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Supervisor: Dr. Pam Duncan 

Research concerning the behaviour of children beyond the pre­

school years has of ten relied on the use of rating scales as a means 

of assessing child behaviour. 

In the present study, ratings by both parents of normal children, 

and ratings by both parents and child care workers , acting as "surrogate" 

parents, on maladjusted children, were analyzed. It was found that 

the degree to which ratings reflected favourable assessments was dependent 

on both the sex of rater and the sex of child. The degree of consensus 

obtained between male and female raters was dependent on the sex and 

the diagnosis of the child (normal or maladjusted). 

There was a difference in rating style between male and female 

raters, with female raters demonstrating more frequent use of the 

extreme rating categories than males. 

These results were discussed and interpreted in terms of a common 

frame of reference (sex role training) for female raters, the tendency 

toward idiosyncratic or individualized responses for male raters, and 

the ef fect of differing 
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In assessing the behaviour of children, behavioural observation 

in naturalistic settings is frequent with young children, but from 

the age that children become literate through adulthood, studies 

involving direct behavioural observation are rare. Information 

regarding the behaviour of children beyond the pre-school level is 

more likely to be obtai ned from experimental situations using 

del i berately restricted sets of eliciting conditions and behavioural 
. 

measures, or from questionnaires and rating scales . Results obtained 

from either of these two methods are open to criticism, i . e. i n 

experimental studies , the ar t i ficiality of the situation may affect 

the responses obtained so that they bear l i t tle resemblance to t he 

way a child may perform in a more comp lex, naturalisti c setting ; 

rating scales, while they may involve observation of a chil d in his 

natural environment, are affected by problems of scale construction 

and rater bi ases . The purpose of the present study is to examine 

some of the problems inherent in the use of rating scales i n assessing 

child behav iour, particularly in reference to the effect of sex of 

rater on the degr ee of consensus obtained in ratings, and the inter­

action between sex of rater and sex of child . 

Subject Characteristics Affecting Ratings 

Some subject charact eristics wh ich might reasonably be expected 

to influence ratings of the behaviour of chi ldren are age, sex, IQ 

and deviance. 



Age of Child 

Effects due to the age of child have received attention in 

reported studies with child rating scales . In a longitudinal study, 

spanning twenty years, decrease over age in the number of reported 

problems in both normal boys and normal girls , in general was 

found (Macfarlane, Allen, & Honzik, 1962). While those problems 

related to biological control s (soiling, diurnal and nocturnal 

enuresis) showed the most rapid decrease in incidence over the age 
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span of 2 to 16-year-old chi l dren , three other problems (destructiveness, 

temper tantrums and over-activity) showed a predominantly decreasing 

incidence after the early pre-school years. Nail -biting was the 

one problem that showed an increasing incidence during the entire age 

per iod. 

Some problems reported in normal children tended to reach a 

peak , and then subside (Macfarlane et al. , 1962). Among these 

problems were insufficient appetite {highest incidence at 4, 5 and 

6 years) and lying, which showed the same age peak, but as the 

authors point out, lying may be simply harder to detect in older 

children . Other problems showed two peak elevations of frequency, 

often at the pre-school level and again at pubescence; such were 

rest less sleep , disturbing dreams, physical timidity, irritability 

and attention-demanding. Over-dependence, sombreness and jealousy 

were reported to peak at school entrance and at the beginning of 

adolescence. 



In a large scale study of the problems occurring in children 

aged 6 to 12 years, Lapouse and Monk (1958) found that the greatest 

difference i n reported incidence of problem behaviour occurred 

between the 248 younger and 234 older children surveyed, with the 

children aged 6 to 8 years showing the higher incidence of problems . 

With children of a similar age range (5 to 13 years), Speer 

(1971) found no significant age effect in ratings on the Behavior 

Problem Checklist (Quay & Peterson, 1967) except on the factor of 

Social Delinquency, in which parents expressed sreated concer n for 

their teen- age children than for younger ones. 

Sex of Child 

Speer (1971), in analyzing parental ratings of clinic and 

nonclinic chi ldren on the Behavior Problem Checklist, found that 

boys, in general, received significantl y higher symptom ratings than 

did girls on the factors of Conduct Disorder , Inadequacy, and Social 

Delinquency. 

3 

Using abbreviated versions of the Macfarlane scales, with normal 

5 to 12 year old children, Ryle, Pond, and Hamilton (1965) analyzed 

their data according to sex of child. Significant differences 

between boys and girls were found on four scales, Appetite, 

Destructiveness, Timidity, and Shyness. The percentage distribution 

of the sample on each scale item showed that girls exceeded boys 

only on the Timidity Scale. Boys in this study appeared to be more 

destructive, to have heartier appetites and to be more uneasy in 

social situations than girls. 



Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) in an extensive review of the 

studies publ ished between 1966 and 1972 in which sex had been a 

variable , or in which psychological sex differences had been 
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reported, state that some widely held beliefs about sex differences 

are unsupported by the accumulated evidence, e . g. that girl s are 

more "social" or "suggestible" than boys, that girls have lower self­

esteem, that girls l ack achievement motivation , that boys are more 

"analytic''. The following sex differences were found to be fairly 

well established in the research: 

(a) girls have greater verbal abi l ity than boys in early life , 

and from the adolescent years onward, although the sexes differ 

li t tle from the pre-school period to adolescence in verbal ability. 

(b) males excel in visual -spatial ability in adolescence and 

adulthood, though not in the childhood years . 

(c) boys excel in mathemat ical ability, although the two sexes 

are similar in their early acquisition of quantitative concepts and 

mastery of arithmetic during the grade school years . 

(d) males are more aggressive . The sex difference in aggressive­

ness has been observed in cross -cultural studies, across a wide age 

range, with boys demonstrating more physical and verbal aggression 

than girls . 

It is not surprising that three of the four sex differences 

cited by Maccoby and Jacklin are derived from measures of intellectual 

ability, since, during the elementary school years, the data 
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available concentrate on those attributes that are relevant to success 

in school, with much l ess information available on social behaviour. 

Furthermore, three of the four indices of differential abilities 

between the two sexes do not apply to children between the ages of 

6 to 12 years, the age group of interest in the present study. Such 

information that is available concerning differences between the 

sexes in other areas of social behaviour is ambiguous due both to 

ill -defined meaning of terms such as "dependency" or 11 nurturance 11
, 

and to the specificity of the situation in which the trait was 

measured , e.g. boys may appear to be more active than girls in a 

social stiuation when other boys are present, and yet in other 

situations, the sexes may not differ in activity level; boys may 

appear to make more dominance attempts among same-sex playmates than 

do girl s, but in experimental situations where the sexes are combined, 

the evidence is ambiguous on whether either six is more successful 

in influencing the behaviour of the other . 

Observational and experimental stud ies have failed to confirm 

many of the alleged psychological differences between the two sexes, 

especially in children of school age. It is likely that, when adult 

raters do report such differences, other factors, such as sex 

stereotyping, may be affecting their perceptions. 

IQ of Child 

Recent work on children's sex-role attitudes reveals that IQ may 

be closely related to the development of these attitudes (Kohlberg & 

Zigler, 1967). The overall results suggest that brighter children 
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generally express more advanced sex-role attitudes in terms of the 

age trends found among aver age subjects. Resu l ts in this extensive 

study also seem consistent with the view that bri ghter children more 

readily learn and displ ay the sex-role stereotypes that they are 

expected to have in the culture. This finding leads to the expectation 

that , in rating sex- typed behaviour , adults would tend to rate 

brighter children more favourably than duller chi ldren, si nce the 

brighter ones conform more closely to adu l t sex-role stereotyped 

expectancies. A corollary of t his view wou ld be that duller children, 

being comparatively slow in learning and displayi ng expected sex- role 

stereotypes, may be rated as showing more disturbed behaviour. In 

both cases, intelligence of the child is assumed to affect adult 

perception and rating of his behaviour . 

MacFarlane et al. (1962) correlated mental test scores 

(California Preschool Scales; Stanford-Binet) of childr en ages 

2 to 16 year s with the total number of problems r eported at each 

age for boys and girls separately. Correlations were , for the most 

part, negative, indicating that the children earning high mental 

test scores have fewer problems. Although the trend for boys was 

clearer than that for girls, MacFarlane et al. conclude that a 

negative relationship exist s between the number of behaviour 

difficulties and mental test scores after 3 years of age in both 

boys and girls . 



Quay, Sprague, Shulman, and Miller (1966) report resul ts that 

confl ict with the above f i nding. With a sample of children referred 

to a child guidance cl i nic (mean age of 10.5 years) l ower IQ was 

found to correl ate significantly with ratings of conduct problems , 

but only for teachers ' ratings. Averaged overall r atings, including 

those by parents , lower IQ showed no significant correlation with 

ratings of conduct disorder, nor with ratings on other dimensions of 

the Behavior Problem Checklist. 
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It should be noted that Quay ' s sample differs from the others 

mentioned above (Kohlberg & Zigler, 1967 ; Macfarlane et al. , 1962) 

in that t he children in the study had been selected from chi ld 

guidance clinic refer rals , while the chi ldren in the other two 

studies were "normal" children . It may be that , when children are 

seen as "problems" by their parents for one reason or another , the 

measured intel l igence of the child does not have much bearing on the 

reported i ncidence of problem behaviour. For teachers, children of 

lower intelligence may well seem to present more conduct pr oblems i n 

t he classroom learning situation . 

Deviance of Child 

Whether a child is considered to be "normal" or whether he is 

labelled as "deviant" in some way (e.g. "emotionally disturbed" , 

"delinquent") may have an effect on the degree of consensus obtained 

from adult r atings. Parents of maladjusted children have been 

reported to demonstrate l ess agreement in rating their ch i ldren than 



parents who rate normal children. Duncan (1971), in a study 

investigating parental attitudes and interactions of parents with 

two types of delinquent and normal girls, found significantly less 

agreement in parents of the del i nquent girls. Dreger, Lewis, Rich, 

Miller, Reid, Overlade, Taffel, and Flemming (1964), in a study 

involving parental ratings of normal and behaviour disorder/disturbed 

children, noted gross family instability in the background of the 

disturbed group of children. Speer (1971) gathered ratings of 

children by mothers and fathers of non-clinic and clinic children, 

using the Behavior Problem Checklist; a factor analysis of the 

obtained data showed greater interscale correlations among the 

ratings of non-patients than among parental ratings of children who 

were clinic patients. Sarason, Davidson, Lighthall, Waite, and 

Ruebush (1960) hypothesized that 11low anxious" ch ildren would be 

rated more favourably by their parents than would 11 high anxious 11 

children. The findings in this study demonstrated that fathers of 

the low anxious children rated them more favourably on a 16 item 

scale, but mothers of high and low anxious children rated them 
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equally favourably. For all the children, mothers did not differentiate 

significantly between high anxious and l ow anxious children, either 

generally or in terms of individual items; differences were seen by 

fathers only, even though significant differences between the two 

groups of children were obtained by direct classroom observation, 

an experimental learning task, and other measures. 
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Scale Characteristics Affecting Ratings 

The use and misuse of rating scales has been a source of disput e 

among psychologists, on the grounds that such scales reflect numerous 

biases on the part of raters (Digman, 1965) or that they demonstrate 

l ow re l iability and uncertain validity (Taylor, 1968). 

Guilford (1954) states that "the use of ratings rests on the 

assumption that the human observer is a good instrument of quantitative 

observation, that he is capable of some precision and some degree of 

objectivity. His ratings are taken to mean something accur ate about 

certain aspects of the subject rated" (p . 278). However, certain 

characteristics of rating scales and biases of raters tend to impair 

the accuracy of the assessments obtained. Cronbach (1970) categorizes 

the major sources of error in ratings as follows : 

l) ambiguity in traits or behaviours to be rated--i tems may have 

a personal meaning for each observer/rater. 

2) ambiguity in response alternat i ves--speci fi c definitions of 

behaviour are needed . 

3) judgmental errors , such as generosity , individual peculiarities 

of response (tendency to extremes or 11middle-of-t he- raod 11 responses) , 

l imited information of raters (sample of behaviour is limited) and 

"halo" effect. 

In recent years , rat i ng scales des igned for the purpose of 

assessing personality and/or behaviour problems i n children have 

shown increased sophistication in thei r design. Items ar e more 



likely to be written in behavioural terms, descriptive, in the most 

part, of observable behaviours that require little higher order 

inference on the part of raters {Kohn & Rosman, 1972; Nihara, Foster, 

Shellhaas, & Leland, 1971; Peterson , 1961; Ross , Lacey, & Parton, 

1965; Spivak & Levine, 1964; Wirt & Broen, 1968} rather than 
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relying on more global trait ratings (e.g. Clidewell, 1961; Patterson, 

1964; Walder, Abelson, Eron, Banta, & Laulicht, 1961}. 

Rater Characteristics Affecting Ratings 

Some rater characteristics which might reasonably be expected 

to infl uence ratings of the behaviour of children are sex of rater, 

role of rater in relationship to the child, cross- sex socialization 

practices and sex-typing. 

Sex of Rater 

It has been suggested that the difference between the sexes in 

response to rating scales may be due to sex differences in the 

strength of particular rating response sets, i.e. the tendency to 

check extremes or to give cautious responses (Mischel, 1970) . 

Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957) state that extreme judgments are 

characteristic of 11more emotionally oriented 11 individuals such as 

women are supposed to be. In an experiment designed to determine 

sex differences in inferring personality traits {Shapiro & Tagiuri, 

1959), the results supported the view that women, as a group, are 

more inclined than men to make positive or negative inferences of an 

extreme type, and that women are more ready than men to come to 

definite conc lusions from information available about a person. 



Role of Rater 

Goldfried and Kent (1972) state that a person 1s behavioural 

repertoire is determined primarily by earlier l earning experiences, 
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and whether or not he performs this way depends on certain situational 

factors which elicit and/or reinforce the response. The observation 

that the variance in composite measures of adjustment is contributed 

by the different rating vantage points of teachers, parents, 

clinicians, etc . and by differing aspects of total behaviour exhibited 

by the child in each of these role relationships (Becker, 1960a) 

is congruent with this point of view. 

Teachers and other professionals. Although in reviewing the 

literature on rating scales many more scales designed exclusively 

for use by teachers may be found than scales constructed with parents 

in mind (e . g. Emmerich , 1966; Kohn & Rosman, 1973; Ross et al ., 1965; 

Rutter, 1967; Wiggins & Winder, 1961), r atings by teachers do not 

generalize to ratings of children by parents , who see the children 

in different situations and who may have expectations for child 

behaviour that differ from those of teachers (Cassel, 1964; Quay, 

Sprague , Shulman, & Mil ler, 1966). The l imitations of situational 

context in the classroom, while providing a more homogeneous, 

structured si tuation for the observation of chi ld behaviour, tend 

to give a less comprehensive picture of child behaviour and adjustment. 

Thus, Kohn and Rosman (1972) found that therapeutic and hospital 

staff rated their child patients as less deviant than did teachers 



of children who were supposedly functioning at a better level. Quay 

(1966), employi ng the Behavior Problem Checklist, found that ratings 

by child care workers on institutional ized pre-adolescent boys 
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correlated .38, .20, and .30 (for the three major factors, respectively) 

with ratings by teachers. 

Parents as raters. It may be argued that only by living with a 

child does one get to experience the full range of his behaviour 

across many different situations . However, the degree of parental 

agreement in rating children, as reported in various studies, is 

generally l ow, ranging from around 25% to 45% . Dreger et al. (1964), 

in a large scale study involving ch i ld clinic parents and parents of 

control children, found 36% agreement in mother/father ratings . The 

identical percentage of agreement is reported by Rosenfeld and Novick 

(1964), us i ng a scale of their own devising. Cassel (1964) repor ts 

.67 agreement with parents' ratings of primary school age ch i ldren . 

Becker (1960) found rat i ngs of kindergarten children by their 

parents to corre late .52 on the average . Sarason et al. {1960) , in 

a study of anxiety in elementary school children, report "low 

parental agreement" . Quay, Sprague, Shulman, and Miller (1966), in 

a factor analytic study of the Behavior Problem Checklist (parental 

ratings of children referred to a child guidance clinic) report 
. 

coefficients of .78 on the Conduct Disorder factor and .67 on the 

Personality Disorder factor, suggesti ng that par ents reach a greater 

degree of consensus in rating conduct rather than personality problems . 



Eron, Banta, Valder , and Laulicht (1961), interviewing both mothers 

and fathers by means of a questionnaire, found that correlations on 

sociological variables (such as residential mobility) were in the .91 

range, indicating that parents are capable of rendering reliable 

information, but, overall, only 10 out of 22 correlations of variables 

were significantly better than zero . The lower correlations were 

for those variables having to do with the child ' s behaviour, or with 

the parents' interactions with the child. 

Cross-sex Socialization Practices 
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The reasons underlying the low agreement between parents ' rat ings 

of their own children remain unexplained. One possibility may be 

that mothers and fathers differ in the way in which they act toward 

their children, depending on the sex of the child, i.e . socialization 

of boys and girls may differ according to the sex of the socializing 

agent . In reviewing observational studies , or those studies employing 

parent interviews, it is difficult to assess such cross- sex effects 

because of the many various approaches to the problem, and the lack 

of replication studies. Many studies are restricted to parents of 

pre-school chi ldren (e.g . Sears, Rau , & Alpert, 1965) , although one 

longitudinal study currently in progress has produced data on chi ldren 

up to the age of 7 years (Newson & Newson, 1968). Others have 

gathered information from one parent only, usually the mother. 

Tasch (1952) interviewed fathers only. Osoksy and Oldfield (1971) 



observed the interactions of both parents but with female children 

only. In fact, few studies can be found that include mothers , 

fathers and children of both sexes. The findings from the studies 

reviewed are summarized below. 
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Studies in which both parents treat the child of one sex differently. 

Baumrind (1971) found that both parents tend to use firmer enforcement 

with boys than with girls at age 3 to 4 years. More 11chaperonage 11 of 

girls, aged 7 years, by both parents is reported by Newson and Newson 

(1968). Lambert, Yackley, and Hein (1971) state that both parents 

tend to withhold comfort more frequently from a male child, and also 

react more harshly to show of temper in a boy. Sons receive more 

positive and more negative feedback from both parents (Bee, 1969). 

Studies in which both parents tend to treat children of either 

sex in the same way. In the area of restrictiveness , Newson and 

Newson (1968} found that parents do not differ in restricting the 

movements both inside and outside the house for either boys or girls, 

at age 4 years . Simi l arly, at age 7 years, no difference was found 

in independence granting to boys and girls by either parent. 

Sears et al. (1965) , in a reversal of earlier findings (Sears et al., 

1957) state that, with pre-schoolers , parents do not differ in their 

permissiveness of the child ' s expression of aggression toward parents, 

or in the punishment for such behaviour . Whether the child is a girl 

or a boy, these parents also stated that they did not press sons more 

than daughters to retaliate aggressively to other childrens' aggressive 

acts. 

-



Studies in which cross-sex effects were found. Mother s were 

found to be more tolerant of both aggress i ve and dependent behaviours 

in sons than in daughters, while fathers were more tolerant of these 

behaviours in daughters (Rothbart & Maccoby, 1966). This finding, 
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for aggression only, was replicated by Lambert et al. (1971). In an 

interview situation, mothers of boys said that they were more tolerant 

of 11 resistive 11 behaviour than did mother s of girls (Baumrind & Black, 

1967). 

In some cases in wh i ch cross-sex effects are reported, the evidence 

supports the view stated by Bronfenbrenner (1960) that it is the father 

who is especially likely to treat children of the two sexes different ly. 

Block (1972) reports that fathers of 3-year-old boys are less likely 

than fathers of gi r ls to permit t heir chi ld to show anger , while no 

difference between the sexes was repor ted for mothers. Also, fathers 

in this study, felt it to be more important to give comfort to a 

daughter than to a son , while mothers again did not differentiate 

between the sexes. Fathers , in an experimental study, reacted 

positively toward their daughters ' increased dependency (defined as 

seek i ng for parental help) wh i le mothers did not, but due to the 

absence of boys in this study, no cross-sex inferences re male 

chi ldren can be made (Osofsky & Oldfield, 1971). Emmerich (1962) 

found mothers to be more nurturant and less restrictive than fathers 

toward chi ldren of both sexes . 
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When children are questioned about their perceptions of parents, 

the data appear to support the findings from studies of parental 

attitudes toward children. Both pre- adolescent boys and pre­

adolescent girls report that they "prefer" the mother to the father, 

and find her friendlier and easier to get along with (Hawkes, 

Burchinal , & Gardiner, 1957; Kagan, 1956; Simpson , 1935) . Girls, more 

often than boys (in the seventh grade) , report both parents to be 

affectionate , and less often than boys , report parents to be 

rejecting, hostile and ignoring (Droppleman & Schaefer, 1964). 

The evidence cited is sparse and does little to clarify the 

issue of cross-sex socialization practices , except in isolated , and 

usually unreplicated, instances . However , parents do not appear to 

treat the sexes consistently differently to an extent that would 

account for the low agreement obtained f rom parents' ratings of child 

behaviour. Nor is there convincing evidence of different eliciting 

qualities in boys and girls, beyond the findings that boys are some­

what more resistant, at 2 years of age , than girls to parental 

demands (Minton, Kagan , & Levine, 1971) and that boys of 3 and 4 years 

of age do not comply as readily as girls to teachers {who are 

presumably female) {Serbin , O'Leary, Kent, & Toni ck , 1973). The 

instances in which sex differences are confirmed when ratings by 

parents, teachers or other observers are used , even when such 

differences are not confirmed in direct observations of behaviour, 

suggest that the observers must be biased to some extent . 



Sex-typing 

The different expectations that male and female raters hold 

concerning the kind of behaviour expected from the two sexes may have 

an influence on raters' judgments. 

Sex-typing may be defined from two points of view: 1) the 
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process by which social pressures are brought to bear on the individual 

to make him or her conform to the social definitions of appropriate 

behaviour for his or her sex (the application of sex role standards), 

and 2) the individual's adoption of interests and behaviours related 

to the role that his or her sex would normally play in the society 

in which the individual is growing up (manifestation of sex role 

stereotypic behaviour). 

Parents decide, as a result of their own socialization experiences 

within cultural ly accepted norms , which behaviours are sex appropriate, 

and these norms may differ for men and women (Mischel , 1970) . When 

asked to describe sex role characteristics, adults state that males 

are expected to be "independent , sturdy, assertive, aggressive, 

impul sive, active, inquisitive , confident and alert" , while females 

should be "affectionate, passive, cuddly, coy, co-operative , delicate, 

receptive and shy" {Maccoby , 1966). Goodenough {1957) found that not 

only did fathers react strongly to any indication of "femininity" in 

their sons, fathers, more than mothers, were interested in promoting 

"femininity" in their daughters, and described their young daughters 

in terms that, in part, may be descriptive of child behaviour, but 



also reflect the fathers' perceptions of the female sex-role (e.g. 

11 she cuddles and flatters in subtle ways 11
, 

11 a bit of a flirt, arch 

and playful with people", 11a pretended coyness", 11 she 1 s going to be 

sexy 11 (Goodenough, 1957, p. 310). 

Most of the evidence in regard to the child's adoption of 

interests and behaviours appropriate to sex-role stereotypes has come 

from studies involving choice of toys. Presented with pictures 

illustrating sex-typed toys, objects, and activities, most 3, 4, 

and 5-year-olds prefer those commonly judged appropriate for their 

own sex (Brown, 1964; Fauls & Smith, 1956). Hartrup and Moore (1963) 

found that boys were more likely to avoid the sex- inappropriate toys 

than were girls, and this effect was especially marked when the 

experimenter was present, suggesting that there may be more pressure 

exerted by parents toward boys for sex-appropriate choices. Parents' 

concern with this aspect of child behaviour is exemplified in two 

studies (Fling & Manosevitz, 1972; Lansky, 1967) with parents of pre­

school children, that found more social pressure against sex­

inappropriate choices of toys and activities directed at boys than 

at girls. In the Lansky study, fathers, in particular, reacted 

negatively when a boy chose 11girlish 11 activities. 

