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ABSTRACT

T his research  exam in ed  th e  a ttitu d es expressed  by children toward their  

handicapped sib lings, and the lev e l of p erson a l/soc ia l adjustm ent which they  

rep orted . O f particu lar in terest  was a com parison o f sibling a ttitu d es and lev e l  

o f  adjustm ent reported by children with handicapped brothers or sisters with  

those reported by children w ith  nonhandicapped siblings. Two se lf-rep o rt  

m easures w ere con stru cted  and used: (1) the Sibling A ttitud e  S ca le  (SAS), based  

on th e  work of H elen  K och (1956), and (2) the R ole  Tension Behavioral R ating  

S ca le  (RTBRS), based on th e  personal/socia l co rrela tes o f role tension as

described by Bernard Farber (1959).

S ix ty  children w ere included in the study: 20 siblings o f nonhandicapped  

ch ildren , 20 siblings of m ild ly /m oderately  retarded children, and 20 siblings of 

severe ly /profoun d ly  handicapped children. Each subject was liv ing in a w hite, 

m id d le-class fam ily , w ith  both natural parents and no more than two siblings. 

The fa m ilie s  w ere id en tified  through their associa tion  with the public schools or 

private  a g en c ie s  sp ec ia liz in g  in early in tervention  serv ices  for the

d evelop m en ta lly  d isabled .

A 3 X 2 X 2 m u ltivaria te  analysis of variance (MANOVA) perform ed on 

subject scores on th e  SAS and th e  RTBRS su ggested  th at th e  siblings of

handicapped children expressed  d ifferent a ttitu d es and/or lev e ls  of

p erso n a l/soc ia l adjustm ent than did siblings o f nonhandicapped children. N either  

the r e la tiv e  fam ily  position  nor the rela tive  gender of the handicapped child  

appeared to  in flu en ce  su bject scores on e ith er  dependent m easure.



The first se t  o f h yp otheses explored the relationship b etw een  sibling  

attitu d es expressed  by children w ith  handicapped brothers or s is te r s  w ith those  

expressed by children w ith  nonhandicapped brothers or s ister . A 3 X 2 X 2 

analysis o f varian ce (ANOVA) w as com pleted , w ith  results su ggestin g  that 

siblings o f handicapped children expressed m ore p o sitiv e  a ttitu d es  than did 

siblings o f nonhandicapped children.

The second  s e t  o f  h yp otheses explored the relationsh ip  b etw een  lev e l of 

person a l/soc ia l ad ju stm ent reported  by children w ith handicapped siblings with  

that reported  by ch ild ren  w ith  nonhandicapped sib lings. A s ig n ifica n t main 

e f fe c t  for sib ling handicap w as observed in th e  d irec tio n  o f poorer 

p erson a l/soc ia l adju stm ent in children with handicapped brothers or s isters. 

Dunn's procedure for  individual m ean com parisons yielded  resu lts ind icating a 

sta tis t ic a lly  s ig n ifica n t d ifferen ce  betw een groups w ith  r e g a rd  to sev er ity  of 

sibling handicap, w ith  children having m ild ly /m oderately  retarded siblings 

reporting low er le v e ls  o f p erson a l/soc ia l adjustm ent than did siblings of 

severe ly /profoun d ly  handicapped children.

R esu lts  o f th e  tw o  ANOVA m odels, as w ell as analyses o f the correlations  

betw een  SAS sco res and RTBRS scores w ere discussed in term s of their  

relationship to  previous research  in this area, and their  im plications for c lin ica l  

in tervention  and fu tu re  research .



SIBLINGS OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN:

THEIR ATTITUDES AND LEVEL OF PERSONAL/SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT  

AS RELATED TO CERTAIN CHARACTERISTICS 

OF THE HANDICAPPED CHILD

CHAPTER I

Introduction

The growing in flu en ce  o f fam ily  system s theory (Ackerm an, 1958; B eil, 

1975; M inuchin, 1976; S atir , 1967) has served to in crease the a tten tio n  given to 

the im pact o f the sib ling subsystem  on children's personality and so c ia l  

developm ent. Children growing up in the com pany of their siblings o ften  

struggle to  carve  out unique id en tit ie s , n eg o tia te  sa tisfa c to ry  filia l relationsh ips, 

iden tify  fam ily  roles for th em se lv es th at w ill com plem ent those o f the other  

m em bers, and expand th eir  so c ia l sphere to  include peer relationships ou tsid e the  

hom e (Adier, 1939; Bank & Kahn; 1982, E instein  & M oss, 1967; Koch, 1956, i960; 

P fouts, 1976). In th e  p rocess o f th is struggle , th ey  form u late  general a ttitu d es  

toward their sib lings, and th e  im p act they have upon them  (Koch, 1956, 1960).

Children w ith handicapped brothers or s is ter s  exp erien ce  the com p etitio n , 

com prom ise, and em otion a l am bivalence which seem  to ch a ra cter ize  many 

sibling relationsh ips (Bank & Kahn, 1982; E instein  & Moss, 1967; P fou ts, 1976). It 

has been su ggested  th a t such children also exp erien ce  situations or feelin gs  

which d iffer  in kind (Sim eonsson & M cH ale, 1981) or degree (F eath erston e , 1980)



from  th ose  which im pact children w ith nonhandicapped sib lings. It has also been  

su ggested  th at sib lings o f handicapped children experien ce  m ore role tension  

w ithin th e  fa m ily , as ev id en ced  by certa in  persona l/soc ia l co rrela tes, than do 

siblings o f  nonhandicapped children (Farber, 1959, 1960). The ex ten t to which 

th ese  sp ec ia l concerns im pact and in flu en ce  th e  fam ily system  rem ains open to  

further in v estig a tio n .

P revious research  in th is area has produced co n flic tin g  results. Lavine  

(1977) and Schw irian (1976) found th at the relationships estab lished  betw een  

handicapped children and their  nonhandicapped siblings do not d iffer  appreciably  

from  th ose  of contro l pairs o f nonhandicapped brothers and sisters. O ther  

stu d ies (C leveland  ic M iller, 1977; Farber, 1959, 1960; G ath, 1973, 1974; 

L onsdale, 1978; M cAndrew , 1976; R u ssell, 1980; Tew & L aurence, 1973) have  

su ggested  t h a t  ch i ld ren  w ith  h a n d icap p ed  siblings p re s e n t  unique behav io ra l ,  

em otion a l, and a ttitu d in a l problem s.

Problem  S ta tem en t

If children who grow up in the com pany of handicapped brothers or sisters  

ex p erien ce  sp ec ia l c o n f lic ts , fe e lin g s , or tensions, and if th ese  exp erien ces  

a f f e c t  the form ation  of their a ttitu d es toward their siblings, or their  

person a l/soc ia l adju stm ent, then their  a ttitu d es or lev e l o f adjustm ent should  

differ  in som e way from  th o se  reported by children whose siblings do not present 

such handicaps. Q uestions to  be considered in this study include: Do children

w ith handicapped brothers or s is ter s  report m ore n egative a ttitu d es toward their  

siblings than children w ith nonhandicapped brothers or sisters?  Do children w ith  

handicapped brothers or sisters report m ore d iff icu ltie s  in the area of 

p erson a l/soc ia l adjustm ent than children w ith nonhandicapped brothers or 

sisters?



Purpose of the Study

T he purpose of th is study is to  exam ine the a ttitu d es th a t children express  

tow ard their siblings, and th e  lev e l o f personal/socia l adjustm ent w hich they  

report. Of particular in terest  is a  com parison of sibling a ttitu d es and lev e l of 

persona l/soc ia l adjustm ent exp ressed  by children with handicapped brothers or 

sister s w ith those of children w ith  nonhandicapped sib lings. S p ec ific a lly  this 

study addresses tw o issues: (1) th e  im pact o f a handicapped child's gender,

fam ily  position , and se v e r ity  o f handicap on the a ttitu d es expressed  by her/h is  

sib lings, and (2) th e  im p act o f  a handicapped child's gender, fam ily  position , and 

se v e r ity  of handicap on th e  p erson a l/soc ia l adjustm ent expressed  by her/h is  

sib lings.

R e s e a r c h  H ypotheses

(1) Hg— T h e re  is no d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw ee n  th e  a t t i t u d e s  r e p o r te d  by

siblings o f handicapped children and those reported by siblings of 

nonhandicapped children.

H j— Siblings o f handicapped children report poorer sibling a ttitu d es  

than do siblings o f nonhandicapped children.

(1.1) Hg— T here is no d ifferen ce  betw een the a ttitu d es  reported by

siblings o f sev ere ly  handicapped children and those  

reported by siblings o f m ildly handicapped children.

H j— Siblings o f sev ere ly  handicapped children report poorer

sibling a ttitu d es  than do siblings of m ildly handicapped  

children.

(1.2) Hg— There is no d ifferen ce  betw een the a ttitu d es  reported by

sa m e-sex  siblings of handicapped children and those  

reported by cro ss-sex  siblings.



H j— S a m e-sex  sib lings of handicapped children report poorer 

sib ling a ttitu d es than do cro ss-sex  sib lings.

(1 .3 ) Hg— T here is no d ifferen ce  betw een  th e  a tt itu d e s  reported

by older siblings of handicapped children and those  

reported by younger siblings.

H j— Younger sib lings of handicapped children report poorer 

sib ling a ttitu d es than do older sib lings.

(2) Hg— T here is  no d ifferen ce  betw een the le v e l o f  p erso n a l/so c ia l

adjustm ent reported by siblings of handicapped children and that 

reported by sib lings o f nonhandicapped children.

H^— Siblings o f handicapped children report a low er le v e l  o f personal/ 

soc ia l adjustm ent than do siblings of nonhandicapped children.

(2.1) Hg— T h e r e  is no d i f fe re n ce  b e tw een  th e  lev e l  of p e rso n a l / so c ia l

adjustm ent reported by siblings o f se v e re ly  handicapped  

children and that reported by sib lings o f mildly 

handicapped children.

H j— Siblings o f sev ere ly  handicapped children report lower

le v e ls  of p ersonal/socia l adjustm ent than do siblings of 

m ildly handicapped children.

(2 .2) Hg— T here is no d ifferen ce  betw een  the le v e l o f persona l/soc ia l

adjustm ent reported by sa m e-sex  sib lings o f handicapped  

children and that reported by cro ss-sex  sib lings.

H |— Sam e-sex  siblings of handicapped children report lower

lev e ls  o f personal/socia l adjustm ent than do cross-sex  

siblings.



(2 .3) Hg— T here is no d ifferen ce  b etw een  the lev e l o f personal/

so c ia l adjustm ent reported by older siblings of handicapped  

ch ild ren  and th a t reported by younger siblings.

H j— Younger sib lings o f handicapped children report lower

le v e ls  o f  p erso n a l/so c ia l adjustm ent than do older siblings. 

O perational D efin itio n s

For th e  purpose o f th is study, an a ttitu d e  Is defined as follow s: (1) . . .  a 

learned Im plicit p rocess w h ich  Is p o ten tia lly  bipolar, varies In In ten sity , and 

m ed iates e v a lu a tiv e  behavior (O sgood, Sucl, & Tannenbaum, 1971, p. 190); (2) . . . 

a learned predisposition  to  respond In a co n sisten tly  favorable or unfavorable  

manner w ith  r esp ect to a  g iven  o b ject (F lshbeln <5c A jzen, 1975, p. 10). In 

addition, a ttitu d e s  are considered  to  be m ultidim ensional In nature, consisting  of  

a ffe c t iv e , c o g n itiv e , and behavioral com ponents (Horne, 19S0). Since they  

cannot be m easured d irec tly , they m ust be Inferred from verbal and nonverbal 

behavior (A n astasl, 1976). In th is study, they are Inferred from th e  su bject  

responses to th e  Sib ling A ttitu d e  S c a le .

R ole  tension  Is defined  by the behavioral correla tes which Farber Identified  

In th e  1959 study w hich p resen ted  the construct: (1) quickness to  anger; (2)

stubbornness; (3) bossiness; (4) m oodiness; (5) tendency to becom e overly  excited ;

(6) jealousy; (7) Irritab ility; (8) sen s itiv ity  to critic ism ; (9) se lf-cen tered n ess; and 

(10) depression . T he R ole  T ension Behavioral Rating Sca le  Is used In this study  

to  e lic it  responses tapping th e se  ten  person a l/soc ia l correla tes.

L im itations o f the Study

The goal of th is study is not to  Iso late  areas of c o n flic t or concern which 

are unique to  children w ith  handicapped siblings. It Is, rather, an a ttem p t to  

estab lish  a more em pirica l b aselin e  against which to eva lu ate  future studies of



m ore s p e c if ic  a sp ects  o f the sibling relationsh ip  which may be p rob lem atic  for  

children w ith  handicapped brothers or s ister s. Although an a ttem p t has been  

m ade to  contro l for as many variab les as possib le through its experim en ta l 

design , i t  should be recogn ized  th a t th is study lea v es  a number of variab les open  

to  in flu en ce  th e  m easures taken  in a largely  undeterm ined m anner. This is a 

con sequ en ce of the co m p lex ity  o f th e  su bject under investiga tion , and the  

conclu sions drawn tak e  th e se  concern s under consideration .

Im plications o f th e  Study

From  a th eo retica l p ersp ec tiv e , th e  resu lts o f th is study provide em pirica l 

data a ga in st which to  ev a lu a te  th e  im pact o f a  handicapped sibling on the  

a ttitu d e s  and person a l/soc ia l adjustm ent o f the other children in the fam ily . 

Such an evalu ation  has clear im plications for the generation  of appropriate  

a ssessm en t and in tervention  str a teg ie s  for use w ith fam ily  system s contain ing a 

handicapped child.

In term s of its  p ra ctica l va lue, th e  study serv es to provide a baseline of 

"typical" sibling a ttitu d es and le v e ls  o f adjustm ent against which to  com pare  

those  o f individual children. B rothers or s is ter s  of handicapped children who 

d ev ia te  sign ifica n tly  from  th is b aselin e  can be id en tified  as at-risk  for p oten tia l 

problem s.



CHAPTER II

R eview  o f the L iterature

T o estab lish  a fram ew ork for eva lu atin g  th e  d iscrepant findings o f previous 

research  concerning children w ith  handicapped sib lings, a com prehensive  

litera tu re  rev iew  is p resen ted . The first half o f th is review  em phasizes th e  

issues and concerns noted in th e  estab lish m en t o f sib ling relationships in general, 

w hile th e  second half fo c u se s  m ore sp ec ific a lly  on c lin ica l observations and 

em pirical stu d ies o f sib lings of handicapped children. A spects highlighted  

include: th e  im pact o f siblings on personality  developm ent; s tresses in the

sibling relationship; the assign m en t of fam ily  roles; and the in fluence of siblings  

on peer relationsh ips o u tsid e  th e  hom e. In addition, previous studies related  to  

sibling a ttitu d e  develop m en t are rev iew ed , and som e of their m eth odolog ica l 

shortcom ings discussed.

The im p act that sib lings have upon one another during the early  years is 

not c lea r ly  understood (Dunn âc K endrick, 1979; Murphy, 1979; P fou ts, 1976). 

This seem s largely  a con sequ en ce of three major trends in the literature:

(1) P sy ch oan a ly tic  and d evelop m en ta l theory have given the parent-ch ild  

relationsh ip prim ary im portance, and have view ed the sibling  

relationsh ip as a m ere re flec tio n  of parental a ttitudes (E instein & 

M oss, 1967; P fo u ts, 1976).

(2) F am ily  sy stem s theory, although cogn izan t o f the im portance of the  

sibling su bsystem , has focused  th e  bulk of its  a tten tion  on the husband-
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w ife  and parent-ch ild  subsystem s in evaluating the e ffic a cy  w ith  which  

a fam ily  functions (H am lin & T im berlake, 1981; P fouts, 1976).

(3) R esearchers have rarely  a ttem p ted  to study sibling in flu en ces d irec tly  

due to  th e  com plex  nature o f  the experim en ta l designs w hich are  

necessary in order to  contro l for a ll o f th e  poten tia lly  in fluentia l  

variab les (P fouts, 1976).

In sp ite  o f the d iff ic u lt ie s  inherent in the exam ination  and exp lanation  of 

the sibling subsystem , there has been  som e generad acknow ledgem ent th a t it  does 

serv e  to  exert som e in flu en ce  on th e  estab lish m en t of a ttitu d es, p re feren ces, and 

behaviors which endure ev en  into adulthood (Dunn & K endrick, 1979; E instein  & 

M oss, 1967; Ihinger, 1975; Murphy, 1979; P fou ts, 1976). Sib lings not only 

rep resent partners in one of the child's first so c ia l relationships, but aiso ex ert  

an in fluence upon her/h is personality  developm ent (Adler, 1939; K och, 1956, 

1960; Toman, 1961), role assign m en t within the fam ily  (Ackerm an, 1953; B eil, 

1975; Satir, 1967), and approach to  and sa tisfa c tio n  with peer relationsh ips  

ou tsid e  the fam ily  (Koch, 1957).

The Im pact o f Sib lings on th e  Child's P erson ality  D evelopm ent

Children's ex p erien ces w ith  siblings serve as one of the bases for their  

personality  developm ent (Bank & Kahn, 1982; G oodenough & Leahy, 1927; P fouts, 

1976). P fouts (1976) d iscussed  th e  nature of sibling in fluences on th e  child's 

develop ing personality in term s of Socia l Com parison Theory, which postu lates  

th a t each  individual defines a personal identity  through a series o f com parisons 

w ith  relevant sign ifican t o thers (F estin ger , 1954). Each child in the fam ily  pays 

c lo se  a tten tion  to  those ch a r a cte r istic s  in siblings th at the parents m ost approve  

and disapprove o f, and u til iz e s  th at inform ation as a fram ework for determ ining
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the pattern  o f h is/h er  own personality  through an interp lay of id e n tifica tio n  and 

d ifferen tia tio n  p ro cesses (Sank & Kahn, 1982).

Id en tif ica tio n . Id en tifica tio n  refers to  a process w hich lead s an individual 

to f e e l ,  think, and a c t as if th e  c h a r a c te r istic s  o f a sign ifica n t o ther belonged to  

him or her (M ussen, C onger, & K agan, 1963). It may be best considered as a 

continuum  o f p ro cesses lying along a dim ension of perce iv ed  sim ilarity  to  

perce ived  d iffe re n c e  (Bank & Kahn, 1982; K ohut, 1971):

(1) tw inning: a  fused  relationsh ip  (neither individual develop s a  unique 

id en tity ).

(2) m erging: a  blurred relationsh ip  (neither individual d evelop s an id en tity  

sep a ra te  from  th a t  o f th e  other).

(3) idea liz in g: a rela tion sh ip  in which one m em ber seek s to em u la te  the  

other.

(4) loya l a ccep ta n ce : a  relationsh ip  in which each  m em ber has a separate  

id e n tity , but m aintains an absolu te a ccep ta n ce  of and resp ect for the  

other.

(5) c o n stru c tiv e  d ia lec tic :  a relationsh ip  in which both m em bers str ive

for individual un iqueness, and a dynam ic ba lan ce b e tw een  dependency  

and in d ifferen ce .

(6) po larized  rejection : a relationsh ip  in which each  m em ber appraises  

th e  other in a to ta lly  n eg a tiv e  m anner.

(7) d e id en tifica tio n ; a  relationsh ip  in which both m em bers co m p lete ly  

deny th at any relation sh ip  e x is ts .

