren, and medical chart data. The, results of"
the ratlngs were lndependent of the PIC admlnlstratlon and

‘«

were made by psychaatrlc re51den§, phy51c1ans. o A factor

17

t

analysls‘ of checkllst items result d’in’ 16 lnterpretabl%.

':faotors whiéh accounted for'-78 5 percent of the- common

varlance. These factors wFre c« rrelated w1th the 12 cllnlcal X

hscales of'the;PIq“ The results‘are reported to establish

'evidence of convergentrand dlscrlmlnagt validity of ¢he“PIC
" scales. Discriminant validity was ‘shown as the author found
" that higher scores on scales reflecting externalizing,

'-agqressive behaviors kDLQ and HPR)fwerelolearly not related

to factors on the problem checklist which represented

+

symptomatology of internalizing behaQior (aqxiety).

’depre531on,ﬂ'su1c1de intent, and fearfulness. Convergent“

- validity was demonstrated by the high correlﬁtlons of ‘the .

internallzxng scales (B and ANX) with factors'representatlve

1

/

of internaliZing 'symptomatolOgy (sleep dfsturbanCeQ and.

social wlthdrawal)

Gdowskx (1977) studled the ablllty of the PIC scales to’

"~ discriminate . among relatively homogeneous groups of'

disturbed children. The - 307 subjects .(190 males, 117

females) ranged in age from 2;6 to 17.11 years (X = 12.5)
-

and hqg b?en referred to the Lafayette C11n1c 1n Detr01t.

,Psychhatrlc resrdents were asked to evaluate each subject on
' ¥

e AN . .
T B +

4

v



a 6  item4prdb1em_béhavior checklist. PICs were combleted

for all subjects. The: subjécts were grouped into eight

homogeneous ‘sﬁbgrodp§ based on patterns of disfurbed

behavior following factor .analysis of the 'chéckiist. To .

determine whether or not the PIC was sensitive to the

symptom patterns an analysis of variance was used to comparge
- . . . *

"the cluster groups with PIC profile scale scores. Post hoc

comparisons allowed for the examination of cluster mean

18

differences on the individual PICyscales. With the exception ’

of the SOM scale, all clinical scales.of the PIC differed

signifféantly.across the cluster groups. The validity scales

(L, F, and DEF) and the screening scale (ADJ) did not varyf

\significantly,acrosé groﬂps} The"resﬁlts indicatéfthat the:
PIC,séalés were seﬁsitive to v;ried batterné of.s;mptoms in
a ‘clinic‘ popﬁlation} aﬂd*jwere 5b1e to differehtiate
~relatively 'homogeneous groups' of behavio}élly disﬁurbéd
childreh ahd“adoﬁescénts. | ) | |
Anderson and dﬁas£ (l983)~aéministered thg-PIC'to 50
childr?n agés 6 through 12 years of - algqholic: families
 currntly involved in treatment for alcqholism;

Significantly deviant scores from PIC norms were found on

the Adjustment, Family Relations and Anxiety scales.

“Leon, Kendall, and Garber (1980) ﬁtilized, the PIC

Dépression_ Scale to differentiate between groups _of
depreésed andvyon-deptessed children. They found the PIC to

be sensitive t§ and cOnsis;.pt Qith.extetnaljobservations of

A}

"depression in childpood.
. 3 ;
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Studies Using and Examining PIC Validity

in the School Setting i

Porter (1980) ~investigated whether or nét learning

-

disabled childrcen constituted a heterogeneous pppulation

with regards to personélity fuﬁctioning, 'Factor analytic
AN x: . . X . .

techniques applied ﬁi’ PIC J.ﬁ:cale scores were employed t84

identify subtypes of lear“ 'di.sébled children. Based on
his study of 100 childreh;bgtwéen 6 and 16 yea:éHQf age

tberé appear to be four subtypes of 1learnind diéabied

19

children that differ from each other ih’terms of personality

‘functibning. The largest<éubtype tends to dempdstrate quite

adequate 'chial—emotional fupctioning.'» The ~“other thrée

subtypes seem to be characterized by i) marked psychologg¢§lf

disturbance reflected by. internalized social-emotional
difficulties; ii) externalized Dbehavioral " disturbhnce
reflected by,over-activity, distractibility, interpersonal

_insensitivity,” and antisocial behavior; and iii) a

disproportionate pervasiveness and/or intensity of somatic

concerns, accompanied by otherwise adequate personality

functioning.

fDeﬁrey and Ehly (1980) utilized the PIC to assess the

validity’ of the clinical scales to differentiate between

three special education classifications. They found that

'many profile scales appeared highly effective. in.dividing

the criterion groups of special eduCation‘students f:om the
‘normal sample and from each other.