Lambert et al. (1971), working with French-Canadian and English­

Canadian parents, asked parents, directly, to rate both their 

perceptions and expectations of child behaviour. Two rating scales 

were used: the Perception Scale (40 items) asked the parents to 
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indicate whether a boy or a girl would be more likely to engage in 

the behaviour described, or whether neither would be more likely; the 

Expectat ion Scale (a five point rating scale) required parents to 

indicate how important it was for a child of each sex to have each 

behavioural characteristic. The parents in thi s study thought that 
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the behaviour of boys and girls was different on many items, but their 

expectations of how boys and girls should behave were similar. The 

suggestion here is that parents may have simi l ar goals in mind in 

socializing boys and girls (e. g. they would like either sex to be 

co-operative, helpful, to use reasoning rather than physical aggression, 

to be considerate of others, etc.), but they believe that they are 

dealing with different assets and liabilities in each sex. Some 

differences related to sex of child and sex of parent were also found, 

i.e. parents of boys thought sex-role differences in behaviour should 

exist (expectation) more than parents of girls; both mothers and 

fathers agreed on this point. No difference was found between boys• 

and girls 1 parents• perceptions of sex role differences in behaviour, 

but fathers in the French-Canadian sample perceived more sex-role 

differences than did French-Canadian mothers. 

Rothbart and Maccoby (1966) had parents listen to taped statements 

of a 4-year-old child, described to one part of the sample as male, 

and to the remainder as female. Parents were asked to respond to the 

chi ld's statements, and responses were coded on scales including 

permissiveness of aggression and dependency. The results from this 
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study demonstrated that parents are less tolerant of behaviour of same 

sex children; fathers allowed both more aggression and more dependency 

from girls than from boys, and mothers allowed more of both from boys. 

Lambert et al. (1971), using the same measures, found that fathers 

were more tolerant of insolence from daughters, mothers from sons. 

Meyer and Sobieszek (1972) showed videotapes of two 17-month-old 

children to 85 adult middle-class subjects who then rated attributes 

of the children on questionnaires containing sex-role items. Each 

child was sometimes described as a boy and sometimes as a girl. 

Female subjects, especially those reporting high contact with children 

(i.e. mothers) described children as lower on characteristics of their 

described sex. Female raters, particularly mothers, showed less 

inclination to sex-typing in rating of children than did male raters 

in general. Subjects also showed a significant tendency to describe 

a child of their own sex as having more qualities that were non-sex­

linked. This finding suggests that adults are able to define and 

respond more meaningfully to the behaviour of same sex children. The 

authors conclude that this finding may account for the earlier findings 

of Rothbart and Maccoby (1966). They also state that females seem to 

have more complete 11 frames of reference" to both male and female 

children. By this statement the authors mean that females are able to 

transcend traditional sex-role stereotypes in their ratings of both 

male and female children. 
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These findings could also be interpreted to mean that mothers 

and fathers, having incorporated appropriate sex-role standards, are 

more apt to notice and discourage inappropriate behaviour in a child of 

their own sex, that is, if the behaviour runs counter to the rater's 

stereotype . Although it has not been subject to research, it is also 

possible that parents may feel more "challenge" from a child of the 

same sex, and this could account, in part, for the differential 

parental response to aggression from boys and girls. 

The statement that female raters, particularly mothers, are less 

infl uenced by sex- stereotypes in their ratings of child behaviour 

deserves some comment. An explanation might be found in the common­

sense observation that mothers spend more time in the company of 

children than fathers do, and have more opportunity to observe a 

wide range of behaviours in both sexes. On this basis, mothers 

should be able to judge child behaviour from a broader based 

experience and would rely less on sex stereotyping than would fathers. 

Summary and Impl ications for Present Study 

A review of the literature has indicated that subject variables 

have an effect on adult ratings of child behaviour, although , due to 

the lack of homogeneity of sampling procedures and methods of 

measurement in various studies, the significance of variables such 

as age, sex, and intelligence is by no means clear. Thus Lapouse 

and Monk (1958) report a higher incidence of problem behaviours, 

according to mothers' ratings , in children aged 6 to 8 years than in 
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children aged 9 to 12 years, while other studies (Macfarlane et al . , 

1962; Ryle et al., 1965; Speer, 1971) have found few significant age 

trends in children between the ages of 6 to 12 years, the age range of 

interest in the present study. Boys and girls, within this age range, 

have not been found to show evidence of psychologi cal sex differences 

in recent experimental and observational studies, other than in the 

expression of aggression , where boys have been seen , from an early age, 

as exhibiting more physical and verbal aggression than girls 

(Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). However, studies employing rating scales 

have found significant trends for boys to receive higher problem 

ratings in general than girls (Ryle et al. , 1965; Speer , 1971). The 

evidence for the effect of intelligence of the child on adult ratings 

of his behaviour suggests that brighter children may receive more 

favourable ratings than duller ones (Kohlbert & Zigler, 1967; 

Macfar lane et al ., 1962) although one study found that this was true 

only when teachers were the raters (Quay, Sprague, Shulman , & Miller, 

1966). 

In the present study, no specific hypotheses were developed 

relative to the age of the chi ld being rated, but in order to provide 

a check on possible age effects, the data were analyzed within age 

groupings . Sex of ch ild was considered to be an important variable in 

a study employing rat ings across many aspects of child behaviour, 

therefore the ratings obtained were analyzed separately for boys and 
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gi rls. Possible effects of intelligence of child were control led by 

including in the samples only those chi ldren whose IQ , on an i ndividually 

administered intell igence test, fell within the average range. 

Amb iguity surrounding the i t ems in rating scales that rely on 

ratings of personality traits has been ci ted as one of the major 

sources of error (Cronbach, 1970). Descriptive phrases such as 11 he is 

aggressive 11
, 

11 he is overly dependent 11
, or 11 he is fr iendly 11 may have 

different connotations for raters , especial ly since these phrases are 

not situation-speci fi c. Response alternatives that permit raters to 

indicate only the pr esence or absence of a trait further increase the 

unreliab il ity of rat ing scales. In order to minimize these sources 

of error , the rating scales used i n t he present study consisted, for 

the most part , of items t hat were descri ptive of behaviour rather than 

of personal i ty traits. Frequency of the behaviour was rat ed on a five 

point continuum on one scale , and a three point continuum on the other. 

The primary concern of the present study was to investigate the 

effects of sex of raters and sex of children upon inter- rater 

agreement on normal and mal adjusted child behaviour. Sex of rat er 

has been shown to have an effect when adu l ts infer personality traits 

in other adults, wi th women , tending more than men , to make positive 

or negative inferences of an extreme type (Shapiro & Taguiri, 1959). 

In the present study, responses of adu l t male and female raters were 

analyzed separately to determine if this tendency for fema le raters to 

be more extreme in their judgments would be evident i n adul t ratings of 

both pro- social and negative chi ld behaviours . 
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When parents rate their chi ldrens' behaviour, there is, generally, 

a lower degree of consensus between their ratings than might be expected 

from two raters who presumably know the child intimately. When a child 

is labeled as 11deviant 11 in some respect, the degree of parent consensus 

in ratings is reported to be even lower than that obtained from 

parents of "normal" children (Duncan, 1971; Speer, 1971) . Experimental 

studies have demonstrated few significant differences in the way that 

parents actively socialize boys and girls (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) 

thus it may be hypothesized that the low agreement found in parents' 

ratings of child behaviour may be due to subtle biasing effects such 

as the different expectations and perceptions of chi ld behaviour that 

male and female raters may bring to bear on their judgments. 

In the present study, it was possible to compare ratings of male 

and female raters who rated normal and maladjusted children of both 

sexes. The findings in other research studies have suggested that both 

mothers and fathers are less tolerant of behaviour in same-sex ch i ldren 

(Lambert et al., 1971; Rothbart & Maccoby, 1966) but that fathers, more 

frequently than mothers , are likely to assess childrens' behaviour on 

the basis of different standards they hold for behaviour of the two 

sexes (Lambert et al., 1971 ; Lansky, 1967; Meyer & Sobieszek, 1972). 

The inclusion, in the present study, of a sample of maladjusted 

children who were living in a residential treatment centre, allowed 

comparisons to be made between ratings of male and female child care 

workers (who were living with the children) as well as between mothers' 

and fathers' ratings of both normal and maladjusted ch i ldren. Since the 
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differences between male and female parenting roles were modified and 

diminished considerably in the residential treatment centre of interest, 

with both sexes of child care workers being with the children throughout 

the day and evening, an opportunity was afforded to determine whether 

or not the increased amount of contact with the children, and the 

decreased role di fferentiation in interaction with them, had an effect 

on raters' biases. 

Hypotheses 

From the above discussion, the fo llowi ng hypotheses concern ing the 

sex of rater and the sex of child are formulated: 

Since adult ma les share the same sex role standards for chi ld 

behaviour in general, and since these standards may differ from those 

held by fema le adults, the ratings by male pairs (M/M), or the ratings 

by female pairs (F/F) of child care workers should show higher 

agreement than ratings by male/female (M/F) pairs of raters. 

Hypothesis la 

In assessing the behaviour exhibited by maladjusted children, the 

correlation between ratings obtained from M/F pairs of raters on each 

of two instruments will be significantly l ess than the correlations 

obtained from either M/M or F/F pairs of raters. 

In light of the finding that women are more likely to use the 

extreme categor ies in responding to rating scales, ratings by female 

raters should reflect this response tendency more than ratings by male 

raters . 



Hypothesis lb 

In assessing the behaviour exhibited by normal children and the 

degree of maladjusted behaviour exhibited by maladjusted children, 

female raters will check the extreme categories in rating scales, on 

each of two instruments, more frequently than will male raters. 

If adults are better able to define and recognize the behaviour 

of same sex children than of opposite sex children, and apply stricter 

standards to the evaluation of such behaviour in same sex children, 

male raters should be less stringent in their ratings of girls than of 

boys, and female raters should be less stringent in their ratings of 

boys than in their ratings of girls. 

Hypothesis 2 

In assessing the behaviour exhibited by maladjusted children, 

child care workers, rating children of the opposite sex to their own, 

will produce significantly higher mean ratings on scales scored for 

positive attributes and significantly lower mean ratings on scales 

scored for negative attributes than they wi l l in rating children of 

the same sex. 

If females are less stereotyped in their ratings of both boys and 

girls, the difference between ratings of boys and girls by female 

raters should be less than the difference between ratings of boys and 

girls by male raters. 
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Hypothesis 2a 

In assessing the behaviour of mal adjusted children, the difference 

between mean ratings of boys and girls, on each of two instruments, by 

female child care workers will be significantly less than the difference 

between mean ratings of boys and girls by male chi ld care workers. 

The following hypotheses are formulated concerning parents' 

ratings of normal children: 

Hypothesis 3 

In Assessing behaviour, significantly higher mean ratings on scales 

scored for positive attributes and lower mean ratings on scales scored 

for negative attributes, for both boys and girls, will be obtained 

from mothers• rather than from fathers' ratings. 

Hypothesis 3a 

When mothers are the raters, there will be no sign i ficant 

differences between the means obtained from ratings of male children 

and the means obtained from ratings of female children on each of two 

instruments . 

Hypothesis 3b 

When fathers are the raters, there will be a signi ficant difference 

between the means obtained from ratings of male children and the means 

obtained from r atings of female chi ldren, on each of two instruments, 

with the ratings of girls being higher on scales scored for positive 

attributes and lower on scales scored for negative attributes. 
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The following hypotheses are formulated concer ning the comparison 

of parents ' ratings of normal children with parents ' ratings of children 

who are labeled as maladjusted or "emotionally disturbed" on the basis 

that they are undergoing treatment in a residential treatment centre: 

Hypothesis 4 

Parents who rate normal children will give significantly higher 

mean r atings on scales scored for positive attri butes and significantly 

lower mean rat i ngs on scales scored for negative attributes than wi l l 

parents who rate maladjusted children. 

Hypothesis 4a 

In compar ing the ratings obtained from parents of normal ch i ldren 

with those obtai ned from parents of maladjusted children, the 

correlation of obtained ratings from mothers and fathers of maladjusted 

children will be l ower than the correlation of ratings obtained f rom 

mothers and fathers of normal children. 

Hypothesis 4b 

The difference between the means obtai ned from fathers' ratings 

of normal and maladjusted children wi l l be greater than the difference 

between the means obtained from mothers• ratings of normal and 

maladjusted children. 



METHOD 

Two rating scales were employed in thi s study: 

a) The Child Behaviour Rating Scale (CBRS) (Duncan & 

Kilpatrick, c. 1975, unpublished) 

b) The Behavior Problem Checklist (BPC) (Quay & Peterson, 

1967) 

Subjects 

The unit of analysis in the present study was ratings. 

A total of 502 ratings (251 pairs) on the CBRS were gathered from 

parents, foster or sur rogate parents of emotionally disturbed and 
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normal boys and girls . In addition, a total of 372 ratings (186 pairs) 

were gathered from male and female chi ld care workers who were 

currently working with emotionally disturbed ch i ldren in a residential 

treatment. The sub-division of the sample by sex of child was as follows: 

Parents' ratings of normal children 105 boys 105 girls 

Parents' ratings of maladjusted children 28 boys 13 girls 

Child care workers ' rat i ngs 114 boys 72 girls 

A total of 156 ratings (78 pairs) on the BPC were gathered from 

parents of normal boys and gi rls, and a total of 240 ratings (120 pairs) 

on maladjusted boys and girls were gathered from male and female child 

care workers. The sub-divis i on of the sample by sex of chi ld was as 

fol lows: 

Parents ' ratings of normal chi ldren 

Child care workers ' ratings 

37 boys 

75 boys 

41 girl s 

45 girls 



Normal Group 

Victoria sample. Rating scales were mailed to the parents of 500 

children, randomly selected within specific age groups from the class 

lists of schools in the Greater Victoria School district, together 
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with a letter requesting the co-operation of both parents in completi ng 

the rating scales (Appendix A). No record of the percentage of 

return was kept for this sample. 

Duncan sample . The Superintendent of Schools in the Duncan area 

agreed to select two schools in Duncan for the purposes of the study, 

one school in a lower socio-economic area, the other more representative 

of the middle-class area. The principals of the two schools sent a 

letter home with each chi ld in their schools describing the research 

project to the parents and requesting their co-operation (Appendix A). 

On the days that parents came to the schools for interviews with 

the teachers (and to pick up the childrens 1 report cards), all parents, 

incl uding those not suitable for the normal sample, were given rating 

scales. If the parents had more than one ch i ld in school, they were 

given two rating scales, unless they requested additional forms for 

al l their children. The research project was explained to each parent, 

in the same way expressed in the letters sent by the schools, and 

the rating scales enclosed in a stamped, addressed envelope, together 

with a letter repeating the instructions and requesting that the 

completed forms be returned to the University of Victoria (Appendix A). 



BPC forms were included in every third envelope gi ven out until 

fifty BPC's had been distributed, then twenty BPC's in normal serial 

order, followed by fifty in every third envelope. The procedure was 

repeated until 120 pairs of BPC ' s had been di stributed. 

Vol unteers from the University of Victori a distributed the rating 

scales, fo l lowi ng a training session in which they were instructed in 

the procedure that t hey wou ld f ol low, and given familiar i zation with 
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the r esearch project. The volunteers handled different gr ades wi thi n 

the schools , thus ensuring a representat i ve age sampl ing of ratees. 

Careful notes were kept of all ref usals by parents t o accept the rating 

scales, and special char acteristics of raters and ratees that might 

affect the sample wer e noted . The ratings received from those parents 

who demonstrated little knowledge of the Eng l ish language, who were 

native Indians or East Ind i ans, or whose children were enrolled in 

special cl asses were not used in the research study . Also , ratings 

from sing le parents wer e not inc l uded in the present study. 

It was expected that not all parents wou ld retur n the comp leted 

rating scales , ther efore three representative grades were selected 

(e . g. grades l, 4, and 7) , and all non-responders whose chi ldren were 

in any of the classes inc l uded in those three grades were t el ephoned 

to determi ne the basis for non-response . There were very few 

refusals out of the two complete school popul ations , although 17 of 

the families contacted refused to complete the questionnai r es on the 

basis of invasion of privacy. Most r esponses t o the telephone 



reminders were positive, with the parents claiming forgetfulness as 

the reason for the delay in responding. A number of families said 

that the forms had been destroyed in various household accidents, and 

these parents were sent additional forms. In a few cases, the father 
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in the family refused to complete the questionnaires because of lack of 

time. Other parents delayed because of sickness in the family. In all, 

363 families were contacted, 195 in one school and 168 in the other. 

Before the telephone calls were made, a 40% return had been received. 

Personal telephone calls to parents increased the return substantially, 

so that 61% returns were received from each of the school districts. 

In addition, teachers' ratings were obtained on a number of 

dimensions for those children whose parents did respond, and those who 

did not, to determine if there were differential characteristics in 

each group of children (Appendix B). Teachers were not aware of which 

parents had or had not responded. Comparison of teachers' ratings on 

the children in the two groups revealed no significant differences in 

the behaviour problems, school problems or general adjustment of 

children whose parents were responders or non-responders (Table 1). 

It was considered that the Duncan sample was a representative 

normal sample, although the Victoria sample, because personal contact 

was not made with the parents, was not as representative. 

A normative study of the school population of the Greater Victoria 

district has shown the average IQ of children in the area to be 110 

(Spreen & Gaddes, 1969). An additional check on the IQ of children in 



Table l 

Teachers' Mean Ratings of Chi ldren in Two Groups 

Groups 

Scales Responders (R) Non-Responders (NR) 

Boys a 

Behaviour Problems 1. 21 1.45 

School Problems 12 .00 12.52 

Adjustment 42.50 39.69 

Gi r l sb 

Behaviour Problems 1. 30 1.10 

School Probl ems 11 . 70 10.41 

Adj ustment 43.68 43.79 

Total Sample 

Behaviour Problems 1.26 1.27 

School Pr oblems 11 . 82 11. 46 

Adjustment 43 .20 41. 74 

a n = 34 (R) n = 29 (NR) 

bn = 50 (R) n = 29 {NR) 

* E. < • 05 
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t 

- 1.40 

- .47 

1. 17 

1.48 

1. 59 

- .06 

- . 13 

.53 

1.00 
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in the present study who were from the Duncan area was made on a sub­

sample of children . Using a short form of the WISC (B lock Design and 

Vocabulary) and the multiple regression formula recommended by 

Silverstein (1967b) IQ estimates were obtai ned on 90 of the Duncan 

children. The mean IQ was estimated to be 107 for the total number of 

children, and comparison of the mean IQ's (!. = 1.033) obtained on those 

children who were in the study with the mean IQ ' s of those who were 

not showed no significant difference between the two groups (Table 2). 

Maladjusted Group 

Maladjusted children in this study are defined as those children, 

between the ages of 6 and 13 years, whose i ntelligence (measured by 

administration of the short form WISC) falls within the dull normal 

through bright normal range, and who are either currently in a 

residential treatment centre, or who have been in such a centre for 

emotionally disturbed chi ldren within the past six months. The 

average IQ of the maladjusted children was 103; comparison of the mean 

IQ 1 s of the chi ldren in the normal and maladjusted groups (t = 1.617) 

showed no significant difference between the groups. 

Rating scales {CBRS) were gi ven to 28 parents (mother/father pairs), 

foster parents or surrogate parents of emotionally disturbed boys, and 

13 parents , foster parents or surrogate parents of emotionally disturbed 

girls. The definition of "parent" was not based on a biological 

relationship alone, but rather on the evidence that the child had been 

residing with the "parents" before coming into residential treatment, or, 
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Table 2 

IQ Measures (WISC) on Normal and Maladjusted Children 

Normal Sample n M SD 

( i ) Total Subjects 90 106.62 12.03 

Boys 45 108.02 11. 72 

Girl s 45 105 .17 12.31 

(ii ) Subjects in Study 70 108.24 11 . 58 

Boys 35 110.37 10.56 

Girls 35 106 . 10 12.29 

( iii ) Subjects not in Study 20 105.30 9.86 

Boys 10 106.60 8.37 

Girl s 10 104.00 11 . 46 

Mal adjusted Sample 

Total Subjects 42 103 .10 11. 04 

Boys 32 103 .59 11 . 42 

Girl s 10 101. 50 10. 11 

Note. The short form of the WISC {Silverstein, 1967) 

was used in both samples. 



in the case of post-treatment assessment, the child had been in 

residence with the "parents'' for at least three months after the 

termination of residential treatment. There were no refusals to 

complete the questionnaires from parents on a pre- admission basis, 

but some parents whose children had been released from the residential 

treatment centre refused to respond. In other cases, ratings were 

available from single parents only , and these ratings were not used 

in the study. 

In addition, pairs of ratings {CBRS) on maladjusted children were 

gathered from child care workers employed in a residential treatment 

centre, 22 male and 24 female child care workers, with an average age 

of 27 years. Over all chi ld care workers in the centre, the average 

length of experience with the children in the centre is 2.3 years. 

Pairs of ratings on the BPC were also included. 

The chi ld care worker ratings ar e divided into three categories: 

male/female pairs, male/male pairs, and fema le/female pairs. The 

sample is further divided by sex of child rated . Rating categories 

for the emotionally disturbed group are shown in Table 3. 

Procedure 
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Following an extensive review of the rating scale literature, a 

number of rating scales designed for use with children were examined in 

detail. Some of the bases for eliminating scales from consideration in 

this study were as follows: 



Table 3 

Rating Categories in the Maladjusted Group 

Type of rating 

CBRS 

BPC 

Parental Ratings 

mother/father 

Child Care Worker Ratings 

male/female 

male/male 

female/female 

Child Care Worker Rat i ngs 

male/female 

male/male 

female/female 

Sex of ch il d 

Male Female 

28 

38 

38 

38 

25 

25 

25 

13 

24 

24 

24 

15 

15 

15 

Note . All rat i ngs are shown as pairs of ratings. Actual number of 

rating scales completed will be double the number shown above . 
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a) insufficient information on test construction, reliability or 

va 1 idity 

Personality Invent ory for Chi ldren Wi r t & Broe~, 1958 

Child Behavior Rating Scale Cassel, 1964 

Devereux Chi ld Behavior Rating Scales Spi vak & Levine, 1964 
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Adaptive Behavior Scales Nihara, Foster, Shellhaas, 
& Le 1 and, 1969 

Missouri Children's Behavior Checklist Sines , Pauker, Sines, & 
Owen, 1969 

b) scales designed for use with in a narrow age range 

A Social Competence Scale Kohn & Rosman, 1972 

c) scales that were so complex in design that their use would be 

restricted to highly trained observers 

Fels Child Behavior Rating Scales 

Bristol Social Adjustment Gu ides 

Richards & Simons, 1941 

Stott, 1964 

Other scales were eliminated from consideration because items were 

stated in global trait fashion, or items contained psychological 

"jargon" terms, or because the scales were designed for teacher use only. 

The two scales selected (CBRS and BPC) represent differing approaches 

in scale format, i.e. types of items, length of scale, type of 

response required, method of scoring, thus providing a broader base 

for the examination of the hypotheses in th i s study. Both were 

designed specifically to rate behaviour. While the BPC covers a more 

limited range of behaviours than the CBRS, construct and concurrent 

validity have been establ i shed for the BPC in numerous research studies. 
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Child Behaviour Rating Scale 

The CBRS consists of 146 items describing both normal and maladjusted 

behaviour in children 6 through 14 years (Appendix C) . The i tems are 

presented in random order, but are designed to cover 16 areas in social 

and personal behaviour: security, self-concept, impulse control, 

appropriate activity, physical concern and body awareness, moral 

development, general interpersonal skills, relation to adults , school 

problems, eating problems, s l eep problems, inappropriate attention­

seeking, avoidance, outer aggression, passive or inner aggression, and 

pathology. There are four response categories, "almost always, 

frequently, occasionally, almost never", requir ing the rater to check 

the appropriate col umn for each item. Items were designed so that 

optimal behaviour is represented as fal ling in one of the two extreme 

response categories . Items that are included in the first eight above­

mentioned areas ar e scored in a positive direction, indicating "good 

adjustment", and those items that are included in the latter eight 

areas designated as "problem" areas, are scored in a negative direction, 

indicating "poor adjustment". Each response category is assigned a 

weight, either 5, 4, 2 or l , depending on the direction of scoring. 