A healthy sibling relationsh ip  lie s  som ew here in th e  m iddle of this 

id en tifica tio n  continuum , and may be described as a "partial identification"  

(Bank <5c Kahn, 1982, p. 93) w ith a sign ifica n t o ther. P artia l id en tifica tio n  is
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dynam ic in nature (im plying an openness to  change), and a llow s each  m em ber of 

th e  relationsh ip  to  em phasize  both s im ila r itie s  and d ifferen ces in m aking a  

personal com parison w ith  th e  other.

D ifferen tia tio n  and F am ily  P osition . C o-ex istin g  with the id en tifica tio n  

processes is th e  child's need to d iffe r e n tia te  from  sign ifican t others and forge  a 

unique personality  (A nsbacher & A nsbacher, 1959; K elly, Donald, & Main, 1979). 

Bank and Kahn (1932) v iew ed  this str iv in g  for ind ividuality as th e  b est  

explanation  for th e  birth order a ttr ib u tes described by Adler (1939), Koch (1956, 

1960), and Tom an (1961), am ong others.

A dler proposed a  theory o f  person a lity  em phasizing the im pact o f birth 

order on th e  develop ing individual (A dler, 1939; Ansbacher <Jc A nsbacher, 1959; 

Dreikurs <5c G rey, 1968). H is major prem ise  w as that children develop d ifferen t  

tra its in order to s e c u r e  an  im portant position  and area of superiority with in  the  

fa m ily . From this p ersp ectiv e , A dler identified  certa in  personality  

c h a r a cte r istic s  w hich he b e lieved  em erged in response to the child's p lace  w ithin  

the fa m ily  co n ste lla tio n .

F irst children are described  as co n serv a tiv e  and com pliant in nature, 

c o n sta n tly  str iv ing to  be "super-kids" in order to regain the position  o f  control 

and dom inance which was lo st  when they  w ere "dethroned" by the birth o f their  

younger sibling(s). T hese  tra its  seem  a lik ely  response to  a c lo se  id en tifica tio n  

w ith  the parents. Second-born children are seen  as polar opposites o f their older 

sib lings, som ew h at reb elliou s, and alw ays attem p tin g  to ca p ita lize  on p erceived  

a reas of w eakness in their  brothers or s is ter s  in order to estab lish  their own 

areas o f dom inance which cannot be ch allenged . They have not only parental, 

but also peer m odels against which to  e v a lu a te  them selves, and with which to 

id en tify . Y oungest children o ften  are presented  as pam pered and dependent, and
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som etim es m a g n etica lly  charm ing. It is o ften  su ggested  th at this sp ec ia l charm  

em erges as an a ttem p t to insure the ongoing presence of th e  m ultitude of loyal 

caretakers w hich ch a ra cter ized  their early  liv e s . This kind o f passive, dependent 

fam ily  role m ay be th e  only one l e f t  to  c la im  if the child is to avoid com peting  

d irectly  w ith other, m ore pow erfui fa m iiy  m em bers.

R esearch  regarding the im pact o f  birth order on personality  has been  

su bstantia l, particu larly  rela ted  to  th e  a ttr ib u tes o f first-born  children. Cushna, 

G reene, and Snider (1964) found first-b orn s to  display tw ice  as many behavior  

disorders as youn gest children, to  be m ore a g g ressive , and to  dem onstrate  more  

sym ptom s of a n x ie ty . In an ex ten siv e  study of sibling a ttitu d es , Koch (1956, 

1960) found first children to  be m ore jealous, more adu lt-or ien ted , m ore  

stressed , and under m ore super-ego contro l than second children. Other studies  

have described first-borns as m ore ea sily  in fluenced , with less  se lf-co n fid en ce  

and lower s e lf -e s te e m  (Goodenough & L eahy, 1927; Ring, L ipinski, à  Braginsky, 

1965; Zimbardo & F orm ico , 1963); m ore anxious and more a ff ilia t iv e  (Schachter, 

1963); m ore independent (Stagner & K a tzo ff , 1936); higher in ach ievem en t 

m otivation  (Sam pson, 1962); low er in em pathy (Stotiand & Dunn, 1963); and m ore 

highly su scep tib le  to  m ental illness and juvenile  delinquency (Goodenough & 

L eahy, 1927; S ie tto , 1934) than w ere th e ir  later-born siblings. T hese tra its may 

indeed em erg e  in response to  being "dethroned" by a younger child (A dler, 1939). 

It could a lso  be su g g ested , how ever, th a t they are co n sisten t w ith an over

id en tifica tio n  w ith  parental m odels during their early years when peer m odels 

w ere unavailable as poin ts o f re feren ce .

It should be n oted  that severa l fa c to r s  have been c ite d  as m ediators of 

birth order position  on personality  developm ent: age  (Croake & H ayden, 1975); 

gender (Goodenough & L eahy, 1927; K och, 1956,1960); a g e  Interval betw een
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siblings (C roake & H ayden, 1975; K och, 1956, 1960); and the presence of a 

handicapped or chronically  ill sib ling (A dler, 1939; A nsbacher & Ansbacher, 

1959). C learly  such fa c to r s  should be taken in to  account when assessing  th e  

develop m en t of any individual's p erson a lity , and in fa c t  speak against an over- 

in terp retation  o f th e  birth order variab le  under any c ircu m stan ces.

The d iff icu lt ie s  in eva lu atin g  th e  r e la tiv e  im pact of any of the fa c to rs  

lis ted  a b ove  have led  m any research ers to  su ggest that the in fluence of th e  

fam ily position  of th e  child  is  v irtu ally  un interpretable (Croake & H ayden, 1975; 

Stagner & K a tzo ff , 1936). K och (1956), how ever, proposed that the ordinal 

position  variab le w as an im portant one in term s of understanding personality  

develop m en t, particu larly  in situ a tio n s w here sib lings w ere o f a w ide age in terval 

and opp osite  in sex . Such a situ a tio n  serv es to m odify the in fluence of sibling  

id en tifica tio n  by in ten sify in g  the str iv ing for d ifferen tia tio n  from a m odel who 

c learly  cannot be m atch ed  on h er/h is own term s.

The D evelop m en t o f  th e  Sibling R elationsh ip

W hatever th e  in flu en ce  th a t th e  presen ce  of a sibling may have on the  

personality  develop m en t o f ea ch  ch ild  as an individual, it  seem s th a t the  

in teraction  b etw een  them  rep resents the m ost sign ifica n t fa c to r  in develop ing  

the a ttitu d es th a t th ey  have tow ard one another (Bank & Kahn, 1982; Murphy, 

1979). L avine (1977) d iscussed  the nature of th ese  in teraction s from  a 

d evelopm ental p ersp ec tiv e , describ ing each  m em ber as increasingly  in fluencing, 

and being in fluenced  by, th e  o ther. F iv e  c o n secu tiv e  sta g es defined her v iew  of 

this relationsh ip  as it  ev o lves: (1) a tten d in g  to th e  sibling; (2) responding to the  

sibling; (3) form ing a tr iad ic  relationsh ip  w ith  the sibling and m other; (4) 

in teractin g  w ith  the sibling w ithout a  m ediator; and (5) developing sibling role  

behavior.
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As th e  sibling relationsh ip  ev o lv es , each  child m ay assum e a m yriad of 

ro les in response to  the other (confidant, bu ffer, tea ch er , c r it ic ) . The 

com p lem en tarity  o f th e se  roles a t any point in tim e  in flu en ces the a f fe c t iv e  

quality  that each  m em ber a ttr ib u te s  to their  in teraction s (E instein  & M oss, 

1967).

E m otional A m bivalence and th e  Sibling R e la tion sh ip .

. . . b ecau se  along w ith  rivalry and downright h a te  am ong sib lings, there  

ex is ts  a lso  th e  securing sen se  th at those who are bound by blood and b a ttle  

have c lo se  quick bonds, com m u nication  th at is v iscera l as w e ll as verbal, 

and so m etim es, dow nright lo v e  for one another (Perlm an, 1967, p. 48).

From an a ffe c t iv e  point o f v iew , th e  sibling relationsh ip  seem s b est 

ch aracterized  as stressfu l, som ew h at v o la tile , and co m p lica ted  by th e  presence  

of many am bivalen t em otion s (P fou ts, 1976). E xchanges b etw een  brothers and 

s ister s  are o ften  heavily  laden w ith strong fe e lin g s , warm and a ffe c t io n a te  or 

f ille d  with anim osity  (Dunn ic K endrick, 1979). E instein  and Moss (1967) 

discussed sev era l areas o f  sib ling in tera ctio n  which seem  to con tr ib u te  to the 

form ation o f their a ttitu d es  tow ard one another, am ong which were: (1) the

quality  and in ten sity  o f a f f e c t  in their  in teractions; (2) th e  str iv in g  to be sim ilar  

to  or d ifferen t from ea ch  other; (3) fe e lin g s  of superiority or in feriority ; (4) 

fee lin g s o f  dependency; (5) fe e lin g s  o f support or devaluation; (6) sibling rivalry;

(7) the lev e l o f perce ived  m utu ality  in term s o f sharing; and (8) th e  form ation  of 

a lliances w ith  or against ea ch  other. They described th e  fe e lin g s  and 

attributions in each of th ese  areas as highly dynam ic in nature, constan tly  

sh ifting  in such rapid su ccessio n  th at con trad ictory  p ersp ectiv es m ay seem  to  

e x is t  sim ultaneously, and crea tin g  an em otion al am bivalence that may be hard to 

to lera te  w ithin the in tim acy  o f fa m ily  life .
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T he in tensity  o f th e  fe e lin g  to n e  o f any sibling relationsh ip seem s largely  

determ ined  by their lev e l of a c c e ss  to  one another (Bank & Kahn, 1982). 

O bviously such a ccess  is  g r e a te s t  for children who are c lo se  in age  and of the  

sam e se x . The quality o f the fe e lin g  ton e  b etw een  sib lings m ay range from  

a ffe c t io n , in tim acy , and caring to  a ggression , h o stility , and anger (E instein & 

M oss, 1967). Parental a ttitu d es and behaviors have a trem endous Impact upon 

both th e  in tensity  and th e  quality  o f sib ling  in tera ctio n s, and th erefore  upon the  

fe e lin g s  th a t the children develop tow ard  one another (Bank ôc Kahn, 1982; 

Ihinger, 1975; P fouts, 1976). W hatever th e  fe e lin g  to n e  established betw een  

sib lings, it  seem s likely  th a t it  serv es to d irec tly  in fluence th e  other areas of 

in tera ctio n  described by E instein  and M oss (1967).

Jea lou sy  and Sibling R ivalrv . Perhaps the m ost researched area o f sibling  

in tera ctio n  is that o f rivalry b etw een  brothers and sis ter s  (Adler, 1939; ihinger, 

1975; O bendorf, 1929; R oss, 1931; S ew a ll, 1931). Many of th ese  studies o f sibling  

c o n f lic t  em erged in response to  the p sy ch oan a ly tic  position  th at all children in a 

fam ily  participate  in a co m p etitio n  for parental love  and approval (Adler, 1939; 

K elly , Donald, & Main, 1979; L evy, 1937; S a y les, 1928). In addition to their being 

m o tiv a ted  to  com p ete  w ith  one another for parental favors, how ever, Koch 

(1956, 1960) found that children a lso  ex p erien ced  rivalrous fee lin g s w ith regard  

to  sk ills  and ab ilities, and Ihinger (1975) com m ented  on com petition  betw een  

sib lings for priv ileges and possession s.

Sm art and Smart (1953) d iffe re n tia ted  b etw een  sibling rivalry and jealousy  

in th e  fo llow ing manner: (1) rivalry occurs when "the need to fee l worthy is 

frustrated" (p. 163); (2) jealousy occu rs when "the need to lo v e  and be loved is 

frustrated" (p. 149). G iven th is d istin ctio n , it  seem s plausib le that rather than  

being th e  hallm ark of sib ling rivalry, jealousy over parental love  may m erely  be
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o ne fa c to r  am ong m any which m ay contrib ute  to its  em ergen ce (A bram ovitch , 

C orter, <5c Lando, 1979; P fo u ts, 1976).

Sibling jealousy has been  defined  by a variety  of behavioral co rre la te s  

(R oss, 1931; Sew all, 1931): p h ysica l aggression  against the sibling; ignoring or 

denying th e  presence o f th e  sibling; tem per tantrum s, negativ ism , and/or  

destru ctiven ess; tim id ity , sh yness, and/or e x ce ss iv e  daydreaming; regression to  

behaviors m ore c h a ra cter istic  o f an earlier  developm ental sta g e .

A number o f  research ers have a ttem p ted  to  iso la te  the variab les which  

seem  to  contrib ute  to the em erg en ce  o f the more disruptive c a se s  of jealousy  

b etw een  sib lings. S a y les  (1928) sum m arized  the psychoanalytic  v iew  as fo llow s; 

Jealousy and antagonism  b etw een  children may or ig inate  in th e  early  

disp lacem en t of one child by th e  com ing of another, or in the co n v iction  of  

one child th at another, older or younger, is preferred. Such a fee lin g  may 

be trem endously in ten sified  by a consciousness o f in feriority  to  the  

preferred child  (p. 30).

F lu gel (1926) b e lieved  th at th e  younger child  experien ces jealousy in response to  

th e  priv ileges held by the older sib ling, w hile the older child ex p erien ces the  

sa m e  fee lin g  in response to  h is/h er  v iew  of the younger sib ling as an intruder  

upon previously held terr itory . O ther stu d ies have ind icated that w hatever the  

point o f focus, g irls (F oster , 1927; R oss, 1931; Sew all, 1931; Sm alley , 1930), 

younger children (R oss, 1931), brighter children (R oss, 1931; Sew all, 1931), f ir s t

born children (R osenow , 1930; R oss, 1931; Sew all, 1931), and children from  

sm aller  fam ilies (R oss, 1931; S ew all, 1931) displayed more sym ptom s of jealousy  

in their  in teraction s w ith sib lings. S ew a ll (1931) and Koch (1956,1960) found the  

age  in terval of 18 to  42 m onths particu larly  stressfu l, and asso c ia ted  w ith m ore  

jea lou sy . Siblings of a  greater  age interval appeared to be less  jealous of one
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another, and le s s  c o m p e titiv e  in general in their in teraction s. Dunn and 

Kendrick (1979) found m ore c o n flic t  and more jealousy b etw een  sa m e-sex  

siblings, w h ile (K och, 1956, 1960) determ ined that cro ss-sex  pairs w ere  m ore  

jealous o f each  other (particu larly  older girls w ith younger brothers), in part due 

to  c o n flic ts  around se x -ro le  id en tity  issu es.

It has a lso  been determ ined th a t parental a ttitu d es and behaviors have  

trem endous im pact on th e  am ount o f jealousy experienced  by sib lings. F am ilia l 

fa c to rs which seem  to  in ten sify  th e  c o n flic t  betw een brothers and sister s  

include: parent o v er-so lic itu d e  (Sew all, 1931); inconsisten t d isc ip lin e  (Sew all,

1931); in con sisten t inequ ity  in  dealing w ith children (Ihinger, 1975); and 

co n sisten t overvaluation  or devaluation  o f a  particular child (Bank i  Kahn, 1982; 

Ross, 1931; Thom , 1927).

R ecen tly  there has been an e ffo r t  to explain sibling rivalry and jealousy  

from a non -psych oanaiytic  fram ew ork, focusing instead upon c o g n itiv e  structures  

and observed behaviors (Bandura, R oss, & R oss, 1961; Ihinger, 1975). Using  

soc ia l learning and ex ch an ge th eo r ies  as a  fram ework, Ihinger (1975) described  

six basic  "goal-objects"  which the young child desires and the parents control: 

love, a tten tio n , approval, parental t im e , sp ace , and physical o b je c ts . He 

su ggested  th at the children in th e  fam ily  co m p ete  for a m axim um  share o f a ll of 

th ese  rew ards. This co m p etitio n  b eco m es in tensified  into  c o n flic t  only when  

there is no shared understanding of the rules for dispensing the desired  goa l-  

ob jects . As long as there is a co n sisten t and exp lic it basis for parental d ec is ion s  

regarding d ispensation , d istribution  m ay be perceived  as equitab le (even  if from  

an o b je c tiv e  point o f  v iew  it is not), and a  co h esiv e , non-jealous sibling  

relationship w ill em erge.
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While traditional p ersp ectiv es on jealousy seem  to focus on sibling  

com petition  for love  and approval, brothers and sis ter s  also seem  to co m p ete  for  

m ateria l possessions, and for th e  ach ievm ent o f sp ec ia l sk ills which bring 

notoriety  to  the cham pion (E instein  & M oss, 1967). P fouts (1976) found that  

siblings who fa il to  co m p ete  e f fe c t iv e ly  w ith the other children In th e  fam ily  on 

im portant personality  var iab les (such as in te llig en ce  or school ach ievem en t) may 

exp erien ce  trem endous h o stility  and jealousy toward the child surpassing him or 

her. K och (1956) found th a t children reported much com petition  in other skill 

areas (such as th e  perform ance o f stu n ts and tricks). It seem s in terestin g , 

how ever, that such co m p etitio n  was restr ic ted  to  those areas where both 

children had th e  necessary  prerequ isite  sk ills and ab ilitie s  to  com p ete  e f fe c t iv e ly  

(im plying a  "fair" basis for com parison).

In t e rm s  of th is  sk i l l -based  r i v a l ro u s /c o m p e t i t iv e  behavior  b etw een  

siblings, Koch (1956, 1960) found less  co m p etition  where  t h e r e  was a wide 

in terval betw een  the children's ag es. This seem ed due to the  fa c t that when 

in terests  overlapped less , th e  older child "could afford to be m ore p ro tec tiv e  of 

and less  co m p etitiv e  w ith  th e  younger" (Koch, 1956, p. 25).

W hile som e jealousy and co m p etitio n  b etw een  brothers and sisters seem s  

unavoidable, ongoing and in ten se  sib ling c o n flic t  has a highly detrim enta l e f f e c t  

on both the sibling relationsh ip , and th e  fam ily  as a unit. It may serve  to 

heighten the em otional am b iva len ce  and Its a tten dan t anxiety that seem  cen tra l 

to sib ling in teraction s (E instein & M oss, 1967), and to discourage sibling  

id en tifica tion  (Bank & Kahn, 1982; Ihinger, 1975). In addition, it may serve  to 

disrupt th e  overall fun ction in g  of the fam ily , and to adversely a f fe c t  the degree  

of m em ber sa tis fa c tio n  expressed  by both parents and children (H am lin <k 

Tim berlake, 1981).
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Sibling D epend en cy . Bank and Kahn (1982) discussed som e sibling  

relationsh ips which seem ed  ch a ra cter ized  not by rivalry, but rather by ex trem e  

dependency and/or a tta ch m en t on th e  part o f one (or both) of the children. In 

many c a se s , such in tera ctio n s resu lted  from  hom e situ a tio n s w here the parents 

w ere ph ysically  or em o tio n a lly  unavailab le to  their children, leav in g  the burden  

of responsib ility  for nurturance to  one or m ore of the brothers and s is ter s  

(E instein  & M oss, 1967). T here are c lea r ly  num erous problem s inherent in a 

situ ation  where one child  m ust a tte m p t to m e e t  the needs of another w ithout the  

prerequ isite  pow er, stren g th , and m aturity  to  do so , and th ese  relationsh ips tend  

to  be v iew ed  as u n sa tisfa c to ry  by both m em bers. The d isappointm ents and 

frustration s n ecessarily  ex p er ien ced  by each  child m ay in ten sify  th e  prevailing  

lev e l o f em otion al a m b iva len ce , and e l ic it  anxious, a ggressive , or h o stile  

a t t i t u d e s  (Bank à. Kahn, 1982) which f u r t h e r  c o m p l ic a te  sibling a d ju s tm e n t .