"Harrington and Marks (1985) administered the Adjustment



4 scale of the PIC to parents of 35 first. through 6th grade
boys and girls enrolled in elther regular educatlon or
special education classes forvlearning disabled children and

‘children with: social adjustment'probiems; Results showed the

standard T scores on the ADJ scale for the behaviorally

disordered group.were significantly elevated compared to the

learning disabled and regular education.groops. There was no

i

20

significant difference between the adjnstment'scores for the

learning disabled and regolarf education groups. Results

suggest the potential usefulness of the ADJ scale of the ?IC.

as a scudening.instrument to identify ohildren‘who'may,be'

behaviorally disordered and in need of a comprehensive_
psychologlcal evaluatlon
~ DgKrey (1982) found that the shortened version of the

PIC also has the ability to dlscr1mrnate between educational

grouos. The'subjects were 95 elementary males selected from.

‘one of»}he following,fogrjeduoational-classifications: -32

‘from regulaf education'élasses, 23 from %earnlng dlsabled

classes, 20 from educable mental;y dlsabled classes and 20

from emotlonally dlsabled classes. The three special

educatign classifications had been previously assigned in

‘Qaccordance'with criteria established by the Department of
Public Instructian - Special Education Division. The

' responses obtalned from female caretakers on ' the re@ﬁsed_'

. O
format v&rsxon of the PE‘ (Part& i and 1I) 1nc1dded 280

]
WV..

A unlvarlate analySLS revealed 18 of the 20 PIC R
- BN %
vgrlables to vary slgnlfxcantly between the groups.
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The results of a discriminant analysxs 1dent1fied three

distinct functions.: Function 1 accounted for 52 percent of

2L

the variance existing in the 20 PIC-R va;iables.' Group .

3

scores on this function revealed conSLderable discrimina-
tion. Function 1 can be described as a general school
maladaption measure With the addition of functions 2 and 3
an overall correct cla551fication rate of 90 percent was

achieved.

Clark . (1982) investigated the ability of the

Personality Inventoryr'for Children PIC to discriminate

- cognitive &nd [personality patterns . among - 141 learning

disabled, emotionally disturbed, and 'edUCable mentally

retarded children, ages'6 to'16. In addition, the construct

validity of the HPIC was :studied by ‘examining the

relationships among the PIC profile scales and 1ndependently

'derived measures of 1nte11ectua1 fnnctioninq and\behav10ral»

adjustment.
Profile analysis resnlted in - the significant
discrimination among the three group's profiles. The

findings suggested that educationally. handicapped children

can be differentiated along salient ‘intellectual and

o . . . N .
pérsonality dimensions as measured by the PIC. Analysis of

variance showed that relative to a combined group of

learning disabled and emotionally disturbed children,‘thef

" educable mentally retarded children. had significantly higher
scores, 1ndicat1ng ‘greater impairment = on the Lie,

Intellectual'Screening,Achievement,fDevelopment, Psychosis,

P XN



" and Withdrawalnscaleé, and'sighificantly:IOQer scores oﬁ tﬁe
Hyperactivity 5caie, Theb.emotionaily disturbed children;
“cpﬁpa%ed to the;learhing disabied,'had significanﬁiy higher
'scéres on the Adjuﬁﬁment, Delinqdenc?}vﬂpxiety, ahd Social
'Skills scélés, and.gignificantlfliowe; écorés ohithe Lievéha

 Defensiveness 5caké§b 
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Examinatieon of . the .scale ‘correlates provided .

substantial support for the convergent and discfiminant

validétion'of the B}Cfprofile'scéles. The correlation among

 the PIC brofile.scaIES and the Wechsler Intelligence Séalé

‘l"‘ o L ) . . . . . L R -
for‘Child§5n9~-Rev1sed and the Teacher Rating and School

Information checklist‘ showed that“ the’ profilé scales -are'

reLa;éd to variations - in“the inteilectual ébili;iés. and
"plassroom\”behayior  of children'_diaénosed  as ‘'learning
| disdbled, emofiohallf .diStu:Bed ‘and  educable Jﬁéntally
retardéd. The majdriﬁy.of significant correlatioés'élustered
aroung’scales%which discrimidated amongithe }3 groups -and

identified cognitive deficits (Intellectual Screening,

o

’ngelopment)' ~and disruptive, actiﬁg out  behaviors
(Adjustmept;.Hjéefacﬁivity).

Culbert and Gdé&ski (1982) sbuéht to aetermihe_whether
- or Jnot_ the PIC scales céuld effectively diffefentigte

' betweén a reading-disabied'group of cmiidren‘and a normal

comparison'group,‘as well as to assess wﬁether or not the

scales were sensitive to variations in cognitive abilities.
. e ] N

.

The reading-disabled group consistéd of ﬁé males aged 8

and 9 years, who had béenvidentified‘dysléxic,'as'defined by



~ the World “Federation of Neurology. The cOmparisdn group of
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12 "males were from the same ‘area, namely Metropolltan.;

. Detroit, and were matched -to the dyslexlcs accordlng to the

. Peabody Plcture Vocabulary Test IQ (PPVT), SES, age, race,

and handedness. Subjects - were . excluded if intetviews

S

revealed 1nformat10n' suggestlng a hlstory of ‘medical,

\\

.neurological, ‘or emotlonal' problems- that could interfere
: w1th the development of readlng skills.