The 16 behavioural areas contained within the CBRS comprise 16 scales 

that describe chi ld behaviour. There i s no total score for the CBRS. 

The score for each of the 16 scales is the sum of the weighted 

numerical ratings on that scale. 
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Items . From an original pool of 302 items, two child psychologists 

selected the 146 items of the CBRS on the basis that these items were 

most representative descriptions of behaviour within the 16 scales, 

and were observable items requiring the minimum of interpretation on 

the part of the raters. This latter point is important, since, whi l e 

it is possible to train child care workers and other profess ionals in 

the correct use of a rating scale, it is not always possible to ensure 

that parents receive similar training. 

The items in the or iginal pool of 302 were derived from two main 

sources. The pro- social scale items (scales 1 to 8} were developed as 

descriptions of normal child behaviour in the age range of 6 to 13 years, 

according to child development l iterature {Mussen, Conger, & Kagan, 

1972), with the expectation that ratings of these items would vary 

with age of the child in the normal sample. The items in the "behaviour 

problem" scales (scales 9 to 16} were developed from statements in case 

histories, assessments , and observations of emotionally disturbed 

children, gathered from social workers, child care workers, psychologists, 

psychiatrists, and parents of emotionally disturbed children in 

residential treatment. 

Reliability. The 16 scales of the CBRS demonstrate internal 

consistency estimated by the odd-even split method. 

correlation coefficients ranged from .531 to .904. 

Spearman-Brown 

The statistical 

procedures in development of the scale, including the results of a 

factor analysis, are described in The Chi ld Behaviour Rat ing Scale 

Manual (Duncan & Ki l patrick, unpublished}. 
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Intra-rater reliabilities , across ratings of 24 child care workers 

rating the same child twice, 10 days apart, are presented in Table 4. 

Validity. Ratings obtained with the CBRS wi ll be compared with 

ratings obtained on the same chi ldren with the BPC, in the present 

study, in order to provide some measure of validity for the CBRS. 

More extensive validation of the CBRS wil l be explored in future 

studies. 

The Behavior Problem Checklist 

The BPC consists of 55 items describing relatively frequently 

occurring behaviour problems in chi ldren and adolescents (Quay & 

Peterson , 1967}. The scale is comprised of three major factors: 

Conduct Disorder (psychopathy, unsocialized aggression); Personality 

Disorder (neuroticism, anxious-withdrawn); and Inadequacy-immaturity; 

an additional factor, Subcultural (socialized) Delinquency, was later 

added (Quay & Peterson , 1967). For the purposes of the present study, 

the remaining items of the BPC, described as "face-valid" items 

intended to serve as "flag" items for possible psychoticism (Quay & 

Peterson, 1967) have been analyzed in ratings of the maladjusted sample . 

While these items are not descr ibed as a factor by Peterson and Quay, 

for convenience in reporting they have been cal led Factor V, Pathology, 

in this study. 

Items. The items of the BPC are presented in random order , with 

three response categories, "0, 1, and 2" representing ratings of "no 

problem, mild prob l em, or severe problem", respectively. The Manual for 
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Table 4 

CBRS: Intra-Rater Reliabilities 

Scale Number of items r 

Security 9 .89 

2 Sel f Concept 11 . 86 

3 Impulse Control 6 .94 

4 Appropriate Activity 12 . 89 

5 Physical Concern - 10 .91 
Body Awareness 

6 Moral Development 7 . 89 

7 General Interper sonal 17 . 92 

8 Relation to Adults 6 .88 

9 Schoo l Problems 8 . 81 

10 Eating Problems 7 .73 

11 Sleep Problems 11 .82 

12 Inappropriate Attention 8 .92 
Seeking 

13 Avoidance 9 .88 

14 Outer Aggression 7 .97 

15 Inner Aggression 6 .89 

16 Pathology 16 . 84 

Note. On each scale , .!l = 24 raters. 



the scale suggests that unit weights be assigned for each item checked 

with a 11 111 or 11 211
, thus the maximum score for any factor is the number 

of items contained therein. 

The original pool of items was gathered from a survey of referral 

pr oblems in a ch i ld guidance clinic (Peterson, 1961). The 58 most 

commonly referred prob lems, by frequency count, were selected and 

given to 28 teachers of 831 children. Those items checked less than 

3% of the time were dropped. The items are said to be 11easily 

observable11 and to refer to 11 overt behaviours" (Quay, 1964; Quay & 

Peterson, 1967). 
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Reliability. The Manual for the BPC pr esents average factor 

load ings for each item in the four dimensions, obtained from as many as 

10 factor analyses . Average factor load ings range from . 35 to .70 

{Conduct Problem; . 33 to .60 (Personality Problem); .31 to .46 

(Inadequacy- immaturity); .23 to .68 (Social ized Delinquency). 

Intra-rater rel iabilities reported from various studies with the 

BPC are presented in Table 5. 

Validity. The val idity of the BPC has been establ ished in research 

studies as reported in the Manual (Quay & Peterson , 1967). 



Table 5 

Intra-rater Rel iabilities on the BPC 

Sample Mean Age Raters r 

I I I I I I 

Peterson, 1961 referrals to child kindergarten 2 teachers . 77 .75 
guidance clinic 

Quay, 1964 instit. delinquent 
males 

16.6 9 male staff . 57 .32 .93 

Quay & Quay, 1965 7th & 8th grade 2 teachers 
children 7th grade .58 . 31 

8th grade .71 .22 

Quay, 1966 instit. pre- adol. 12.3 teachers/child .38 .20 . 30 
delinquent boys care workers 

Quay, Sprague, referrals to child 10.5 mother/father .78 .67 
Shulman, and guidance clinic mother/teacher .33 .41 
Miller, 1966 father/teacher .23 .32 

Factor I= Conduct Disorder Factor II= Personality Disorder Factor III= Inadequacy Immaturity 

.j::,, 

.j::,, 



ANALYSES AND RESULTS 

Hypothesis la 

In assessing the behaviour exhibited by maladjusted 

children, the correlation between ratings obtained from 

male/female (M/F) pairs of raters on each of two instruments 

will be significantly less than the correlations obtained from 

either male/male (M/M) or female/female (F/F) pairs of raters. 

Child Behaviour Rating Scale (CBRS) 

Over a two year period, 372 ratings of boys and girls in 

a residential treatment centre were obtained from male and female 

child care workers. Two child care workers rated a child 

independently within a two-week period, and at no time was a 

rating used more than once. The rating scales were assigned 

to the child care workers so that 38 pairs each of M/F, M/M and 

F/F ratings were obtained on boys, and 24 pairs each of M/F, M/M 

and F/F ratings were obtained on girls. 

Behaviour Problem Checklist (BPC) 

In the same manner, 25 pairs each of M/F, M/M and F/F 

ratings on maladjusted boys and 15 pairs each of M/F, M/M and 

F/F ratings on maladjusted girls were obtained from child care 

workers rating the children on the BPC. At no time was a rating 

used more than once. 
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The following methods of analysis were applied to the data 

for both the CBRS and the BPC 

a) Correlation coefficients (Pearson.!:_) were computed 

between M/F, M/M and F/F pairs of ratings, separately for boys and 

girls. 

b) Transformation to Fisher z scores was performed on the 

obtained correlation coefficients. 

c) The significance of the difference between two 

independent correlation coefficients was computed (Guilford, 1965, 

p. 190) between the M/F and M/M pairs, and the M/F and F/F pairs, 

for boys and girls. In all computations, the level of significance 

accepted was£. < .05 (one-tailed test). 

d) Means and standard deviations for male and female 

raters' ratings were calculated for each of the six samples. 

Correlation Coefficients 

CBRS : boys . The correlations of ratings by M/F, M/M and 

F/F pairs of child care workers rating maladjusted boys on the 16 

scales of the CBRS are presented in Table 6. Ratings by male child 

care workers correlated significantly with ratings by female child 

care workers in 12 of the 16 scales. When male child care workers' 

ratings were paired, 12 of the 16 correlation coefficients were 

significant. When female child care workers' ratings were paired, 

15 of the 16 correlation coefficients were significant. 

46 



Tab le 6 

CBRS: Correlation of Ratings by M/F, M/M and F/F Pairs of CCWs 

Rating Boys 

Group 

Scale M/F M/M F/F 

l .312* .425** .431** 
2 . 107 . 122 .293* 
3 .509*** .447** .687*** 
4 .222 .445** .439** 
5 .538*** .473*** .440** 
6 .451** . 334* .665*** 
7 .504*** .445** . 453** 

8 .313* .268* .381** 

9 .628*** .249 .328* 
10 . 324* .227 .410** 
11 . 251 .331* .395** 
12 .464** .437** .551*** 
13 .560*** . 505*** .672*** 
14 .586*** .436** .822*** 

15 .226 . 144 .679*** 
16 .326* .270* . 181 

Note. In each group,!!.= 28 pairs. 

*£. < .05 
**£. < .01 

***£. < .001 
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CBRS : girls. The correlations of ratings by M/F, M/M and 

F/F pairs of chi ld care workers rating maladjusted girls on the 16 

sca les of the CBRS are presented in Table 7. Ratings by male child 

care workers correlated significantly with ratings by female child 

care workers in 11 of the 16 scales. When male child care workers' 

rati ngs were paired, 8 of the 16 correlation coefficients were 

significant. When female child care workers' ratings were paired, 

15 of the 16 correlation coefficients were significant. 

BPC : boys. The correlations of ratings by M/F, M/M and 

F/F pairs of child care workers rating maladjusted boys on 

five factors of the BPC are presented in Table 8. Ratings by 

male child care workers correlated significantly with ratings 

by female child care workers in each of the five factors. 

When male child care workers' ratings were paired, four of the 

five correlation coefficients were significant. When female 

child care workers' ratings were paired, four of the five 

correlation coefficients were significant. 

BPC girl s. The correlations of ratings by M/F, M/M 

and F/F pairs of child care workers rating maladjusted girls on 

the five factors of the BPC are also presented in Table 8. 

Ratings by male child care workers correlated significantly 

with ratings by female child care workers in two of the five 

factors; Factor 4 showed a negative correlation between male 

and female ratings . When female child care workers' ratings 

were paired, each of the five correlation coefficients was 
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Table 7 

CBRS: Correlation of Ratings by M/F, M/M and F/F Pairs of CCWs 

Rating Girls 

Group 

Scal e M/F M/M F/F 

1 .406* .043 .740*** 
2 .497** .079 .689*** 
3 . 158 . 327 .897*** 
4 .541** .312 .635*** 
5 .388* .502** .606*** 
6 .631*** .651*** .889*** 
7 .297 .496** .844*** 
8 .338* .213 .733*** 
9 .459** .056 .415* 

10 . 163 . 631*** .611*** 
11 .459** .579*** .805*** 
12 .333 . 205 .434* 
13 .586*** .540** .785*** 
14 .590*** .298 .930*** 
15 .076 . 189 .613*** 
16 .475** .393* . 311 

Note. In each group,.!!.= 24 pairs. 

*£ < .05 
**.Q. < .01 

***£ < .001 

49 



50 

Table 8 

BPC: Correlation of Ratings by M/F, M/M and F/F Pairs of CCWs 

Group 

Factor M/F M/M F/F 

Boysa 

I .531** .728*** .560** 

II .579*** .638*** .669*** 

III .558** .703*** .764*** 

IV .763*** .307 .628*** 

V .570*** .681*** .362 

Girlsb 

I .594** .345 .896*** 

II .413 .082 .712*** 

III .583** . 127 .643** 

IV -.264 . 131 .645** 

V .338 .076 .641** 

an = 25 pairs in each group. 

bn = 15 pairs in each group . 

*£. < .05 
**£. < .01 

***£. < .001 



signifi cant. 

Transformations 

CBRS . Fisher z transformations of the correlati on 

coefficients obtained from M/F , M/M and F/F pairs of child 

care workers who rated mal adjusted boys on the CBRS are 

presented in Table 9, and those for girls i n Table 10. 

BPC. Fisher ~ transformations obtained from M/F, M/M 

and F/F pairs of child care workers who rated maladjusted 

boys and girls on the BPC are presented in Table 11. 

Si gni ficance of the Difference Between Correlations 

CBRS : boys. The significance of the difference between 

correlations(~ transformations) of M/F and M/M , M/F and F/F 

pairs of child care workers is presented i n Table 9. 

Comparison of the mean correlations from M/F pairs of raters 

with those from M/M pairs showed no significant differences in 

the predicted direction between the two rating samples on the 

16 scales of the CBRS. When mean correlations from M/F pairs of 

raters were compared with those from F/F pairs , 2 of the 16 

scales showed a si gnificant difference in the predicted direction , 

indi cati ng more agreement between female pairs of raters than 

between male/female pai rs . 

CBRS : girls . The significance of the difference 

between correlations of M/F and M/M, M/F and F/F pairs of 

child care wor kers is presented in Table 10. Comparison of 

the mean correl ations f rom M/F pai rs of raters with those from 

M/M pairs showed a significant di f ference in the predicted 
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Table 9 

CBRS: Significance of the Difference Between Cor relations of 

M/F and M/M, M/F and F/F Pai rs of CCWs Rating Boys 

Group 

52 

Scale M/F vs M/M Di rection 

MF<MM 
MF<MM 
MF>MM 
MF<MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF<MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 

M/F vs F/F Di rection 

2 

3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

12 
13 

14 
15 
16 

- . 531 
- .046 

.326 
- 1.037 

.393 

.594 

.322 

. 184 
2.209 

.410 
- .364 

. 105 

.351 

.862 

.389 

.276 

- . 581 
- . 791 
- l. 192 
-l.037 

. 552 

- l. 288 
. 268 

- . 330 

l . 665 

- . 435 
- . 653 
- .506 

. 745 
-2.004** 
-2. 480** 

. 674 

MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF>FF 
MF< FF 
MF>FF 
MF<FF 
MF>FF 
MF<FF 
MF< FF 
MF<FF 
MF< FF 
MF< FF 
MF< FF 
MF> FF 

Note. In each group, I!.= 38 pairs of M/F, M/M and F/F raters 

*.2. < .05 . 
**£. < .0l one-tailed test 



Table l 0 

CBRS: Significance of the Difference Between Correlations of 

M/F and M/M, M/F and F/F Pairs of CCWs Rating Girls 

Group 
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Scale 

1 

M/F vs M/M 

l. 283 
1.520 

Di rection 

MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF<MM 
MF>MM 
MF<MM 
MF<MM 
MF<MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF<MM 
MF<MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF>MM 
MF<MM 
MF>MM 

M/F vs F/F 

-1. 666 

Direction 

MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF>FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF<FF 
MF>FF 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

12 
13 

14 
15 
16 

- .590 
.917 

- . 444 
- . 110 

- . 778 

.454 
l.416 

-1.879* 
- . 538 

.454 

.240 
1 . 196 

- . 363 
.279 

- .969 
-4. 248*** 
- .444 
- .962 

-2.058* 
-2.955** 
-1.863 

.198 
-1. 766* 
-1.951* 
- . 379 
- 1. 189 
-3. 176*** 
-2.038* 

.612 

Note. In each group,.!!.= 24 pairs of M/F, M/M and F/F raters 

*£. < .05 
**£. < .01 one-tailed test 

***£. < .001 



Table 11 

BPC: Significance of the Difference Between Correlations of 

M/F and M/M, M/F and F/F Pairs of CCWs Rating Ch i ldren 

Group 

54 

Factor M/F vs M/M Di r ection M/F vs F/F Direction 

Boysa 

I - l. 124 MF<MM - . 143 MF<FF 

II - . 315 MF<MM - . 491 MF<FF 

III - . 776 MF<MM - l. 204 MF<FF 

IV 2. 239 MF>MM .846 MF>FF 

V - .600 MF<MM .899 MF>FF 

Girl sb 

I .794 MF>MM - 1. 945* MF<FF 

II .872 MF>MM - l. 105 MF<FF 

III l. 303 MF>MM - .233 MF<FF 

IV . 331 MF>MM - l. 205 MF< FF 

V .671 MF>MM - . 990 MF<FF 

a n = 25 pairs each of M/F , M/M and F/F raters 
b n = 15 pairs each of M/F , M/M and F/F raters 

*.E. < .05 one- tail ed test 



direction, indicati ng greater agreement between M/M pairs , 

on 1 of the 16 sca les. When mean correlations from M/F pairs 

of raters were compared with those from F/F pairs, 8 of the 

16 scales showed a significant difference in the predicted 

direction, indicating greater agreement between ratings of 

F/F pairs . 

BPC: boys . The significance of the difference 

between correlations(~ transformations) of M/F and M/M, M/F and 

F/F pairs of child care workers on the five factors of the BPC 

is presented in Table 11. Comparison of the mean correlations 

from M/F pairs with those from M/M pairs showed no significant 

difference in the predicted direction between the two rating 

samples on the five factors. There was also no significant 

difference between the mean correlations obtained from M/F and 

F/F pairs of raters. 

BPC : girls . The significance of the difference 

between correlations of M/F and M/M, M/F and F/F pairs of 

child care workers on the five factors of the BPC is presented 

in Table 11. Comparison of the mean correlations from M/F 

pairs of raters with those from M/M pairs showed no significant 

differences in the predicted direction. When mean correlations 

from M/F pairs of raters were compared with those from F/F pairs, 

there was a significant difference i n the predicted direction on 

one factor, Conduct Disorder. 
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Means and Standard Deviations 

Means and standard deviations for ma le and female ratings of 

maladjusted boys and girls in three samples (M/F, M/M and F/F pairs 

of raters), on both the CBRS and the BPC are presented in Appendix E. 

Summary 

While M/F pairs of raters tended to agree less than F/F pairs 
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in their ratings of maladjusted boys on the CBRS, the strongest 

indication of sex difference between pairs of child care workers' 

ratings was found in ratings of girls by female pairs. M/F pai rs of 

raters demonstrated less agreement than F/F pairs in rati ng maladjusted 

girls. Little di fference was found between M/F and M/M pairs of 

raters in rating either boys or girls. 

With the BPC, no significant differences were found 

between M/F and M/M or F/F pairs of ratings on boys. Only when 

girls were rated was there slight indication of a tendency toward 

greater agreement in ratings on the part of F/F pairs of raters, 

demonstrated on one factor of the BPC. 
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Hypo thes i s l b 

In assessi ng the behaviour exhi bited by norma l ch i ldren and 

the degree of ma ladjusted behaviour exhibi ted by ma ladjusted ch i ldren , 

female raters will check the extreme categor ies in rating scales on 

each of two instruments more f requently than wi l l male rater s . 

CBRS 

A sample of 420 ratings (210 by fathers and 210 by mothers) 

was gathered f rom parents of normal children, aged 6 through 12 years, 

with 15 children of each sex in each of the seven age l evels . 

A sample of 109 ratings (47 by father s and 62 by mo ther s) 

was gathered from parents of maladjusted children, aged 6 through 12 

years. 

A sample of 440 ratings (226 by males and 214 by females) 

was gathered from chi l d care workers who rated maladjusted chi ldren 

aged 6 through 12 years. 

It should be noted that the items on the CBRS may be checked 

in any one of four categories, l, 2, 4 or 5. Categories land 5 

("almost always" and "al most never") represent the extreme positi ve 

or negative positi ons according to the wording of the i tems. The 

first eight scales are descriptive of prosocial behaviour; i tems are 

scored so that "l" represents the extreme negati ve position and "5" 

the extreme positive response . Scales 9 to 16 are descriptive of 

problem behaviour; items checked in the "l " category represent 

extreme positive response, while those in the "5" category represent 

extreme negative response. 



The following methods of analysis were applied to the data: 

a) A frequency count was made of all items checked in 

categories land 5, and the proportion of male extreme positive or 

negative responses was compared with the proportion of female extreme 

positive or negative responses, for each of the samples, with the 

test for the significance of a difference between uncorrelated 

proportions (Guilford, 1965, p. 186). 

b) A frequency count was made on all extreme categories 

used by male raters, and by female raters, regardless of the social 

desirability direction of the answer, i.e . a total count of all ''l''s 

and "5"s assigned by males or females . Raters were categorized as 

"extreme ra ter" if 75% or more of the i terns on a sea le were checked 

in either of the extreme categories of l or 5 by the individual 

rater. The proportion of female raters who met the criterion of 

"extreme rater" was tested against the proportion of male raters, 

for each of the 16 scales of the CBRS, with the corrected chi square 

test for independent samples (Siegel, 1956, p. 107). 

In al l computations, the level of significance accepted was 

_E < .05 (one-tailed test). 

Extreme categories parents of normal children. In 

assessing the behaviour exhibited by normal children, the proportion 
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of total responses from mothers that fell in the extreme positive 

category ("5") over scales describing pro-social behaviour was not 

significantly greater than the proportion of total extreme positive 

responses from fathers, but in three of the first eight scales, mothers' 
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extreme positive responses exceeded fathers' significantly (Table 12). 

Over scales 1 to 8, the proporti on of total responses from mothers that 

fell in the extreme negative category ( 11 111
) was not significantly 

greater than the proportion of total extreme negative responses from 

fathers. In none of the first eight scales did mothers' extreme 

negative responses exceed those of fathers' responses (Table 13). 

In rating problem behaviours on scales 9 to 16, the proportion 

of total responses from mothers that fell in the extreme positive 

category ( 11 111
), indicating extremely low incidence of problem behaviour, 

was not significantly greater than the proportion of total extreme 

positive responses from fathers. In one of the latter eight scales, 

mothers' extreme positive responses exceeded fathers', with the 

difference between the two proportions reaching significance(£. < .02, 

one-tailed test) on scale 10 (Table 12). Over sca les 9 to 16, the 

proportion of responses from mothers that fell in the extreme negative 

category ( 11 511
), indicating extremely high incidence of problem 

behaviour, was not significantly greater than the proportion of 

extreme negati ve responses from fathers (Table 13). 

Extreme raters parents of normal children. In addition 

to examini ng the f requencies and proportions of extreme positive and 

negat ive responses given, an analysis was carried out to determine 

whether or not each parent might be classified as an "extreme rater". 

The criterion established for "extreme rater" was that 75% or more of 

a rater's responses on a scale should fall into the extreme categories 

of 11111 or 11511
, regardless of the social desirability direction of the 
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Table 12 

CBRS: Comparison of Proportion of Extreme Positive Responses by 

Parents of Normal Children 

Frequency Proportion z 

Scal e Fathera Motherb Father Mother 

l 1,064 1,165 . 56 .62 1. 13 
2 1,098 1, 177 .47 . 51 .70 

3 518 603 .41 .48 1.38 
4 1,165 1,413 .46 . 56 2.03** 
5 l ,435 1,545 .68 .74 1. 20 
6 883 1,003 . 60 .68 1.75* 

7 l , 651 2.021 .46 .57 2. 13* 

8 584 649 .46 . 51 1.07 
9 1,031 l, 358 . 77 .81 .86 

10 840 982 .57 .67 2.05** 
11 1,575 1,665 .68 .72 .87 
12 866 908 . 51 .54 .51 
13 1,038 1,095 .55 . 58 .62 
14 1, 141 l , 153 . 78 . 78 . 20 
15 641 746 .51 .57 1. 21 

16 2,618 2,733 .78 . 81 .84 

l - 8 8,398 9,576 . 51 .58 1.48 
9 - 16 10,020 10,610 .66 .70 .86 

~ = 210 
n = 210 

*£. < :~~ one-tailed test **p < 



Table 13 

CBRS: Comparison of Proportion of Extreme Negative Responses by 

Parents of Normal Children 

Scale 

2 

3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

1 - 8 

9 -16 

Frequency Proportion 

Father a Motherb Father 

.02 

.03 

.04 

.03 

. 03 

.03 

.02 

.04 

.03 

.03 

.04 

.03 

.02 

.01 

. 03 

.01 

.03 

.02 

Mother 

.03 

.03 

.04 

.03 

.04 

.03 

.03 

.03 

.02 

.03 

.04 

.04 

. 03 

.01 

.04 

.02 

.03 

.03 

36 
67 

45 

85 

55 

48 
74 

52 

48 
40 
85 

46 

33 
11 

34 

35 
461 

332 

55 
76 

53 

76 
75 

39 

99 

40 

30 

38 

85 

64 
52 

55 
47 

50 
513 

381 

~ = 210 
n = 210 

*£. < .05 one-tailed test 

z 

.67 

.24 

. 32 

. 23 

.53 

.36 

.46 

.49 

,68 

.06 

.00 

.64 

. 70 

.33 

.58 

. 46 

. 18 

. 20 
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response. The results of this analysis showed that, on 8 of the 16 

scales of the CBRS, the proportion of mothers who met the criterion 

exceeded the proportion of fathers (Table 14). 
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In summary, on the CBRS, the proportion of mothers' total 

responses that fell in both extreme positive and extreme negative 

categories did not exceed significantly the proportion of fathers' 

total responses. The differences between the two proportions reached 

significance for extreme positive ratings, in the predicted direction, 

on three of the pro-social scales and on one of the problem behaviour 

scales. 