A dditional S tressors in S ib ling In teraction s. Koch (1956, 1960) identified  

three additional a sp ec ts  o f th e  sib ling relationsh ip w hich may be experien ced  as 

em otion a lly  d iff icu lt  by th e  children involved:

(1) sibling bossiness (particu larly  noted  by boys w ith older sisters).

(2) fa ilu re  of a sib ling  to r e sp e c t the property o f a  brother or sister.

(3) assignm ent o f ca retak in g  d u ties w ith regard to a younger sibling  

(particu larly noted  by g ir ls w ith  brothers tw o -to -fo u r  years their  

junior).

When o p era tiv e , th e se  issu es seem ed  to have a n eg a tiv e  im pact on the a ttitu d es  

th at the brothers and s isters exp ressed  regarding one another.

The F am ily  and Sibling R ela tion sh ip s

The relationsh ips esta b lish ed  betw een  pairs o f siblings have trem endous 

im pact on the a ttitu d es th a t th e  children develop tow ard one another, but "the
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way in which th ey  a f fe c t  one another's develop m en t is alw ays subordinate to  the  

to ta l patterns o f in flu en ces prevailing  in th e  fam ily" (W hite, 1976, p. 88). Since  

siblings seldom  in te ra c t in to ta l iso la tion , it  seem s necessary to  consider the  

in fluence th a t th e  fam ily  unit ex er ts  upon their patterns of in teraction  and 

overa ll adjustm ent.

One function  of the fa m ily  is  to d efin e  com plem entary roles for each  

m em ber (E instein & M oss, 1967). Such ro les, and th e  ex p ecta tio n s w hich they  

c r e a te , serve  to  d efin e  w hat c o n stitu te s  a ccep ta b le  behavior w ithin a given  

co n te x t. A t lea s t  th ree  m ajor fa c to r s  in flu en ce  th e  fam ily  roles assign ed  to a 

child: gender (K och, 1956, 1960; M accoby & Oacklin, 1974; Tudiver, 1980);

tem p eram ent (Bank & Kahn, 1982); and a g e  (K och, 1956, 1960). T hese fam ily  

roles se t  c lear lim its on the behavioral options ava ilab le  to  siblings as they  

n eg o tia te  their relationsh ip , and n eg ative  sanctions are usually im posed when 

role exp ecta tio n s are not m et.

The in fluence o f se x -ro le  stereo ty p in g  on a child's p attern s of in teraction  

w ith others has been w ell-d o cu m en ted  (L ew is, 1972; M accoby & Oacklin, 1974; 

Zalk & K atz, 1978). T raditional se x -ro le  e x p ecta tio n s  seem  to  d ic ta te  th at girls 

be a ffe c t io n a te , d em on stra tive , and so c ia lly -o r ien ted  (A bram ovitch , C orter, & 

Lando, 1979; Tudiver, 1980); a c ce p tin g  and exp ressive  (Johnson, 1963); com pliant 

and dependent (L ew is, 1972; Z alk & K atz, 1978). Boys, on the other hand, are  

e x p ected  to be c o m p e tit iv e , a ch iev em en t-o r ien ted , and in contro l o f their 

fe e lin g s  (Tudiver, 1980); in stru m en ta lly -o rien ted  (Johnson, 1963); less  com pliant 

and more independent (L ew is, 1972; Zalk & K atz, 1978). If th ese  va lues are held 

in com m on by fam ily  m em bers the child exp erien ces trem endous pressures to  

behave in a manner c o n sisten t w ith them , and exerts  pressure upon her/his 

sib lings to do th e  sam e.
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Parental perceptions of the tem p eram en t of each child may also serv e  to  

co n str ic t  the behavioral options ava ilab le  for n egotia tin g  sibling relationsh ips  

(Bank & Kahn, 1982). Such seem in g ly  irrelevant in fant ch aracteristic s as 

a c tiv ity  lev e l, s iz e , se n s it iv ity  to th e  environm ent, and amount of crying  

con tr ib u te  to  fam ily  a ttitu d es regarding th e  child's rela tive  in te llig en ce ,  

stren gth , and vu lnerability . This seem s to com e about through m ember  

com parisons o f th e  child  w ith  sib lings, or som e "ideal child" concep tualized  by 

th e  parents. T hese early  im pressions m ay persist throughout the child's life  in 

th e  fa m ily , o ften  in th e  fa c e  o f ev id en ce  dem onstrating their inaccuracy (Bank & 

Kahn, 1982; B ates, 1980; C am pbell, 1977; E scalona & H eider, 1959; Thom as, 

C h ess, & Birch, 1968), and d ic ta te  fam ily  ex p e cta tio n s  regarding both personality  

and behavior.

T h e  child's  age  and leve l  of m a tu r i ty  seem  to  influence  th e  role 

ex p ecta tio n s held by h is/her parents and sib lings. (Koch 1956, 1960) found that 

la ten cy -a g ed  siblings w ere ex p ected  to assum e more responsib ility than the  

younger children in th e  fa m ily , and to  sa tis fy  th em se lv es w ith priv ileges that 

w ere age-graded In nature. In fants, todd lers, and even  preschoolers were  

a llow ed  more dependency, and w ere m ore freq uently  indulged by everyone.

When m aintained In an in flex ib le  m anner, such role expecta tion s co n str ict  

th e  child's behavior within th e  fa m ily , but they also provide a fram ew ork for 

conducting fam ily  relationsh ips th at can be som ew hat com forting. R o les and 

role ex p ecta tio n s change som ew h at, how ever, so th a t the fam ily  can develop as a 

dynam ic system . As th ese  changes occu r, the relationships established betw een  

sib lings must be re-n eg o tia ted , crea tin g  new confusion and som e am bivalence  

regarding their In teractions (Bank 6c Kahn, 1982; E instein cc Moss, 1967).
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Sib ling In flu en ces on P eer R elationships

U ltim a te ly , children must m ove ou t from  the fam ily  and into a broader 

so c ia l c o n te x t. Through in teraction s w ith  th e ir  sib lings, they acquire their fir s t  

ex p er ien ces  w ith a peer group (A bram ovitch , C orter, & Lando, 1979). C learly , 

th e se  ex p er ien ces  in fluence the sk ill and e a se  w ith w hich they n eg o tia te  their  

relation sh ip s w ith  other children.

In in tera ctio n s w ith sib lings, the ch ild  learns cu ltu re-sp ec ific  soc ia l sk ills  

such as an a ccep ta n ce  of th e  rights o f  others, and personal responsib ility  

(E instein  5c M oss, 1967). There Is a lso  substantia l evidence that siblings 

in flu en ce  th e  acquisition  of such prosocia l behaviors as im itation , turn-tak ing, 

em pathy , and c o -a c tio n  (A bram ovitch , C o rter , 5c Lando, 1979; Dunn 5c K endrick,

1979). From their  involvem ent w ith th e ir  brothers and sisters, younger children  

l e a rn  b as ic  ro le - t a k in g  skills,  while  o lder  c h i ld ren  l e a rn  to d e m o n s t r a te  q u a l i t ie s

of so c ia l understanding such as coop era tio n , and th e  com m unication of car in g

and a ffe c t io n  (Dunn 5c Kendrick, 1979). Perhaps m ost im portantly, there is som e  

ev id en ce  th a t th e  a ttitu d es th at a  child  ta k e s  w ith regard to the value of so c ia l  

relation sh ip s may be a function of h er /h is  invo lvem en t in and sa tisfa c tio n  w ith  

the sib ling relationsh ip  (Koch, 1956). Such a ttitu d e s  probably have som e p ositiv e  

co rrela tion  w ith th e  developm ent of overa ll so c ia b ility  in the child.

In a study o f th e  relationship b e tw een  certa in  so c ia l a ttitu d es and sp e c if ic  

c h a r a c te r is t ic s  o f a  child's sibling(s), K och (1956) found that;

(1) F irst-born children tended to  be m ore so c ia b le , particularly if they  had 

o p p o site -sex  siblings and th e  birth in terval betw een them  was w ide.

Second-born m ales w ith older s is ter s  tended to have the g r ea te st

d iff icu lty  with socia l rela tion sh ip s.
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(2) L eadership w as p o s itiv e ly  co rrela ted  w ith  age disparity b etw een  a  

child  and the next-o ld er  sib ling, probably b ecause of th e  child's 

in creased  lev e l of responsib ility  in such situ a tio n s .

(3) The presence o f opp osite  sex  sib lings seem ed  to  stim u la te  socia l 

develop m en t, perhaps because o f  the com p etitio n  and variety  of  

ex p erien ces such a fam ily  situ ation  g en era tes.

S ibling A ttitu d es

Any o f the fa c to rs d iscussed thus far may be involved in determ ining the  

gen era l a ttitu d es that a  chiid m ay take w ith  regard to h is/h er brothers and 

s is te r s . The lim ited  research  in th is area has provided som e broad findings based  

on th e  im pact o f birth order, gender, and a g e  in terval.

Birth O rder. Koch (1960) found th at first-b orn  children expressed negative  

a t t i t u d e s  to w ard  th e i r  s ib l ings m o re  f r e q u e n t ly  th a n  did l a t e r - b o r n  ch ild ren .  

T hey seem ed to find th e  sharing of parental tim e  d iff icu lt  to  adjust to ,  and 

gained lit t le  com pensation  from  the com pany provided them  by the other  

children in the fa m ily . L ater-born children seem ed  to ap p reciate  the

com panionship and a c c e ss  to  possessions th a t their older brothers and sisters  

provided for them , and found th is reasonable com pensation  for being "bossed" by 

th e ir  more pow erful p eers.

G ender. S a m e-sex  sib lings seem ed  to  exp erien ce  m ore p ositive  fee lin g s  

toward one another than did cro ss-sex  sib lings (K och, 1960). They seem ed  to  

express m ore in terest in in teractin g  w ith  one another, and cla im ed more 

frequent co n ta c t. S isters w ere noted to  be m ore frequent play com panions than  

w ere brothers, perhaps due to  the se x -ro le  or ien tation  o f fem ales which 

encourages them  to  be m ore so c ia lly  responsive and less  rejectin g  of others.
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A ge In terval. The data  regarding th e  im pact o f age in terval on sibling  

attitu d es seem  m ixed. W hite (1975) and C ic ir illi (1973) found th a t greater  age  

spacing b e tw een  children produced m ore prosocia l behavior and le s s  stress  during 

in tera ctio n s. In co n tra st, K och (1960) found th at children born a t c lo se  spacings  

in tera cted  m ore, had m ore in terests  in com m on, preferred playing togeth er  

m ore, and expressed  m ore p o s itiv e  a ttitu d e s  toward one another than did 

children a t  d istan t sp acings. In their  m ore recen t research , A bram ovitch , 

C orter, and Lando (1979) found th a t age in terva l m ade no appreciab le d ifferen ce  

in th e  develop m en t o f sib ling a ttitu d es.

In fluence o f a  H andicapped Sibling on th e  D evelop in g  Child

In an ex ten sion  o f th e  research  on sibling relationsh ips, recen t a tten tio n  

has been fo cu sed  on sibling su bsystem s contain ing a handicapped child  (G ath, 

1973, 1974; L avine, 1577; Sam uels & C hase, 1979; Schw irian, 1976; Shugart, 

1958). In defin ing such fam ily  units, three  key asp ects  seem  im portant (Bank à  

Kahn, 1982):

(1) One sibling has d iff icu lt ie s  which com m and unusual am ounts of 

a tten tio n  from  fam ily  m em bers.

(2) T hese d iff icu lt ie s  are accorded  m ore im portance and are seen  as more 

serious than any concerns presented  by other fam ily  m em bers.

(3) The child in question requires extraordinary m edical, educationa l, or 

other support se r v ic es  in order to function  in the hom e and 

com m unity.

Although research resu lts are not in co m p lete  agreem en t (R ichardson & 

M cIntosh, 1973; Schw irian, 1976; Sim eonsson 6c M cH ale, 1981), there is  ev id en ce  

in the litera tu re  th at the presence  of a  handicapped child in the fam ily  has a 

d e fin ite , and o ften  d isruptive in flu en ce  on th e  developm ent of the other children
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(Hamlin & T im berlake, 1981; M eissner, 1970). Children w ith  handicapped sib lings  

are f ir s t o f a ll sib lings, and i t  seem s reasonable to assum e th at a ll of the  

previously c ite d  litera tu re  applies in term s of their developing relationsh ip . It 

has been noted , how ever, th a t brothers and sisters of the handicapped display  

m ore em otion a l and behavioral problem s (D avis, 1975; Lonsdale, 1978; P oznanski, 

1973; T ew  & L aurence, 1973); le ss  sa tis fa c to ry  adjustm ent to , and in tera ctio n s  

w ith, their sib lings (Farber, 1959, 1960; L onsdale, 1978; Maki, 1977; Shugart,

1958); m ore role tension  w ithin  the fam ily  sy stem  (Farber, 1959, 1960; L avine, 

1977; Sim eonsson & M cH ale, 1981); and poorer social in teraction s w ith  peers  

(Lonsdale, 1978; R u ssell, 1980) than do children with nonhandicapped sib lings. 

The fo llow in g  body o f litera tu re  r e f le c ts  som e of the additional issu es which may 

in fluence sibling adjustm ent and a ttitu d e  developm ent in fam ilie s  of handicapped  

children.

P ersonality  D evelop m en t in Children with a Handicapped Sibling

Although th e  im pact o f having a handicapped brother or s ister  seem s to  be 

m ediated by a  number o f variab les, such as each  child's gender and birth order, 

the se v e r ity  o f the handicapping cond ition , and the general lev e l o f fam ily  

adjustm ent (Sim eonsson & M cH ale, 1981), research has su ggested  th a t the  

nonhandicapped sibling ex p er ien ces  som e sp ec ia l problem s w ith regard to 

personality  developm ent as a  resu lt o f her /h is unique fam ily  situation  (Bank & 

Kahn, 1982; G rossm an, 1972; R u sse ll, 1980).

Id en tifica tio n . G rossm an (1972) found that one o f the m ain tasks 

confronting siblings o f handicapped children is to avoid identify in g  too  

co m p lete ly  w ith their brothers or s ister s. Many of these children are haunted by 

concerns around their own physical, m enta l, and em otional health , and a t som e  

point en terta in  the question  "Is som eth ing wrong with m e, too?" (Kaplan, 1969;
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R u ssell, 1980). E fforts to  deal w ith th is issue o ften  lead them  to adopt ex trem e  

str a teg ie s  to try to  d iffe re n tia te  from  the handicapped fam ily  m em ber, perhaps 

in a desp erate  a ttem p t to  insure their  own healthy sta tu s. Their identity  

developm ent in relationsh ip  to  the handicapped child  may becom e characterized  

by polarized  rejection , d e id en tif ica tio n , or p ro jectiv e  id en tifica tion , rather than  

by one o f  the more healthy and dynam ic processes (Bank <5c Kahn, 1982).

In a  sibling relationsh ip  based on polarized rejectio n , the non-handicapped  

child com es to  express o v ert d islik e  for the handicapped brother or s is te r . He or 

she m ay, how ever, ex p erien ce  considerable d iscom fort w ith the em ploym ent of 

this cop ing  stra teg y  due to  th e  ever-p resen t fear th a t the rejected  a sp ects  o f the  

handicapped sibling also  e x is t  in h is/her own personality . L ife  b ecom es an 

endless struggle  to  avoid th e  fear by forging a personality to ta lly  opp osite  to 

that of th e  handicapped child .

Through d e id en tifica tio n , th e  nonhandicapped sibling may c re a te  d istance  

betw een  h im -/h erse lf and th e  handicapped child by co m p lete ly  denying that they  

have anything in com m on from  which to  form  a relationsh ip . The child may figh t  

against having any co n ta c t w ith th is sibling at a ll, rejecting  the handicapped  

fam ily  m em ber outright. U ltim a te ly  a  to ta l d isassociation  m ay be accom plished  

which e f fe c t iv e ly  e lim in a te s th e  handicapped child as an ob ject of id en tifica tio n .

P ro jectiv e  id en tif ica tio n  rep resents a d efen siv e  reaction  w hereby the 

nonhandicapped child  p ro jects his or her own un acceptab le  personality tra its  

(such as d islike for or resen tm en t o f th e  handicapped child) onto the handicapped  

brother or s ister . Through this process, the child may disown the disliked or 

forbidden parts of h is/her ow n personality , w hile a llev ia tin g  any guilt a ssocia ted  

with n egative  feelin gs held tow ard th e  handicapped sibling. The relationship  

estab lished  b etw een  the children b ecom es one ch aracterized  by scapegoating .
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The resolution o f  th e  id e n tif ic a tio n /d iffer en tia tio n  conflict may be fo cu sed  

a t  the other end of th e  id e n tifica tio n  continuum , w ith the nonhandicapped chiid  

com ing to over-id en tify  (via tw inning or m irroring) w ith the handicapped brother  

or s ister . The chiid may e le c t  to  exh ib it h is/h er own sym ptom oiogy, form ing a 

kind o f sp ec ia l bond w ith  the handicapped sibling (Arnold, 1975; Hamlin & 

T im berlake, 1981; L avigueur, 1973; M eissner, 1970). Although not seen  

frequently , th e  ex erc ise  o f th is particular solution  presents th e  entire fam ily  

system  with a m ultitude o f  problem s.

Changes in the F am ily  C o n ste lla tio n . Adler (1939) noted th a t th e  p resence  

of a handicapped chiid m ay a lter  th e  configuration  o f the fam ily  co n ste lla tio n . 

Frequently th is sibling is  never co m p lete ly  in tegrated  into th e  fam ily  unit 

(Lavine, 1977), and u ltim a te ly  takes the position  usually reserved  for the  

youngest chiid (Ansbacher cc A nsbacher, 1959; Farber, 1959, I960; O'Connor cc 

Stachow iak, 1971). In response to th is sh ift in ex p ected  roles, a chronologically  

younger child m ust m ove up to  assum e the vacated  position in th e  fam ily . Such  

an a ltera tion  in the fa m ily  co n ste lla tio n  has been frequently a ssocia ted  w ith  

lower lev e ls  o f  personal adjustm ent for the younger child who m ust m ove up 

(Bossard & B ell, 1956; G oodenough & Leahy, 1927). As an assigned "older" child , 

he/sh e  must m e e t additional resp on sib ilities, such as the m ediation of con flic tin g  

demands m ade by parents and sib lings, and m ust deal with these responsib ilities  

w ithout th e  power usually granted to a child  w ith first-born statu s (Farber,

1959). A ttem p ts to m eet personal needs or w ishes are often  frustrated  due to  

com peting demands (Farber, 1959). R esearch  ev id en ce for th is a ltera tion  in 

ex p ecta tio n s re la tiv e  to  actu a l birth order o f the nonhandicapped child was c ite d  

by Shere (1954), who noted th at in stu dies o f cerebral pa lsied /non-cerebral 

palsied twin pairs, th e  nonhandicapped child was described as m ore stubborn,
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m ore ea sily  e x c ited , m ore res istan t to  authority , m ore jealous, and less  ch eerfu l  

than th e  handicapped tw in. It should be noted th at th ese  c h a ra cter istic s  

c o rre la te  w ell w ith those  noted in first-b orn  children by Koch (1956, 1960).