L4
One father and 23 mothers completed the PICs, and each

}child}was,admlnlstered the Weschler Intell1gence Scale for

LChild;en - Revised (WISC-R). The results showed that the

)
’

reading disabled group had higher PIC scale’ elevations on

ADJ, ACH, IS and DVL. Correlation of PIC scales and WISC-R

subtest scores and Verbal,  Performance, and‘Full Scale IQs-

revealed significant relationships'that'cluétened around the

ADJ, ACH, IS and DVL scales. - The-authoré\concluded that the

data reflectéd the ability of the PIC to discrlmlnate the

two groups according to cognitive and academic dimensions

and that the 3 scales construéted to identify cognitive and

academically-felated skills are related to variations in -

academic achievement by children;of average intelligence.

Summary of the Research
To summarize, in l‘the literature presented the
1nteract10n of read1ng dlfflcultles and emotional- factors

has been acknowledged and thus the need for wvalid

personality assessment of children experiencing such

problems if we are to plan successful remediation pragrams.



- The Personality Inventory for Children is probably as
' sophisticated and psychometrically sound an instrument as is
available‘(G:aham'ahd Lilly, 1984). - The: published validity

- evidence for the PIC confirms its application in ' the

' assessment of children in botﬁ‘}the clinical and school
. < - i .

setting. o oo

24
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CHAPTER III

Method - |

This ‘chapter documents the procedures uﬁ?f
this study. The Personality Inventory for Ch;{'f'%' "
be briefly descrxbed followed by a. llsg:.ang of t';
under 1nvest1gat10n. Fmally the method of data anaIysxsf,,:.‘
wili be’pres‘ented. |
- ~ Procedures
The mothers .of one ,hundred fourth through sixth grade'
boys and girls_ enrolled in' County of Parkland schools were
in'v'ited to participate in »th’e stud‘y on,a voluntary ’basis.
Flfty children who had seen a readlng specrallst for an
1nd1v1dual dlagnostlc %assessment over the -past year were
selected and compared to asecond— group of fifty students.
T.he comparison group was 'matched in that for example if two
study chlldren came from school A in grade f1ve then two
chlldren from that school and grade who were reading at or
above grade level were., randomly selected.

The invitation was mailed to selected households along
'with a"PIC questi‘onnaire; answer sheet and return envelope.‘
Please see appendix B for details. All returned inve,ntories
were hand sco'red on the 20 PIC"scales. Rau 'score.s' were
-~ converted to T-scores, whlch durlng the conversion take into
account a child's age and sex, for each su'b]ect. Parents who
‘dld not return the matenals within two weeks of the return

date recex.ved a follow~up phone contact 1nv1t1§ thelr

return of the materials..

25
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. v ,
Sl-comoleted answer sheets were returned, 30 from the
comoarison gronp'f17 females and 13 males ranging in age
-,from 9¢to: 12 years) and 21 chlldren (17 males and 4 females)
5 from the delayed readlng sample. The delayed readxng group_

-'ranged in age from 10 to 14 years. They showed delays of one

four years in instructional reading levels as measured by

,“Stagdard Reading Inventory .(McCracken, 1963). ~ This )

instrument 'is an individually administered reading test for

.

measuring reading achievement at pre-primer through seventh

reader lewuels. Seven of the 21 subjects were three or more

grade levels” behlnd the expected readlng level for their

”lchronologlcal age at the time of assessment.,/
o ' o Instrumentatlon
o ‘ ’ l PO

"The -rev1sed format (PIC) Personality Inventory foréb

éhildrenfadministration booklet (1977, 198l1) parts I, II,

" III and IV was cqmpleted for each subject -by his or her .

mother. - The.PIC was designed to provide a useful{diagnOStic

instrument that would "also. be a practical- measurg:;of

r . 4 e

PSYChologicalApharacteristics_among children. v
The  PIC “;s a 600 item  inventory oonstruoted by -

empirical and rat;onal methods. It aims to describe current

r

- broad and narrow patterns of behavior in children ag three

through 16 on the basis of a parent's response, t vtv°e¥and
false questlons.' The 1nventory provxdes summary scdfes on: -
va11d1ty, cognltlve, clinical and factor scales.

PN R 3 .
’ Admlnlsterlon ;me ~ the test . requires " minimal

¥ ST

part1c1pat10n by the c11n1ci . Brxg 'nstruotlons to. the -

ot WA, D el
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paréht‘ deééribihg the™ correctlrplace to‘ mark answers ahd |
‘encburaginguthat all qugstioné:be aqéwefed_arevprqvided‘ob
tﬁe cover of thefinbénﬁory'bookigt; ( ’