On 8 of the 16 scales (5 pro-social and 3 problem behaviour) 

the proportion of mothers who were classified as "extreme rater" 

significantly exceeded the proportion of fathers. Mothers of normal 

children demonstrated a tendency to rate children more frequently 

in the extreme categories on the CBRS than did fathers. 

In the analysis of the proportions of extreme responses by 

male and female raters who rated maladjusted children on the CBRS, 

the data from child care workers and from parents were pooled. 

Extreme categories parents and child care workers. In 

assessing the degree of maladjusted behaviour exhibited by 

maladjusted children, the proportions of responses from female 

raters that fell in the extreme positive or the extreme negative 

categories over the eight scales describing pro-social behaviour 

were not significantly greater than the proportions of extreme 

positive or negative responses from male raters, and no significant 



Tab le 14 

Normal Sample: Chi Square Values for Proportion of Mothers and 

Fathers Classified as Extreme Raters {CBRS) 

Scale 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

n Items Chi Square 

6.288** 
.610 

9 

11 
6 

12 
10 

7 

17 

6 

8 

7 

11 

8 

9 

7 

6 

16 

. 944 
6.441** 

13.653*** 
5.554** 
9.086*** 

.000 

.337 
5.844** 

2 . 167 

4.090* 
.618 

.010 
1.052 
3.923* 

Note. N = 420 rat i ngs 

*£ < .02 
**£. < .01 one-tailed test 

***£. < • 001 

Direction 

Mo>Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo=Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo>Fa 
Mo> Fa 
Mo>Fa 
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difference was found on each of the eight pro-social scales 

(Tables 15 & 16). 

In rating problem behaviours over scales 9 to 16, the 

proportions of responses f rom female raters that fell in the extreme 

positive or negative categories were not signi ficantly greater than 

the proportion of extreme positive or negative responses from mal e 

raters (Tables 15 & 16), either in considering total responses, or 

individual scale responses. 

The pooled ratings obtained from child care workers and 

from parents who rated maladjusted children were divided into two 

samples. 

Extreme categories child care workers. Over both the 

eight scales describing pro-social behaviour and the eight scales 

describing problem behaviour, the proportion of extreme positive or 

negative responses from female chi l d care workers did not differ 

significantly from those obtained from male child care workers 

(Tables 17 & 18). 

_E_x_tr_e_m_e_ c_a_te_g-o_r_i_e_s __ ~p_a_r_e_n_t_s. In consideri ng the 

proportions of extreme positive and negative responses from parents 

of maladjusted children , the proportions of responses from mothers 

that fell into either the extreme positive or negative categories 

did not differ si gnificantly from the proportions obtained from 

fathers i n either scales l to 8 or scales 9 to 16 (Tables 19 & 20). 

Extreme raters child care workers. In addition to 

the above analyses, an analysis was carried out to determine whether 
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Tab 1 e 15 

CBRS: Comparison of Proportion of Extreme Positive Responses in 

Male and Female Ratings of Maladjusted Children 

Frequency Proportion z 

Scale Malea Femaleb Male Female 

1 1,017 952 .41 . 38 .74 

2 980 971 .33 .32 .15 

3 429 435 .26 .26 .00 
4 959 1,020 .29 . 31 .38 

5 1,556 1,534 .57 .56 . 33 

6 590 642 .31 .33 .58 
7 674 824 . 15 . 18 .99 

8 371 378 .23 . 23 .00 

9 1,056 1,006 .48 .46 .63 
10 949 1 ,015 .50 . 53 .68 
11 1 , 851 1,874 .62 .62 .00 
12 712 708 .33 . 32 .28 
13 995 976 .41 .40 .28 

14 1,1 03 986 .53 .51 .47 
15 709 702 . 43 . 42 .21 

16 2,595 2,651 .59 .60 . 14 

1 - 8 6,576 6,756 . 31 . 31 . 13 

9 -1 6 9,880 9,912 .50 . 50 .00 

Note . Ratings include 47 by fathers and 62 by mothers 

of mal adjusted children. 

~!l = 273 
n = 276 

*£. < .05 one-tailed test 
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Table 16 

CBRS: Comparison of Proportion of Extreme Negat i ve Responses in 

Male and Female Ratings of Maladjusted Childr en 

Frequency Proportion z 

Scale Malea Femaleb Male Fema 1 e 

97 176 .04 .07 1.64 
2 189 258 .06 .09 . 98 
3 115 198 .07 . 12 1. 96* 
4 256 352 .08 . 12 1. 13 
5 125 155 .05 .06 . 53 
6 132 196 .07 . 10 1.34 
7 457 575 . 10 . 12 .90 
8 105 166 .06 . 10 1.54 
9 123 188 .06 .09 1.33 

10 59 80 .03 .04 . 63 
11 116 149 .04 .05 .57 
12 127 197 .06 .09 l.39 
13 215 212 .09 .09 .00 
14 48 99 .03 .05 l . 59 
15 99 140 .06 .08 1.09 
16 111 149 .03 .03 .63 
- 8 1,476 2,076 .06 . 10 1. 15 

9 -1 6 898 1 , 214 .04 .06 .78 

Note . Ratings include 47 by mother s and 62 by f athers 

of maladjusted children. 

~ = 273 
n = 276 

*.E. < .05 one- tailed test 



Table 17 

CBRS: Comparison of Proportion of Extreme Positive Responses in 

CCWs' Ratings of Maladjusted Children 

Scale 

- 8 

9 -16 

1 -16 

Frequency 

Malea 

5,366 

8,231 

13, 597 

Femaleb 

5,159 

7,678 

12,837 

an= 226 
~ = 214 

Proportion 

Male Female 

. 30 . 31 

.51 .50 

.40 .40 

*£. < .05 one-tailed test 

z 

. 11 

. 17 

.04 
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Table 18 

CBRS: Comparison of Proportion of Extreme Negative Responses in 

CCWs' Ratings of Maladjusted Children 

Frequency Proportion z 

Scale Malea Femaleb Male Female 

l - 8 789 l, 114 

9 -16 472 647 

- 16 1 , 261 1,761 

an= 
b-n = 

*£ < 

226 
214 

.05 

.04 .07 

.03 .04 

.04 .05 

one- tailed test 

1.00 

.74 

.90 
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Table 19 

CBRS: Comparison of Proportion of Extreme Positive Responses in 

Parents ' Rati ngs of Mal adjusted Children 

Scale 

l - 8 

9 -16 

l -16 

Frequency Proportion 

Fathera Motherb Father Mother 

1,210 1, 597 .33 .33 

1,649 2,240 .49 .50 

2,859 3, 837 . 40 . 41 

*£. < .05 one- tailed test 

z 

.00 

. 15 

.00 
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Table 20 

CBRS: Comparison of Proportion of Extreme Negative Responses in 

Parents' Ratings of Maladjusted Children 

Scale 

l - 8 

9 -16 

l -16 

Frequency Proportion 

Fathera Motherb Father Mother 

687 962 . 19 .20 

426 567 . l 3 . 13 

l, 113 1,529 .16 . 16 

*.E. < .05 one-tailed test 

z 

. 16 

.00 

.00 
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or not each rater might be cl assified as an "extreme rater". The 

criterion accepted for "extreme rater" was the same as that 

established for parents of normal children . The proportion of 

female child care workers who met the criterion of "extreme rater" 

was significantly greater than the proportion of male raters on 

scales 3 and 10 (Table 21). 

Extreme raters parents . When parents rated maladjusted 

children on the CBRS, the proportion of mothers who met the criterion 

of "extreme rater" did not differ significantly from the proportion 

of fathers, on each of the 16 scales (Table 22). 

BPC 

A sample of 156 ratings (78 by fathe rs and 78 by mothers) 

was gathered from parents of normal children who had also rated 

their children on the CBRS. 

A sample of 225 ratings (102 by males, 123 by females) 

was gathered from child care workers who rated the same maladjusted 

children that they had also rated on the CBRS . 

It should be noted that the BPC items are descriptive of 

problem behaviours and may be checked in any one of three categories, 

0, 1 and 2, with category "2" representing the extreme ( "severe 

problem") response. 

The following method of analysis was applied to the data : 
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a frequency count was made of all items checked in the extreme category, 

and the proportion of male extreme responses was compared with the 

proportion of female extreme responses for both samples, with the z 



Table 21 

Maladjusted Samp le: Chi Square Values for Proportion of 

Malea and Femaleb CCWs Classified as Extr eme Raters (CBRS) 

Scale n Items Chi Square Direction 

M > F l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

9 
11 

6 
12 
10 
7 

17 
6 

8 
7 

11 

8 
9 
7 
6 

16 

a 

b 

l . 960 
.015 F > M 

4.302* F > M 
.742 F > M 
.342 M > F 
.251 F > M 

2.050 F > M 
l. 501 F > M 
.000 F = M 

8.473** F > M 
.281 M > F 
.025 M > F 
. 531 M > F 

1. 382 M > F 
l. 579 F < M 
.010 F < M 

n = 226 r atings 

n = 214 rat i ngs 

*.e. < 
**£. < :~~ one-tail ed test 
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Scale 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Table 22 

Maladjusted Samp le : Chi Square Values for Proportion of 

Fathersa and Mother sb Classified as Extreme Raters (CBRS) 

n Items Ch i Square Direction 

9 2.502 Mo>Fa 
11 . 389 Fa>Mo 
6 .076 Fa>Mo 

12 2. 277 Mo>Fa 
10 .000 Fa>Mo 

7 . 196 Mo>Fa 
17 .004 Fa>Mo 
6 1.579 Mo>Fa 
8 .342 fa>Mo 
7 .013 Mo>Fa 

11 . 092 Mo>Fa 
8 .003 Mo>Fa 
9 . 157 Mo>fa 
7 . 196 Mo>Fa 
6 .444 Fa>Mo 

16 .092 Mo >Fa 

an= 47 ratings 
~ = 62 ratings 

*£. < .05 one-tailed test 
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test for the significance of a difference between uncorrelated 

proportions. 

In all computations, the l evel of significance accepted 

was£. < .05 (one- tailed test). 

Extreme categories parents of normal chi l dren . When a 

comparison was made between the proporti ons of male and female raters' 

extreme responses, the proportion of mothers' responses that fel l in 

the extreme negative category did not exceed the proportion of 

fathers' responses (Table 23). The finding with the CBRS, that, in 

assessing the behaviour of normal children, mothers and fathers do 

not differ in the frequency with which they check the extreme negative 

responses was supported in the analysis of responses to the BPC. 

_E_x_t_re_m_e;....._;_c--'-a....:.t_e..,__go_r_,__;· e....:.s ___ c_h_i_l_d---'-c-'-a _re_ w__;o_r_k...;..e....:...rs. When a c ompa ri son 

was made between the proportions of male and female raters ' extreme 

responses obtained in ratings of maladjusted children, female child 

care workers did not show a greater proporti on of extreme negati ve 

responses in their ratings than did male child care workers (Table 

23). These findings with the BPC are in agreement with the results 

obtained with the same sample on the CBRS. 

Summary 

Hypothesis lb received partial support i n respect to mothers' 

ratings of normal children . Mothers rated their children in the 

extreme positive categories more frequently than fathers did on 4 

of the 16 CBRS scales. Mothers were categorized as extreme raters 

more frequently than fathers in 8 of the 16 CBRS scales . 



Table 23 

BPC: Comparison of the Proportion of Ext reme Negative Rat i ngs 

by Two Groups 

Frequency Proporti on 

Group Male Female Male Female 

Parentsa (Normal) 58 82 .01 .02 

CCWsb (Maladj usted) 549 800 . 10 . 12 

Note. For parents, n = 78 in each group. 
For male CCWs~ n = 102 . 
For female ccws-:- !!. = 123. 

*.e_ < .05 one- tailed test 
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. 30 

. 50 



Female child care workers who rated maladjusted children 

did not differ from male child care workers in their use of either 

the positive or the negative extreme categories, nor did parents 

of maladjusted children differ significantly in this respect. 

Female child care workers were more frequently categorized 

as extreme raters than were males on 2 of the 16 CBRS scales (a 

finding that could be due to chance) but parents of maladjusted 

children did not differ in this respect. 
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Hypothesis 2 

In assessing the behaviour exhibited by maladjusted children, 

child care workers, rating children of the opposite sex to their own, 

will produce significantly higher mean ratings on scales scored for 

positive attributes (CBRS) and significantly lower mean ratings on 

scal es scored for negative attributes (CBRS and BPC) than they will 

in rating children of the same sex. 

CBRS 

Two samples of ratings on boys and girls were gathered in the 

following manner: 

(a) Ratings were obtained from 17 male child care 

workers who rated 19 boys and 12 girls, and 14 female child care 

workers who rated 20 boys and 12 girls . While the raters were not 

paired, both male and female raters rated the same population of 

children and each rater's rating of a boy was paired with his, or 

her, rating of a girl, matched for age. A total of 43 pairs of 

boy/girl ratings was obtained from male raters, and a total of 48 

pairs from female raters. Whenever more than one pair of ratings 

from a single rater was included in the sample, the mean of the 

multipl e ratings was the statistic employed in the subsequent 

analysis. 

The total number of comparisons between boys and girls was 

17 pairs for male raters, 14 pai rs for female raters. 

(b) In the second sample, male and female raters were 

paired, with each of the seven pairs rating identical chil dren, 
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independently, during a two week period. The mean rating for each 

rater, calculated for boys and girls separately, was the statistic 

employed in the subsequent analysis. The minimum number of boys 

rated by a M/F pair of raters was four, the maximum number, eight; 

the minimum number of girls rated was four , the maximum number, six. 

Means and standard deviations for each rater ' s ratings of boys and 

girls are presented in Appendix F. 

Sample (a). The multivariate generalization of the t test 

for correlated samples, i.e. multivariate analysis of variance 

(MAN0VA) program was applied to the data obtained in sample (a). 

The level of signifi cance accepted, for both the multivariate F 

test (Wilks lambda) and the univariate f.. tests, was£. < .05. 

Means and standard deviations for 17 male and 14 female 

child care workers ' ratings on the CBRS are presented in Appendix G. 

78 

Multivariate and univariate .E_ values obtained with comparisons 

(paired t) of ratings on boys and girls are presented in Table 24, 

for male raters, and Tables 25 and 26 for female raters. Ratings 

obtained from female raters were analyzed in two separate analyses 

(scales l to 8 and scales 9 to 16) because the number of female 

raters (14) was less than the total number of variables (16). 

The MAN0VA results indicated no significant difference, 

over the 16 scales, in male raters' ratings of boys and girls, 

.E_ (16, l) = 19 .036, £. < .178. No significant difference was found 

in female raters' ratings of boys and girls,£ (8, 6) = 1.804, 

£. < .244 and F (8 , 6) = 2.163, £. < .181, for scales l to 8 and 

scales 9 to 16, respectively. 



Table 24 

Comparison of Ratings (CBRS) on Boys and Girl s by Male Raters: 

Seal ea 

1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Multivariate and Univariate Summaries 

Mu l t i variate Test of Significance (Wilks lambda) 

F df Hyp. df Error 

19.036 16 1 

Univariate F Tests 

f.{l, 16) 

.600 

. 681 
9.676 
1. 721 

. 164 

.558 

.009 
2. 269 

.063 

.096 

. 128 
1. 747 

.097 
2. 028 
1.239 
1.011 

aTransformed Variabl es 

.E. < 

. 170 

.E. < 

.450 

.421 

.007 

.208 

.674 

. 466 

.925 

. 151 

. 809 

. 761 

. 725 

. 205 

.799 

. 174 

.261 

.330 
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Table 25 

Comparison of Ratings (CBRS) on Boys and Girls by Female Raters: 

Scales 

l - 8 

Scalea 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Multivariate and Univariate Summaries 

Multivariate Test of Significance (Wilks lambda) 

F df Hyp. df Error 

1.804 8 6 

Univariate F Tests 

I (1, 13) 

1.620 

2.610 

3.604 

.461 

.008 

4.718 

6.913 

16.491 

aTransformed Variables 

£. < 

.244 

£. < 

.225 

. 145 

.080 

.509 

.930 

.049 

.021 

.001 
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Table 26 

Comparison of Ratings (CBRS) on Boys and Girls by Female Raters: 

Scales 

9 -16 

Scale a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Multivariate and Un ivariate Summaries 

Multivariate Test of Significance (Wi l ks lambda) 

F df Hyp. df Error 

2. 163 8 6 

Univariate F Tests 

£.. (1, 13) 

7.034 

1. 183 

l . 715 

4.578 

6.558 

3.261 

5. 145 

. 108 

aTransformed Variables 

£. < 

. 181 

£. < 

.020 

.297 

.213 

.052 

.024 

.094 

.041 

.748 



The hypothesis of a cross-sex effect in child care workers 1 

rati ngs of maladjusted children was not supported with sample (a) on 

the CBRS. 

Sample (b). The seven pairs of M/F raters, did not allow 

sufficient degrees of freedom for multivariate analysis , therefore 

t tests for correlated samples were calculated on the data obtained 

on boys and girls on each of the 16 scales of the CBRS. No claim 

can be made for complete independence of the 16 scales, therefore 

the actual probability of experiment-wise error rate is likely to 

be unknown (Hummel and Sligo , 1971). An estimate of the probability 

of experiment-wise error rate for multiple comparisons was obtained 

from the formula l - (1 -a)c, where 11 C11 refers to the number of 

comparisons. Applying this formula, the level of significance 

accepted for each of the 16 compari sons was _p_ < .003. Si nee 

directional hypotheses were stated,! tests were one- tailed. 

The t - test results from the compari sons of mean ratings of 

boys and girls by male and female child care workers are presented 

in Table 27. On the eight scales scored in the positive direction, 

male raters gave significantly higher mean ratings to girls than to 

boys on Scale 3 (Impulse Control), ! (7) = -2.409, _p_ < .003 and 

Scale 6 (Moral Development),! (7) = - 2.479, _p_ < .003. On the eight 

scales scored in the negative direction, girls received significantly 
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lower mean ratings than boys on Scale 10 (Eating Problems), t (7) = 2.192, 

_p_ < .003. Female raters, contrary to the predicted direction of 

differences, gave signi f i cantly higher mean rati ngs to girls than to 



83 

Table 27 

CBRS: Differences between CCWs' Mean Ratings of Boys and Girls 

(Paired_!_) 

Male Raters Female Raters 

Difference Difference 
Scale between M SE M between M SE M - -

1 .360 1.486 .242 -1.770 1. 755 - 1.008 
2 -1.020 1 .672 - .610 - .944 1. 533 - . 616 

3 -3.141 1. 304 -2.409* -4.910 1. 298 -3.783* 

4 -1. 396 2.418 - .577 - . 606 2.364 - . 256 

5 - .981 1 .888 - . 520 - . 714 1. 796 - . 397 
6 - .405 1. 572 -2.579* -4.551 2. 346 -1. 940* 

7 -5.303 4.429 - 1. 197 -7.285 5.385 -1. 353 

8 -2.066 1.367 - 1.511 -4.616 1. 675 -2.756* 

9 - . 191 1.665 - . 115 3.091 1. 692 1.827 
10 2. 156 .984 2. 192* 2.438 1.600 1. 524 

11 1. 257 1.802 .697 2.646 2.814 .940 

12 1. 968 1.511 1. 303 3.893 2.092 1. 860 

13 2.050 1.780 1. 152 3.750 2.828 1.326 

14 1.034 1.542 .670 2.692 1.920 1. 402 

15 . 231 1. 527 . 151 2.020 1. 437 1.405 

16 - . 137 1. 025 - . 134 - . 128 1. 793 - .072 

*£. < .003 one- tailed test 



boys on 3 of the 8 scales scored in the positive direction : Scale 3 

(Impulse Control),! (7) = -3.783, £. < .003; Scale 6 (Moral Develop­

ment),!_ (7) = -1.940, £. < .003; Scale 8 (Relation to Adults), 

! (7) = -2.756, £. < .003. None of the comparisons between mean 

ratings of boys and girls on the eight scales scored in the negative 

direction reached significance when female child care workers were 

the raters. 

With sample (b), partial support for the hypothesis of a 

cross-sex effect in child care workers' ratings of children was 

found in ratings by ma le chi l d care workers. 

BPC 

Ratings were obtained from seven M/F pairs of child care 

workers. Within each pair of raters, male and female raters rated 

identical children, independently, during a two-week period. Prior 

to analysis, the central tendency for each male and female rater was 

calculated. Means and standard deviations for male raters, rating 

boys and girls, are presented in Appendix H; those for female ra ters 

are also presented in Appendix H. The minimum number of boys rated 

by a M/F pair of raters was four, the maximum number, nine; for 

girls, the minimum number was three, the maximum, six. 

The multivariate generalization of the!_ test for correlated 

samples (MANOVA) was applied to the data obtained on five factors 

of the BPC. The level of significance accepted, for both the 

multivariate F test (Wilks lambda) and the univariate£. tests, was 

£. < .05. 
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Means and standard deviations for M/F pairs of raters rating 

boys and girls are presented in Appendix I. On each of the five 

factors, both male and female raters gave higher mean scores to boys 

than to girls, i.e. both male and female raters perceived boys as 

exhibiting more problem behaviours than girls. 
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Multivariate and univariate F values obtained with comparisons 

(paired!) of ratings on boys and girls are presented in Table 28 

(male raters) and Table 29 (female raters). Over all five factors 

MANOVA results showed no significant difference in male raters' ratings 

of boys and girls,£. (5, 2) = 2.522, £. < .308. Female raters, however, 

gave significantly higher mean ratings over all five factors to boys, 

£. (5, 2) = 25.025, £. < .039 . Two of the univariate F tests showed 

signifi cant results : Factor I (Conduct Disorder),£. (l, 6) = 6.357, 

£. < .045 and Factor III (Inadequacy-immaturity), F (l, 6) = 25.270, 

£. < .012. While these results may appear to show a cross-sex effect, 

they were not in the predicted direction, nor were they in agreement 

with the results obtained from the CBRS. When the CBRS was the 

instrument employed, female raters did not demonstrate significant 

differences in their ratings of boys and girls on the eight scales 

descriptive of problem behaviours. 

Summary 

No support for the hypothesis of a cross-sex effect was found 

in child care workers' ratings on the BPC, or on the CBRS, with 

sample (a) . Partial support for the hypothesis was found on the 

CBRS with sample (b) . 
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Table 28 

Differences Between Ratings of Boys and Girl s on the BPC by Mal e CCWs: 

Multivariate and Univariate Summaries 

Mul tivariate Tests of Significance (Wi l ks l ambda) 

Test of Roots 

l through l 

Factora 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

F 

2.522 

f_( l ,6) 

2.480 

2.322 

l l. 827 

6. 158 

3.410 

df Hyp . 

5 

df Error 

2 

Univariate F Tests 

MS .12. < 

17. 601 . 166 

16.356 .178 

23.406 .014 

l 0. 566 . 048 

5.316 .114 

aTransformed Variables 

.12. < 

.308 

SDFC 

R 

.929 

-2.344 

.180 

3.698 

- l. 151 

- . 160 
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Table 29 

BPC : Differences Between Ratings of Boys and Girl s by Female CCWs: 

Mu l t i variate and Univariate Summaries 

Mul t i variate Tests of Significance (Wi l ks l ambda) 

Tests of Roots F df Hyp . df Error £. < R -

l through l 25.025 5 2 .039 .992 

Univariate F Tests 

£ (1, 6) MS £. < SDFC 

Factora 

I 6.357 54.880 .045* 27 . 531 

I I 3.027 31. 291 . 133 - 5. 646 

III 12. 871 25.270 .012** 1. 495 

IV 3. 163 8. 916 . 126 -20.857 

V 5.233 5. 143 . 062 - 3.710 

aTransformed Variables 

* £. < .05 
** £. < . 01 

*** £. < .001 



Hypothesis 2a 

In assessing the behaviour of maladjusted children, the 

difference between mean ratings of boys and girls on each of two 

instruments by female child care workers will be significantly 

less than the di fference between mean ratings of boys and girls by 

male child care workers. 