P erso n a lity  A ttr ib u tes o f S ib lings o f H andicapped Children. R esearch  has 

su g g ested  th a t th e  p resen ce  o f  a  handicapped child in th e  nuclear fam ily  may be 

co rre la ted  w ith  certa in  personal a ttr ib u tes in her/h is nonhandicapped sibling(s). 

In a study o f brothers and sister s  o f  sp ina bifida survivors. Tew  and L aurence

(1973) found four tim es the in c id en ce  o f p sych o log ica l adjustm ent problem s as 

w ere noted in a contro l group o f children w ith nonhandicapped sib lings. 

M cAndrew (1976) found th at 25% o f  th e  parents in a  study of the fa m ilie s  of 

handicapped children reported th a t a t  le a s t  one o f their other children  

m an ifested  undesirable behavioral tra its , such as head-banging, enuresis, 

encop resis , or school refu sa l. In a study of children with brothers or s i s te rs  

diagnosed as having Down's Syndrom e, G ath (1973) noted th at res tle ssn ess,  

d isob ed ien ce , depression , and tem p er tantrum s w ere com m only reported by their  

parents as behavioral sym ptom s o f concern .

From  a more p o sitiv e  p e rsp ec tiv e , Schipper (1959) found th a t th ree-  

quarters o f th e  siblings o f Down's Syndrom e children w ere reported by their  

m others to  be happy and w ell-ad ju sted . O ther stu d ies described ch ildren  with  

handicapped brothers or s isters as m ore m ature, m ore responsible, m ore to lerant  

o f o th ers, and more em path ie  than w ere their  peers (Grossm an, 1972; Schreiber  

& F e e le y , 1965). G rossm an (1972), in in terv iew s w ith  co lleg e-a g ed  siblings of 

handicapped children, found th at ^-5% o f them  fe lt  that they had b en efitted  

personally from  the ex p erien ces th a t th ey  had in their  fa m ilies, and th a t they  

had p o s itiv e ly  a ffec te d  th e  life -g o a ls  th at they had se t  for th em se lv es.
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Im pact o f a H andicapped Child on th e  Sibling R elationsh ip

The age , gender, and birth order o f each  o f th e  children in the fam ily  are  

variab les which in flu en ce  th e  nature and frequency o f  the in teraction s b etw een  

the handicapped ch iid  and h er/h is sibling(s) (Farber, 1960). T he a f fe c t iv e  quality  

o f  th e se  in tera ctio n s se e m s to  depend, a t  le a s t  in part, on th e  e f fe c t iv e n e ss  w ith  

which th e  nonhandicapped brother or s is ter  reso lves th e  id en tifica tio n  c o n flic t  

experien ced  in response to  the handicapped ch ild  (Bank & Kahn, 1982). 

E stablishing som e b asis for a t lea s t  partia l id en tifica tio n  w ith this sibling seem s  

to  m oderate  som e o f th e  am bivalen t fe e lin g s  e lic ite d  by th e  sp ec ia l problem s 

fa ced  in n eg o tia tin g  th e ir  relationsh ip , thereby fa c ilita tin g  a better  adjustm ent 

and m ore p o sitiv e  fe e lin g s .

E m otional A m b iv a len ce . The fe e lin g s  e lic ite d  in the nonhandicapped ch iid  

in re sponse  to  h i s /h e r  h a n d ic ap p e d  b ro th e r  or s i s t e r  seem  to r ange  f rom  love and 

devotion , to gu ilt, envy , and resen tm en t (M aki, 1977; Shugart, 1958). S e v e ra l

fa c to rs seem  to be o p era tiv e  in th e se  sp ec ia l fa m ilie s  which exa cerb a te  the  

typ ica l am b iva len ce  seen  in relation sh ip s b etw een  brothers and sisters (Shugart,

1958):

(1) The nonhandicapped child is freq uently  confined  to  a peripheral 

position  w ith  regard to  parental tim e  and em otion a l investm ent.

(2) D ue to  inequ itab le  e x p ecta tio n s  regarding a ccep ta b le  behavior, the  

nonhandicapped ch ild  may be forced  to  to lera te  abuse and/or

deprivation e ith er  d irec tly  or ind irectly  a t the hands of the

handicapped sibling.

(3) D esp ite  e ffo r ts  to  estab lish  a relationsh ip  w ith the handicapped ch ild , 

th e  sibling m ay ex p erien ce  frustration  due to the socia l ineptness o f 

her/h is s is te r  or brother.
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W  The nonhandicapped ch ild  m ay o ften  be in the d iff icu lt  position  of 

having to defend h is/h er  sibling against other children, so m etim es  

dam aging personal peer relationsh ips in the process.

M ost siblings of handicapped children have som e p ositive  fe e lin g s  for their  

brother or sister  (G rossm an, 1972; Shugart, 1958). No m atter  w hat d iff ic u lt ie s  

th e  sib ling m ay present, he or she is bound to  the child by blood, by shared  

exp erien ces, and by the t im e  th a t th ey  spend togeth er . The nonhandicapped  

child  is  bound, too , by the f a c t  th a t th is sibling is  a very im portant person to  the  

parents shared by both o f them .

G uilt. Sam uels and C h ase (1979) defined  gu ilt as the predom inant em otion  

f e l t  by children w ith  em o tio n a lly  disturbed sib lings. Younger siblings seem ed  to  

exp erien ce  guilt w ith regard to  their  own m ental and physical health , w hile older 

sib lings attributed their gu ilt to earlier  sibling rivalry (Abrams & K aslow, 1976). 

R u sse ll (1980) found that 45% o f the sib lings o f m entally retarded children  

reported  guilt re la tiv e  to  th e  handicapped brother or sister . T hese gu ilt fee lin g s  

w ere som etim es translated  in to  h o stility  tow ard the sibling through p rojective  

id en tifica tio n . In other sib lings, th ey  form ed the basis for a  life t im e  

com m itm ent to insure adequ ate  care  and p rotection  for the handicapped child as 

a m eans of retribution (P oznansk i, 1973). G u ilt seem s to present a particu larly  

d iff icu lt  problem  for children when the sib ling must be h osp ita lized  or 

in stitu tion a lized  (Hamlin & T im berlake, 1981; R ussell, 1980; Shugart, 1958). For 

th em , the rem oval of the ch ild  m ay be seen as a  consequence of their fee lin g s o f  

indignation and fury, and th e  ensuing gu ilt m ay inhibit any healthy discussion  of  

the decision  for p lacem ent w hich could  serv e  to  c lar ify  the situation .

Jealousy and Sibling R iva lry . If jealousy and sibling rivalry are in fluentia l 

fa c to r s  in any relationsh ip b etw een  sib iings, it  would seem  th a t the im pact of a



32

handicapped child on the fam ily  would exacerb ate  the problem s th a t they  

present. Sibling rivalry involving a handicapped child o ften  b eco m es in ten sified  

by parental ten d en c ies to  b eco m e preoccup ied  with or o v erp rotect th e  le s s  se lf -  

relian t child  (H olt, 1958; L onsdale, 1978; Sew all, 1931). P arenta l inequ ities  

regarding a tten tio n , d isc ip lin e, and ex p ecta tio n s m ay also provide fu e l for the  

sibling c o n flic t  (Murphy, 1979; P erkins, 1978; Sew all, 1931), and to  co m p lica te  

th e  adjustm ent o f th e  nonhandicapped children (Farber, 1959). In add ition , i t  has 

been  noted that in an e ffo r t to  p r o te c t th e  feelin gs of the handicapped sibling, 

parents may be cautious about praising their other children for  their  

a ccom p lish m en ts (Perkins, 1978). This serves to further deprive them  of the 

a tten tio n  and approval that th ey  seek .

Confounding the problem are the nonhandicapped child's b e lie fs  that it 

would be m orally wrong to a tta ck  h is/her less capable adversary, and that 

n eg a tiv e  sanctions would be im posed if open confrontation w ere a ttem p ted  (Bank 

<5c Kahn, 1982; Koch, 1956; L onsdale, 1978). This a ttitu d e  is lik ely  a  con sequ en ce  

o f th e  child's m odeling parental re lu cta n ce  to provide unpleasant con sequ en ces  

for m isbehavior in d iscip lin ing a handicapped child (Poznanski, 1973; R ussell,

1980). W hatever its  source, i t  serv es to  lim it the o u tle ts  a v a ila b le  to the 

nonhandicapped child for dealing w ith  her/his jealousy and other n egative  

fee lin g s .

A nger. Sib lings of handicapped children som etim es report fe e lin g  b itter , 

angry, and deprived (Poznanski, 1973). This seem s in part due to  certain  

in eq u ities inherent in their fam ily  s itu ation s . Given the fru stration s th at they 

e x p erien ce , it  m ight be ex p ected  th a t they  would occasion ally  view  their  brother 

or sister  w ith som e degree of anger and hostility . It appears lik ely , how ever, 

that their view  o f their parents is a lso  colored  by som e o f the sam e fe e lin g s  due
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to  d isappointm ents around their  perce iv ed  fa ilu re to  m eet their resp o n sib ilitie s  

to  th e  other m em bers o f th e  fa m ily . Murphy (1979) noted  th a t many o f the  

nonhandicapped sib lings he in terv iew ed  fe lt  th a t th ey  w ere overw orked, and 

fo rced  to  be com pensators and careta k ers for the handicapped ch ild . T hese  

fe e lin g s  seem  m ore lik ely  a ttr ib u ta b le  to  perceptions o f parental dem ands and 

a tt itu d e s  than to  dem ands a c tu a lly  p laced  upon them  by their fa m ilie s . O ften  

th e se  n eg a tiv e  fe e lin g s  ex p erien ced  w ith  regard to  the parents are d isp laced  onto  

th e  handicapped child (B ell, 1975; E inste in  & M oss, 1967). A ccording to  E instein  

and M oss (1967), th is phenom enon o ccu rs for tw o reasons: (1) th ere  are  few er  

n e g a tiv e  san ctions aga inst h o stility  d irected  tow ard peers than th a t d irec ted  

tow ard  adults; and (2) it  is sa fer  to  d irec t h o stile  fe e lin g s  tow ard a fa m iiy  

m em ber upon whom the chiid  is not d irec tly  dependent for survival.

H andicapped Children and Sibling D epend en cy . A number of research ers  

have com m ented  upon th e  ten d en cy  of siblings o f handicapped children  

(e sp e c ia lly  older s isters) to  play a  su rrogate  parent role in relationsh ip  to their  

brother or sister  (B oszorm enyi-N agi âc Spark, 1973; Farber, 1959; S im eonsson & 

M cH ale, 1981). A s th ey  grow  o lder, th ere  seem s to be a strong pull for them  to  

b eco m e increasing ly  p r o te c t iv e  o f and increasing ly  responsib le for in itia tin g  

a c t iv ity  w ith the handicapped ch ild . O ver tim e, they  grow  obviously  

superordinate to  her/h im  in term s o f  pow er, sta tu s, and responsib ility . As they  

con tin u e  to n eg o tia te  their  in tera ctio n s, the handicapped child b eco m es  

c o m p lete ly  dependent upon them  w ithin th e  structure o f their relationsh ip  

(Farber, 1959). A s noted ea r lier , th is  seldom  produces a sa tisfy in g  relationsh ip  

for e ith er  m em ber.
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F am ilies of Children w ith  H andicapped Siblings

The presen ce  o f  a handicapped child has a  profound e f f e c t  upon the  

stru ctu re, fun ction in g , and d evelop m en t o f th e  fam iiy  sy stem  (Sim eonsson & 

M cH ale, 1981), and upon th e  assign m en t o f fa m iiy  ro les. The co m fo rt w ith which  

th e se  roles are assum ed seem s to  con tr ib u te  a great deal to each child's 

defin ition  o f  the sibling rela tion sh ip , and to  h is/her a ttitu d e s  regarding its  

nature.

R ole T ension . Bernard Farber (1959, 1960) d iscussed the im pact of a  

handicapped child on fa m ily  in teg ra tio n  and m em ber roles as th e  m ost sign ifican t 

m ediator o f sibling ad ju stm ent. H e proposed th a t children are m ore ro le- 

orien ted  than are adults, and are th e r e fo r e  m ore in fluenced  by th is a sp ect of 

fam ily  life . Due to  their  o r ien ta tio n , th ey  are m ore highly se n s it iv e  to short-run  

s h i f t s  in fam ily  roles t h a n  a r e  t h e  a d u l t  f a m i ly  m e m b e rs ,  and a r e  m ore a f f e c t e d  

when the presence o f th e  handicapped child inhibits the m aintenance of 

sa tisfa c to ry  in tera ctio n s am ong the m em bers of the fam ily  system .

Farber noted th a t parents tend  to  put pressure on th e  nonhandicapped  

sibling to conform  to  m ore m ature role ex p ecta tio n s  than m ight ordinarily be 

held, largely due to their  own needs to  escap e  from  the d iff ic u lt ie s  inherent in 

rearing a disabled child . They m ay e x p e c t  her/h im  to  serve  as com pensation  for 

their own gr ie f and d isap poin tm ent, and as an agent for the resolution  of their  

a n x ie ties  about their parental a b ilit ie s , by being a "model" child . T hese parents 

m ay also rely upon their nonhandicapped child  to  provide them  w ith opportunities 

to in teract w ith parents fa c in g  m ore ty p ica l challenges w ith regard to  child - 

rearing. T hese pressures m ay be ex p erien ced  by the child  as "role tension", 

w hich is defined as "a lack  of e f f e c t iv e  role coord ination  in th e  m o th er-fa th er-  

child  triad ic relationsh ip w ith  th e  norm al child  as th e  point o f reference"
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(Farber, 1959, p. S i) .  G iven th e  fa c t  th at th e  ex p ecta tion s o f the parents are 

frequently  u n rea listic  from  an o b jec tiv e  point o f v iew , it  seem s likely  th at the  

nonhandicapped child  cannot fu lly  conform  to them . P arental disapproval and/or 

p erceived  fa ilu re  may lead  to an x ie ty , frustration , and c o n flic t  (Farber, 1959, 

1960; S im eonsson & M cH ale, 1981). In addition , the discrepancy betw een  what 

th e  parents e x p e c t  and w hat the child  can actua lly  do may lead to genuine  

iden tity  confusion  and se lf-d o u b t (Sears, M accoby, <5c L evin , 1957; Zimbardo & 

F orm lco, 1963).

Several behavioral m an ifesta tio n s o f role tension in children w ith a 

handicapped sibling have been described  (Farber, 1959, 1960):

(1) qu ickness to  anger

(2) stubbornness

(3) bossiness

(4) m oodiness

(5) tendency  to becom e overly  e x c ited

(6) jealousy

(7) irr itab ility

(8) sen s itiv ity  to  cr itic ism

(9) se lf-cen tered n ess  

(10) depression

It may be sig n ifica n t th at th e se  are the sam e persona l/soc ia l tra its frequently  

described in research  evalu atin g  th e  behavioral ch a ra cter istic s  o f children with  

handicapped brothers or s is te r s  (D avis, 1975; M cAndrew, 1976; Poznanski, 1973; 

Shere, 1954), and o f first-born  children (Cushna, G reene, & Snider, 1964; Koch, 

1956, 1960; Ring, L ipinski, & Braginsky, 1965). Such tra its  likely  em erge as a 

consequence o f parental e x p ecta tio n s  th at first-born children, and siblings of
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handicapped children, dem onstrate  le v e ls  of m aturity and responsib ility  beyond  

their  years.

R ole  ten sion  for the sib ling tends to In crease as the handicapped child  

grow s older. This seem s a natural co n seq u en ce  of th e  growing disparity b etw een  

his/h er own sta tu s In the fa m ily , and th a t o f  the handicapped child (Farber,

1959). The role o f the nonhandicapped sibling m ust continually be re-d eflned  

w ith  th e  p assage of tim e, and th a t need to  sh ift  ro les likely  g en era te s anxiety , 

frustra tion , and co n flic t.

R o le  C on fin em ent. There se e m s to  be a  tendency for parents to  

o v erg en era llze  regarding a handicapped child's d isab ilities , o ften  lead ing them  to  

low er their ex p ecta tio n s In Inappropriate areas. T hey m ay co n fin e  th a t child In 

an unnecessarily  rigid. In fantile  role th a t further Inhibits th e  d evelop m en t of 

m o re  m a t u r e  behav io rs  and a ttitu d es (C ushna ,  G re e n e ,  ic Snider,  1964; L avine,  

1977).

One consequence of th is Im m ature, s ta t ic  role assignm ent for both the  

handicapped child  and h er/h is siblings Is Its tendency  to  inhibit the developm ent 

o f norm al pattern s o f sibling In teraction . The parents may a ttem p t to sta g e  or 

Im pose sibling c o n ta c ts , operatin g  from  th e  assum ption that th e  children are 

unable to  fun ction  in a m ore spontaneous relationsh ip  (Lavine, 1977). O bviously, 

th is  e lim in a te s m ost p o ssib ilities for n eg otia tin g  a  m utually a ccep ta b le  pattern  

o f  so c ia l exch ange, robbing th e  handicapped child  o f relevan t so c ia l exp erien ces, 

and th e  nonhandicapped ch ild  of any sen se  o f personal power and freedom  of 

c h o ice .

O ther R ole  D ynam ics. O'Connor and Stachow iak  (1971) found that In 

fa m ilie s  w ith a retarded ch ild  in th e  hom e, the o ld est nonhandicapped sibling had 

trem endous power in term s of in fluencing fa m ily  in teraction s. This was in
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con trast to  fa m ilie s  w ithout a handicapped m em ber, w here the youngest child  

generally  held th is contro lling  in flu en ce . T he likely source o f th is  power seem ed  

th e  surrogate parent role a ttr ib u ted  to the o ld est child (particu larly if  th a t chiid  

w ere fem a le ), due to  the overw helm ing nature o f the caretak ing  responsib ilities  

in a system  w ith  a highly dependent m em ber (Farber, 1960). W hile such power  

m ay seem  highly desirab le, it  a lso  presents the child  with problem s and duties  

which sh e/h e  m ay not be so c ia lly  and em otion a lly  prepared to m anage. It also  

serv es to disrupt th e  ro le  ex p ecta tio n s  which are held  by each  m em ber of the  

fam ily , and thereby disrupt fa m ily  function ing.

P eer R ela tion s and Siblings o f H andicapped Chiidren

Poor peer relationsh ips h a v e  been a com m on com plain t o f  chiidren w ith  

handicapped siblings (G ath, 1973; L onsdale, 1978). Murphy (1979) discussed this 

problem as resulting from  their  d iff icu lt ie s  in com m unicating about the disabled  

fam ily  m em ber due to  un certa in ty  about the a ttitu d es held by their friends. 

They seem ed  to  reso lve  th is c o n f lic t  by e ith er  avoiding co n ta ct w ith peers on the  

assum ption th at they would be un sym p athetic  or cru el, or se t  th em se lv es up for  

disappointm ent by sim ply assum ing th at their  friends would understand w ithout 

b en efit o f exp lanation . P aren ts o ften  com pound this problem  by fa ilin g  to 

acknow ledge th e  need for  an exp lanation  to  o ffer  to  other children th at could  

a llev ia te  som e of the d iscom fort o f both parties (Barsch, 1961).