.°The inventory fis _divided»finto 12 ciinical scaies;
namely:" Achievemént' (ACH); Intellectual Screening: (IS),F
,DEVelobment (bVL), Somantic Concetn'(SbM), dﬁpres?ion.(D),
Fémily Relations (FA&), Delinquency (DLQ); | ;;thdrawal
(WDL), Anxiety (ANX), Psychosis (PSY), Hyperaétivity (HPR) ,
and Social Skilis (SSM);"Validity scales = F, Defensiveness
(6EF); and . Lie (L) ‘asses; the fespondént's ‘tendéhcy to
underreport or exaégerate chiid behéyioralfsymptoﬁs or to/{‘
reépond.randOmly. .Thé factor scales: asseésﬁbroad dimensiphs,
of 'child;;psycﬁopathology includingy externalizing behavi;r' N
(Faétor I, ipternaiizing behavi6r  (Factor 1II), social
incompeténge’(Eactor IIIi,'ahd cognitive dysfunction (Factor
Iv). \‘ , _. ,

. Hypotheses
Basedi on‘ the 1itera;ure‘ reviewed, and 'in_vorder' to
‘answer the questions posed in this stu?y _:;a following
S

hypotheses were generated.

Hypothesis #1

Thereg,will"bé' a significant differencé in the PIC
pfofiles of subjects ekperienqing ‘reading difficulfies as
compared to children who are ‘reading ‘at or above grade

level.

Hypothesis #2 - '
- I G-", o : ‘
- The most  significant differences in PIC profiles



5
between the _two ‘groups -will occur on' the tﬁree‘uscales;
'AchiéVement" 1ACH)}d Intellectual . 8creens (1), and
Development (DVL), wh1ch make up the cognltlve triad of the
test. : A

Hypothesxs #3 o

]
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Students -with- readlng d1ff1cu1t1es w111 demonstrate‘

more social and emotlonal problems than chlldren readlng at -

or above grade level as measured by PIC scales wh1ch reflect

narrow band personallty-functlonlng (SOM,-D,'FAp, DLQ; WDL,
ANX, PSY, HPR, SSK). | |

Hypothesis #4 »

ot

1

There will be no.signifioant difference_between the PIC

/ . . - : - Y. ol
standard Tscore ' norms provided by the, authors and "the.

-T-scores of subjects “in. the comparlson group, suggesting‘

B
\

that exxstlng norms are in lindé with the present sample.

Hypothe51s #5

-Significantly more children in the delayed reading

group ;(children with readiug problems) as Tcompared- to

|

children reading at or above grade level“will'soore.above a

T-score of 60, or one standard deviation above the‘mean, on.

- the PIC adjustmentgﬁscale‘ 1nd1cat1ng a need for further

»vpsyohological assessment.

. Hypothesis #6

ST - C
/

Siéniﬁicantly more,/children in :the delayed reading‘

group as compared to children. reading at» or 'above grade

"
level w111 score above a ‘T-score of 60, or one standard

LN

f dev1at10n above the mean, on the PIC Factor 1v: Cognltive

-
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Development. .

N

Data Analysis
‘Hotelling p? tests Were performed on raw scores 'and
»

standard T-scores where age and ‘sex of chlldren have been

taken into account,’across the 20 PEC 3cales. Ind1v1dual_
F- tests using multxvarlate degrees of freedom were used on -

'ind1v1dual scales. .Descriptive statlstlcs for each group and

scale were generated A further Hotell1ng T2 or MANOVA was

used" on the nine cllnrcal scales which reflect soc1al “and

emoi;onal problems. f A MANCOVA was also used across the

o -

“¢linical scales to factor out varlance accounted for by the-

cognltlve factor. The Chi- square statistic was used to ‘test

e

proportrons of " subjects show1ng elevated scores across the

i

'20 PIC scales. Descr dtive ana1y51s of the number vof'

subJects and percentage & the total group scoring w1th1n
certaln T~ score ranges was carrled out ‘on all 20 PIC scales.
The T-scores of subjects on the Adjustment and Factor v
scales were 1nspected so as to .answer certain questlons, as

: were'the mean scale T-scores for the comparison group.



CHAPTER IV . SR

o

" Results

' In thls chapter results of ‘the data analy is descrxbed

~\above. w111 be - presented as’ they relate to 'e questlons
posed 1n thlS study. . ' | | |
' | Hypothe31s #1 —.' .aiw - \ _
In order to’ dete mine whether or not there Wﬁs a sxghl-'::f‘i\f

'.flcant dlfference in the PIC proflles of ch1~n with
,read1ng problems as compared Eﬁ\students readlno at or above
‘.grade level a Hotelllng T2 -test was performed. The test'was ﬂ
conducted first on’ raw scores &vd secondly on standard
T-scores where the conver51on ~takes age and_ sevalnto
consideration.»,- | | E |
| The ,Hotelling T2 test performed on rawv9cores ylelded a ﬁg'
T2‘ = 190 483 w1th an F—rath

<0.0001. (see table L.

' The same testm'performedt oR T-stores yielded an‘rz

265.761 with an F-ratio = 8.14 and a probability <0.0001. v

> . o \ .
. . .

(see table 2).. ‘h' . IR R L R
'JTheh Pic profilesl ot ' delayed lreadino, and comparison
,groupsl do? show a ‘statistically sxgn1f1cant fd1fference.
| Hypothesisv $1l. that ‘a SLgnlflcant d1fference in the PIC
, profxles of chlldren wlth readlng dlfflcgltles as compared.
to the "normal” sub]ects was supported.