CBRS 

Sample (a). Prior to analysis, the difference between each 

rater's ratings of boys and girls was calculated for sample (a). 

Difference scores for male and female raters are presented in 

Appendix J. 

The multivariate generalization of the t test for correlated 

samples (MANOVA) was applied to the obtai ned difference scores for 

scales l to 8, and scales 9 to 16, separately. 

Means and standard deviations for the difference scores 

obtained between ratings of boys and girls by male raters, and female 

raters, are presented in Appendix K. Female raters demonstrated 

larger mean differences in rating boys and girls than did male 

raters in 15 of the 16 scales. 
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Table 30 summarizes the results from the multivariate and 

univariate F tests. Over scales l to 8, and 9 to 16, no significant 

differences were found, £. (8, 6) = .739, _p_ < .663 and£. (8, 6) = 1 .127, 

_p_ < .455, respectively. The differences obtained in comparing 

ratings of boys and girls by male raters in sample (a) did not differ 

significantly from those obtained in comparing ratings by female 
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Table 30 

CBRS: Comparison of Mean Differences in Ratings of Maladjusted Boys 

and Girls by 17 Male and 14 Female CCWs 

Scales 

1 - 8 

9 -1 6 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 
12 
l3 

14 
15 
16 

Multivariate Test of Significance (Wilks lambda) 

F 

.739 
1. 127 

df Hyp. 

8 

8 

Univariate F Tests 

£. (1, 13) 

1.446 

.562 

.089 

.616 

.003 
l. 256 
3.582 
6.345 
5.422 

.326 

. 484 
1.069 
4.299 
l. 225 
2.463 

.251 

aTransformed Variables 

df Error 

6 

6 

£. < 

.663 

.455 

£. < 

.351 

.467 

. 771 

.446 

.960 

.283 

.081 

.026 

.037 

.578 

.499 

.320 

.059 

.288 

.141 

.625 
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raters. 

Sample (b) . Ratings from seven M/F pairs of raters were 

analyzed with the l test for correlated data on each of the 16 scales. 

The differences between mean ratings of boys and girls are 

presented in Appendix L for male and female raters. 

Results obtained from paired l tests, together with mean 

differences between male and female raters, are presented in Table 31. 

Female raters demonstrated larger differences in rating boys and 

girls than did male raters on 11 of the 16 scales; in the 8 scales 

scored in the negative direction female raters showed consistently 

larger mean differences than did male raters. However , with the 

conservative level of significance established for multiple l tests 

(,p_ < .003) , no significant differences between mean difference scores 

were found. 

BPC 

Prior to analysis, the difference between each rater's ratings 

of boys and girls was calculated. Difference scores for male and 

female raters are presented in Appendix M. 

The multivariate generalization of the t test for correlated 

samples (MANOVA) was applied to the obtained difference scores on the 

five factors of the BPC. 

Mean differences in ratings of boys and girls by male and 

female raters are also presented in Appendix M. On Factors I to IV, 

female raters demonstrated larger mean differences in rating boys 

and girls than did male raters. 
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Table 31 

CBRS: Comparison of Mean Differences in Ratings of Maladjusted 

Boys and Girls by M/F Pairs of Raters 

Difference Direction of 
Scale between M SE t Difference 

l 2. 115 l. 273 1.661 M > F 

2 - .076 1.072 - .071 F > M 

3 1. 768 .652 2.714 M > F 
4 - .790 2. 199 - . 359 F > M 

5 - . 267 1. 595 - . 167 F > M 

6 2.926 2.399 l. 219 M > F 
7 1 .982 1.603 1. 237 M > F 

8 2.693 .899 2.994 M > F 
9 -3.282 1.456 -2.255 F > M 

10 - . 283 1. 039 - . 272 F > M 

11 - 1. 388 1. 612 - .861 F > M 

12 - l . 924 1.450 - 1. 327 F > M 

13 - 1. 700 1.420 -1.197 F > M 
14 -1. 658 .993 -1. 669 F > M 
15 - 1. 788 .913 -1. 958 F > M 

16 - .008 1. 100 - . 008 F > M 

Note. n = 7 M/F Pairs of Raters 

*£. < .003 one- tailed test 



Summaries of multivari ate and univariate F tests results 

are presented in Table 32. Over the five factors , no signifi cant 

di fference between male and female raters' difference scores was 

found, f. (5 , 2) = .726, 2_ < .666. 

Summary 
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For both the CBRS and the BPC, results from analyses of 

difference scores (from the comparison of ratings on boys and girl s) 

show no signi ficant di fferences in male and fema le child care workers ' 

ratings . Therefore, no support for the hypothesis was found in this 

study . 



Table 32 

BPC: Comparison of Mean Differences in Ratings of Maladjusted 

Boys and Girl s by Seven M/F Pairs of CCWs 

Test of Roots 

1 through 1 

Factora 

I 

II 

I II 

IV 

V 

Multivariate Tests of Significance 

F 

.726 

£. (1, 6) 

2. 673 

. 517 

.020 

.011 

.007 

df Hyp. 

5 

df Error 

2 

Univariate F Tests 

MS Q < 

10.370 . 153 

3.458 .499 

.046 .892 

.024 .920 

.004 .934 

aTransformed Variables 

Q < 

.666 

R 

.803 

SDFC 

1. 722 

. 641 

.013 

- . 792 

-1 . 214 
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Hypothesis 3 

In assessing behaviour, significantly higher mean ratings on 

scales scored for positive attributes (CBRS) and lower mean ratings 

on scales scored for negative attributes (CBRS and BPC), for both 

boys and girls, will be obtained from mothers• than from fathers• 

ratings. 

CBRS 

A pool of 568 ratings on the CBRS was gathered from mothers 
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and fathers of normal children. From this pool, 420 ratings were 

selected from age groups (6 through 12 years) of 15 subjects per age, 

for boys and girls, in order to examine possible age effects (in cases 

where there were more than 15 subjects per age group, subjects 

included in the sample were randomly selected). No pattern of age 

effects was evident (see Appendix N). No single parent ratings were 

included in the sample. Some parents, however, had rated more than 

one child in the family, while others had rated only one child. The 

sample was div ided on this basis, and the multivariate generalization 

of the l test (MAN0VA) was applied to the data for boys and girls to 

determine if parents who had rated one child differed significantly 

in their ratings from those parents who rated more than one child. 

Results indicated that, over the 16 variables, the two groups differed 

significantly for boys,£.. (16, 193) = 1.801, Q_ < .033, and for girls, 

£.. (16, 193) = 2.501, Q_ < .002. Therefore, two subsamples were formed 

to test hypothesis 3: (a) ratings from parents who rated one child 

in the family, N = 364 ratings (91 boys and 91 girls, rated by both 
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parents). 

(b) ratings from parents who rated two boy-girl 

siblings per family, !i = 100 ratings (25 boys and 25 girls rated by 

both fathers and mothers). Parents who rated two children of the 

same sex were not included in the sample. 

Parents rating one child. The multivariate generalization 

of the 1 test (MANOVA) for correlated samples was applied to the 

data obtained from parents who rated one child per family, sample (a). 

The level of significance accepted for both multivariate and univariate 

f. tests, in this and all other anlayses for Hypothesis 3, was£< .05. 

Means and standard deviations are presented in Appendix 0 

for boys and girls. 

Multivariate and univariate F values obtained from the 

comparison of mothers • and fathers' ratings are presented in Table 33, 

for boys and Table 34 for girls . 

For parents who rated boys, the multivariate test showed no 

significant difference in mean ratings by mothers and fathers over 

the 16 scales, f. (16, 75} = 1.711, £ < .063. For parents who rated 

girls, the multivariate test indicated a significant difference in 

mothers' and fathers' ratings over the 16 scales, f. (16, 75) = 2. 194, 

£ < .012. Reference to the tables of mean ratings for mothers and 

fathers (Appendix Q) shows that mothers gave girl s higher mean ratings 

on each scale scored in the positive direction, and lower mean ratings 

on each sca le scored in the negative directi on, than did fathers. 

Univariate F test results show significant differences in 



96 

Table 33 

CBRS: Comparison of Mothers' and Fathers' Ratings of Normal Boys, 

Sample (a) 

Mul tivariate Test of Signifi cance (Wilks lambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. df Error £. < R 

1 through l l. 711 16 75 .063 . 517 

Univari ate F Tests 

f. (1, 90) MS £. < SDFC 

Scalea 

l 3.099 47.868 . 082 .892 
2 . 215 8.011 .644 .262 
3 .011 . 176 . 916 . l 09 
4 .038 1. 330 .845 - . 017 
5 . 002 .044 .962 - . 003 
6 4.009 55.395 .048 - . 523 
7 2.644 206.252 . l 07 - . 287 
8 .318 3. 176 .574 - . 288 
9 . 928 11. 967 .338 - .545 

10 .995 12.703 . 321 - . 093 
11 .002 .044 . 966 . 168 
12 .089 1.857 .766 - . 267 
13 .342 6.868 .560 . 495 
14 4.558 28.582 .035 . 529 
15 . 776 6.330 . 381 - . 110 
16 . 601 11. 967 .440 - . 431 

aTransformed Variables 
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Table 34 

CBRS : Compari son of Mothers' and Fathers' Ratings of Normal Girl s , 

Sample (a) 

Multivariate Test of Signi f i cance (Wilks lambda) 

Test of Roots 

1 through 1 

Scal ea 

1 
2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

F 

2. 194 

f ( 1 , 90) 

1.545 
.954 

11 . 332 
4.083 
2.288 

18.746 
5.059 
3.545 
1.489 
6.067 
1. 550 
4.539 

. 005 
1. 561 

.855 
8.622 

df Hyp. 

16 

df Error 

75 

Univariate F Tests 

MS .EJ.. < 

30.868 . 217 
34.461 . 331 

174.460 . 001*** 
109 .890 .046* 

27.472 .134 
209.273 .001*** 
484.612 . 027* 

43 . 615 .063 
1 o. 560 .226 
73.890 . 016* 
16.714 .216 
65. 154 . 036* 

.099 . 941 
11. 253 . 215 
8.011 .358 

125.813 .004** 

aTransformed Variabl es 

* .El.. < . 05 
**.El.. < . 01 

***.El.. < . 001 

. 012 

R 

. 565 

SDFC 

. 115 
- . 355 

.628 

.067 
- . 016 

.827 
- .387 

.139 
- . 005 
- . 118 

.232 

.032 
- . 752 

- . 070 
- . 033 

.547 



mean rati ngs of fathers and mothers on 7 of the 16 scales (df 1, 90): 

Sca le 3 (Impulse Control), Q_ < .001; Scale 4 (Appropriate Activity), 

Q. < .046; Scale 6 (Moral Development) , Q_ < .001 ; Scale 7 (General 

Interpersonal) , Q_ < .027; Scale 10 (Eating Problems) , Q_ < .016; 

Scale 12 (Inappropriate Attenti on-seeking), Q_ < .036; Scale 16 

(Pathology), Q_ < .004. 

Partial support for hypothesis 3 was found i n sample (a) in 

that , when fathers and mothers rate gi rls, mothers give signifi cantly 

more favourable ratings to gi r l s than do fathers . 

Parents rating sibl i ngs. The multivar iate generalization of 

the t test for correl ated samples (MANOVA) was applied to the data 

obtained from parents who rated two opposite-sex siblings per family , 

sample (b) . 

Means and standard deviations are presented in Appendix P, 

for boys and girls. 
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Multivariate and univariate F values obtained from the 

compari son of mother s 1 and fathers 1 ratings are presented in Table 35, 

for boys and Table 36, for girl s . 

When mothers ' and fathers 1 ratings on boys were compared , no 

significant difference was found over the 16 scales, f (16, 9) = .652 , 

Q. < . 782 . 

When mother s ' and fathers' ratings on gi rls were compared, no 

significant difference was found over the 16 scales, f (16, 9) = 2.278, 

Q. < . 106 . 



99 

Table 35 

CBRS: Comparison of Mothers ' and Fathers' Ratings of Normal Boys, 

Sample (b) 

Mu l tivariate Test of Significance (Wil ks lambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. df Error B. < R 

l through l .652 16 9 .782 .733 

Un ivariate F Tests 

I (1, 24) MS B. < SDFC 

Scalea 

l . 278 6.760 .603 - .425 
2 .247 10.240 . 624 - . 043 
3 . 631 12.960 .435 - . 487 
4 2.055 99.999 . 165 1. 892 
5 . 016 .360 .900 - . 117 
6 . 917 19. 360 .348 . 641 
7 2.641 190.440 . 117 . l 03 
8 2.830 43.560 . l 05 .559 
9 . 153 1.440 . 700 .292 

10 .878 14.440 .358 .583 
11 .065 l. 000 .802 .410 
12 3.718 70.560 .066 - . 175 
13 .086 l. 440 . 771 -1.044 
14 .324 1. 000 .574 . 179 
15 . 151 1. 960 . 701 . 152 
16 .681 16.000 .417 1. 894 

aTransformed Variabl es 
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Table 36 

CBRS : Comparison of Mothers' and Fathers ' Ratings of Normal Girls, 

Sample (b) 

Multi variate Test of Signi ficance (Wilks lambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. df Error £ < R 

l through l 2. 278 16 9 . 106 .896 

Univariate F Tests 

f ( 1 , 24) MS £ < SDFC 

Scalea 

1 . 149 2.560 .703 .634 
2 7.828 184. 959 .010 . 026 
3 .002 .040 .964 -1. 020 
4 7.649 231.039 .011 - 1. 492 
5 . 016 .360 .899 1. 346 
6 2.457 57.760 . 130 1. 924 
7 2.039 163. 840 . 166 - . 552 
8 1.882 21 . 160 .183 .457 
9 4.918 25.000 .036 1 . 316 

10 6.262 112.359 . 020 . 958 
11 4. 646 139. 240 . 041 . 204 
12 7.302 116.639 . 012 l. 513 
13 8. 487 84 . 640 . 008 - .670 
14 .565 4.000 .460 - . 489 
15 l . 441 14.440 .242 - .800 
16 6. 080 60.840 . 021 .699 

aTransformed Variables 



BPC 

Parents of normal children responded with ratings on 37 

boys and 41 girl s on the BPC. Those parents who had agreed to rate 

more than one child in the family on the CBRS were not given BPC 

forms , therefore al l parents who rated children on the BPC rated 

one child only per family. 

The multivariate general i zation of the t test for correlated 

samples (MANOVA) was applied to the data obtained on four factors 

of the BPC. 

Means and standard deviations for parents' ratings of boys 

and gi r ls are presented in Appendix Q. 

Multivari ate and univariate F values obtained from the 

comparisons of mothers' and fathers ' ratings are presented in 

Table 37 , for boys, and Table 38, fo r gi rl s . No significant 

differences were found in mothers' and fathers' ratings of either 

boys or girls. 

Summary 

When mean ratings on the CBRS by parents (rating one chil d 

per family) were compared, mothers tended to give more favourab le 

ratings to girls than did fathers , but no significant differences 

were found in mean ratings of boys. Parents did not differ 

significantly in rating thei r children on the BPC. When parents 

rated opposite-sex siblings , no signi ficant di fference over the 16 

scales was found for ei ther boys or girls. 

101 
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Tabl e 37 

BPC: Compari son of Mothers ' and Fathers ' Ratings of Normal Boys 

Mult i variate Test of Significance {Wilks l ambda) 

Test of Roots 

1 through 1 

Factora 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

F 

. 687 

£ (1, 36) 

.859 

. 031 

.859 

df Hyp . 

4 

df Error 

33 

Univariate F Tests 

MS Q< 

6. 081 .486 

7. 811 .360 

. l 08 . 861 

. 676 .360 

aTransformed Variables 

Q < 

. 606 

R 

. 277 

SDFC 

. 174 

.974 

- . 358 

- .830 
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Tabl e 38 

BPC: Comparison of Mothers' and Fathers' Ratings of Normal Girls 

Multivariate Test of Significance (Wi l ks lambda) 

Test of Roots 

l through l 

Factora 

I 

II 

II I 

IV 

F 

.585 

£ (l,40) 

.001 

2.137 

.544 

. l 09 

df Hyp. 

4 

df Error 

37 

Univariate F Tests 

MS Q_ < 

.024 .971 

7.049 . 152 

l . 195 .465 

. 024 .743 

aTransformed Variables 

Q_ < 

.676 

R 

.244 

SDFC 

. 421 

-1.042 

.067 

- .307 
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Hypothesis 3a 

When mothers are the raters, there wi ll be no significant 

differences between the means obtained from rati ngs of male children 

and the means obtained from ratings of female children on each of two 

instruments. 

CBRS 

The two samples considered in Hypothesis 3, (a) mothers who 

rated one child per family, and (b) mothers who rated two opposite­

sex siblings, were used in testing Hypothesis 3a. 

Mothers rating one child. The mul tivariate generalization 

of the t test for independent samples (MANOVA) was applied to the 

data obtained in sample (a). 

Means and standard deviations for mothers' ratings of 91 

boys and 91 girls are presented in Appendix 0. 

Multivariate and univariate F tests results are summarized 

in Table 39 . Over all 16 scales, the comparison of mean ratings by 

mothers indicated a significant difference between mean ratings of 

mothers who rated girls and mean rati ngs of mothers who rated boys, 

£. (16, 165) = 2.323, _p_ < .004. Reference to Appendix O shows that 

the mean ratings for mothers who rated girls are higher on scales 

scored in the positive di rection and lower on scales scored in the 

negative direction than are the mean ratings for mothers who rated 

boys , on each of the 16 scales. The univariate F test results show 

that on 11 of the 16 scales these differences are significant: 

Scale 2 (Self Concept), .e_ < .017; Scale 3 (Impulse Control), _p_ < .001; 
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Table 39 

CBRS: Comparison of Mothers ' Ratings of Nonnal Boys and Girls, 

Sampl e (a) 

Multi variate Test of Significance (Wilks lambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. - df Error .Q_< R 

1 through 1 2.323 16 165 .004 .429 

Univariate F Tests 

I ( 1, 180) MS .Q_< SDFC 

Scale 

1 .203 4.622 . 653 - . 541 
2 5.838 186.039 . 017* . 631 
3 11. 191 176. 056 .001*** . 226 
4 7.397 374.302 . 007** - . 084 
5 8.298 190. 097 . 004** .290 
6 12. 016 166.363 . 001 *** .508 
7 2.381 224.208 . 124 - . 924 
8 9.257 117. 126 . 003** . 147 
9 15. 139 153.235 .001*** - . 658 

10 7.484 95.736 .007** - . 259 
11 .699 18.482 .404 . 177 
12 5. 192 117.119 .024* . 171 
13 4.355 88.619 .038* . 197 
14 11. 966 104.637 .001*** - . 185 
15 3.263 30.088 .072 - . 033 
16 1. 422 21.806 .235 .062 

* Q < .05 
** Q < . 01 

*** Q < . 001 
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Scale 4 {Appropriate Activity), £. < .007; Scale 5 (Physical Concern), 

£. < .004; Scale 6 (Moral Development),£.< .001; Scale 8 (Relation to 

Adults),£_ < .003; Scale 9 (School Problems),£.< .001; Scale 10 

(Eating Problems),£. < .007; Scale 12 (Inappropriate Attention-Seeking), 

£. < .024; Scale 13 (Avoidance) £. < .038; Scale 14 (Outer Aggression), 

£. < .001. 

Mothers rating siblings. The multivariate generalization 

of the t test for correlated samples (MANOVA) was applied to the data 

obtained in sample (b). 

Means and standard deviations for mothers' ratings of 25 

boys and 25 gi rls are presented in Appendix P. 

Multivariate and univariate F test results are summarized 

in Table 40. Over all 16 scales, the comparison of mean ratings by 

mothers indicated no significant difference in ratings of boy/girl 

siblings, £. (16, 9) = 1.034, £. < .500 . 

In summary, mothers who rated girls gave them more favourable 

ratings than mothers who rated boys (sample a); however, when mothers 

rated opposite-sex siblings no significant difference between ratings 

of boys and girls was found in the CBRS . 

BPC 

Ratings on 37 boys and 41 girls were obtained from parents 

who had rated one child per family. 

The multivariate generalization of the t test for independent 

samples was applied to the data. 
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Table 40 

CBRS : Comparison of Mothers' Ratings of Normal Boys and Gi rls, 

Sampl e (b) 

Multivariate Test of Significance (Wil ks lambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. df Error Q < R 

l through l 1. 034 16 9 . 500 .805 

Univariate F Tests 

£ ( 1 , 24) MS _Q_ < SDFC 

Scal ea 

l .034 1. 960 .856 l. 206 
2 .252 12.960 .620 .457 
3 . 368 1 o. 240 . 610 1. 177 
4 . 132 11. 560 . 720 - . 248 
5 2. 019 77. 440 . 168 - . 277 
6 . 024 .640 .878 .986 
7 . 157 59. 160 . 696 - .071 
8 .015 .360 .904 .222 
9 4. 219 88.360 . 051 1. 920 

10 . 523 4.840 .477 . l 03 
11 1. 587 64 . 000 .220 . 171 
12 .560 17. 640 . 461 l. 372 
13 3.000 81.000 .096 - . 017 
14 . 779 6. 760 .386 .435 
15 . 075 1. 440 .787 - . 361 
16 .453 21. 160 . 507 - . 091 

aTransformed Var iables 
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Means and standard deviations for mothers' ratings of boys 

and girls are presented in Appendix Q. 

Multivariate and univariate F test results are summarized 

in Table 41. Although reference to Appendix Q shows that mothers 

gave lower mean ra tings to girls in three of the four factors, compar­

ison of mean ratings by mothers indicates no significant differences 

in ratings of boys and girls,£_ (4, 73) = 1.164, .e_< .334. 

Summary 

The hypothesis of no significant difference between mothers' 

ratings of boys and girls was not rejected when mothers rated siblings 

on the CBRS . Results from mothers who rated one child of either sex 

did reject the hypothesis with both the CBRS and the BPC. 
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Table 41 

BPC: Comparison of Mothers' Ratings of Normal Boys and Girls 

Multivariate Test of Significance (Wi lks lambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. df Error E_ < R 

l through 1 1.164 4 73 .334 .245 

Factor 

I 

II 

II I 

IV 

f_ (1, 76) 

.272 

.279 

2.439 

l. 118 

Univariate F Tests 

MS 

5.517 

3.322 

8.250 

. 147 

. 604 

.599 

. 123 

.294 

SDFC 

- . 261 

- . 187 

l. l 03 

- . 675 



Hypothesis 3b 

When fathers are the raters, there will be a significant 

difference between the means obtained from ratings of male children 

and the means obtained from ratings of female children on each of 

two instruments , with the ratings of girls being higher on scales 

scored for positive attributes and lower on scales scored for nega­

tive attributes. 

CBRS 

The two samples considered in Hypothesis 3 were used in 

testing Hypothesis 3b. 

Fathers rating one child . The multivariate generalization 
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of the.!_ test for independent samples (MANOVA) was applied to the data 

obtained in sample (a). 

Means and standard deviations for fathers' ratings of 91 boys 

and 91 girls are presented in Appendix 0. 

Multivariate and univariate F test results are summarized in 

Table 42. Over all 16 scales, the comparison of mean ratings by 

fathers indicated a significant difference between mean ratings of 

fathers who rated girls and mean ratings of fathers who rated boys, 

.E. (16, 165) = 2.841, Q.. < .001. Reference to Appendix O shows that the 

mean ratings for fathers who rated girls are higher in 7 of the 8 

scales scored in the positive direction and lower in 7 of the 8 scales 

scored in the negative direction than are the mean ratings for fathers 

who rated boys. The univariate F test results show that on 5 of the 

16 scales these differences are significant: Scale 4 (Appropriate 



Table 42 

CBRS: Compari son of Fathers' Rat i ngs of Normal Boys and Girl s, 

Sampl e (a) 

Multivariate Test of Signi ficance (Wi lks lambda) 

Test of Roots 

l through l 

Scale 

l 
2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

F 

2.841 

£ ( l, 180) 

2. 238 
2. l 04 
. 707 

3.756 
6.937 
3.740 
1. 070 
3.890 

16.916 
2.522 
. 094 

1. 632 
3.047 
1. 862 

.317 

.039 

df Hyp. 