When in teraction s w ith p eers do occu r, they can be decidedly n eg ative  in 

nature. O ften  the chiidren are  placed in a  position of having to defend  their  

handicapped sibling aga inst ph ysica l or verbal abuse by peers. They m ay also  

b ecom e the v ictim s o f such abuse th em se lv es (in a kind o f g u ilt by association ), 

and frequently  respond to  such situations w ith  fee lin g s  o f b ittern ess and sham e  

(Abrams & K asiow , 1976; F ea th ersto n e , 1980).
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The problem  o f peer relation sh ip s seem s to  be exacerbated  by the tendency  

o f fa m ilie s  o f handicapped children to  be som ew hat socia lly  iso la ted  (Farber, 

1960; M cA llister , B utler, & L e i, 1973; P oznanski, 1973). This situation  serv es to  

lim it both the a v a ila b ility  o f p o ten tia l peer co n ta cts  for the nonhandicapped  

child , and her/h is op p ortu n ities to develop and p ra ctice  the age-grad ed  soc ia l 

skills needed for future so c ia l rela tion sh ip s.

Sibling A ttitu d es R egarding H andicapped B rothers and Sisters

T he genera l a ttitu d es  th a t  a  nonhandicapped child u ltim ately  develops w ith  

regard to  a  handicapped sib ling  are th e  result of the manner in which th ese  

personal, fa m ilia l, and so c ia l c o n flic ts  are reso lved . A number of variab les seem  

to  be Involved (Sim eonsson & M cH ale, 1981):

(1) ch a ra cter istic s  o f th e  nonhandicapped child, such as age, birth o rd e r ,  

g en d e r ,  and b i r th  in te rv a l  b etw een  t h a t  child and the han d icap p ed  

sibling.

(2) c h a ra cter istic s  o f the handicapped child , such as the degree and type  

o f handicap, gender, and ph ysica l appearance.

(3) parental a ttitu d es  and the lev e l o f adjustm ent of the to ta l fam ily  

system .

(4) a c ce ss  o f the nonhandicapped child to inform ation and opportunities to  

develop sk ills for  sa tisfy in g  in tera ctio n s with the handicapped child.

With so m any p o ten tia lly  in te ra c tiv e  variab les, the results o f research  in this 

area are d iff icu lt  to  in terp ret. In sp ite  o f the problem s, how ever, som e general 

trends h ave em erged .

R esearch  has ind icated  that cer ta in  ch a ra cter istic s  o f the nonhandicapped  

sibling in relationsh ip  to  th e  handicapped child may either fa c ilita te  or im pede  

the develop m en t o f p o s itiv e  a ttitu d e s  regarding their in teraction s. Many stu d ies
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have ind icated  th a t sibiings who are older than the handicapped chiid ex p erien ce  

a  m ore d iff icu lt  adjustm ent than  do th o se  who are younger than the handicapped  

child  (C leveland  & M iller, 1977; Farber 6c R ychm an, 1965; G ath, 1973, 1974; 

G rossm an, 1972). S im eonsson and M cH ale (1981) found ev id en ce , how ever, that 

younger nonhandicapped sib lings d isp layed m ore adjustm ent problem s, 

particu larly  during the childhood yea rs . It has been noted th at fem a les  seem  to  

express m ore n eg a tiv e  a tt itu d e s  w ith  regard to  a handicapped sibling than do 

m ales, and a lso  to in tera c t m ore freq uently  w ith  him or her (Farber, 1959, 1960; 

G ath, 1973, 1974; T aylor, 1974). It should be reca lled  th at m ore sibling a c c e ss  

tends to c r e a te  m ore v o la t ile  sib ling rela tion s (Bank 6c Kahn, 1982). M eissner  

(1970) found th a t sa m e-sex  sib lings seem  m ore n eg a tiv e ly  a f fe c te d  than are  

c ro ss-sex  siblings o f handicapped children, which seem s con sisten t w ith  data  

obtained by both F a r b e r  and Jenne (1963) and G rossm an  (1972). F ina l ly ,  i t  has 

b een  observed th a t siblings o f  both se x e s  th at are near in age to the handicapped  

ch ild  seem  to  ex p erien ce  m ore adjustm ent problem s, and m ore negative  sibling  

a ttitu d es , than do the other ch iidren  in the fam ily  (Abram s 6c K aslow , 1976).

Som e ch a ra cter istic s  o f  the handicapped chiid also  seem  to  a f fe c t  sibling  

a ttitu d e  develop m en t. H andicapped brothers m ay im pede the adjustm ent o f the  

nonhandicapped siblings m ore than do handicapped sisters, particu larly as they  

g e t  older (Farber 6c Jenne, 1^63; Sim eonsson 6c M cH ale, 1981). This m ay in part 

be a  consequ en ce of s o c ie ta l e x p e c ta tio n s  around ach ievem en t for m ales. The 

ty p e  of handicap presented  by the child  also seem s to  s ign ifican tly  in flu en ce  

sibling a ttitu d es (Sim eonsson 6c M cH ale, 1981). S ev ere ly  handicapped children  

present m ore adjustm ent problem s, e sp ec ia lly  for their sisters, who are likely  

ex p ected  to a ss is t  w ith caretak in g  (G rossm an, 1972). Fotheringham  and Creal

(1974) found th at handicapping conditions which adversely  a f fe c t  the child's
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physical appearance may n eg a tiv e ly  in flu en ce  sibling attitudes. Sim eonsson and 

M cH ale (1981) noted , how ever, th a t v isib le  and c learly  defined handicaps m ade  

for easier  sibling adju stm ent, and m ore p o sitiv e  sibling a ttitu d es , than did 

am biguous ones.

P arenta l a ttitu d es  o ften  serv e  to  d eterm ine those adopted by their  

children. Grossm an (1972) found th a t th e  a ttitu d es of m idd le-class c o lle g e  

students w ith  handicapped sib lings w ere, for the m ost part, pred ictab le  from  

those  of th e ir  parents. I t  seem s lik ely  th at Individuals belonging to fa m ilie s  are  

not im m une to  th e  e f f e c t s  o f s tresse s  concen tra ted  in the other m em b ers. It 

seem s lik ely , th erefo re , th a t w hen parents dem onstrate a ccep ta n ce  of the  

handicapped child , the sib lings fo llo w  their  lead (C aldw ell & G uze, 1960). 

Socioecon om ic  sta tu s o f  th e  fa m ily  also  seem s rela ted  to the e f fe c t s  o f the  

handicapped child on parental adjustm ent. L ow er-c lass fam ilies tend to respond  

m ore to th e  daily dem ands p resen ted  by a highly dependent m em ber, and to 

exp erien ce  crises in response to  a lack of resources to use in m eetin g  daily needs  

(Dunlap, 1976; T aylor, 1974). M iddle-class fa m ilie s , on the other hand, seem  to 

respond to  the lim ita tio n s  im posed by the handicapping condition , and to 

e x p erien ce  their cr ises in response to destroyed  exp ecta tio n s (G rossm an, 1972; 

Sim eonsson & M cH ale, 1981). In addition , it  has been noted th a t larger fa m ilie s  

cope b e tter , and m ay fa c il i ta te  m ore p ositive  sibling adjustm ent to  a 

handicapped sibling (T aylor, 1974). This seem s due to  two major factors: (1) the  

parents m ay have their asp irations m et by other children, so they  do not pass 

along an a ttitu d e  of d isappointm ent and (2) care-tak in g  responsib ilities m ay be 

spread am ong many individuals.

Som ew hat related  to  th e  im pact o f parental a ttitu d es on the ad ju stm ent of 

children w ith handicapped brothers or s isters is the observation th a t providing
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fam ily  m em bers w ith c lea r  and com p lete  inform ation regarding the nature and 

m eaning o f th e  child's handicapping condition  seem s to  fo ster  fam ily  a ccep ta n ce .  

O ften  fa m ilie s  are relu cta n t to  discuss th e  handicapped child's d iff icu ltie s  

(Poznanski, 1973), and th e  en tire  situation  becom es shrouded in m ystery, fea r , 

and fa n ta sy  (C leveland  & M iller, 1977; Kaplan, 1969). Kaplan (1969) found that 

the d ish onesty  of th e  com m unication  around this issue may c rea te  a general 

distrust th a t carries over  in to  o ther a sp ec ts  of fam ily  l ife . E xtensive, open  

parental com m u nication  w ith  th e  nonhandicapped children regarding the im pact 

of sibling's d isab ility  has a major in flu en ce  on the understanding th at they display  

(K lein, 1972a, 1972b; Schreiber & F ee le y , 1965), and on the a ttitu d es which they  

develop w ith  regard to  h im /her (Farber & ]e n n e , 1963; Maki, 1977; O'Connor & 

Stachow iak , 1971; T aylor, 1974). In addition to  general inform ation, the  

nonhandicapped children in the fam ily  seem  to need opportunities to develop  

sp ec ific  sk ills for use when in tera ctin g  w ith their handicapped brother or s ister .  

Involvem ent in som e sort o f training program may have the e f fe c t  of increasing  

the frequency of p o s it iv e  in teraction s within the sibling subsystem , thereby  

fo ster in g  th e  d evelop m en t o f m ore p ositiv e  fee lin g s about those in teraction s  

(Cansler & M artin, 1973; Lavigueur, 1976; Miller & C an tw ell, 1976; W einrott, 

1974).

L a stly , research  has ind icated  that children develop their a ttitu d es toward  

the handicapped a t a very early  a g e  (R ichardson, 1970; S ch eff, 1966; W einberg, 

1978; W ilkins & V elicer , 1980). Wilkins and V ellcer (1980) found that e lem en tary  

school children perce ived  m enta lly  retarded and physically  handicapped children  

as less  a c t iv e , le ss  p oten t, and less  understandable than nonhandicapped  

individuals, and th at they evalu ated  them  more n eg a tiv e ly . Weinberg (1978) 

determ ined  that children as young as four years of age found physically
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handicapped children to be less a ttra c tiv e , and less  desirable as p laym ates than 

w ere th e ir  ab le-bodied  peers. It seem s lik ely  th at th ese  kinds o f a ttitu d es  have  

som e im p a ct for the brothers and sisters of handicapped children, although how 

they are  m ediated  by the fee lin g s and cogn ition s inherent in a sibling  

relationsh ip , and by p arenta l pressures, is unclear.

R esearch  Problem s and Sibling A ttitud es

R esea rch  d irected  a t  m easuring sibling a ttitu d es is co m p lica ted , and has 

been v iew ed  c r it ic a lly  due to a number of fa c to rs  inherent in th e  su b ject under 

in v estig a tio n . S ib ling a ttitu d e s  develop w ithin  the co n te x t o f th e  fam ily  sy stem , 

and th erefo re  in response to  a m yriad of p oten tia lly  in tera c tiv e  variab les such as 

a g e , birth order, and gender of each  child; parental a ttitu d es and values; fam ily  

ch a r a cte r istic s  th at ev o lv e  from so c ioecon om ic  sta tu s, fam ily s iz e ,  and religious  

b e lie fs  (K och, 1956, 1960; P fo u ts, 1976; Slm eonsson à  M cH ale, 19S1). Only 

e x trem ely  com plex  experim en ta l designs could begin to adequately  contro l for 

a ll, or ev en  a s ig n ifica n t number of th ese . Furtherm ore, th e  resu lts o f m ost 

stu d ies are som ew h at d iff icu lt  to in terpret due to  p o ten tia l sou rces of 

ex p erim en ter  bias such as cultural ste re o ty p e s , sex -ro le  ex p e c ta tio n s , and 

personal v a lu es. In addition , the em otion ality  th at ch a ra cter izes  m ost fam ily  

relation sh ip s in ter feres  w ith the co llectio n  of c lea r , ob jec tiv e  data .

A dditional issu es have been noted in previous e ffo r ts  to  e v a lu a te  the  

a ttitu d e s  th at children have toward their handicapped siblings (Slm eonsson & 

M cH ale, 1981):

(1) M ost e ffo r ts  to eva lu ate  sib ling a ttitu d es have used m easures 

co m p leted  by parents or teach ers, rather than by the children  

th em se lv es  (Dunlap, 1976; Farber, 1959, 1960; L loyd-B ostock , 1976; 

Schw irian, 1976).



43

(2) F ew  stu d ies have used control groups o f  nonhandicapped sib lings as an 

anchor poin t against which to ev a lu a te  th e  data  secured  from  siblings  

o f  handicapped children regarding sib ling a tt itu d e s  (C aldw ell & G uze, 

1960; Farber, 1959, 1960).

(3) T ypical designs for assessing a ttitu d e s  o f siblings of handicapped  

children have relied  upon c lin ica l data  and sm all sam ples, thereby  

e lim in a tin g  from  inclusion those fa m ilie s  w hich seem  to  be function ing  

r e la tiv e ly  e f fe c t iv e ly ,  and the p ossib ility  of applying param etric  

s ta t is t ic s  to  the data secured (L avine, 1977; Poznanski, 1973; 

Schw irian, 1976).

(4) R arely  have m u ltivaria te  designs been used in studies o f  sibling  

a ttitu d e s , which e lim in a tes the p ossib ility  o f considering in teraction

e f f e c t s  which  may s e rv e  to im p a c t  th e i r  d e v e lo p m e n t  (Slmeonsson & 

M cH ale, 19S1).

T hese research  problem s may be related  to  the lack of consisten cy  noted with  

regard to th e  resu lts of previous studies a ssessin g  children's a ttitu d es toward a 

handicapped sibling.



44

CHAPTER III 

M ethod

Subjects

P articip ants in the study w ere 60 e lem en ta ry  school-aged children who had 

siblings enrolled  in public school e lem en ta ry  c lasses, public sch oo l sp ec ia l  

education  c la sse s , or agency  program s for the developm entally  d isab led . All of 

th e  children w ere w h ite , and from  in ta c t, m iddle-class fa m ilie s (annual fam ily  

incom e $ l3 .0 0 0 -$ 3 0 .a o 0 ). T h e  su bjects ranged in age from fiv e  to e le v e n  years, 

w ith their birth in terval from  their handicapped (or designated nonhandicapped) 

sibling ranging from  16 to  48 m onths. T w en ty -sev en  were m ale; 33 w ere fem a le .

Subjects w ere s e le c te d  from  fa m ilie s  who volunteered to p a rtic ip a te , and 

who m et the cr iter ia  for inclusion in one o f the tw elve ce lls  defined  by the  

experim en ta l design o f th e  study. C ell assignm ent was determ ined by parent 

responses to  th e  Fam ily S tructure Q uestionnaire (see  Appendix C). The fir s t fiv e  

ch ild -sib ling  pairs assigned to each  c e ll  w ere se lec ted  as subjects, and asked, 

w ith  their  parent, to  sign a form  giving th e ir  consent to participate  in the study  

(se e  Appendix D). P artic ip ation  was lim ited  to  one child-sibling pair per fam ily  

(see  T able 1 for  subject assignm ent breakdown).

Procedure

This study was d evelop ed  in tw o sta g e s . S tage  One involved the  

construction  and field  te s tin g  of the tw o sca les  used as dependent m easures in
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th e  study. S tage  Two involved  the adm inistration  o f the m easures, and the  

analysis o f th e  data obtained.

TABLE 1

Subject A ssignm ent

Group F am ily P osition Gender

Nonhandicapped Older than sibling Sam e sex

Older than sibling Cross sex

Younger than sibling Sam e sex

Younger than sibling Cross sex

M iid iy-to-m oderateiy Older than sibling Sam e sex

handicapped Older than sibling Cross sex

Younger than sibling Sam e sex

Younger than sibling C ross sex

Severe ly-to-p rofou nd ly Older than sibling Sam e sex

handicapped Older than sibling Cross sex

Younger than sibling Sam e sex

Younger than sibling Cross sex

Stage  O ne. T he Sibling A ttitu d e  S ca le  (SAS) w as developed as a se lf-rep o r t  

m easure of children's a ttitu d e s  tow ard their siblings. It was co n stru cted  as a 

f iv e -c h o ic e  L ikert (1932) sc a le , w ith response options ranging from  agree to  

disagree. The response sh e e t  co n sists o f  a  ser ies of sm ilin g /frow n in g  fa ces  

corresponding to lev e l o f agreem en t w ith each of th e  item s on th e  sc a le . This 

form at was previously em ployed  by Sim pson, Parrish, and Cook (1976) w ith
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children as young as f iv e  years o f a g e , and w as found to be a d ev e lop m en ta lly  

appropriate one.

The sc a le  it s e lf  co n sists  o f 25 item s tapping co gn itive , a f f e c t iv e ,  and 

behavioral c o rre la te s  o f children's a ttitu d es across a range of sibling relationsh ip  

issu es (see  T able 2).

TABLE 2

Sam ple Item s from  the SAS

R elation sh ip  Issue R ela ted  Item s

Sibling id en tifica tio n I wish I looked more lik e

and I a g re e  a bou t  m o s t  th ings .

R e la t io n sh ip  w ith  s ib l ing I like to  p lay with a  lot of the  

t im e .

takes good care of m y th ings.

S ib ling rivalry 1 wish 1 couid trade p laces w ith  

I can do lo ts  of things can 't do.

Sibling dependency 1 help ta k e  care of a  lo t o f  the  

t im e .

helps m e with th ings th a t I 

have to  do.

R elation sh ip  w ith parents When I fig h t with , Mom ta k es  

my side when I'm in th e  right.

Dad spends as much tim e w ith m e as he 

does with

continued
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R elation sh ip  Issue . R e la ted  Item s

R elation sh ip  w ith peers My friends don't mind it when 

plays with us.

When I go  places w ith friends, I like for  

to com e along.

T hirteen  o f the 25 item s w ere adapted from  th ose  used by Koch in a 1956 study  

of sib ling a ttitu d es . T w elv e  additional item s were constructed  to  address 

re levan t issu es id en tified  by th e  litera tu re  as sign ificant to  the d evelop m en t of 

sibling a ttitu d es.

T he  R ole T ens ion  B eh av io ra l  R a t in g  S ca le  (RTBRS) was developed as a 

s e l f - r e p o r t  m e a su re  of t h e  b eh av io ra l  c o r re l a t e s  of role tens ion  d e sc r ib e d  by 

Farber ( i9 5 9 ). i t  was constru cted  as a  sum m ated ratings sca le , w ith f iv e  

response options ranging from  alw ays to  never. The response sh eet co n sists  o f  a 

ser ie s  o f frow ning/sm ilin g  fa c e s  corresponding to  the frequency of occu rren ce  of 

the behavior or fe e lin g  id en tified  by each  item , on the sca le .

T his instrum ent con sists  of 20 sta te m en ts  designed to  address the fo llow in g  

p erso n a l/so c ia l issues: dependency, se n s itiv ity  to  critic ism , m oodiness, tendency  

to b eco m e o v e r ly -ex c ited , quickness to  anger, irritab ility , jealousy, bossiness, 

stubbornness, and se lf -ce n te re d n ess  (se e  T able 3).
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Sam ple Item s from  th e  RTBRS
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P erson a l/S ocia l B ehavior R ela ted  Item s

D ependency; se n s it iv ity  to My fee lin g s  g e t  hurt ea sily .

critic ism Children don't lik e  m e as much as they do

other peop le .