L/
- Hypothesis 12

.In order to see which individual PIC scale scores

differed 81gn1f1cantly between the two groups F- tests for;

> '1‘ . "_A 30
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éach of the scales with multivariate_degtees of freedom were
conducted firet, onJ raw Scores and secondly ‘with standard
scores. .- o |
'Oh the raw scores two lscales were - found to 'differ
_significantly, namely, Achievement (Acﬁ) andi-DeQelopment‘
(DVL)’(Seedtable‘l). When T-scores were tested} three PIC
scales Ziffered 'significantly between tne two groups -
Achievement (ACH), Intellectual Screening (iS) and Develop—.
'ment (DVL)- (see table 2). . ‘>' S o 3
Mothers' perceptions of academic acnievement, intellec-
tual functlonlng and overall development in thelr children
,dlffered;most bétween the two groups.} It would seem that
standard scores, where sei jand‘ age have »been taken 1into
account, on‘the PIC cognitive triad —'ACH;‘IS, and DVL snow
the most sionificantﬁ differences between the two vgroups.’

'Hypothesis;§2 was supported.

Hypothesis #3

~In order to test whethet or not the PIC profiles of -
children withbreading prbbiems’differ from the. comparison
group on cl1n1cal scales reflectlng narrow band soc1al and
vemotlonal problems a Hotelllng T2 test was conducted on the

following nine scales - SOM, D, FAM, DLQ, WDL, ANX, PSY, HPR

and. SSK first on xraw scores and ‘secondly on standard

£

T-scores. The results yielded a 7% = 35.234 with an F-ratio
= .3.276 and a probability .= 0.004 for raw scores; for

standard scores T’ = 34.784 with an F-ratio = 3.234 and a
» | ;



.probability = 0.005. . R ol

<

This indicates that whehpthe;information in;these hine
scales is pooled the two groups' do differ statlstxcally.;
'When F-tests were conducted uSLng multlvarxate degrees of
1freedom on each 1nd1v1dual scale no statlstlcalry 51gn1f1?
- cant differences between the two groups were . found'-;Th1s'
fallure to Ldeﬁtxfy d1fferences may haVe been because Of'thef‘

large within. group varlance, the rlgorousness of the test,

ey
4...'

and the varied nature. of: soc1a1 and emot10na1 problemsh

1
s

related to reading faflure:;

To look at individual, scales in a more clinital way -

descriptive: analYSis: 'of:f the number of - subjects and
percentage of ' the totallgroup'scoring'within'givem‘T—score:j

ranges was carried ‘out for the 20 PIC scalesl(see;table.Blg,

In order to explore possible , 1nd1w1dual : scalp

4 R

'differences further, the Ch1 square statlstlc was used to

test dlfferences rn the prqportlon of subjects in each qropp

scoring above a T- <=score of 60 on each scale. ThlS T- score'

CoN

represents a scale elevatlon of one standard devxatlon above'
. .
the norm. Statxstlcally s1gn1f1cant dlfferences between the

number of .subjects scorlng above a T scoreﬁof~60 lnieach
group were found on the follow1ng l scales.l the four factor
scales, the screenlng scale, Ad]ustment (ADJ), the cognxtlve‘
triad, AchlevementltAgH), Intellectual Screen1ng (IS), and
Development (DVL) and‘ three'ﬂof: the 'cllnxcal iscalesl

reflecting social! and emotional:prObleMS} Famrly Relatxons}

o - E
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J "p;.. . v ) i - _'... ’ .
(FAM)ffhbiinqtency‘(DLQ) and Social Skills (SSK) (see table )

4)., _:‘_ 2 g

g

Thesgi?findings again suggest . that .ditferehces .on

personality’ variables as measured by ‘the PIC do exist
J . - & S .

between the two groups noﬁl,dniy on - variéblesa measuring
cognitive development, but also aa. scales reflecting social

O

-

and emotional problems.

4 V
.

'The'-Chi-sqﬁates on ?hdiyid&§}§ scéle§  indicated tﬁat
sighifiCantly mbréi‘childten‘ in ﬁﬁe d;i%ﬁéd reading group
cbtained a T;score of dVer 60 on threézﬁf tﬁe ﬁine scaleé.
presehtiyv under, inveétigation,'vFamily‘ Rélatidgs (FAM) ,
Delinquency (DLQf, and SociaI‘Skills (SSK) (see table 4).
Againh‘we have support for the notion. that éocial and
emoﬁiénal éroblems are more'.prévgleﬁt in children who
experience reading'faiiure.i | |

A further investigation of pfofile_différencésvbetween

[2

groups* used a MANCOVA to factor_Gut}Ehe;variance accounﬁed
for . by thé cognitive? t:iéd,.fnamely Achievemént'i?Aéﬁj:m>
,Ihtgllectual Screening (IS) and Development (DVL). v?he test
yielded an F-ratio of 1;4413 with a probability of 0.18566.
hhen this“factdfwis réhoved the between group differences
which remain are statistically insignificant. N
This suggesté tﬂat'aifferences between thé tﬁbvqroups
on pgrsdnality variables are related to thé cdgnitive triad