16 

df Error 

165 

£. < 

. 001 

Univariate F Tests 

MS £. < 

44.504 . 136 
56.052 . 149 
13. 195 .402 

162. 555 . 054* 
98.676 . 009** 
62. 911 . 055* 
91 . 441 . 302 
54.949 . 050* 

156.927 . 001*** 
38.769 . 114 
2.423 .759 

36.945 .203 
53.850 . 083 
16. 621 . 17 4 

2. 907 . 574 
.665 .843 

* £. < .05 
** £. < . 01 

*** £. < . 001 
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R 

.465 

SDFC 

. 875 
- . 510 

. 178 

- . 415 
- .436 

.043 

.452 
- . 046 

.743 

.264 
- .334 

.039 

. 11 3 

. 050 
- . 153 
- . 232 
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Activity), £. < .054; Scale 5 (Physical Concern), £. < .009; Scale 6 

(Moral Development), £_ <.055; Scale 8 (Relation to Adults), .e_ <.050; 

Scale 9 (School Problems), p_ < .001. 

Fathers rating siblings . The multivariate generalization 

of the t test for correlated samples (MANOVA) was applied to the 

data obtained in sample (b). 

Means and standard deviations for fathers' ratings of 25 

boys and 25 girls are presented in Appendix P. 

Multi variate and univariate F test results are summarized 

in Table 43 . Over all 16 scales, the comparison of mean ratings by 

fathers indicated no significant difference in ratings of boy/girl 

siblings,£. (16, 9) = 1.136, p_ < .438. 

BPC 

Ratings on 37 boys and 41 girls were obtained from parents 

who had rated one child per family . 

The multivariate generalization of the t test for indepen­

dent samples (MANOVA) was applied to the data . 

Means and standard deviations for fathers' ratings of boys 

and girls are presented in Appendix Q. 

Multivariate and univariate F test results are summarized 

in Table 44. Although reference to Appendix Q shows that fathers 

gave lower mean ratings to girls on each of the four factors, compar­

ison of mean ratings by fathers indicates no significant differences 

in ratings of boys and girls,£. (4, 73) = 1.820, p_ < .134. 
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Table 43 

CBRS : Comparison of Fathers ' Ratings of Normal Boys and Girls, 

Sample (b) 

Multivariate Test of Significance (Wilks l ambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. df Error £. < R -

l through l 1. 136 16 9 .438 .818 

Uni variate F Tests 

£. ( l , 24) MS £. < SDFC 

Scal ea 

l . 158 7.840 .695 .462 
2 .933 46.240 .344 -1.836 

3 . 018 . 360 .893 . 606 
4 .033 3.240 .857 - . 091 
5 6.061 99 . 999 . 021 1. 223 

6 . 311 5.760 .582 - . 301 
7 . 301 40.960 .588 - .886 
8 . 137 1. 960 .714 1. 040 
9 1. 559 31.360 . 224 - .990 

10 l. 841 21. 160 . 187 - . 314 

11 .227 7.840 .638 l . 714 

12 . 059 3.240 .810 .792 
13 .036 . 160 .906 -1 .113 
14 .014 . 160 .906 - . 595 
15 1. 047 12.960 .316 1. 118 
16 2.933 51.840 . l 00 - . 518 

aTransformed Variables 
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Tabl e 44 

BPC: Comparison of Fathers' Ratings of Normal Boys and Girl s 

Mu l tivariate Test of Signifi cance (Wi l ks l ambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. df Error £. < R 

1 through 1 1.820 4 73 . 134 . 301 

Univariate F Tests 

f. (1, 76) MS £. < SDFC 

Factor 

I .009 .206 .923 - . 468 

II .396 2.641 . 531 - . 482 

III 5.387 11. 470 . 023 1. 337 

IV .225 . l 02 .637 - . 002 



Summary 

Support fo r the hypothesis of a signi ficant difference 

between fathers' ratings of boys and girls , with girls receiving 

higher positive and lower negative mean ratings than boys on the 

CBRS was found with sample (a). No support for the hypothesis was 

found when fathers rated boy/girl sibli ngs, sample (b), or when 

fathers rated children on the BPC. 
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Hypothesis 4 

Parents who rate normal children will give significantly 

higher mean ratings on scales scored for positive attributes and 

significantly lower mean ratings on scales scored for negative 

attributes than will parents who rate maladjusted children. 

Since parents of maladjusted children were not given BPC 

forms, results for Hypotheses 4, 4a and 4b refer to the CBRS only. 
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Ratings were obtained from parents of 28 maladjusted boys 

and 13 maladjusted girls, and parents of 94 normal boys and 91 normal 

girls. 

The multivariate generalization of the.!. test for independent 

samples (MANOVA) was applied to the data obtained from parents' 

ratings of normal and maladjusted chi ldren. In each analysis, the 

level of significance accepted was£. <.05 for both multivariate and 

univariate tests. 

Parents of Boys 

Comparison of mean rati ngs by fathers on 94 normal and 28 

maladjusted boys is presented in Table 45. Over the 16 scales a 

significant difference was found, f. (16, 105) = 5.840, .P.. <.001, with 

fathers rating normal boys more favourably than maladjusted boys. 

Univariate F test results were consistent with the direction of the 

multivariate f., and each was significant. 

Comparison of mo thers' ratings on 94 normal and 28 maladjusted 

boys is presented in Table 46. Over the 16 scales a significant 

difference was found, f. (16, 105) = 9.567, £_ <.001, with mothers rating 
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Tabl e 45 

CBRS: Comparison of Fathers ' Ratings of 94 Normal Boys and 28 

Mal adjusted Boys 

Mult i variate Test of Significance (Wi l ks lambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. df Error ..P. < R 

1 through 1 5.840 16 l 05 .001 .686 

Univariate F Tests 

£(1 ,1 20) MS ..P. < SDFC 

Scal e 

l 16. 801 393.597 .001*** - . 237 
2 40.880 1,408.1 63 . 001*** .180 
3 30. 553 684.168 .001*** - . 379 
4 28. 017 1,812.719 .001*** - . 108 
5 18.836 377.803 . 001*** - . 248 
6 34.555 935 . 538 . 001*** - .346 
7 66. 574 8,735.488 . 001*** .890 
8 29.812 504.994 .001*** . 030 
9 38. 404 754.385 .001*** - . 210 

10 7 . 103 117.176 .009** - . 065 
11 6.224 214.018 .014** . 016 
12 20. 140 628.829 . 001*** .380 
13 38.011 1,063.077 .001*** - .028 
14 62. 061 1, 065. 150 .001*** - . 797 
15 32. 626 359.218 .001*** - .403 

16 28.024 718 .177 .001*** - . 006 

* ..P. < . 05 
** Q < . 01 

*** ..P. < . 001 
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Table 46 

CBRS: Compar ison of Mothers ' Ratings of 94 Normal Boys and 28 

Maladjusted Boys 

Multivariate Test of Significance (Wilks lambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. df Error £< R -
l through l 9.567 16 105 . 001 .770 

Univariate F Tests 

f_ ( l , 120) MS £ < SDFC 

Scale 

l 28.717 846.837 .001*** . 124 
2 74.827 2,494.592 .001*** .235 
3 45.649 909.360 .001*** - .376 
4 52.603 3,704.228 . 001*** .130 
5 12. 438 388.874 .001*** - .626 
6 63. 135 1,703.779 .001*** .404 
7 114. 837 14,120.508 .001*** .624 
8 50.768 841. 088 . 001*** . 082 
9 71.224 1,333. 122 . 001*** - .286 

10 7.340 125. 257 .008** . l 01 
11 l 0. 165 381.080 .002** - . 170 
12 31.277 1,014.843 .001*** .279 
13 46 . 019 l ,274. 247 .001*** .114 
14 56.392 1 , 111 . 257 .001*** - .290 
15 38.080 427. 911 .001*** - . 111 
16 59.665 1,250.418 .001*** - . 081 

* £ < . 05 
** £ < . 01 

*** £ < . 001 



normal boys more favourably than maladjusted boys. Univariate F 

test results were consistent with the direction of the multivariate 

£., and each was significant. 

Parents of Girls 

Comparison of mean ratings by fathers on 91 normal and 13 

maladjusted girls is presented in Table 47. Over the 16 scales a 

significant difference was found,£. (16, 87) = 8.610, _Q < .001, with 

fathers rating normal girl s more favourably than maladjusted girls. 

Univariate F test results were consistent with the direction of the 

multivariate£., and each was significant. 

Comparison of mean ratings by mothers on 91 normal and 13 

maladjusted girls is presented i n Table 48. Over the 16 scales a 

significant difference was found,£. (16, 87) = 9.900, £. < .001, with 

mothers rating normal girls more favourably than maladjusted girls . 

Univariate F test results were consistent with the direction of the 

multivariate£., and each was significant. 

Summary 

Support for Hypothesis 4 was found with ratings of both 
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boys and girls. Parents who rated normal children gave them signifi­

cantly higher mean ratings on scales scored for positive attributes 

and significantly lower mean ratings on scales scored for negative 

attributes than did parents who rated maladjusted children. 



Tabl e 47 

CBRS: Comparison of Fathers ' Ratings of 91 Normal Girl s and 

13 Maladjusted Girls 

Mul tivariate Test of Significance (Wil ks lambda) 

Test of Roots 

l through 1 

F 

8.610 

df Hyp . 

16 

df Error 

87 

Q < 

. 001 

Scale 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

f.( 1, 102) 

12.452 
37.547 
28.419 
61 . 425 
45. 731 
43.580 
61.088 
38. 234 
99.739 
5.685 

l 1.032 
46 . 071 
42.065 
37.702 
30. 189 
61. 138 

Univariate F Tests 

MS 

321.780 
l , 063. 751 

629.578 
2,612.1 90 

752.225 
620.307 

5,789.660 
614.786 

1, 011.212 
99.396 

354.482 
1,130.009 

983 . 125 
487.932 
297.011 

1,392 . 923 

* Q < . 05 
** Q < • 01 

*** Q < . 001 

Q < 

.001*** 

. 001*** 

.001*** 

. 001*** 

. 001*** 

. 001*** 

.001*** 

.001*** 

. 001*** 

. 019* 

.001*** 

. 001*** 

.001*** 

. 001*** 

. 001*** 

. 001*** 

120 

R 

.783 

SDFC 

- . 523 
.043 
. 182 
.264 

- . 101 
.205 
. 345 

- .474 
- . 754 

. 186 

. 169 
- . 221 

.225 

. 021 
- . 045 

- .449 
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Table 48 

CBRS: Comparison of Mothers' Ratings of 91 Normal and 13 

Maladjusted Girls 

Multivariate Test of Significance (Wilks lambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. df Error Q< R -
1 through 1 9.900 16 87 .001 . 803 

Univariate F Tests 

£.. ( 1 , 1 02) MS Q < SDFC 

Scale 

1 12. 688 308. 621 .001*** - . 403 
2 26.906 916.908 .001*** - . 279 
3 37.520 517.857 . 001*** - . 015 
4 52.847 2,540. 716 . 001*** .308 
5 44.622 827 .193 . 001*** . 041 
6 55.350 591. 133 .001*** . 631 
7 57. 391 5,632.801 . 001*** . 213 
8 33.463 415 . 524 . 001*** - .407 
9 88. 240 905. 689 .001*** - .885 

10 14. 161 162.459 .001*** .100 
11 6.849 197. 308 .010** - . 024 
12 47.135 962.314 .001*** .018 
13 29.987 573.232 .001*** .069 
14 37.203 299.571 .001*** . 154 
15 33 . 727 313.851 .001*** - .309 
16 54. 125 1,477.159 .001*** - . 241 

* Q < .05 
** Q < . 01 

*** Q < . 001 



Hypothesis 4a 

In comparing the ratings obtained from parents of normal 

children with those obtained from parents of maladjusted children, 

the correlation of obtained ratings from mothers and fathers of 

maladjusted children will be lower than the correlation of ratings 

obtained from mothers and fathers of normal children. 
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Ratings were obtained from parents of 28 maladjusted boys 

and 13 maladjusted girl s, and parents of 91 normal boys and 91 normal 

girls. 

Correlation coefficients (Pearson ,r) were computed between 

ratings by mothers and fathers who rated normal boys and girls and 

between those who rated maladjusted children. 

Transformation to Fisher z scores was performed on the 

obtained correlation coefficients, for both the normal and maladjusted 

samples, and the standard error of the difference between two 

independent~ scores was computed for parents' ratings of normal and 

maladjusted children . The level of significance accepted for all 

computations was £. < .05, (one-tailed test). 

Ratings on Boys 

Results from the comparison between parents' ratings of 91 

normal and 28 maladjusted boys are presented in Table 49. On Scale 15 

(Outer Aggression) only, parents of maladjusted boys showed signifi ­

cantly less agreement in their ratings than did parents of normal 

boys. On the remaining 15 scales of the CBRS, results were not in 

the direction predicted in the hypothesis . 



Table 49 

CBRS: Significance of the Difference Between Correlations of 

Parents• Ratings on 91 Normal and 28 Maladjusted Boys 

Norma 1 Maladjusted 

Scale z -r z z 
-r 

l .709 .867 - . 697 
2 .354 .996 -2.833 

3 . 678 .758 - . 353 
4 .848 1.099 - l. 108 
5 .709 .908 - .878 
6 .811 .950 - .613 
7 .678 1. 333 -2.890 
8 .758 . 775 - .075 

9 .563 .929 - 1.615 
10 .648 .829 - . 799 
11 .678 . 793 - . 507 

12 . 709 1.099 - l. 721 

13 .604 .848 -1 .077 
14 .950 . 775 . 772 
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15 .693 .060 2.793** 
16 .343 .867 -2. 312 

**p_ < .01 one-tailed test 
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Ratings on Girl s 

Results from the comparison between parents' ratings of 91 

normal and 13 maladjusted girls are presented in Table 50 . On Scale 

12 (Inappropriate Attention-seeking) only, parents of maladjusted 

girls showed significantly less agreement in their ratings than did 

parents of normal girls. On the remaining 15 scales, results were 

not in the predicted direction. 

Summary 

Support was not found for the hypothesis that parents of 

mal adjusted children would agree less in their ratings than parents 

of normal children . Results were in the opposite direction to that 

predicted except in ratings of Outer Aggression for boys and 

Inappropriate Attention-seeking for girls, where parents of mal ­

adjusted children showed less agreement than parents of normal 

children. 



Table 50 

CBRS : Significance of t he Difference Between Correlations of 

Parents' Ratings on 91 Normal and 13 Maladjusted Girl s 

Scale 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

12 
13 

14 
15 
16 

Normal Maladjusted 

z --r 
z --r 

. 648 .424 

.424 .829 

. 549 . 663 

.741 l . 528 

.663 .867 

.472 .725 

.472 1.071 

.590 .973 

.472 .908 

.618 1 . 221 

.996 l. 221 

.758 . 121 

.472 . 590 

.485 .829 

.448 . 725 

.678 . 725 

*£. < .05 one- tailed tes t 

z 

.671 
-l. 214 

- .342 
-2.358 
- . 611 

- .758 

- 1. 795 
- l. 148 

- 1. 307 
- l.807 
- . 674 
1. 909* 

- . 354 
- 1.031 
- .830 
- . 141 
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Hypothesis 4b 

The difference between the means obtained from fathers' 

ratings of normal and maladjusted children will be greater than 

the difference between the means obtained from mothers' ratings of 

normal and maladjusted children. 

Ratings were obtained from parents of 28 maladjusted boys 

and 13 maladjusted girls . 
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For normal children the sampl e consisted of rati ngs by 

parents of 28 normal boys and 13 normal girls, selected f rom the 

larger norma l sample and matched for age and sex with the maladjusted 

boys and girl s. 

MAN0VA 2 x 2 factorial analysis) was applied to the data 

on boys and girls obtained from fathers who rated normal and mal­

adjusted children, and to the data obtained from mot hers of the 

same children ( .!]_ = 56 boys;.!]_= 26 girls). 

The MAN0VA resul ts, summarized in Table 51, indicate a 

significant main effect of diagnosis (normal or maladjusted), 

£. (16 , 63) = 3.784, .P. <.001, for fathers ' ratings; no si gnificant 

effect for sex of child or interaction of sex by diagnosis were found. 

When mothers were the raters, MAN0VA results, reported in 

Table 52, were similar to those reported for fathers' ratings . A 

signi ficant main effect of diagnosis was found,£. (16, 63) = 6.337, 

.P. <.001; no signi ficant effects for sex of child or interaction of 

sex by diagnosis were found. 

Disregarding the sex of child, di fference scores were computed 

between fathers ' ratings of normal and maladjusted chil dren, and the 



Tabl e 51 

2 X 2 MANOVA Summary: Fathers Rating Matched Normal and 

Maladjusted Boys and Girls over 16 Scal es of the CBRS 

Mult ivariate Tests of Significance (Wil ks lambda) 

(Test of Roots l through l) 

£. (16, 63) E. < R 

Source 

Sex of Chi ld l . 325 . 211 .502 

Diagnosis 3.784 .001*** .700 

Sex X Diagnosis . 931 .540 .437 
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Table 52 

2 X 2 MANOVA Summary: Mothers Rating Matched Normal and 

Maladjusted Boys and Girls over 16 Scales of the CBRS 

Multivariate Tests of Significance (Wilks lambda) 

(Tests of Roots 1 through 1) 

£ ( 16, 63) Q< R 

Source 

Sex of Child l. 594 . 097 .537 

Diagnosis 6.337 .001*** .785 

Sex X Diagnosis 1. 018 . 451 .453 
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multivariate general ization of the t test for correl ated samples 

(MANOVA) was applied to the obtained mean difference scores. 

Results for the mul tivariate and univar iate F tests are 

presented in Tabl e 53. The multivariate F test failed to reach 

significance, £. (16, 25) = .688, £. <.779. 

Summary 
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With separate analyses of mothers' and fathe rs' ratings of 

normal and mal adjusted children , the£. value obtained from comparison 

of mothers ' ratings was larger(£.= 6.337) than that obtained from 

comparison of fathers ' ratings(£.= 3.784). However, when the 

difference between mothers ' ratings of normal and maladjusted 

children were compared with the differences obtained between fathers' 

ratings, the multivari ate F value fail ed to reach significance . 
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Table 53 

CBRS: Differences Between Fathers' Ratings of 41 Normal and 41 

Maladjusted Children Compared with the Differences Between 

Mothers' Ratings 

Multivariate Test of Significance (Wilks l ambda) 

Test of Roots F df Hyp. df Error £. < R 

l through l .688 16 25 . 779 .553 

Univariate F Tests 

£ (1, 80) MS £. < SDFC 

Scalea 

l 6.433 345.389 .015 .598 
2 1. 048 11 6. 121 . 312 . 035 
3 l . 467 608.877 .233 . 207 
4 2. 151 2,886.247 . 150 .337 
5 . 774 31.610 .384 - .440 
6 1 .856 l , 301. 486 .181 1. 322 
7 2.430 4,488.801 . 127 .663 
8 1. 640 253.756 .308 - .762 
9 1.866 • 60.796 .180 . 189 

10 l . 138 548. 779 .292 .353 
11 1.189 351.219 . 282 - .345 
12 2.295 936.974 .138 1. 223 
13 . 831 51. 610 . 367 - . 231 
14 .860 339.609 .359 - 2.678 
15 .002 . 098 . 963 - . 246 
16 5.218 311 . 438 .028 . 438 

aTransformed Variabl es 



DISCUSSION 

In the following discussion the obtained results will be related 

to the specific hypotheses formulated in the Introduction, and 

implications for future research wi l l be considered. 

Hypothesis la 
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The first hypothesis was formulated to explore the variable 

influence of sex of rater on the extent of agreement between two raters 

who rate the same maladjusted children. The suggestion has been made 

that differences in rater personnel may account for more variance than 

differences in sampling of subjects (Richards & Simons, 1941). Other 

studies have r,eported low agreement when parents rate their children 

(Becker, 1960; Dreger, Lewis, Rich, Mil ler, Reid, Overl ade, Taffel, & 

Fleming, 1964; Rosenfeld & Novick , 1964), and Speer (1971) stated that 

interrater correlations were of such an order as to suggest that ratings 

of the same children by different adults constitute almost orthogonal 

measures. One possibility that might be considered in parental 

ratings is that differences between mothers' and fathers' rat ings may 

arise because of the varying amount of contact that mothers and fathers 

have with their children. While many variables may affect the amount 

of agreement obtai ned from parents' ratings, some control over one of 

these, amount of contact with children, should be gained by having child 

care workers rate children in their care. Child care workers act 

collectively as 11 surrogate parents 11 in the residential treatment centre 
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of concern in the present study, and are with the children all through 

the day and evening. Male and female workers share in the household 

chores, child care routines and recreational activities, more or less 

equally. 

The age of the child care workers ranged from 21 to 33 years, in 

the present study, and thus these young workers were raised during the 

late nineteen forties and early fifties when sex role differentiation 

was more strongly adhered to than it is today. The question arises as 

to whether or not the training that child care workers receive, and 

the blurring of traditional sex role stereotyped responsibilities in 

their daily work, would override the sex role stereotyping experienced 

by the workers in their earlier years and be reflected in thei r ratings 

of maladjusted boys and girls. If training and experience should pre­

dominate, then it would be expected that there would be little 

difference in the way that male and female child care workers perceive 

the children in their care. If, on the other hand, the sex role 

standards incorporated by each sex have a greater effect on their 

judgments, then ratings by same sex pairs of raters should show higher 

agreement than ratings by opposite sex pairs. 

Correlational Evidence 

Two rating scales, the CBRS and the BPC, were employed in testing 

the hypothesis. 
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Male raters. The results obtained when ratings by male pairs of 

raters were compared with ratings by male/female pairs, indicated that 

male raters do not reach higher agreement in rating boys than do male/ 

female pairs of raters on either of the two instruments. Nor did male 

raters agree to a greater degree than male/female pairs in rating girls 

on the BPC; a significant difference in favour of girls was found on 

one scale (Eating Problems) of the CBRS. It may be concluded from 

these findings that, with the two instruments used in the present 

study, no higher degree of consensus in ratings of either boys or 

girls would be obtained from pairs of male child care workers than 

from male/female pairs of child care workers. 

Female raters. Significant differences were found in agreement 

when ratings by female child care workers were compared with ratings by 

male/female pairs, particularly when girls were rated. On 8 of the 16 

scales of the CBRS, pairs of female raters agreed to a significantly 

greater degree than did male/female pairs in rating girls; this finding 

was supported on one of the major factors of the BPC (Conduct Disorder). 

When boys were rated, pairs of female raters agreed in their ratings 

to a greater extent than male/female pairs on two CBRS scales, Inner 

Aggress ion and Outer Aggression; this finding was not supported with 

the BPC, on which no significant difference i n degree of agreement was 

found between female and male/female pairs. 
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Comparison of male and female raters. In view of the finding that 

pairs of female child care workers show more consensus in their ratings 

of girls than do male/female pairs on both instruments used in the 

study, (and to a limited extent in rating boys on the CBRS) while male 

pairs did not demonstrate this effect, the results were examined more 

closely to identify areas of higher agreement. On the CBRS, female 

pairs of raters reached a high degree of agreement in rating both girls 

and boys in those areas that are generally thought to reflect the effect 

of sex stereotyping, i.e. Outer Aggression, Impulse Control, and Moral 

Development. Male raters did not demonstrate significant agreement in 

their ratings on these scales when rating boys, and only on Moral 

Development (42% agreement, one-half of the percentage of agreement 

achieved by female pairs) in rating girls. Contrary to other reported 

research findings that females are less influenced by sex role 

stereotyping in rating children than are males (Meyer & Sobieszek, 

1972), female child care workers in the present study demonstrated 

more effect on sex role stereotyping in their judgments than did males, 

a possible explanation for the agreement found between ratings by 

female child care workers on both the CBRS and BPC. 