M oodiness; tendency  to  becom e I just wake up in a bad m ood.

o v e r ly -ex c ited 1 g e t  mad for no real reason.

Q uickness to  anger; I lo se  my tem per easily .

irr itab ility I g e t  upset over l it t le  things not going my

way.

Jealousy; bossiness O ther children g e t to do things I don't get

to  do.

O ther children think I'm bossy.

Stubbornness; s e lf - If 1 g e t  into a f ig h t, I'm in the right.

cen tered n ess When I fig h t, 1 fig h t to  the finish .

T w elv e  of the item s w ere adapted from  a questionnaire developed  by R utter  

(1967) to  assess p a ren t/tea ch er  perceptions o f children's behavior. Eight 

additional item s w ere  co n stru cted  to m ore sp ec if ic a lly  tap  Farber's (1959) 

co rre la tes  o f role tension .

F ollow ing the con stru ction  of the tw o sc a les , f ie ld  te stin g  was conducted  

by adm inistering ea ch  of them  orally to  six  children (m ean a g e  8 years). Each 

child was in terv iew ed  a fter  th e  adm inistration session  in order to eva lu ate  the  

reliab ility  o f th e  ite m s , and to address any confusion w ith regard to their
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wording. Minor changes w ere m ade in the structure of four item s on the SAS and 

six item s on the RTBRS in accordance with the children's perform ance during 

field  testin g , and their com m ents during follow-up questioning.

Phase Two. Both the SAS and the RTBRS w ere adm inistered orally and 

individually to th e  60 su bjects form ing the study sam ple. This m ethod was 

se lec ted  in order to insure confid en tia lity , and to  control for any reading 

problem s. Each su bject com pleted  first the SAS (see  Appendix A), then the  

RTBRS (see  Appendix B). Instructions w ere read verbatim . A fter  com pletion  of 

the sca les , each su bject w as instructed to place his or her answer sh eets  in an 

envelope, sea l it , and p resent it  to the exam iner.

The SAS was scored  as follow s:

5 points 

4 points 

3 points 

2 points 

@  1 point

Item scores w ere sum m ed, with higher scores ind icating m ore p o sitive  sibling  

attitudes.

The RTBRS was scored in the sam e manner. Item  sco res w ere again 

summed, with higher sco res  indicating poorer personal/socia l adjustm ent, and 

more role tension.

Design and Analysis

The research design em ployed utilized two groups of subjects with 

handicapped siblings (m ild ly-to-m od erately  retarded, severely-to-p rofou nd ly  

handicapped), and a com parison group of subjects with nonhandicapped siblings.
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Independent variab les contro lled  for  by the design of the study included:

(1) so c io eco n o m ic  sta tu s o f th e  fam ily .

(2) fam ily  s iz e .

(3) e th n ic ity .

(4) age  o f th e  nonhandicapped ch ild .

(5) age o f th e  handicapped child  (or designated sibling).

(6) birth in terv a l b e tw een  th e  subject and the handicapped child (or 

design ated  sibling).

Independent variab les to  be analyzed  in th e  study included:

(1) birth order of the handicapped child (or designated  sibling) r e la tiv e  to 

th e  su b ject.

(2) gender o f the handicapped child  (or designated sibling) r e la tiv e  to the  

subject.

(3) sev er ity  o f  the handicapped child's disability.

The research h yp otheses w ere te s te d  with a 3 X 2 X 2 (handicap group X 

re la tiv e  fam ily  position  X r e la tiv e  gender) m ultivariate tech n ique (MANOVA). A 

sep arate  3 X 2 X 2  analysis o f  var ian ce procedure (ANOVA) w as a lso  conducted  

w ith  regard to ea ch  of the dependent m easures in order to ev a lu a te  in teraction  

e f fe c t s .



51

CHAPTER IV

R esu lts

A 3 X 2 X 2 m u ltiv a r ia te  analysis o f variance (MANOVA) was conducted  to  

exam ine th e  in flu en ce  o f sib ling handicap, fam ily  position , and re la tiv e  gender on 

th e  sibling a ttitu d es  (as m easured by the SAS) and level o f p erso n a l/so c ia l  

adjustm ent (as m easured by th e  RTBRS) expressed  by the subjects o f the study  

(see  T able 4). R esu lts  in d ica ted  th a t there w ere d ifferen ces in sibling a ttitu d es  

and/or lev e l o f p erso n a l/so c ia l adjustm ent as a function  of sibling handicap  

^^4,110 = S .40, p = 0 .0001).

TABLE 4

T race)

Source o f variation df F P

S everity  o f handicap 4, 110 8.40 0.0001

R e la tiv e  fam ily  position 2 ,3 4 1.53 > 0 .0500

R e la tiv e  gender 2 , 54 0.17 > 0 .0500

S p ec ific  hypotheses w ere te sted  w ith tw o separate  analysis of varian ce

techniques (ANOVA).
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To te s t  H ypothesis 1 regarding th e  in fluence o f sibling handicap on subject 

expressed a ttitu d es , a 3 X 2 X 2 ANOVA was perform ed on su bject Sibling 

A ttitu d e  S ca le  (SAS) sco res  (see  T able 5). Sibling handicap represented  a main 

e f f e c t  in th at m odel. The resu lts w ere in support o f the a ltern a tiv e  hypothesis, 

suggestin g  th at sib lings o f handicapped children reported  d ifferen t sibling  

a ttitu d es than did sib lings o f nonhandicapped children (p 2 4̂ g = 17.70, p = 0.0001). 

Table 6 p resen ts th e  SAS ANOVA as a fun ction  o f th e  sources o f variation  

present in the m odel.

TABLE 5

A nalysis o f Variance on SAS S cores

Source df S5 MS pa

Model 11 12441.9333 1131.3575 5 .00*

Error 48 10860.0000 226.2500

C orrected  to ta l 59 23301.9333

*p = 0.0001

adf = 11,48

Dunn's m ean com parison procedure was used to  te s t  H ypothesis 1.1, which 

addressed the d iffe re n tia l im pact o f sev er ity  of sibling handicap on reported  

sibling a ttitu d e s . M eans and standard deviation s o f su bject scores on the SAS by 

sev er ity  o f sibling handicap are presented  in T able 7 . R esu lts o f the procedure  

ind icated  that there w as no support for the a ltern a tiv e  hypothesis, which
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predicted  d iffe re n c es  b e tw een  th e  m eans of th e  m ild ly -to -m od erately  retarded  

and th e  severe ly -to -p ro fo u n d ly  handicapped groups (t^g = 0 .8620 , p > 0 .05).

TABLE 6

Sources o f V ariation  In A n alysis o f V ariance on SAS Scores

Source o f variation df MS F P

S everity  o f handicap (H) 2 4004.9667 17.70 0.0001

F am ily p osition  (FP) 1 763.2656 3.37 > 0 .0500

R e la tiv e  gender (G) 1 2.4000 0.01 > 0 .0500

H X FP 2 102.7667 0.46 > 0 .0500

H X G 2 977.7000 4.32 > 0 .0500

FP X G 1 35.2667 0.16 > 0 .0500

H X FP X G 2 736.0667 3.25 0.0473

TABLE 7

M eans and Standard D ev ia tio n s of SAS Scores by S everity  of Sibling Handicap

M ildly/M oderately  Severely /P rofou nd ly

N onhandicapped R etarded Handicapped

Mean 71 .7000  93.9000 98.0000

SD 19.2573 14.4545 15.9987

N o te , p = 0 .05 for all com puted  m eans and standard devia tion s.
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H ypothesis 1.2 (concern ing th e  im pact o f th e  gender of th e  handicapped  

sib ling  rela tive  to th a t o f th e  su bject) w as te sted  as an interaction  e f fe c t  in the  

SAS ANOVA (H X G). T ab le  8 presents the m eans and standard deviations o f  

su b ject SAS scores by se v e r ity  o f handicap and re la tiv e  gender.

TABLE 8

M eans and Standard D ev ia tio n s o f SAS S cores by S everity  of Sibling H andicap  

and R e la tiv e  Gender

S ev erity  o f Handicap

R e la t iv e  G ender N o n h an d icap p ed

M ild-M oderate

R e ta r d a t io n

Severe/P rofound

Handicapped

S a m e-sex M 69.4000 88.7000 106.1000

SD 21.6805 13.5732 11.7704

C ro ss-sex M 74.0000 99.1000 84.9000

SD 17.3525 9.2000 13.8279

N o te , p = .05 for  a ll com puted  m eans and standard deviations.

R esu lts  w ere in support o f the null hypothesis, predicting no d ifferen ces b etw een  

th e  m eans of sa m e-sex  sib lings and cro ss-sex  siblings o f handicapped children  

(^2,48 -  4 .32, p. > 0 .05).

H ypothesis 1.3, concern ing  th e  im pact of the re la tiv e  fam ily position of the  

handicapped child on th e  sib ling a ttitu d es  expressed  by the nonhandicapped  

brother or s is te r , w as a lso  te s te d  as an in tera ctio n  e f f e c t  in the SAS ANOVA
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(H X FP). T ab le  9 p resen ts the m eans and standard deviation s o f su bject SAS 

scores by sev er ity  o f sib ling  handicap and r e la tiv e  fam ily  position . T he resu lts  

obtained w ere  in support o f th e  null hypothesis, pred icting no d ifferen ces  

b etw een  th e  m eans o f o lder sib lings and younger siblings o f handicapped children  

(F2,4S = 0 .16 , p >  0.05).

TABLE 9

Means and Standard D ev ia tio n s o f SAS S cores by S ev er ity  o f S ib ling Handicap  

and R e la tiv e  F am ily  P osition

S ev erity  o f Handicap

F am ily  P o s it io n N o n h an d icap p ed

M ild -M o d e ra te

R e ta r d a t io n

S e v e re /P ro fo u n d

H an d icap p ed

Younger M 65.7000 92.4000 94 .8000

SD 18.3306 11.9554 16.5985

Older M 77.7000 95.4000 101.2000

SD 19.1546 9.5271 13.3149

N o te , p = 0.05 for a ll com puted  m eans and standard deviation s.

A lthough no sp e c if ic  hypothesis was gen erated  concerning the in teraction  

of sibling handicap and fam ily  position  and re la tiv e  gender (H X FP X G) w ith  

relationsh ip  to  sibling a ttitu d e s  expressed  by the su b jects , a s ta t is t ic a lly  

s ign ifican t d iffe re n c e  w as determ ined  (F2 , 4 g = 3.25, p = 0 .0473).
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A sep a ra te  ANOVA was perform ed to  te s t  H ypothesis 2 and its rela ted  

hyp otheses 2 .1 , 2 .2 , and 2 .3 . Subject sco res on the RTBRS (R ole  Tension  

B ehavioral R ating S ca le ) served  as the dependent m easure for th is procedure. 

R esu lts  o f  th is analysis are presen ted  in T able 10.

H ypothesis 2 concerned th e  in flu en ce  of sibling handicap on subject 

expressed  le v e l o f p erso n a l/so c ia l adjustm ent as m easured by the RTBRS. 

Sibling handicap represented  a  m ain e f f e c t  in th e  ANOVA m odel. The resu lts  

w ere in support o f th e  a ltern a tiv e  hypothesis, su ggestin g  th at the RTBRS sco res  

did vary as a  fu n ction  of sibling handicap (F2,4S = 3 .75 , p = 0 .0307). S ee  T able 11 

for a presen ta tion  o f the sources o f  variation  in the RTBRS ANOVA.

TABLE 10

A nalys is  o f  Variance on RTBRS Sco res

Source df SS MS pa

M odel 11 2013.2000 183.0182 1.62*

Error 48 5436.4000 113.2583

C orrected  T ota l 59 7449.6000

* p  = 0.05  

adf = 11,48
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TABLE 11

Sources o f  V ariation in A n alysis of Variance on RTBRS Scores

Source o f  variation df MS F P

Severity  o f handicap (H) 2 424.5500 3.75 0.0307

Fam ily position  (FP) i 0.6000 0.01 0.0500

R ela tiv e  gender (G) 1 41.6667 0.37 0.0500

H X F P 2 156.9500 1.39 0.0500

H X G 2 218.5166 1.93 0.0500

FP X G 2 6.6667 0.06 0.0500

H X FP X G 2 182.1166 1.61 0.0500

H ypothesis 2.1 addressed the d iiie r e n tia i im pact o f sev er ity  of sibling  

handicap on th e  lev e l o f  p erson a l/soc ia l adjustm ent reported by subjects on th e  

RTBRS. A p plication  of Dunn's procedure for individual mean com parisons 

Indicated th at th e  com parison of m ean sco res of the sib lings o f m ild ly-to-  

m oderately  retarded children with those of th e  sib lings of severe ly -to -p rofou n d ly  

handicapped children y ielded  results In support o f the a ltern a tiv e  hypothesis 

(tijg = 2 .48 , p = 0 .05). The d irection  of d ifferen ce  ind icated  th at subjects w ith  

m ild ly /m oderately  retarded siblings reported low er le v e ls  o f persona l/soc ia l 

adjustm ent than did su bjects w ith severe ly /profoun d ly  handicapped siblings (see  

Table 12 for th e  m eans and standard deviations of su bject sco res on the RTBRS 

by sev er ity  o f sib ling handicap).
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TABLE 12

M ildly/M oderately Severely /P rofound ly

N onhandicapped R etarded Handicapped

Mean 60.5500 68.1000 59.7500

SD 9.9180 10.0371 11.6568

N o te , p = 0 .05 for a il com puted  m eans and standard dev iation s

H ypothesis 2 .2  concerned  th e  in flu en ce  of th e  gender of the handicapped

child  r e l a t i v e  to  t h a t  of  t h e  n o n h a n d ic ap p e d  child  on th e  lev e l  of  p e rsonal /soc ia l  

a d ju s tm e n t  ex p re ssed  by t h e  s u b je c t s  of  th e  s tudy .  T ab le  13 p re se n t s  the m eans 

and standard dev ia tion s o f  su b ject sc o r es  on the  RTBRS by se v e r i ty  of sibling 

handicap and r e la tiv e  gender.
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TABLE 13

Means and Standard D ev ia tion s of RTBRS Scores by S everity  o f Sibling Handicap  

and R e la tiv e  Gender

S ev er ity  o f Handicap

R e la tiv e  Gender Nonhandicapped

M ild-M oderate

R etardation

Severe/P rofound

H andicapped

S am e-sex M 59.5000 67.0000 64.4000

SD 9.3838 9.8201 6.3281

C ross-sex M 61.0000 69.2000 55.1000

SD 10.8238 11.8201 14.0985

N o te , p = 0.05 for a il com puted m eans and standard deviations

This hypothesis w as te s te d  as an in teraction  e f fe c t  in the RTBRS ANOVA, with  

results obtained th a t w ere con sisten t with the null hypothesis (no d ifferen ce  in 

su bject lev e l o f p erso n a l/so c ia l adjustm ent as a function of rela tiv e  gender of 

the handicapped ch ild ). T he H X G in teraction  yielded the follow ing:

F 2,4g = 1.93, p = 0 .05 .

H ypothesis 2 .3  addressed the im pact o f the rela tiv e  fam ily  position  of the  

handicapped child on th e  lev e l o f person a l/soc ia l adjustm ent reported  by the  

nonhandicapped sib ling, and was te s ted  as an interaction  e f f e c t  in th e  RTBRS 

ANOVA (H X FP). M eans and standard deviations of su bject RTBRS scores by 

sev er ity  o f sibling handicap and re la tiv e  fam ily  position are presented  in Table  

14.
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TABLE 14

M eans and Standard D ev ia tio n s of RTBRS S co res by S ev er ity  of Sibling Handicap  

and R e la tiv e  F am ily  P osition

S everity  o f H andicap

F am ily  P osition N onhandicapped

M ild-M oderate

R etard ation

Severe/P rofound

Handicapped

Younger M 57.9000 68.1000 62.7000

SD 10.7336 12.1695 10.0506

O lder M 63.2000 68.1000 56.8000

SD 8.7660 9.5272 12.8995

N o te , p = 0.05 for a il com puted m eans and standard deviations.

R esu lts  w ere n o n -sig n ifica n t, lending no support to  the a ltern ative  hypothesis 

(F 2,4S = 1.39, p > 0 .05), and su ggestin g  no d iffe re n c es  in sibling persona l/soc ia l 

adjustm ent as a  fu n ctio n  o f th e  r e la tiv e  fam ily  position  o f th e  handicapped child.

A lthough no sp e c if ic  hyp otheses w ere generated  concerning the correlation  

b etw een  sib ling a ttitu d es  (as m easured by th e  SAS) and lev e l of p ersonal/socia l 

adjustm ent (as m easured by the RTBRS) reported  by su bjects , post hoc Pearson  

P roduct-M om ent C orrelation  C o e ff ic ien ts  w ere  ca lcu la ted  for the tw o dependent 

m easures as a fun ction  of each  variab le  and com bination  of variables included in 

the experim en t. T able 15 presen ts the resu lting correlations which m et the  

designated  c u t-o ff  o f p < 0 .1 5 .
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TABLE 15

Pearson P roduct-M om ent C orrelation  C o e ff ic ie n ts*  for SAS and RTBRS Scores

by Subject C ell(s)

Su bject C ell(s) R P

T o ta l sam ple 0.2245 0.0800

Subjects w ith severe ly /p rofou n d ly

handicapped siblings 0.3490 0.1315

Subjects w ith cro ss-sex  sib lings 0.3605 0.0503

Subjects w ith younger sib lings 0.3774 0.0398

Subjects w ith cro ss-sex , younger siblings 0.5943 0.0195

Subjects with cro ss-sex , older

severely /profoun d ly  handicapped siblings 0.7633 0.1332

Subjects with cro ss-sex , younger,

nonhandicapped sib lings 0.7742 0.1243

Subjects w ith cro ss-sex , o lder,

m ild ly /m oderately  retarded  siblings 0.8065 0.0991

*p < 0.15
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CHAPTER V

D iscussion  and C onclusions

The sp ec if ic  purpose o f th is study was to  determ ine w hether or not children  

report d ifferen t sib ling a ttitu d es  and/or lev e l o f p erso n a l/soc ia l adjustm ent as a 

consequ en ce of having a  handicapped brother or s is ter . The analyses of the data  

revealed  th at e lem en ta ry  schoo l-aged  children w ith  handicapped siblings 

expressed  sig n ifica n tly  m ore p ositiv e  sibling a ttitu d es than did a com parison  

group o f children w ith  nonhandicapped brothers or s is ter s . In addition , siblings of 

m ild ly -to -m od erately  retarded children reported sig n ifica n tly  low er lev e ls  of 

persona l/soc ia l adjustm ent than did children with nonhandicapped or se v e re ly -to -  

profoundly handicapped brothers or s isters. N either  the re la tiv e  gender (sam e- 

sex  vs. cross-sex ) nor the r e la tiv e  fam ily  position  (older vs. younger) o f the  

handicapped child  had any sign ifica n t im pact on e ith er  expressed  a ttitu d es or 

lev e l o f  p erso n a l/so c ia l adjustm ent.