9 . . : . Lo
factor  and possibly therefore to whether or not a subject is

in the delayed reading group. Hypothesis t3 was supportedQ .

i



phi P
Factor I 4.210 0.040 *
- Factor II 5.700 0.017 *
" Factor III 4.255 - 0.039 *
Factor IV 13.939 <0.001 *
Infrequent Responses 3.066 0.080
Defensiveness 0.081 0.776
Ad justment 29.237 <0.001 *
Achievement 32.588 <0.001 *
- Intellectual Screening 27.012 <0.001 *
Development. 29.507 <0.001 *
Somatic Concern R 0.219 0.640
Depression - - T " 2.987 0.084
-Family Relations 7.719 0.005 *
Delinquency 8.406 0.004 *
Withdrawal 2.921 0.087
Anxiety 2.987 0.084
Psychosis 1.457 0.027
Hyperactivity 1.297 0.255
ocial Skills. : : 4,210 0.040 *
Lie . : 0.399 . 0.528°
df = 49

TABLE 4

One-tailed t-tests and Chi-Squares

[~}

- Comparing Mean PIC scale T-scores of

Delayed Readirg and Comparison Groups

"PIC Scale

.

* gtatistically significant differences between the two groups
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Hypothesis #4

B

The existing PIC norms were collected between 1958 and

1962.;n the Minneapolis'4 St. Paul area. Reviewers have

)

suggested that updating of ‘these tables is- necessary.:
ThereforeJ inw order to determine whether or not the PIC'

- standard score norms provxded by the authors weré in keeping

l
‘with mean T-scores of: the comparison group each T-score was
N f ' . - ) ) . . .l
“examined. Each'scale mean was found to fall between T—scores

of . 45 and 55 or within one standard error of measurement
(see graph 1). ThlS would 1nd1cate that the norms prov1ded
by the authors are w1th1n the . same range as scores of'the
-comparxson %roup‘chlldren part1c1pat1ng in . thls study here
in Albertat. Hygothesxs #4 was sup%orted.

Hypothesis #5

)
'

TheJChi—squate statistic described earlier demonstrated

that sign ‘icantly more bchildren in the delayed reading

__group. as/ compared to children- readlng at or above grade

level soored aboqe a Trscore of 60. on the-PIC‘Adjustment

's;A1é, phi = 29.237 with p <0.001.

| Descriptive vanalysis of the .number of subjects and
spercentage ofﬂthe total groug.scoring ﬁithin given T—score
ranges on the Adjustment scale was also examined. Eight of
-the, 21 chlldren or 38. 1 Qercent scored at or above two
standard devKatlons above the mean. Ten chlldren or 47.6

percent scored in the T-score ‘range between 6% and 69 (see
} : ‘

table 3). D -
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13 of the'21ichildren in the delayed readingkgroup or
86 percent scored:above a T-score of 60. On1y<three of the.'
30 children .or 10 pereent-of the comparison'group,soored
above this level. It would seem that the Adjustment soale'is
,functioning ~as a scree; for high risk ohildrenf
Interestlngly the three chlldren who were part of the study
group and not screened by thls scale all had _ah'
instrdctional reading level delaylof only 1 year (see‘graph
2). prothesis #5 that significantly more children in the
" delayed readlng group as compared to "normal" ohildren would
score above a T-score of 60 on the ‘Adjustment scale was

supported.

Hypothesis 6

T- scores on the fourth factor scale, Cognltlve Develop-
ment, were. examlned in order to determlne how many children
in each group would obtain scale elevations above 60 and 70.
In theA_gtgdy_Wgroup 16 out of 21 .or 76 petcent of thev
children ‘obtained T-scores above 60. Nine of ‘these 16 or 43‘
peréeht scored above 70 or two standardvdeviationS'above the
horm J In the comparlson group six of the 30 subjects or ?0
perceﬁt showed scale elevations of above 60. One of the
children or 3.34 percent of the group obtalned a T-score of
above 70 (see table J).

.'vResults of thed Chi-square, testihg whether or not
iprooortions of eubjecte scoring one or more standard

deviations above the mean differed between the two groupé,



.shgwéd a statistically siéﬁificaht figure’on this scale, phi
= 13.939 .with a p <0.001 (see table 4). Hypothesis? #6 that
significantly more children'in;thé delayed reédihg group an
compa;ed'to children reading at or above grade'leVel-wilf‘
score -above g‘T-score of 60 on.the‘PIC Fécﬁo;;IV,_CognitiQe

O

Development was supported. | v S .
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Yo '~ * _ CHAPTER V
. oo ) N q o gy

Conclusions and"Discussion'