The results obtained from male raters were not so consistent: 

With the CBRS, ratings of boys or girls did not suggest that male raters 

were influenced by sex stereotyping, but rather that male raters were 

more individualistic in their ratings. With the BPC, male raters 

demonstrated approximately the same average degree of consensus in 



rating boys as did male/female or female pai rs of raters, but in 

rating girls, male pairs of raters agreed so little that it was hard 

to bel i eve that they were rating the same children . 
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An alternative explanation of the higher agreement found in ratings 

by female child care workers may lie i n the children themselves . In 

the residential treatment setting, it is the female workers who maintain 

the more t r aditional (and probably, the more stereotyped) role of 

mother from the ch i ld's point of view, even though male and female 

workers share duties that are usual ly role-assigned in the family. For 

most children , it is an unusual experience to have young men , acting as 

"surrogate fathers", interacting with them throughout the day and 

evening. It could be hypothesized that these children, themselves , 

tend to regard the fema le workers more readily as "mothers" while the 

male workers may be seen more as individual males than as fathers. In 

most cases , the child will have a clearer model with which to match the 

female child care worker s' behaviour than the male workers '. These 

differing expectations on the part of the child may affect girls' more 

than boys' behaviour, since it might be expected that girls wi ll have 

had less experience with males in general than wil l boys. To complete 

this circular argument, if one accepts the hypothesis (Lynn , 1969) that 

the female role is more clearly delineated and "learned" from an early 

age wh i le the male role is more ambiguous and presents a "problem 

solving" situation, then the female workers may be said to have more 

understanding of what it means to be a "mother" than the male workers 
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have of what it means to be a "father", thus females should be more 

stereotyped in their performance and expectations in fulfilling the 

"mother" role; males, on the other hand, having less clear role 

delineation, may act in a more individualist i c way toward the children. 

Summary 

Reference t o Tables 9 and 10 in the text points out the wide 

differences in agreement between male pai rs and male/female pai r s of 

child care workers when compared with the agreement between female and 

male/female pairs in their ratings of Inner and Outer Aggression scales 

on the CBRS, for both boys and girls. It was mentioned earlier in 

this discussion that the female workers may show greater consensus in 

rating these scales because of the effects of sex stereotyping. 

However, in line wi th the reciprocal rater-child effects discussed 

above , it may also be considered that the chi ldren acted differently 

toward male and female workers. Perhaps female child care workers do 

encounter more aggressiveness in general from these children. Future 

research should be directed t oward clarifying this issue by 1) ascertaining 

the differing degree of aggressiveness perceived, or expected, by male 

and female chi ld car e workers in considering child behaviour and 

2) observational recording of t he number of these behaviours emitted 

in the presence of male and female child care workers. 

Hypothesis lb 

An additional facet to be explored in i nvestigating the effect of 

sex of rater on responses to rating scales is that of possible sex 

differences in the strength of particular rating response sets , 
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defined by Mischel (1970) as the tendency to check extremes or to give 

cautious responses. Hypothesis la stated that, in assessing the 

behaviour exhibited by normal children and the degree of mal adjusted 

behaviour exhibited by maladjusted children, female raters would check 

the extreme categories on each of two rating scales more frequen t ly 

than would male raters. The basis for this hypothesis was the finding 

by Shapiro and Tagiuri (1959) that women, as a group, are more inclined 

than men to make positive or negative inferences of an extreme type 

when asked to infer personality traits in adults. In exploring the 

hypothesis, male and female raters were more explicitly defined as 

mothers and fathers of both normal and maladjusted children, and male 

and female child care workers l i ving with children in a residential 

treatment centre. Although Speer (1971) noted that mothers of both non­

clinic children and those referred to a child guidance clinic tended 

more than fathers to produce higher (i.e. more severe) ratings on the 

BPC, this aspect of rater difference has received l ittle attention in 

the literature concerning rating scales. 

In the present study, two rating scales (CBRS and BPC) were 

selected to determine the extent to which males and females tend to use 

extreme categories in rating normal and maladjusted children . Si nce 

the CBRS consists of 16 scales, 8 of which describe pro-social 

behaviours and 8 of which describe problem behaviours, it was possible 

to examine the frequency with which raters checked the extreme 

categories ("almost always" or "almost never") when rating positive 

attributes and to compare these results with the frequencies observed 

in rating negative attributes. 
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Parents of Normal Children 

It was found that mothers of normal children tended to check the 

extreme categories on the CBRS more frequently than fathers. A greater 

proportion of mothers than fathers were classified as 11 extreme raters 11
, 

when all responses were considered and the social desirability of the 

response was disregarded (see Table 14). However, when the frequencies 

of positive and negative extreme responses were examined separately, 

it was evident that only in the use of the extreme positive categories 

did mothers' responses exceed fathers'. The finding that mothers are 

more inclined than fathers to be extremely positive in their assessments 

was not surprising in view of the reports from research on parent 

perception. Both boys and girls report that mothers are friendlier and 

easier to get along with, and pre-adolescent children generally 

11 prefer 11 mothers to fathers (Kagan, 1965; Hawkes, Burchinal, & Gardiner, 

1957 ; Simpson, 1935). When parents are asked to rate their children, 

mothers may be more willing than fathers to use the extreme positive 

categories because, having more daily contact with children, they may 

have a broader understanding of child behaviour . It may be easier for 

mothers, on this basis, to accept the behaviour problems that their 

children occasionally present and still maintain a generally positive 

attitude toward their children. An interpretation of these findings 

might also be made in reference to a previous report that mothers appear 

to have a more 11 complete frame of reference 11 in judging the behaviour of 

both boys and girls and are less likely than fathers to rely on sex-role 

stereotypes in judging child behaviour (Meyer & Sobieszek, 1972). 
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Parents and Chi ld Care Workers Rating Maladjusted Children 

Parents and child care workers in the present study rated the same 

maladjusted children, but in different settings. Chil d care workers 

rated the children while they were living in a residential treatment 

centre , parents rated them in their own homes. No significant 

differences were found between male and female raters' use of the 

extreme positive or negative categories in either sample. 

Before a child is admitted to a treatment centre, numerous 

conferences and interviews with his parents take place, consequently 

aspects of the child's behaviour are brought to the attention of 

parents; parents of such a child may be expected to reach a consensus 

in rating the extreme qual i ties in his behaviour. In addition, parents 

of maladjusted children, having agreed to the removal of the children 

from the home, may feel a need to justi fy the removal by presenting a 

"united front" in rating his behaviour, resulting in a willingness for 

both mothers and fathers to use the extreme categories with the same 

relative frequency. 

While the comparison of the proportions of extreme positive and 

negative responses in male and female child care workers' ratings 

failed to reach significance (with a significant difference found 

between the proportions of "extreme raters" on two CBRS scales only), 

female child care workers demonstrated a tendency toward more frequent 

use of the extreme negative categories, in ratings on both the CBRS 

and the BPC, than did male child care workers. Unlike parents, child 
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care workers have an equal opportunity to interact with the children in 

their care, therefore differences in the amount of daily contact with 

children cannot be assumed to be a factor in th i s case. In addition, 

child care workers , in a similar way to parents of referred maladjusted 

children, have ample opportunity to review the children 's behaviour in 

discussion with other professionals, thus it might be expect ed that they 

wou ld differ little in the use of extreme response categories. Possibly, 

other variables, related to the sex of rater and the role of child care 

worker may have had an effect on child care workers ' ratings. Among 

those variables , the following are suggested as providing a basis for 

future research: a) di fferences between male and female workers' 

perceptions of normal child behaviour, b) mari t al status (i.e. male 

child care workers are more likely than females to be married , with 

children of their own , giving some male workers a standard of normal 

chi ld behaviour with which to compare the behaviour of maladjusted 

children) , perhaps leading to more tolerant assessments on the part of 

male workers, c) differential effect of experience and training in 

child care work on males and females, d) differi ng frequencies of 

maladjusted behaviour on the part of the child according to whether 

he is interacting with male or female chi ld care workers. 

Summary 

The findings obtained with parents of normal children lent support 

to the view that mothers are more likely than fathers to use the 

extreme positive categories on child rating scales. Parents of 
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maladjusted children did not demonstrate a significant difference in the 

frequency with which they employed the extreme response categories in 

their ratings. Female child care workers did not differ significantly 

from male child care workers in this respect, but there was a tendency 

for female workers, when compared with males, to rate maladjusted 

children more frequent ly in the extreme negative categories. 

In the author's view, when child care workers interact constantly 

with maladjusted children, their perspective of normal child behaviour 

may be altered; thus it is important to provide workers with opportunities 

to observe and interact with normal children. Future research should be 

directed toward clarifying the issues regarding child care workers' 

expectations of normal child behaviour, and the differential effect of 

training on male and female workers. Observational studies in the 

natural environment would provide information regarding differing 

frequencies of maladjusted child behaviour directed toward male and 

female raters. 

Hypotheses 2 and 2a 

Hypothesis 2 stated that both male and female child care workers 

rating maladjusted children would give significantly higher mean 

ratings on the CBRS scales scored for positive attributes and lower 

mean ratings on scales scored for negative attributes (CBRS and BPC) to 

children of the opposite sex to their own. The corollary hypothesis 

(2a) was that female raters would show less difference between ratings 

of boys and girls than would male raters. The two hypotheses were 
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formulated on the basis of research concerning the development of 

differential sex roles in males and fema les, and the significance of 

sex role stereotypes in the standards by which adults judge others 

(Kagan, 1964; Maccoby, 1966). Two stud ies (Meyer & Sobieszek , 1972; 

Rothbart & Maccoby, 1966) found that parents are better able to define 

the behaviour of same sex children, but are also inclined to be less 

tolerant of same sex child behaviour, especially in the areas of 

aggression and dependency. Other investigators have reported that 

fathers are more apt to promote sex typing in their children, and thus 

are more likely than mothers to treat the two sexes differently 

(Brofenbrenner, 1960; Goodenough, 1957; Lambert, Yackley & Hein , 1971; 

Lansky, 1967). The question under investigation in the two hypotheses 

in the present study was whether male and female ch i ld care workers 

would demonstrate similar patterns in rating maladjusted children as 

those reported for parents and other adults who rate normal children. 

MANOVA Results 

Two samples of ratings were used in test i ng the hypotheses . In 

sample (a), male and female raters rated boys and girls , matched for 

age, on the CBRS. In cases where the raters had rated more than one 

pair of children , the rater's central tendency in rating was calculated, 

with the result that the .!l for ratings equalled the .!l for raters, a 

reduction in the number of cases available for analysis. Using a 

mul tivariate analysis of variance, the multivariate£. obtained 

indicated that there were no significant differences between mean 
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ratings of boys and girls for either male or female raters. For male 

raters, only l of the 16 univariate tests gave a significant difference, 

a f i nding that could be due to chance with the large number of 

vari ables. For female raters, univariate test results showed significant 

differences in the direction of more favourable ratings for girls on 8 

of the 16 scales (Moral Development,£. < .05; General Interpersonal 

Relationships,£. < .02; Relationships to Adults,£. < .001; School 

Problems,£. < .02; Inappropriate Attention- seeking,£. < .05; Avoidance, 

£. < .02 and Inner Aggression,£. < .04). While these results may not be 

interpreted because the multivariate F val ue failed to reach significance, 

they may be considered to be beyond the level of chance, indicating a 

trend for female child care workers to rate girls more favourably (i.e. 

less maladjusted) than boys. 

Correlated t Test Resu lts 

Sample (b) was formed from seven pairs of male and female child 

care workers who rated the identical chi ldren within the same time 

period, on both the CBRS and the BPC. If these paired workers should 

perceive differences in the behaviour of boys and girls, then, under the 

more stringent conditions in the sample the differences obtained could 

be regarded as indicative of sex biases. The results (correlated.!. 

tests on each of the 16 CBRS scales) demonstrated that girls were rated 

significantly more favourably than boys on two scales (Impulse Control 

and Moral Development) by both male and female raters. In addition, 

female raters gave significantly higher mean ratings to girls on the 



Relationship to Adults scale. Ratings on problem behaviours obtained 

from the BPC supported the finding that female child care workers 

give more favourable ratings to girls: the multivariate F value for 

the difference between ratings of boys and girls by female raters was 

significant (E. < .03), with two BPC factors (Conduct Disorder and 

Inadequacy-immaturity) showing significant differences in favour of 

girls. 
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The results obtained from two different samples within the 

residential treatment centre did not support the hypothesis of a cross­

sex effect in child care workers' ratings of maladjusted children. 

They do suggest that both male and female child care workers, when 

paired in assessing chi ldren, find a higher degree of adjustment with 

girls than with boys in two areas on the CBRS (Impulse Control and Moral 

Development); female workers rated girls more favourably on an 

additional scale, Relationsh i p to Adults. When a scale describing 

only problem behaviours (BPC) was given to the pairs of raters, female 

chi ld care workers found significant ly fewer problem behaviours in 

girls. Across ratings by all male and female raters on all children, 

female raters demonstrated a marked tendency to rate girls more 

favourably than boys on the CBRS. 

Sunmary 

Because of the small sample of child care worker raters in the 

study, and the large number of variables (necessitating a multivariate 

technique with an inadequate number of subjects) interpretation of 



these findings must, at best, be tentative. The cross-sex effects 

obtained from ratings of normal children by parents and other adults 
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did not hold for ratings of maladjusted children by child care workers. 

The most plausible explanation may lie in the interactions between male 

and female child care workers and children of both sexes. It may be 

that female workers, in general, find disturbed boys in this age range 

(6 through 12 years) more difficult to manage than girls, and may rate 

them less favourably on this basis. It is particularly interesting 

that, in rating problem behaviours on the BPC, male workers did not 

differentiate significantly between boys and girls, while female workers 

found that boys demonstrated a significantly higher incidence of 

problem behaviours. Girls, themselves, may find more nurturance, as 

well as more fulfillment of sex role expectations, from female child 

care workers, and thus interact more positively with them. If girls in 

the treatment centre exhibited less maladjusted behaviour than boys in 

general, then the incidence of positive ratings for girls by male child 

care workers should have been greater than that obtained. Therefore, it 

would seem that a sex bias is more evident in female than in male child 

care workers' ratings. 

The corollary hypothesis (2a) stated that female raters would 

demonstrate less difference between ratings of boys and girls than would 

male raters. From the discussion of the findings with Hypothesis 2, it 

is obvious that male child care workers, and not female child care 
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workers, appear to differentiate less between boys and girls in their 

ratings. However , when the differences were tested, they failed to 

reach statistical significance for either male or female raters on 

the CBRS or on the BPC. 

Hypothesis 3 

In Hypothesis 3 (and corollary hypotheses 3a and 3b) the ratings 

from parents of normal children only were considered. Previous 

research findings have suggested that mothers are likely to be more 

nurturant and less restrictive toward both boys and girls than fathers 

(Emmerich, 1962}, and research concern ing children 1s perceptions of 

their parents has shown that both boys and girls 11 prefer 11 mother to 

fathers (Hawkes, Burchinal, & Gardiner, 1957; Kagan, 1956; Simpson, 

1935). Other research studies have concluded that there is little 

difference in the way that mothers and fathers act toward children of 

pre-school age in certain experimental situations, but few research 

studies have been concerned with the interaction between parents and 

children beyond the pre-school l evel. The question under investigation 

in Hypothesis 3 of the present study was whether mothers, when asked to 

assess the behaviour of their children (aged 6 through 12 years) would 

give more favourable ratings to both boys and girls than would fathers. 

Two samples were formed for Hypothesis 3 (and the corollary 

hypotheses): l } ratings from parents of 91 boys and parents of 91 girls, 

who rated one child per family, and 2} ratings from parents of 25 boy/ 

girl sibl ings, who rated both children in the family. 
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Parents Who Rated One Child per Family 

When parents rated their sons, no significant differences were 

found between mothers• and fathers• mean ratings on the CBRS. However, 

when parents rated their daughters, over all 16 scales of the CBRS 

mothers gave significantly more favourable ratings to their daughters 

than did fathers (.Q. < .01). On the fo l lowing seven scales, mothers 

showed significant differences in favour of girls: Impu lse Control, 

Appropriate Activity, Moral Development , General Interpersonal 

Relationships, Eating Problems, Inappropriate Attention-seeking and 

Pathology. The content of these scales seems to be related to conformity 

to parental demands and co-operativeness, traits that are commonly 

assigned to girls . Mothers of normal girls gave significantly more 

weight to ratings in these areas than did fathers, a possible 

reflection of differing sex role standards held by men and women in 

regard to girls. 

Parents who rated one child per family on the CBRS were also given 

the BPC scale. No significant differences between parents• ratings of 

either boys or girls were found with the BPC. The results were not 

unexpected since the 55 items on the BPC are descriptive of problem 

behaviours that are characteristic of maladjusted children, thus 

allowing parents of normal children little scope in describing normal 

child behaviour. 
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Parents Who Rated Opposite-Sex Siblings 

In 25 of the families contacted, parents submitted ratings on two 

children who were opposite-sex siblings, providing an opportunity to 

compare parents' ratings on both sexes of children in the family. No 

significant differences between mothers' and fathers' ratings of either 

sons or daughters were found on the CBRS. However, the ratings on 

girls deserve further mention. While the multivariate F value obtained 

over all 16 scales of the CBRS was not significant, 8 of the 16 

univariate F values reached significance(£. < .05) (Table 36), 

suggesting that, in rating girls, mothers do give more favourable 

ratings than fathers. Once more, interpretation of MANOVA results was 

hampered by the small number of subjects (25) in comparison with the 

number of variables (16). Had the sample been larger, indications are 

that the multivariate F value wou ld have reached significance. 

Summary 

The results suggest that when parents of normal children are asked 

to assess the behaviour of their sons and/or daughters on a rating scale 

that includes both pro- social and problem behaviour items, they are 

more likely to agree concerning thei r sons', rather than their daughters ', 

behaviour . Mothers tended to rate their daughters more favourably than 

do fathers, and this may be , considering the resu lts of previous research 

studies (e.g. Meyer & Sobieszek, 1972) because female raters, particularly 

mothers, have a more comp lete "frame of reference" in assessi ng the 

behaviour of both boys and girls. Fathers have less opportunity than 
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mothers to interact with their children, and likely share fewer 

interests and activities with daughters, particularly, than mothers do. 

For this reason, in judging their daughters' behaviour from the opposite­

sex point of view, fathers may tend to give more cautious (i.e. less 

definitive) responses . The discussion of the findings in Hypothesis lb 

points out that mothers do check the positive extreme categories more 

frequently than fathers, and this effect on the CBRS may act to increase 

the difference between mothers' and fathers' ratings of girls. 

Hypothesis 3a 

With the expectation that mothers would give more favourable 

ratings to both boys and girls than would fathers, Hypothesis 3a stated 

that there would be no significant difference found between mothers' 

ratings of normal boys and girls. 

Mothers Who Rated One Child 

The results obtained in ratings by mothers who rated only one child 

of either sex per family failed to support the hypothesis. Mothers who 

rated girls gave them significantly more favourable ratings than did 

mothers who rated boys Ce. < .004}. The differences were significant on 

11 of the 16 CBRS scales: Self Concept, Impulse Control, Appropriate 

Activity, Physical Concern , Moral Development, Relationship to Adults, 

School Problems, Eating Problems, Inappropriate Attention-seeking, 

Avoidance, Outer Aggress ion. The areas in wh i ch mothers of girls gave 

more favourable ratings fit the sex-role stereotypes described by 

Maccoby (1966), i.e. that boys show less impulse control, are more 

active, assertive and aggressive than girls, while girls are said to 
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be more receptive, co-operative and conforming than boys. Those mothers 

who rated girls on the CBRS described their daughters' behaviour as 

less problematic than did mothers who rated boys. When rating on the 

BPC, there was a consistent trend for mothers of girls to give less 

severe ratings, but the differences between the ratings of boys and 

girls did not reach the level of significance. While this finding may 

appear to support the hypothesis of no significant difference, it may be 

confounded by the differences in item content in the BPC when compared 

with the CBRS. Items on the BPC are more apparently pathological and 

less applicab le to normal child behaviour. 

Mothers Who Rated Sibl i ngs 

In 25 families, mothers rated opposite-sex siblings on the CBRS, 

and when their ratings of both sexes were compared, the expectation of 

no significant differences between ratings of boys and girls was 

supported, i.e. mothers who rate both girls and boys (in contrast 

with those mothers who rate either girls or boys) demonstrate no 

significant differences in judging the behaviour of their daughters 

when compared with that of their sons. 

Hypothesis 3b 

Reports of research concerning the relationship of fathers to their 

children, i.e. that fathers are more likely to treat children of both 

sexes differently and that girls receive more attention and praise than 

boys from their fathers (Bronfenbrenner, 1960) suggested the hypothesis 

that when fathers rate boys and girls, they will give significantly 

more favourable ratings to girls than to boys . 
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Fathers Who Rated One Child 

Support was found for the hypothes is when fathers rated one child 

per family . Fathers of girls gave them significantly more favourable 

ratings over the entire CBRS than did fathers of boys(£.< .001), but 

while scales showing significant differences in fathers' ratings were 

the same as some of those found for mothers ' ratings, mothers demonstrated 

significant differences on 11 of the 16 CBRS scales, fathers on only 5 

of them. On the following scales, the differences between fathers' 

ratings of boys and girls were significant in the predicted direction: 

Appropriate Activity, Physical Concern, Moral Development, Relations to 

Adu l ts, and School Problems . The ratings obtained from the BPC showed 

no significant differences between ratings of boys and girls, although 

the trend was toward fathers' ratings to be less severe in rating 

problem behaviours in girls. 

Fathers Who Rated Siblings 

As was the case when mothers rated opposite-sex siblings, fathers' 

ratings showed no significant differences between ratings of boys and 

girl s . 

Surrmary 

Summarizing the findings for Hypotheses 3a and 3b, the results 

obtained from parents who rated one child per family indicated that both 

mothers and fathers of girls gave significantly more favourable ratings 

to their daughters than parents of boys gave to their sons. The evidence 

supports previous research findings reporting that parents perceive 
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different assets and liabilities in each sex (Lambert, Yackley , & Hein, 

1971) and suggests that sex stereotyping has an influence on parents 1 

judgments when they rate only a child of either sex. Contrary to 

expectations, mothers rating one child per fami ly adhered more closely 

to sex stereotypes in rating t heir children than did fathers. In most 

cases , parents who rated one chi ld on ly did not have opposite-sex 

children within the 6 to 12 year range. 

The results obtained from parents who rated opposite-sex sib l ings 

differed from those obtained from parents who rated either boys or gi r ls. 

No significant differences were found between rat i ngs of boy/girl 

siblings by either mothers or fathers. The results lend support to 

those research studies which have found that boys and girls demonstrate 

few psychological differences in the age group 6 through 12 years 

(Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974), and that parents with children of both sexes 

tend to treat them in much t he same way (Sears , Rau, & Alpert , 1965) . 

The findings suggest that research reports of sex stereotyping or 

differences in parents' ratings of boys and girls should give mor e 

details of sampling procedures . Because the CBRS contains items 

descriptive of both pro-social and problem behaviours , it was possible 

to gain information on aspects of child behav iour that are often 

designated as sex-stereotyped, and both fathers and mothers showed 

evidence of the effect of sex-stereotyping in rating either boys or 

girls. However, when parents rated opposite-sex si bl ings, there were 

no apparent effects of sex-stereotyping, and nei ther parent rated 



girls significantly more favourably than boys. Therefore, it should 

not be assumed that the results obtained from parents who rate either 

boys or girls are equivalent to those obtained from parents who rate 

both boys and girls. 

Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 was formulated to assess the efficiency of the CBRS 
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in differentiating normal from maladjusted children so that comparisons 

could be made between parents' ratings of normal and maladjusted 

children, matched for age and sex. 

Parents of Normal vs Parents of Maladjusted Children 

The mean ratings obtained from parents of 94 normal boys and 91 

normal girls proved to be significantly higher on each scale scored in 

the positive direction, and significantly lower on each scale scored in 

the negative direction than those obtained from parents of maladjusted 

children (28 boys and 13 girls), indicating that the CBRS is effective 

in differentiating normal from maladjusted children. 