The results o f post hoc correlational analyses ind icated  that sibling  

a ttitu d es and lev e l o f p erson a l/soc ia l adjustm ent w ere not sign ifican tly  

correla ted  as a  fun ction  of sibling handicap. Any s ta tis t ic a lly  m eaningful 

correla tion s b etw een  Sib ling A ttitu d e  S ca le  and R ole  Tension Behavioral Rating  

S ca le  sco res w ere d iff ic u lt  to in terp ret, and generally  su ggested  that better  

attitu d es w ere accom panied  by higher lev e ls  o f p erson a l/soc ia l adjustm ent 

d iff icu lt ie s . In fa c t, i t  was noted that cro ss-sex , younger children had the more 

highly correlated  sc o r es , regardless o f sibling handicap. M oderate correlations
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(R = 0 .76  -  O.SO) w ere  noted betw een  SAS sco res and scores on the RTBRS for  

subjects w ith c ro ss-se x , older handicapped sib lings, but th ese  w ere based on very  

sm all c e l l  s iz e s  (n = 5), and th erefo re  should be interpreted  carefu lly .

This chapter presen ts a d iscussion of th ese  results, as w ell as lim itations of 

the study and im p lica tion s for its  c lin ica l app lication .

H ypothesis 1

This study provided sig n ifica n t support for the hypothesis th at chiidren  

with handicapped sib lings express d ifferen t a ttitu d es toward their brothers or 

sisters than do children w ith  nonhandicapped sib lings. Som e d ifferen ces m ight 

have been pred icted  from  an exam in ation  o f previous research  (Barsch, 1961; 

Farber, 1959, 1960; G ath, 1973, 1974). The resu lts o f the study, how ever, w ere  

opposite  in d irection  from  e x p ecta tio n , w ith  siblings o f handicapped ch ild ren  

express ing  m o re  p o s itiv e  a t t i t u d e s  th an  did siblings of nonhandicapped  ch ild ren .

T here have b een  a number of stud ies which determ ined that children w ith  

handicapped brothers or sisters form  sibling relationships th at are at lea st  

equally p o sitive  and healthy as are those estab lished  betw een  pairs of 

nonhandicapped ch ildren . L avine (1977) found virtually no d ifferen ces b etw een  

the w ay a blind ch ild  form ed a relationsh ip  or in teracted  w ith a sibling and the  

m anner th at was observed in th e  sibling relationships o f sighted children. 

Schw irian (1976) s ta te d  sim ilar conclu sions w ith regard to  hearing-im paired  

preschoolers and th eir  brothers or sisters. Studies of siblings o f m entally  

retarded (G ralicker, F isher, & Koch, 1962), physically  handicapped (M cAndrew, 

1976), and a u tistic  (B erger, 1981; M cH ale, Sim eonsson, & Sloan, in preparation) 

children found th a t th ey , to o , w ere ty p ica lly  able to estab lish  solid relationsh ips  

with their sisters or brothers. The fa c t th at the siblings of the handicapped  

children in th is study reported  sig n ifica n tly  m ore p ositive  a ttitu d es toward their
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brothers or sisters m ay be, in part, exp lained  by exam ining several relevan t 

Interpersonal (esp ecia lly  fa m ily  system ) and intrapersonal issues, and recen t 

changes w ith  regard to  th e  ava ila b ility  o f support serv ices for handicapped  

children and their fa m ilie s .

Both Bank and Kahn (1977) and B oszorm en yi-N agi and Spark (1973) have  

com m ented  upon th e  im portance  o f  loya lty  b e tw een  sib lings, describing it  as "the 

keystone o f  sibling relationsh ips" (Bank & Kahn, 1977, p. 494). A lthough this 

lo ya lty  m ay be th rea ten ed  in th e  fam ily  fa c in g  the daily stresses and challenges  

o f  l ife  w ith a disab led ch ild , it  m ay also be in ten sified  by a human tendency to  

"pull for th e  underdog". C lin ica l, h isto r ica l, and fic tio n a l literature o ffer  many 

exam ples o f  the trem endous d ed ication  to  another th a t m ay em erge when a loved  

one is seen  as vulnerable to  or iso la ted  from  the rest o f so c ie ty . Siblings of 

handicapped children m ay thus report p o sitiv e  sibling a ttitu d es in response to a 

strong sen se  of loya lty  and co m m itm en t to th e ir  brothers or sisters.

If lo ya lty  is part o f  being a sibling, so  is com p etition  for love, approval, 

p riv ileges, and dom inance (A dler, 1939; Ihinger, 1975; K och, 1956, 1960). This 

co m p etitio n  serves as a  g r ea t contributor to sibling c o n flic t  and em otional 

am biva len ce , and in th a t m anner in flu en ces the developing sibling relationship . 

It seem s clear  th at a  handicapped child  brings w ith him or her som e genuine  

d e fic its  (co g n itiv e , so c ia l, physical) as a co m p etito r  In m ost areas o f daily l ife .  

A s noted by Koch (1956), ch ildren reco g n ize  only "fair" arenas in which to  

challenge  their  siblings, arenas w here ea ch  individual p ossesses the sk ills and 

ab ilitie s  necessary  to  co m p e te  e f fe c t iv e ly .  It is lik ely , therefore, that children  

with disabled brothers or s is ter s  have few er  ex p erien ces where they fe e l in 

d irect com petition  w ith  their  siblings, and com e to  be more p rotective  and
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a ccep tin g  o f them  than do children who do regular b a ttle  w ith  sib lings who are 

more truly their  peers.

O perating in conjunction  w ith this reluctance to  com p ete  w ith  a sibling  

presenting disparate sk ills  and a b ilitie s  is Ihinger's (1975) observation  that 

children w ill a c ce p t as being "fair" inequitab le d istributions of parental tim e  and 

approval, if  such  d istr ibution  is governed by co n sisten t, com m on ly-held  

standards. It seem s lik e ly  th at in a fam ily  with a handicapped child  a ll m em bers  

acknow ledge th a t th a t child  dem ands som e sp ecia l consideration  and som e  

sp ec ia l con cessio n s, and indeed r ece iv es  such on a regular b asis. T h ese  basic  

inequ ities may u ltim a te iy  be supported by fam ily  norms, and sibling  

r iva lry /jea lou sy  thereb y  kept a t a  very low leve l. Such a s itu ation  should serve  

to  fo s te r  m ore p o s itiv e  sib ling a ttitu d es .

T h e  i m p a c t  of t h e  fa m i ly  on sibling a t t i tu d e s  e x te n d s  beyond th e  s e t t in g  

and m aintaining of ru les for d istribution of paten ta i favors. It has been  

co n sisten tly  noted  th at the single g rea te st determ inant o f a child 's a ttitu d es  

tow ard a  handicapped sib ling is th e  adjustm ent made by th e  fam ily  as a  whole  

(G rossm an, 1972). The past ten years have seen a p ro liferation  of program s 

d irected  at providing early  in terven tion , sp ecia l train ing, and em otion a l support 

for handicapped children and their fa m ilie s . The availab ility  of such resources 

has likely  contributed  to  reducing parental stress and fee lin g s o f  hop elessn ess, 

and generally  fa c ilita te d  the developm ent of m ore e f fe c t iv e  coping sty les  

(B ristol, 1979). The ch ildren , who tend to be highly vulnerable to fam ily  d istress  

and discord (Farber, 1959), are perhaps profitting from  this increased  parental 

sta b ility . They m ay be learning m ore flex ib ility  and adopting m ore to lerant  

a ttitu d e s  toward their handicapped brothers or s is ter s  because th e ir  own needs
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for a secure and sta b le  fa m ily  system  are being m ore e f fe c t iv e ly  m et than was 

true in the past.

A long w ith  th e  r ecen t focus on early in tervention  has com e a heightened  

aw areness o f  the issu es and concerns confronting th e  fam ilies o f handicapped  

children (F ea th ersto n e , 1980). The parents, in response to  guidance from  

professionals, m ay be beginning to  take m ore responsib ility  for helping their  

nonhandicapped children n e g o tia te  sibling c o n flic t , and acknow ledge n eg a tiv e  

fee lin g s for their  handicapped b roth er/sister  as w ell as positive  ones. This m ore  

open, honest con fron ta tion  of th e  stressfu l a sp ects  o f a  sibling relationsh ip  may 

be serving to  enhance th e  nonhandicapped child's lev e l o f co m p eten cy , and 

increasing h er /h is options for  problem -solving c o n flic t . C ertain ly  it  should serv e  

to  m ake each  child  f e e l  m ore understood and app reciated , thereby fo sterin g  the  

developm ent of personal resources upon which to draw in tim es of stress . A 

lo g ica l consequence o f th is parental support would be an increased frequency of 

sa tisfy in g  fa m ily  in tera c tio n s, lead ing to m ore p ositive  sibling co n ta c t.

It is possib le , o f  co u rse , th a t th e  highly p ositive  a ttitu d es expressed  by the  

chiidren in th is study w ere not th e  consequence of their having estab lished  

b etter , m ore flex ib le  sib ling  relationsh ips, but rather the result o f a ttem p ts  at  

over-com pensation , or so m e  other d efen sive  reaction  to  strong n egative  fe e lin g s  

w ith regard to  their  handicapped brothers or s ister s. C ertain ly  co g n itiv e  

dissonance could have p layed a role ("I have to  lo v e /c a re  fo r /p ro te c t my sib ling  

because he or she is specia l/cripp led /handicapped ."). While such fe e lin g s

probably did con trib ute to  the reactions o f  som e of the children, it seem s  

unlikely th at they w ere so  p ervasive as to  in fluence ail subjects across th e  to ta l  

range of issu es presented  by the sc a le  adm inistered.
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T e sts  o f th e  hyp otheses addressing the d ifferen tia l im pact of sev er ity  of 

sibling handicap, sib ling re la tiv e  fam ily  position , and sib ling re la tiv e  gender  

(sa m e-sex  vs. c ro ss-sex ) on th e  sibling a ttitu d es o f the su bjects did not ach ieve  

s ta t is t ic a l s ig n ifica n ce . It rem ains lik e ly , how ever, that a  number of variab les  

in tera ct to  in flu en ce  th e  a ttitu d es th at a  nonhandicapped child develops toward a 

handicapped sib ling. C erta in ly  previous research  has granted th e  above  

m entioned variab les considerab le  im portance (Farber, 1959, 1960; S im eonsson & 

M cH ale, 1981). Perhaps th e  re la tiv e  im portance o f any sin g le  interpersonal or 

intrapersonal fa c to r  v a ries w ithin th e  to ta l c o n te x t  of the fam ily  sy stem . The 

fa c t  th a t  th e  th ree-w a y  in teraction  o f handicap X gender X fam ily  position  

showed g reater  m ean d iffe re n c es  b etw een  groups than did any of the tw o-w ay  

in teraction s te s te d  would lend support to  this hypothesis.

I t  may have b e en  t h a t  th e  na rrow  age ra n g e  r e p re se n te d  in th is  study

served to m ed ia te  the in fluence  of variab les lik e severity  of h and icap  and

re la tiv e  fam iiy  position . P re-a d o lescen t children likely have not y e t been  

encouraged to  assum e the p arent-lik e  roles w ith regard to  their handicapped  

siblings as have been described  by Farber (1959, 1960) and B oszorm enyi-N agi and 

Spark (1973). T heir own co g n itiv e  and em otion al im m aturity would se t  som e  

lim its on the kinds o f care-tak in g  responsib ilities which they could reasonably  

assum e.

T he a v a ila b ility  o f daycare, resp ite  ca re , and educational program s may

also have ex erted  som e in flu en ce  on th e  fa m ilie s  represented in this research .

Ten years ago, prior to  th e  Education for All H andicapped Children A ct (P.L. 94-  

142), th e  fam ily  sy stem  had virtually  no outside help with th e  daily care of a 

handicapped m em ber, so  th at the other children had to assum e som e part of that 

burden, perhaps long befo re  they m ight r ea listica lly  be ex p ected  to do so . O ther
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resources may now be ava ila b le  to assum e som e of th e  m aternal r e lie f  function  

previously assigned to  sib lings (M ates, 1982). This would fr ee  th o se  sib lings to 

re la te  to the handicapped child  from  th e  more com fortab le  ro le  o f  peer, and 

fa c ilita te  th e ir  v iew ing their  sibling relationsh ip  in a  m ore p o s itiv e  fash ion . 

H ypothesis 2

The second se t  o f hyp otheses concerned th e  lev e l o f p erso n a l/so c ia l 

adjustm ent reported by sib lings of handicapped children. While resu lts o f th e  3 X 

2 X 2  ANOVA perform ed on the RTBRS scores did not su ggest the p resen ce  of 

any sig n ifica n t overa ll m ean d ifferen ces  betw een  groups, a s ta t is t ic a lly  

sig n ifica n t m ain e f f e c t  for sib ling handicap was observed (p = 0 .03 ). Dunn's m ean  

com parison procedure in d ica ted  th a t siblings of m ild ly /m od erately  retarded  

children reported low er le v e ls  of p ersonal/socia l adjustm ent than did siblings of 

nonhandicapped c h ild ren ,  or siblings o f sev e re ly /p ro fo u n d ly  h a n d ic ap p e d  c h ild ren  

(p = 0.05).

Given that th e  RTBRS was m odeled on Father's (1959) ro le  tension  

co n stru ct, it  seem s im portant that children with handicapped sib lings reported  

higher scores on the sc a le , and thereby m ore role tension , than did ch ildren  w ith  

nonhandicapped sib lings. Such co n sisten cy  lends som e valid ity  to  both  the sca le ,  

and Father's original observations. C ontrary to Father's observation s, how ever, 

it  was not th e  children w ith  th e  m ore sev ere ly  handicapped sib lings who reported  

higher le v e ls  of role ten sion , but rather those with m ild iy -to -m o d era te ly  

retarded siblings.

Farber's co n cep t o f role tension was based on the notion th a t ch ildren  w ith  

handicapped siblings ty p ica lly  are required to assum e duties th at are incongruent 

w ith  their ages and fam ily  roles. He found that they tended  to show more 

problem s in adjustm ent when they w ere placed in a position w here they had to
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take a g r ea t deal of responsib ility  for  th e  handicapped child (Farber, 1959; 

M cH ale, S im eonsson, & Sloan , in preparation). Young severely /profoun d ly  

handicapped children, particu larly  those who are nonam bulatory, basica lly  

require th e  kinds of ca re  and support typ ica lly  offered  to  in fants. The pre

a d o lescen t children included in th is study would lack both the physical stren gth  

and the so c ia l/em o tio n a l m aturity  to  take  on the custod ial care required for  

their  daily m ain tenance . T hose w ith m ild ly /m oderately  retarded sib lings, 

how ever, w ere lik e ly  a lready being assigned babysitting or other kinds of 

m onitoring fu n ction s on a regular basis. Thus th e  demands on them  to  assum e  

som e responsib ility  for the ir  handicapped brothers or sisters may a ctu a lly  have  

been greater  than w ere th o se  p laced  on children w ith m ore severe ly  handicapped  

siblings.

It also seem s m ore lik ely  that siblings of m ild -to-m oderateiy  retarded  

children ex p erien ce  m ore of th e  over-id en tifica tio n  problem s described by 

Grossm an (1972) and Kaplan (1969), am ong o thers. The sign ifican t d iffe re n c es  in 

appearance and a b ilit ie s  presen ted  by severely/profoundly  handicapped children  

are probably m ore c lea r ly  apparent to  young brothers or sisters than are the  

re la tiv e ly  subtle delays and d eviation s noted  in young m ildly retarded children. 

The stresse s  and concerns th a t m ight result in siblings worried th at they m ight 

be "too much" lik e the d isab led  child  would tend to have a d etrim enta l e f f e c t  on 

their overa ll p erso n a l/so c ia l adjustm ent.

H ypothesis 2 also addressed the im pact th at the fam ily  position  (older vs. 

younger) and re la tive  gender (sa m e-sex  vs. cross-sex) of the handicapped child  

m ight h ave  on th e  p erso n a l/so c ia l adjustm ent o f the nonhandicapped ch ild . No 

support for the a ltern a tiv e  hypothesis was determ ined w ith regard to e ith er  of 

th ese  variab les. Many stu d ies have su ggested  that older sib lings of handicapped
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children experien ce  m ore adjustm ent problem s and display m ore deviant 

(esp ecia lly  an tisocia l) behavior than do younger siblings (Farber, 1959, 1960; 

G ath, 1973, 1974; S im eonsson <5c M cH ale, 1981), largely  due to th e  p aren tiflca tion  

of th e ir  fam ily  ro les. T he fa ilu re  o f th is study to  find com parable resu lts could  

possib ly be attributed  to  (1) th e  r e la tiv e  im m aturity  o f  the su bjects involved , and

(2) th e  increased a v a ilab ility  o f ou tsid e resources upon which parents can rely to  

augm ent the support provided by other fam ily  m em bers. The a ltern a tiv e  

h yp othesis suggesting th a t sa m e -se x  sib lings o f handicapped children experien ce  

m ore persona l/soc ia l adjustm ent problem s than do cross-sex  sib lings w as based  

on th e  id en tifica tio n  lite ra tu re  (Bank & Kahn, 1982; Grossm an, 1972; K och, 1956, 

1960). This study's lack  of support for th is d ifferen ce  may be a  re flec tio n  of the  

children's greater a c ce ss  to  good inform ation regarding the e tio io g y  of 

develop m en ta l d isa b i l i t ie s  fo llow in g  th e  a d v e n t  of m a in s t r e a m in g  as an 

outgrow th  of the E ducation for a ll H andicapped Children A ct (P .L . 94-142). 

C orrelation  B etw een  Sibling A ttitu d es  and A djustm ent

O ne of th e  problem s Involved in review ing previous research w ith siblings 

o f handicapped children has been th e  determ ination of how persona l/soc ia l 

s tr e sse s  like role tension  r e la te  to  th e  a ttitu d es which th e  nonhandicapped  

sib lings develop toward th eir  disabled brothers or sisters. T he resu its of the  

m ajority of th e  stu d ies are d if f ic u lt  to  in terp ret. Gath (1973) found a substantial 

number (7596) o f  sib lings o f  children w ith Down’s Syndrome to display deviant 

so c ia l behavior, y e t  th e  parents o f th e  children genera lly  rejected  the 

handicapped child  as the sou rce  o f th e se  problem s. McAndrew's data (1976) has 

been frequently  c ite d  as in d ica tiv e  of th e  disruptive in fluence th at a handicapped  

child  has on her/h is sib lings, y e t w hile 25% of the subjects w ere reported to  have
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sig n ifica n t adjustm ent problem s, 50% w ere reported to have good a ttitu d es  

concerning their handicapped siblings.

It is possib le  th a t for many children w ith reported p erso n a l/so c ia l 

adjustm ent d iff ic u lt ie s , i t  is not the presence  of a handicapped sibling, but rather  

th e  presence  o f any problem  added to  an already stressfu l situation  th a t serv es  

to a f f e c t  their  gen era l lev e l o f  adjustm ent (Gath, 1974; Schipper, 1959; Wing, 

1969). G iven th e  p resen t d ata  on th is su bject, it  is sim ply not possib le to  draw 

any conclusions w ith  regard to  th e  cau se  o f the behavioral and/or em otion al 

d iff ic u lt ie s  noted  in so m e siblings o f handicapped children. It is also im possib le  

to  d eterm ine w h at im p act, if any, those  d ifficu ltie s  m ight have on their  

relationsh ips w ith th e  o ther children in th e  fam ily .