‘ This study was conducted comparlng the Personallty
fﬁve@tory for Children PIC ptoflles of chlldren in grades
four- tbrough six exper;enc1ng reading dlffzcultles with a
métche& comparison’ groupA of childrén reading at or above
rexpected ‘grade level ‘ The purposé of this'research waS'to
determlne if 51gn1f1cant dxfferences exlst?d between the two
groups- and if so-on whlch 1nd1v1dual scales. Thg researche:
was.alsoixnterested in know1ng whether%or not the PiC norms
provided in tﬁe_ménuai_were in keepihé‘yiéh%the compariéon
grbup‘3f4“nbrmél* subjeéts. The abiifﬁy.of the Adjusﬁmeﬁt
scale t(ADJ) ‘to 'scréen for chiidren in ’need‘ of Afurther
psychological assessment was under }nves£igatiqn‘aé Qas the
capaciéy of the fourth factor scale,.Cognitiye De?elopmént
to identify high risk children who are having reading
problems. | ‘

Major Coﬁclusioné

r . ’ . -
Based on the results of this research a number of-

conclusions can be drawn:
1. A significaht_difféfence does exist between tﬁe'PICﬁt
btofiies of children experiencing :eading_difficu;ties and a
matched comparison group  6£_'§hildren régdihg at or above
expected gradevleQel, T ‘l
2. The éroups aiffered most on. those n§rrow. band

scales refleéting mothers' - perceptions' of academic

‘achievement, and intellectual -and general'development (ACH),

o



(18), . (DVL), however differenceS» Ain varyrng degrees of

51gn1f1cance were seen across all of the. broad band factor
-

scales, Exte!’akleng Behav1our, ‘Internallzing Behaviour,

a

Social - Incompetence *and Cogn1t1ve DevelopMent, one va11d1ty'
scale, Infrequent,'Responses (F), and three otrSthe narrow
band clinical scales Family Relatrdns (FAM), Delinquency

(DLQ) and ‘Social Skllls (SSK)

Ll

3. Fd? the normal“;subjects part1c1pat1ng as members
'of the comparison group 1n this study the norms provxded in
the PIC manualt were in the same range: . All mean '5cale”i

T- -scores for - thb comparlson group fell between 45 and 55 or ’

2 J

within one standard error ‘of measurement suggestlng no

_sxgnlflcant dlfferenass\between these scores and exlstxng

. [
‘4,& B . ¢ .

" norms. "'} &;

4 \ "y ‘ ’ - o
4, For ﬁhﬁa ”@jjﬁhg scale Adjustmeht (ADJ) and the

,fourth broad band

,}
can also be used to screen for areaa. of concern, a c11n1cal

cut off p01nt of T-score 60 or one standard devition above

-

the mean would seem to provxde screening for high risk'

chlldren in need of further 1nvest§9ﬁ§10n v1th1n thlS Pop-

ulation.
: o S N |
5. The Personality Inventory  for Chnildren PIC does

appear to meet. the purpose of a personaltgy test - which is

to classify, pred1ct and better understand the behavxor f

'subjects._ Since th1s aim is achieved, PIC resul should
then assist us in understanding the child better agd thus in

plannlng approprlate 1ntervent10ns for students.

\



_:Discussion-

i The present study shows results in keeping"with the
vaildlty studies reviewed earlier.; The éIC cognitive triad
has been seen to con51stantly discriminate different spec1al
education .criterion groups and appears to be a suitable_
assessment tool for use in the school setting.‘lThis was
eVidenced in the researchzdf Clark (1982), DeKrey l19825{'
Culbert and Gdowski (1982) and the present study.

Unlike Culbert and Gdowski (1987) who removed from
their research any children who may have’ had emotional '
disturbance assoc1ated w1th a diagnosed reading'Aproblem,
this study attempted to examine any social )and emotional
problems whichlmight be present. - Support jwas found for the
'hypotheSis that ‘children with readihg difficulties would

demonstrate more soc1al difficulties than "normal" children

. ¢
3

. or children who had not experienced apademic f31lure. -Theh,f
presence of Significantly more elevated PIC profiles wjith

T the delayed reading group suggests that the social and

T2

[
emotional health of this population is at risk

- As would have been predicted by Port.r's work (1980)
~the delayedlreading group was found to re  .esent a hetero4
.geneou5'population. The large within groupwvariance:reported
reflected the individual "nature of 2subjects and their
personality characteristics.” One child ,may be:'withdrawn
while another :is acting o%% A child may be ,socially
incompetent or suffering family relations problems. .Eecause

:, human beings are complicated these personality characteris-

>
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'tics interact with each other in a multitude of unique
, combinations. ' The need. then “to understand ~a “child's'

partlcular personallty characteristics has been proponed ‘as’
necessary when planning-for successful remediation programs.
»(Williamson, 1979; Murray, 1978).- N

sudgestion for Further Research

~ The ayailability of a good :tool fOr personaiityi
assessment does not lead directly to ‘betteft rememdiation'
programs and” therefore methods - of utilizing PIC profile

‘results so - as to a351st with student programming need to bea"

developed and studied w1th1n the school setting. Also, sxncefff
i) i

e PIC appears to be a valid inventory of persbnality‘
'functionlng 1n chlldren, study of its furthg utllity as a
tool for assessing intervention programs would  seem

1mportant ‘
5

4 Although for subjects in this fstudy the PIC norms
..prov1ded were “found to befin llne with current responses

more research with different populations reflecting a wide
L4

variety of geographic areas, soc1o—economic. status and

‘ minority populatiOns would' seem. advisable 51nce origgpal
A
~norms are now 20 to 24 years ©ld and were constructed usxng

a sample primarily from one geographical area.