In a ttem p tin g  to  address this issue, post hoc correla tion a l an a lyses w ere  

done  e x am in in g  th e  re la t io n sh ip  b etw een  su b jec t  sco re s  on th e  Sibling A t t i t u d e  

S ca le  (SAS), and th e  R o le  Tension B ehavioral Rating S ca le  (RTBRS). R esu lts of 

th e se  analyses su g g ested  l it t le  or no relationship betw een  expressed  sibling  

a ttitu d es  and le v e l  o f personal adjustm ent. Where m eaningful relationsh ips 

e x is te d , th e  d irection  w as p o sitiv e , im plying greater adjustm ent problem s w ere  

accom p anied  by m ore p o s itiv e  sibling a ttitu d es. This could be in terp reted  in a t  

lea st th ree  ways: (1) children with personal/socia l d iff icu lt ie s  form  strong bonds 

w ith  th e ir  sib lings, perhaps as a m eans o f securing som e support; (2) children who 

express p o sitiv e  sib ling a ttitu d es are defending against genuinely n eg ative  

fe e lin g s , and th e se  defen ses resu lt in anxiety , depression, or other  

p erso n a l/so c ia l d iff icu ltie s;  or (3) children with persona l/soc ia l d iff ic u lt ie s  are  

driven to respond in so c ia lly  appropriate ways to questions involving em o tio n a lly -  

laden issu es like fam ily  relationsh ips.
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C onclusions

Much of th e  previous iltera tu re  pertain ing to  handicapped chiidren and 

th e ir  sibiings has seen  th e  nonhandicapped brothers and sisters as being at-r isk  

for probiem s in their p erso n a i/so c ia i adju stm ent, and in their reiationsh ips w ith  

th e ir  handicapped sib iings (Sim eonsson & M cH aie, i9 8 i) .  T here have been  

in sta n ces, how ever, w here th e se  chiidren seem ed  to  adjust w eii to  their  sp ec ia i  

fa m iiy  system s. The resu lts o f th is study would su ggest that:

(1) In general, p re -a d o iescen t sibiings o f handicapped chiidren reported  

more p o s itiv e  sib ling a ttitu d e s  than did a com parison group o f chiidren  

with nonhandicapped brothers or sisters.

(2) P re-ad o iescen t sibiings o f m ild ly /m od erately  handicapped chiidren  

reported poorer p erso n a i/so c ia i adjustm ent than did com parison groups 

of children w ith  severe ly /p rofou n d ly  or nonhandicapped brothers or 

sisters.

i t  should also be noted th at the se lf-rep o r t m easures o f sibling a ttitu d es and 

le v e l o f p ersonai/socia i adjustm ent used in this study produced findings 

som ew h at d ifferen t than those  ach iev ed  by le s s  d irec t m eans, such as parent or 

te a ch er  questionnaires.

P o st hoc correla tion a l an a lyses eva lu atin g  th e  relationsh ip  b etw een  

exp ressed  sibling a ttitu d es  and lev e l o f persona i/soc ia i adjustm ent w ere  

incon clu sive.

L im ita tion s o f th e  Study

M easures. Both th e  Sibling A ttitu d e  S ca le  (SAS) and the R ole Tension  

B ehavioral Rating S ca le  (RTBRS) w ere p ilo ted  in this study, and consequently  

need  further eva lu ation  in order to ascerta in  their reliab ility  and va lid ity .
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In terpretations of th e  resu lts obtained  m ust th erefo re  be v iew ed  with som e  

ca u tion .

A lthough th e  SAS w as co n stru cted  to  survey a  broad range of sibling  

relation sh ip  issu es, i t  should be noted  th a t it  taps only a sm all sam ple o f the  

m ultitu d e  of p o ten tia lly  im portant a sp ec ts  o f th is com plex  area of fam ily  l ife . 

Item s w ere  s e le c te d  for  th e ir  app licab ility  to  the com parison group of children  

w ith  nonhandicapped sib lings a s w ell as to su b jects w ith handicapped brothers or 

s is te r s . D ue to  th is co n stra in t, con cern s w hich m ight be unique to  children with  

handicapped sib lings (such as th e  im p a ct o f having a  sib ling w ith gross physical 

anom alies) w ere v irtu a lly  e lim in a ted  from  consideration .

In develop ing th e  RTBRS an e f fo r t  was m ade to gen era te  and/or adapt 

item s aim ed at iso la tin g  behaviors ch a r a cte r istic  o f Farber's (1959) ind ices of 

role tension . W hile the fa c e  v a lid ity  of th a t instrum ent seem s adequate, 

obviously  one or tw o  iso la ted  item s cannot beg in  to  tap e  the breadth of possible  

behaviora l m a n ifesta tio n s o f con stru cts lik e  depression or irr itab ility . The 

prim ary lim ita tio n s o f th is instrum ent are large ly  a  conseq u en ce  of the need to  

present som ew h at a b stra c t co n cep ts in a m anner develop m en ta lly  appropriate  

for  f iv e -y ea r-o ld s .

Further research  is needed u tiliz in g  ea ch  m easure in order to  determ ine  

r e lia b ility  c o e f f ic ie n ts  and co n stru ct v a lid ity . F actor  analyses should a lso  be 

done in order to  insure m ore m eaningfu l in terp reta tion  of scores.

Sam p le . The h om ogen eity  o f th e  research  sam ple w ith regard to  e th n ic ity , 

so c io eco n o m ic  sta tu s , and geograp h ic  lo ca tio n  c lea r ly  lim its the genera lizab ility  

o f  th e se  resu lts. In addition , the restr ic tio n s im posed on both subject and 

s ib lin g -o f-su b jec t a g es co n fin e  th e  app lication  of any conclusions to elem entary  

sch o o l-a g ed  children. A g e  m ay have had som e im pact on the resu lts obtained.



74

sin ce  the m ajority o f previous stu d ies reporting p o sitiv e  sibling a ttitu d es and 

good adjustm ent in siblings o f handicapped children have focused  on eith er  

la ten cy  aged (or p re-la ten cy  aged) children (L avine, 1977; Schw irian, 1976), or 

retro sp ec tiv e  accou nts from  adu lts (G rossm an, 1972).

It should a lso  be n oted  th a t d esp ite  e f fo r ts  to  accou n t for as many 

p o ten tia lly  in flu en tia l var iab les o p era tiv e  in a sib ling relationsh ip  as possib le, 

many w ere le f t  free  to  in te ra c t  w ith  th e  independent variab les in an 

undeterm ined manner (fa m ily  relig ion , gender o f child , a c c e ss  o f child  to  

inform ation , for exam ple). In order to  restr ic t th e  sam ple s iz e  to  a  reasonable  

m agnitude such com prom ises w ere necessary , but a t the ex p en se  o f losing  

certa in , possibly valuable data .

Future research  should be aim ed at (1) obtaining SAS and RTBRS data from  

a com parable sam ple o f a d o le scen t siblings of a d o lescen t handicapped persons 

and (2) em ploying a sim ilar research  design and the sam e dependent m easures  

w hile addressing th e  in flu en ce  of variab les not included in th is study.

Im plications o f the Study

The resu lts o f th is study su ggest that w hile som e concern  m ay be 

warranted with regard to  the develop m en t of sibling a ttitu d e s  and the  

p erson a l/soc ia l adjustm ent o f  children w ith  handicapped brothers or sisters, it 

should not be assum ed th at th ey  are necessarily  n ega tiv e ly  a f fe c te d . In fa c t,  

th ese  children seem ed  to report more p o sitiv e  sibling a ttitu d es  than did the  

com parison group of children w ith  nonhandicapped sib lings.

It seem s im portant to  n ote , how ever, th at som e of the children w ith  

handicapped siblings ex p erien ced  problem s in th e  area o f p erso n a l/so c ia l  

adjustm ent. W hile there w as no ev id en ce  to  su ggest th at their d iff ic u lt ie s  w ere
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caused  by their having a handicapped child in their  fa m ilie s , certain ly  the added  

str esse s  that such a  s itu ation  may c r e a te  could have had som e im pact.

Perhaps it  would be m ost appropriate to  d efin e  siblings o f handicapped  

children as being a t-r isk  for  problem s in p erso n a l/so c ia l adjustm ent. G iven the  

focus on prevention  of m enta l hea lth  problem s th at represents a  primary  

m andate of counseling psychology, th ey  would th erefore  represent a relevan t 

population for p sych oed ucation al program m ing and support serv ices. Providing  

such se r v ic es  could  have im plications for both prim ary and secondary prevention  

o f lon g-term  psych o log ica l and adjustm ent d iff icu ltie s .

In addition , d evelop m en t o f  a ssessm en t to o ls  lik e  the Sibling A ttitu d e  S ca le  

and th e  R o le  T ension  B ehavioral R ating  S ca le  would a llow  for th e  period ic  

evalu ation  of th e  overa ll adjustm ent o f siblings of handicapped children. The 

data c o lle c te d  could be used for both  longitud inal and baseline com parisons at 

relevan t points in th e  child's d evelop m en t. T hese com parisons m ight fa c il i ta te  

m ore prom pt in terven tion s for children who begin to show d e fic its  in e ith er  their  

fam ily  relationsh ips or their  p erso n a l/so c ia l adjustm ent. Such data could also  

serve  to  c re a te  an em pirica l base for further research  of the im pact of 

handicapped children on their  brothers and s ister s.
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Sibling A ttitud e Sca le  

D irections

H ere are som e sen ten ces th a t te ll how som e brothers and sisters fe e l they  

g e t along to g eth er . A s you think about how things are betw een you and

__________ , think about w hether you fe e l  the sam e way that th ese  other children

do, or w hether you fe e l  d ifferen tly  than they do. Mark the fa c e  on your paper 

that best shows how you fe e l  about each sen ten ce .

The fa c e  w ith  the big sm ile  m eans th at you agree w ith the 

sen te n c e , th a t you fe e l  just the way it says.

The fa c e  w ith  the l it t le  sm ile m eans that you sort of 

agree  w ith the sen ten ce , that you fe e l som ething like 

t h a t ,  bu t  n o t  jus t  the  way i t  says.

T he  m iddle  f a c e  m eans  t h a t  you a re n ' t  real ly  sure  how you 

fe e l about th e  sen ten ce .

The fa c e  w ith  the l it t le  frown m eans that you sort of 

d isagree w ith  the sen ten ce , that it doesn't ex a ctly  

describe how you fe e l ,  but it  isn't ex a ctly  wrong eith er .

The fa c e  w ith  the big frown m eans that you disagree with 

the se n te n c e , that you fe e l very d ifferen tly  from  the way 

it  says.
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SIBLING ATTITUDE SCALE

(1) I like to  play w it h ____________ a lo t of the t im e .

(2) When I fig h t w ith ___________ , Mom takes my side when I'm in the right.

(3) I lik e to  help ta k e  care  o f ____________ .

(4) I wish I looked m ore l ik e ____________ .

(5) I'd be unhappy i f  w eren't my b roth er/sister .

(6) ____________and I a g ree  about m ost things.

(7) I'd rather play w it h  than play a lone.

(8) ____________ ta k es good care  of my things when sh e/he  uses them .

(9) When I g e t  m ad a t ____________, w e work it  out by ourselves.

(10) When I go p la ces w ith  friends, I lik e  f o r  to  com e along.

(11) When I f ig h t  w i t h ___________ , Dad takes  my s id e  when I'm in th e  r ig h t .

(12) I l ik e ____________ .

(13) When 1 in v ite  fr iend s over to  p lay, 1 like f o r _____________to  play w ith  us.

(14) I'd rather play w ith _____________ than play w ith other children I know.

(15) 1 w ish ____________ w ere  in my c la ss  a t school.

(16) Mom spends as much t im e  w ith m e as she does w ith ____________ .

(17) 1 help take ca re  o f ____________ a lo t of the t im e.

(18) 1 can do lo ts  o f  th in g s_____________can't do.

(19) 1 wish 1 could trade p la ces  w ith ____________ .

(20) Dad spends as much t im e  w ith m e as he does w ith _____________.

(21) ____________and 1 are a lik e  in a lo t of ways.

(22) My friends don't mind it w h en ____________ plays with us.

(23) ____________ helps m e w ith  things th at I have to  do.

(24) ____________can do lo ts  o f things 1 can't do.

(25) 1 h e lp ____________ w ith  things that he/she has to do.
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9.

10 .

SIBLING ATTITUDE SCALE

1. d isagree______________________________________________ agree

r ^ j

\ C /  \ z /  V z V

2 . d isagree  agree

ry  \ c y  \c /
3 . d isagree_______________________________________________agree

W  W  w
4. d isagree agree

v-v v-v
5. d isagree________

(o) . © V c V  ^

6. d isagree agree

CAy X^2/ y —y  \ \ . y  \ v_9
7. d isagree agree

d isagree_______________________________________________agree

disagree

r\

d isagree agree

.VJ.r\
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11. d isagree agree

r"\ j  \ j - '  j  J

12. disagree_____________________________________  agree

13. disagree agree

14. disagree agree

15._________disagree_______________________________________________agree

Qz/ w  lyV
d isag ree  ag ree

O J  V J  \ ~ ~ J  J  V V/

17. d isagree agree

o J  \j~ ' J  V — )  v - i y

18. d isagree_______________________________________________agree

19.

r \

disagree agree

r\

20. d isagree agree

Q
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21. disagree_______________________________________________agree

© G Q Q ©
22._________ disagree________________________   agree

J  J  — J

23. d isagree agree

G G G G G
24. d isagree agree

25.

r\

disagree
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APPENDIX B:

R ole  Tension Behavioral R ating Sca le
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R ole Tension B ehavior Rating Scale  

D irectio n s

Here are som e sen ten ces th at te ii  how som e children fe e l about 

th em se lv es. Think about w hether you fe e l the sam e way that th ese  other 

children do, or whether you f e e l  d ifferen tly  than they do. Mark the fa ce  on your 

paper that b est shows how you fe e l about each  sen ten ce .

( ^ )  The fa ce  w ith the big sm ile  m eans that you never fe e l the

way the sen ten ce  says.

The fa ce  with the l it t le  sm ile  m eans th at you m ight fee l 

th e  way the sen ten ce  says every  once in a  w hile, but not 

very often .

T he  middle face  m eans  t h a t  so m e tim e s  you fee! th e  way 

th e  se n te n c e  says and s o m e t im e s  you don't .

The face  with the l i t t le  frown m eans that you fe e l the

way the sen ten ce  says m ost o f the tim e, but every once in 

a while you fee l d ifferen tly .

The face  w ith the big frow n m eans that you fe e l the way 

the sen ten ce  says all o f th e  t im e , a lw ays.
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ROLE TENSION BEHAVIORAL RATING SCALE

(1) I have a  hard tim e  s ittin g  s t ill.

(2) I g e t  in to  fig h ts w ith  other children.

(3) P eople seem  to  pick on m e.

(4) My fe e lin g s  g e t  hurt e a sily .

(5) I have trouble fin ish ing things that I start.

(6) I don't lik e  doing new th ings or m eetin g  new people.

(7) 1 b ite  m y fingern ails.

(8) 1 fe e l sad.

(9) 1 worry th at th ings won't turn out th e  way 1 want them  to .

(10) 1 g e t  mad for no rea l reason.

(11) If 1 g e t into a fig h t, I'm usually in th e  right.

(12) C hild ren  don 't  l ike  me as much as th e y  do o ther  people .

(13) 1 g e t  upset over l i t t le  th ings not going my way.

(14) 1 lo se  my tem p er ea sily .

(15) Other children g e t  to do th ings that 1 don't g e t to do.

(16) 1 cry e a s ily .

(17) Other children think Tm bossy.

(18) When 1 figh t, 1 fig h t to  th e  finish .

(19) 1 like to  be the lead er  in a group.

(20) 1 just wake up in a  bad m ood.
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10 .

ROLE TENSION BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE

alw ays

alw ays

alw ays

©
alw ays

n

alw ays

©
alw ays

alw ays

always

rv

alw ays

< J ,

a lw ays neyer
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

IS.

19.

2 0 .

always

a lw ays never

alw ays never

alw ays never

r \

always

alw ays

r\.

alw ays neyer

alw ays never

alw ays never

r\

n \
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APPENDIX C

Fa m ily  S t r u c tu r e  Q u e s t io n n a i re
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F am ily Structure Q uestionnaire

Fam ily ID#

1.

2.

3.

Num ber o f perm anent m em bers of the household  

Annual fa m ily  incom e

B elow  $ 1 5 ,000  ____________

$15 ,000  to  $30 ,000  ____________

A bove $ 3 0 ,000  ____________

Sin gle  parent fam ily  

Two parent fam ily  _

Num ber o f  ch ildren  o f BOTH p a r e n ts____________

F irst nam e A ge SUBJECT

1.

2.

3.

D iagnosis g iven  to  handicapped child

D o es  n ot a p p ly ____________

D evelop m en ta lly  D e la y e d ____________

M entally  R etarded

M ultihandlcapped

O ther

SIBLING

(a) Mild

(b) M oderate

(c) S e v e r e ___

(a) M ild_____

(b) M oderate

(c) Severe

D escribe
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6 . Source of d iagn ostic  label

D oes not a p p ly ___________

M ed ic a l____________

M ental H e a lth ____________,

G uidance C enter  

School __________

Early Intervention P ro g r a m __________ ,

O ther __________  D e s c r ib e .
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APPENDIX D:

C onsent Form s
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UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA 

AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE

T itle  o f Project: Siblings o f H andicapped Children: Their A ttitu d es and L evel 
o f  P ersonal A djustm ent as R e la ted  to  C ertain  C h aracter istics  
o f  th e  H andicapped Child

Investigator Diana M obley, G raduate Student
Educational and C ounseling Psychology  
C o lleg e  o f Education  
(W 3) 323-3974 .

I , _______________________________________ , hereby agree to g iv e  my perm ission for
my child to p artic ip ate  as a volunteer in the above named research project,
which has been fu lly  explained to  m e.

I understand th a t my child  is free  to  refuse  to answer any question at any tim e  
w ithout prejudice to h im /her. I further understand that I am free  to  withdraw  
my consent and to  w ithdraw my child from  th e  research project a t any tim e  
w ithout prejudice to  m e.

I understand th a t by agree in g  for my child to  participate  in this research and 
signing this form I do not w a ive  any of my lega l rights.

D a te Parent Signature
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UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA

AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE

T itle  o f  P roject: S ib lings o f  H andicapped Children: Their A ttitu d es and L evel 
o f  P erson al A djustm ent as R e la ted  to  C ertain  C h aracter istics  
o f th e  H andicapped Child.

Investigator: D iana M obley
E du cation al and C ounseling P sychology  
C o lleg e  o f  E ducation  
(4 0 5 )3 2 5 -5 9 7 4

1, ______________________________________________ , hereby agree  to  p a rtic ip ate  as a
volunteer in th e  above nam ed research  project, which has b een  fully  explained to  
m e.

I unders tand  t h a t  i a m  f r e e  to  refuse to an sw e r  any q ues t ion  a t  any t im e .  I 
f u r th e r  u n d e r s ta n d  t h a t  I a m  f r e e  to  w ith d raw  my co n se n t ,  and to w ith d raw  from 
p a r t i c ip a t io n  in th e  p r o j e c t  a t  any  t im e .

I u n d e rs tan d  t h a t  by a g r e e in g  to  p a r t i c i p a te  in th is  re s e a rc h  and  signing th is  fo rm  
1 do n o t  g ive  up any  o f  my leg a l  r igh ts .

D a te  S ig n a tu re  of P a r t i c i p a n t