1

B The effects -of ut11121ng | available "computerized

'y
admindstration, , scoring and 1nterpretation of the PIC should
. u" _ ¢ ‘ .
be investigated. Theladvantages of quick accurate(fcorxng

and 1nterpreta§don to both"clinician and clients ' are

idesxrable and therefore this method of test taking may be
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expected ¢o galn rapld popularlty.

v

Further research lnto usxng the PIC .in the schbol‘

settxng W1th chlldren who do not demonstrate cognltrve or

academlc problems would be aév1sab1e Emotlonal dlstress and

4

11m1ted Lo ch11dren who fail

‘sobial problems;,areanot ed |

4

academically. .. . , _
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Factor Scales — | - s
T J 'Und1$c1p11ned / Poor Self- Control

I1: Social Incompetence 4
- II1: Internalization / Somatic Symgtoms _ -

IV: Cognitive Development

Validlty and Screenlng Scales

Ide (L)

Frequency (F) ‘ _
Defensiveness (DEF) - o
Adjustment (ADJ)

Clinical Scales )  '&’

Achievement (ACH)
Intellectual Screen (IS)°
Development (DVL) -
Somatic Concern (SOM)
Depression (D)

Family Relations (FAM)

' Delinquency (DLQ)
Withdrawl (WDL)

Any . oty (ANX)

Psychuosis (PSY)
Hyperact*ivity (HPR)
Social swills (SSK)

Experimental Scales

Adolscent ‘Maladjustment (AGM)
Aggresgiom (AGN) ‘

Asocial Behaviour (ASO) :
-Cerebrajl@Dysfunction. (CDY) >

Delinquéncy Prediction (DP) . ‘ A

Ego Strsangth (ES) ' ,

Excitement (EXC) S . , T
Exter palization (EXT) o o
Ir¥requency . (INF) Ce
Internalization (INT) ' Lo .
Introversion - Extraversion (I - E)- -~ CF,

K (K) ' T ' : KRR
Learning Disability Prediction (LDP) @ _ o
Reality Distortion (RDS) , L i
Sex Role (SR) .

Social Desirability (SD)

Somatization (SM)
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UNIVERSITY @F ALBERTA g
_ Faculty of ucation
Department of Educatmonal Psychology

6-123F Educatlon Bulldlng North
" University® ‘of Alberta_,
Edmonton, Alberta T6G 2G5S

March 10, 1986

‘Mrs. Marilyn FOrster
9232 - 177 Street.
‘Edmonton, Alberta
T5T 3M5 i

‘Dear Mrs. Forster:

In order to clarify the needs of children who  use
reading specialists, a study is being conducted. We hope to
- gain understanding with a view towards enhancing . future-
educational PHA ms. The Researcher, a graduate student,

has been gi; 5'1 m;sgron to. contact County of Parkland
parents who ;$§;t\

ldterksted in- part1c1pat1ng. B
Parents éa pﬂﬁvide a valuable source of - 1nformation
,concernxng thexr chlldren., Fa :

- "

_ R : '
e _ Mrs. Fo;sver, your name has. been qelected by either

because your,child Noah has used - ‘these services over the
past year or,because you were randomly thosen to participate
aszpart og_a control group. The eontrol group wxll provide a
comparison ° for the: results gathered from the parents of the
ch11dren being studled

wum
The selectxOn of names d1d not reszlre the readlng of

~any Student Services flles by the ‘Resea her.

' 3

Should you wlsh to assxsq 1n thxs venturo, the enclosed
questlonalre w111  take about K one hour of your time.
Participation ‘is strictly -b6n- a Aggluntary baéxs and all
resgonses are kept confidential. ) 0 o,

. If any 1nformatxon of partlcular' eéncernr to Noahd_or
. yourself arises from the inventory respones, you will be
- contacted ‘and further - interpretation givenp,. o x

i . . ;j'?-
Lo . ‘ " . . « ,:' N
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: Any’ queétion ‘©r concerns ‘about. the srudy may'nbé.

dlrected to Marllyn Forster at 481 2650 : :

»{'._‘ To part1c1pate in, thlS study, sxmply respond to the
‘questions listed as they relate to -Noah. Then return all"

materials by placing them in the self-addressed stamped
envelope provided and'mailing before March 24, 19&6.

If you do not wish to partlcpate, I would. apprecxatev
you returnlng the closed materials in the eqvelope prov1ded

Thank you 1n_advance for your t1me and conpern.
o' ot ‘S
Sincereby,

LA

_ . | B o - e =

. ) . . . &b . . . ‘_

: : ' , ) . Marilyn Forster, B.A., B.Ed.
Researcher..” :

I