Matched Sample: Normal vs Maladjusted 

Because of the small sample size in the maladjusted group in 

comparison with the normal group, ratings of boys and girls in the 

maladjusted sample were matched for age and sex with ratings of children 

in the normal sample, and the data re-analyzed. Even with this 

considerable reduction of the sample size, parents of normal boys 

rated them significantly more favourably than did parents of maladjusted 

boys. However, because of the small number of ratings available on 

maladjusted girls (13), the number of variables (16) exceeded the number 
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of subjects, and it was necessary to analyze the data obtained on girls 

separately for the eight pro-social and eight problem behaviour scales. 

Fathers of normal girls rated them significantly more favourably over 

the entire CBRS than did fathers of maladjusted girls, although the 

univariate tests on three scales (Security, Eating Problems, Sleep 

Problems) failed to reach significance. Reference to the table of 

means (Appendix R) shows that fathers of both normal and maladjusted 

girls rated them as slightly above average on the Security scale, 

and below average on the Eating Problem and Sleep Problem scales . 

Mothers ' mean ratings of normal girls were significantly higher than 

those for maladjusted girls on each of the eight pro-social scales, 

but the multivariate F test on the eight problem behaviour scales 

failed to reach significance, despite the fact that all eight of the 

univariate tests were significant (£ < .01 or better). Under these 

circumstances, with the multivariate f. failing to reach significance, 

the univariate results may not be interpreted as significant, but due 

to the severely limited number of subjects, these findings are worth 

mentioning. 

Hypothesis 4a 

Reports in the l iterature have suggested that when mothers and 

fathers rate normal children, agreement between parents' ratings is 

likely to be low (Becker, 1960; Dreger, Lewis, Rich, Miller, Reid, 

0verlade, Taffel, & Fleming, 1964; Eron, Banta, Walder, & Laulicht, 

1961; Sarason, Davidson, Lighthall, Waite, & Ruebush, 1960) but 
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comparisons across various studies are confusing since the samples are 

not well defined and the data not analyzed by sex of child. Parents 

of normal children have been found to show a higher consensus in their 

ratings than parents of maladjusted chi ldren (Duncan, 1971; Quay & 

Peterson, 1967; Sarason et al., 1960). The expectation in hypothesis 4a 

was that parents of normal children wou ld demonstrate significantly 

more agreement in their ratings of boys and girls than would parents of 

maladjusted children. 

Three samples were available for testing the hypothesis with the 

CBRS : parents' ratings on 91 normal boys and 91 normal girl~ parents' 

ratings on 28 maladjusted boys and 13 maladjusted girls, and a small 

normal sample, derived from the larger one, matched for age and sex 

with the maladjusted children. 

Percentage of Agreement 

The percentage of agreement was calculated as r..2, the percentage of 

variance accounted for in correlating parents' ratings. 

Large sample. Examining the resu l ts obtained with the large normal 

sample, the percentage of agreement between parents who rated normal 

boys ranged from 11% (Pathology) to 55% (Outer Aggression) , and, in 

general, the percentage of agreement was within the 25% to 45% range 

reported in other studies, with the following scales showing agreement 

of at least 35%: Outer Aggression (55%); Appropriate Activity (48%); 

Moral Development (45%); Re lations to Adults (41%); Inappropriate 

Attention-seeking (37%); Physical Concern and Body Awareness, Security, 
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Inner Aggression (36% each); Impulse Control, General Interpersonal 

Relationships and Sleep Problems (35% each). The percentage of agreement 

between parents who rated normal girls ranged from 16% (Self Concept) 

to 58% (Sleep Problems), with only three scales showing a percentage 

of agreement greater than 35%: Appropriate Activity (40%); Inappropriate 

Attention-seeking (41%}; Sleep Problems (58%). Mothers of girls were 

found, previously, to rate their daughters more favourably than did 

fathers, and the percentage of agreement between parents' ratings of 

girls further demonstrates this effect. 

Matched small sample . Turning to the sample of parents' ratings 

on 28 maladjusted boys and 13 maladjusted girls, it is evident that 

these parents, in general, showed more agreement in their ratings (when 

all 16 scales of the CBRS were considered) than did parents of normal 

children. The percentage of agreement for maladjusted boys ranged 

from .4% (Inner Aggression) to 76% (General Interpersonal Relationships), 

with agreement of 35% or better on 15 of the 16 scales. For ratings of 

maladjusted girls, the percentage of agreement between parents' ratings 

ranged from 1% (Inappropriate Attention-seeking) to 83% (Appropriate 

Activity) with agreement of 35% or better on 12 of the 16 CBRS scales. 

Correlational Evidence 

The correlation coefficients obtained from parents ' ratings of 

maladjusted children were compared with those from parents of normal 

children, using both the large normal sample and one derived from it, 
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matched by age and sex with the maladjusted children. Significant 

differences in the direction of higher agreement were found in ratings 

by parents of normal children over parents of maladjusted children in 

assessing both Inner Aggression and Outer Aggression in boys , and in 

Inappropri ate Attention- seeking, Security and School Problems in gi rls. 

The available sample of parents of maladjusted children was limited , 

but these results do suggest considerable disparity in the percepti on 

of maladjusted ch i ld behaviour in some important diagnostic areas on the 

part of these parents. It is worth noti ng that when child care workers 

rated the same maladjusted boys , male and fema le pairs of raters did 

not agree as strongly as female pairs of raters in their rat ings of 

Inner Aggression and Outer Aggression. Possibly, adult males and 

females, both ch i ld care workers and parents , differ in their perceptions 

of, and tolerance for, the highly aggressive behaviours exh ibited by 

maladjusted boys . Parents of normal boys, however, may agree more 

readily that thei r sons do not display an abnormal degree of aggressive 

behaviour. The same reasoning may be applied to the finding on the 

Inappropriate Attention -seeking scale for girls, since male/female 

pairs of child care wor kers , as well as paren~ , showed l ittle agreement 

in rating maladjusted girls in this area . 

Summary 

The results gave little support to the hypothesis, in that few 

significant differences in favour of more agreement between parents ' 

ratings of normal children were found, but, rather , in the comparison 
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of both normal samples wi th the maladjusted samp le, parents of mal adjusted 

children showed more agreement in their ratings of boys and girls than 

did parents of normal chil dren. One possib le explanation for this 

finding could be the different motivation to respond existing for 

parents of normal and maladjusted chi ldren in the present study. 

Parents of normal chi ldren were volunteer responders , requested to 

co-operate in a research study, whi l e parents of maladjusted children 

were required to respond as part of the referral process in the 

residential treatment centr e. Thus, parents of maladjusted chi ldren 

may have been more suspicious of the purpose of the research, perhaps 

suspecting that any dispari ty in their responses might reflect on their 

capabilities as parents. In addi t ion, a previous finding in the 

present study was that mothers of normal chi ldren tend to use more of 

the posit ive extreme categories i n rating than do fathers, whi le 

mothers and fathers of maladjusted chi ldren do not diff er signi fi cantly 

i n their use of extremes. Judging from th is tendency wi th parents of 

normal children, it might be expected that mothers and fathers of 

maladjusted children wou ld demonstrate more agreement in their ratings. 

The implications for future research that may be construed are 

that parents of normal and maladjusted children may differ in the areas 

in which mothers and fathers share a perspective on their ch i ldren' s 

behaviour, and that parents may differ in the degree of consensus in 

rating children, according to the sex of the child. Therefore, 

researchers should take both sex of parent and sex of chi ld, as well 
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as diagnosis of child, into account when they analyze data concerning 

ratings of children . Also, in future research, when ratings by parents 

of maladjusted children are required, more reliable results might be 

obtained if parents responded separately , under supervision. 

Hypothesis 4b 

In view of the findings that mothers are more nurturant and less 

restrictive toward children than fathers (cf. Emmerich, 1962), and, 

also, that mothers do not differentiate significantly between high 

anxious and low anxious chi ldren in their ratings (Sarason et al ., 

1960), it was hypothesized that mothers , in rating normal and maladjusted 

chi ldren, would show less difference in rating the two groups than would 

fathers. Although 11 anxiety11 is a wide term that may be defined in many 

ways, it is not i ll ogical to assume that maladjusted children, due to 

the instabilities in their li fe experiences, may be defined as 11 high 

anxious 11 when compared with normal children . 

The normal sample used in testing the hypothesis consisted of 

normal boys and girls, matched for sex and age with the maladjusted 

chi ldren. No significant differences were found between the mean 

differences obtained from fathers' ratings of normal and mal adjusted 

chi ldren when compared with the mean differences between mothers' 

ratings of the two groups. The hypothesis was not supported, and the 

larger f. value (see p.126) resulting from the analysis of mothers' 

ratings suggested that mothers are more likely than fathers to show 
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larger differences between their ratings of normal and maladjusted 

children. These results may have been influenced, in part, by the 

frequency with which mothers of normal children rated them in the 

extreme positive categories. Since fathers gave fewer positive extreme 

responses in rating normal children, the differences between their 

ratings of normal and maladjusted children might tend to be less than 

mothers'. 

Summary of Findings 

A survey of theory and research has suggested that certain ·factors 

may affect adult ratings of child behaviour. The current research has 

found: 

Sex of Rater 

Sex of rater appeared to be related to the degree of consistency 

obtained when two raters rate a child, and on rating style , reflected 

as the tendency to use extreme categories, inherent in ratings by 

mothers of normal children. 

Consistency. Paired fema le raters showed more agreement in 

rating children than paired male and female raters. Paired male raters 

showed l ess agreement than paired male and female raters. This finding 

was interpreted in terms of a common frame of reference (sex role 

training) for fema les and a tendency toward idiosyncratic responses 

for male raters. 
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Extremes. Mothers of normal children checked the positive extreme 

categories to a greater extent than the negative extremes, whi l e female 

child care workers showed a tendency toward using the negative extreme 

categories more frequently. This finding was interpreted in terms of 

higher child contact on the part of mothers, and the differential 

effect of t r aining and experience on the part of chi ld care workers. 

Sex of Rater X Sex of Chi ld 

Sex of rater and sex of ch i ld appeared to be related to the degree 

to which ratings tended to be favourab le, and possibly on the manifestation 

of sex stereotyping in ratings. 

Degree of favourableness. There was a tendency for female raters 

to give more favourable ratings to gir l s than to boys. This finding was 

i nterpreted in terms of more clearly defined sex role expectations and 

sex role training on the part of both female raters and female children. 

Sex stereotyping. There was a trend for male raters to show less 

sex role stereotyping in rating boys and girls. This finding was 

interpreted in terms of l ess clearly defined sex role expectations and 

training on the part of male raters. 

Parent Raters 

It was found that sex of parent and sex of child appeared to be 

related to the extent to which ratings reflected favourable assessments. 

Sex of ch i ld appeared to be related to the degree of cons i stency 

obtained in parents ' ratings . 
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Sex of parent x sex of child. Mothers gave more favourable 

ratings to girls than did fathers, and mothers of girls gave them more 

favourable ratings than did mothers of boys. These findings were 

interpreted in terms of a greater amount of contact between mothers 

and daughters as compared with fathers and daughters, and the effect of 

more clearly defined sex role expectations on the part of mothers. 

Consistency. Parents who rated boys showed more agreement in 

their ratings than parents who rated girl s . 

Parents of Maladjusted Ch ildren vs Parents of Normal Chi ldren 

It was found that parents of normal children assigned them more 

favourable ratings than did parents of maladjusted children. 

The diagnosis of the child as normal or maladjusted had an effect 

on the degree of consistency obtained in parents' ratings. Parents of 

maladjusted children demonstrated more agreement in their ratings 

than did parents of normal children. This finding was interpreted in 

terms of the situational demands on parents of maladjusted chi ldren . 

Although this research has provided some support for the preceding 

conclusions, the following problems relating to more explicit 

definition of the sample in child assessment remain: 

1) characteristics of the rater, particularly when raters other 

than parents are concerned, should be defined in terms of age, 

sex, role relat ionship to ratee, sex role expectations for 

ratee, amount of contact with children, training and experience. 
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2) characteristics of the chi ld rated shou ld be defined in terms 

of sex, age, diagnosis (normal or maladjusted), percept i on of 

adult male and female sex roles. 

3) reliance on volunteer responders tends to decrease the 

reliabi l ity and validity of responses, unless supervision is 

provided . 

In future research , it would be useful to gather demographic data 

on the families of normal and maladjusted children. The number of 

chi ldren in the family may have an effect on parents' ratings, and 

ratings of both normal and mal adjusted sib l ings should be compared. 

Since the present research suggests that the amount of contact with 

children may also have an effect on parents' ratings, a comparison 

might be made between families in which fathers have longer periods in 

the home during the day, and those in which fathers, or fathers and 

mothers, are away from home during much of the day. Additionally, if 

responses to a sample of items on a rating scale could be verified by 

observation in a natural sett i ng, the val idity of rating scales should 

be increased. 
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Appendix A 

Dear Parents 

Recently we have designed a questionnaire that we beli eve will be 

useful i n determining the effectiveness of t r eatment programs for those 

children in our conmunity who are in need of hel p. But in order to 

help these children, we need to know what problems exist for the normal 

chi ld, since most ch ildren do experience probl ems of one kind or 

another. Most of the research i n child behaviour has been done with 

American chi ldren. We have reason to bel ieve that there are di fferences 

between Ameri can and Canadian fami lies , and therefore our questionnaire 

has been developed to provide a basis for research in Canadian 

famil ies. 

We would like to ask you as concerned parents t o answer our 

questionnaire giving an honest appraisal of your own child, not as i f 

he were an 11 ideal 11 child, but just as you see him normally, from day 

to day. We do not want your name to appear anywhere on the 

questionnaire, but we wi ll ask for the age, birthdate and sex of your 

chi ld. If, by chance, you have more than one ch i ld who brings home 

this request, and you are willing to take the time t o respond for 

that child as well, we wou ld be most appreciat i ve . 

We hope that you wi ll want to help us in this research project 

which has, as its aim, the provis ion of better treatment f aci l ities 

for children . Should you decide to participate , please sign the 
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form below and return it to you chi ld' s teacher. A questionnaire for 

each of you to fill out individually, together with return postage, 

wi ll be mail ed to you . 

Thank you very much for your help in this project. 

Sincerely yours, 

We are interested in helping i n this r esearch project. 

Only one parent wil l be able to fill out the questionnaire. 

Both parents _will be able to fi ll out the questionnaire. 

Mail i ng Address : {Name) 

(Address) 



Dear Parents, 

The University of Victoria is conducting a survey at our school 

and we are asking for your cooperation. When you come to the school 

on Parents Day, you will be met by a research team from the university 

who will give you a questionnaire to compl ete about your child . It 

is important that both parents fill out this questionnaire, so if 

only one of you is able to come on Parents Day, a questionnaire will 

be sent home for the other. 
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You are being asked as concerned parents to answer the questionnaire , 

giving an honest appraisal of your own child, not as if he were an " ideal" 

child, but just as you seem him normally from day to day. 

The questionnaire is al so be ing used to determine the effectiveness 

of treatment programmes for those children in our community who are in 

need of he lp. But in order to help these children it is essential to 

know what problems exist for t he normal child since most children do 

experience problems of one kind or anotl.er . This · is why your cooperati on 

. . ' 
1s important . 

Pleas e try to return the questionnaire promptl y. You may receive 

• -a reminder by telephone if your form has not been returned by the 

first of December. 



·~--,,,,1~,-- ..... . ..... . , .. , ._, · · ·- ··· - -~ .... .. . 
il""'9r' .. ..,...,. . .,...___.,."1(!:.r,4"f~••r.- _.., .... -..w 

D~ar Ps.rents: 

1 . The Un1.ver a1t:.- of Victor!~!- i s ct2~iuc'c; i ng n sur~ey at 
our ~chool an(; ~~ ~ra ~e!.d..~ tor your coop~ret 1on~ 
When you coms ·l;o t hF: ochc,ol on Reporting 'D&y, you w:tl l 
be rnot b".f a. r.-rn1e&.?Ch t ise.m i"ro':il ~:h-s 'U!ii~.t~reit;v -mio 
\fill give you o.. questionr.aire to coa.~lote n.bout yom.· 
child. It ·~ottld be ei.ppr,eciat(J-1 i f paNints could t e.Jt~ 
the qu!;stioni'1:.5.:;,"0. he;it.~ to be ?1:tlil<l out in1ependent1J; 
by ea.oh psreni , c.nd ret:u~n~d to ·~ha U7-liY~rsity no latGr 
than Dec~1ber ltt in ·;;h1; ;i;tatr.p~;j envelo!)~ t:1a1ch t:ill 
be proft;ided b3r t~ .. e u.'1.tversity. 

You are being aaked t?.f.l con.cf1rn~":;,. p~r~nte t o ar.t;~~Gr t?1~ 
queat:tcm10.ix--a :• c;i vir~ ~n h{1l'\~Hrt &7.}:or·i~tse.1 or' yo'l.1.J' l'!a',~'7.l 
child, n0t a.4! it he ~x~e ~: ntld·J~l": chil ~., but ju~t 
es ~rou see hin n~nn-'t.illy !?,~. d~:r to d~y . • 

'rha qu2Eitio!m-nire ic 01~0 be1n.g ~tef.i to atDt~r,ri:1..~~ th:i, 
effe,::tive!'urna (Jf.' ti-:-n~t:!f;nt prnb~~si:J :!'or thtto'9 eh11~nm 
in O\U.• CO'iml.ltm.~:ty w~o i,,r,(1 in n<,(d of hlll p . B1-1t '.'i..n e•~-.!.-Sl"" 
to holp ·i';hoBo cb.1ltl:t<Cl1 1t ia o~·~J~rtttr..l to ~:nol!f ~h&.t 
probl~;MJ G:rls~; f:'or the norr& ). ~-~!ld tidnt!ei m_,nt enilt~~ n 
do e?:t:5)0~--ia,1ce problt::;11 .. tJ 1:,t C:.."lG ~5,nA o!' e.moth~>.·. T:"lia 
~t? . .. .,~~ - , ~,!" ~t,r-~r:r"'"'!'!.+-.<i ...... ~.., 1~ .,~?,41,', ... ~~~~~.~ ~ 
-- \..,.""V " ~•-•- _ .... . aoo,IJ;'---~ ---••- _,...,. -~.i,V• ..._ ., . ... \.:., 

Plea.oe tr:-r t o I"~t.u:rr1 t.he q_ne~ti.:')zmz11?.'e ll:-0~1-"tly. You 
may rac$.dva a. ..,..~.d.ndt1~• i>y tf,;J~~];lr,one ft"(!'ffi the ~U!"">,re'y 
te&m if ycur 1~:z-:i:~, i'mSJ. not be-~n !'eturn2cl to th<:l ur.1.i ?er:.d t -:; 
by th€! flrst <,f' n~ee.t0b~~r p 

2 . We a2"e ha·...rinz om..o u~n~~l p·~blems ~rl.th cltJ.at.ed nhoe!iti f.nd 
thg trs.cldn._1 of dir-:. 1.::)to th~ e.~h.t}ol . :§..c,rn~ child::-en a~c. 
wecu·:tng cloei:-t~.1 oi- l1~t•1J troacl I"ilf!l."tW6 ~hoea fo':(' 1.:.->.cooi­
cnd oi.,.tcioor 1.ms ithrm the ~b1~(V ~!ii.fl del31.,B:n\'lj{l for f.~ uu, . 
We would-vecy· ?luc:h ~p~r!!~!,~t.:, your- ch0clt:l.11s to feo th~t 
tha fJhoca yott:r eh1ld i.o 'iii'Ci!.t-irig to e:.:hool ci,n be "Q':ii:-ed 
cle&n of mut1 before onc~rii~,s <~h~ :;;chool ~ M~.y we al t',:10 
requ03t th9.t :r~u1t· !i-c-;u-~r:it~i" hH.ve onG r..o.ir ot (ts~ :;hnee 
€XClU1liY~J.y fr,r i~.d.ocr t\B~ i!l t ~t~ (;_cy't;l . 

Toas:.r ~ CJ1i;~•-' of yo~:r f~hildr~n i.s b1•.lngir;g hoim0 a bl "!e ®lip 1rs1 th 
e.ppointl~~'llt. tim•:~( ,, J !ci: r~,o.r(:ing <iiay. 

: gro. 

T. a. Good 
p i"~C i IJ{l l 



November 19th, 1974. 

Dear Parents: 

It is important in this study to ask that BOTH 
of you fill out the 146 questions, and that you do it 
independently. 

For those of you who have two different kinds of 
questionnaires in your folder, we would be gratefu l if you 
woul d take the little extra time to f il l out the smal l one 
as well as the big one. 

While a form letter l ike this seems very impersonal, 
we wish to thank you both for giving your time to help in this 
reserach project. We hope, in turn, to be able to help chi l dren 
who are in need from the knowledge we gain from this study. 

Thank you again. 

PD/tg 

Sincerely, 

P. Duncan, Ph.D., 
Assistant Professor. 
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APPENDIX B 

Child's Name: 

I s t his child a behaviour problem in class? 

As a student this child ' s academic performance is : 

Fr om your knowledge cf this child in the classr oom you would 
estimate his intelligence to be : 

He seems to like going to school 

I n school , he asks for help when he needs i t i n doing his work 

He is reasonably happy at school 

He is afraid of failing in school 

He complains that the teacher picks on him 

He completes school ass ignments 

He skips school 

How secure does this child seem to be? 

How would you rate this child ' s sel f - concep1? 

How good i s this child ' s impulse-control ? 

How would you rate this child in appropria te acti vity? 

How trustworthy is this child? 

How well does this child get along with othe r children? 

How well does this child get along with adults ? 

How woul d you rate this chil d ' s inappropriate attention- seeking? 

How aggressive is this child t oward others? 

How destructive is t his child of his own things? 
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Appendix C 

Today ' s Date ....... .... ........ .. 

Chi Id ' s Age ......... .. ...... . Sex 

Child's Birthdate -.................... ...... 

. . My re lationship to the child is (circle one):­

Mother 

IMSTRUCTIONS 

Father 

Step-mother 

Step-father 

Foster-mother 

Foster-father 

Other .. .. . . ................ . 

Be low are a series of statements to be rated according to how frequently 
each appl i es to the child. 

The categories used are :-

Almost always 

Frequently 

Occas iona I ly 

Almost never 

Please pla,:e an "X11 in the uppropr ia t e box for each stat ement. If a 
statement foes not app l y at a ll, check "al most neve r" 



·). 

2. 

5. 

6. 

]. 

8. 

9. 

l 0. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

I 7. 

I 8. 

19. 

20 . 

2 1. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

He behaves we 11 dur ing mea l time 

Be tween meals he t akes food without perm issi on 

He is w i 11 i ng to share food, such as fruit, candy 

He goes to bed wi II ingly at bedtime 

He del ays , makes excuses , avo ids going to bed . 

He wets the bed at night 

He i s fri ghtened by ,:bad:: dreams 

He can plan an act ivity and carry it out success fu 11 y. 

He can share an adult ' s attent ion 

He says that he 11 fee ls sick" to get out of doing unpleasant duties 
---· -

He stea l s money or other things at home 
-
He seems to Ii ke going to school 

·--
In schoo I , he asks fer he l p when he needs j t in do ing his work 
----------------
He appears untidy and unclean due to his own indifference 

His speech is cl ea r and easy to understand 
-
He feels sorry when he has done something wrong 

.. 
He has rea Ii st i c con~ern 

" 
for his 01,m safety 

He wants mo re than his share a t meal time 

He eats what is put before him 

Once he i 5 in bed at n ight he talks, sings loudly, disturbs others . 

He settles dOl•m ve ry quickly at ni1ht 

He 1-1an ts to have sor,;eone with him unt i I he fa 11 s as leep at ni ght 

He says he i $ afrai d of the da rk 

Once he beg ins .:i n act ivity he wi 11 stay with it for a reasonable 
length of t irnc 

He thr01-1s things \·Jhcn he ge t s angry 

. 
I 

I 

I 

i 
I 
! 
i l 
l 
I 

I 

I 
t 

! 

I 

I 

! 



26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

48. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

He 1 i es unde r pressure 

He steals in the ne ighbourhood or at schoo l 
-

He is reasonably happy at schoo l 

He asks for he lp when he needs it 

He cares about his appearance 

\.Jhcn speak ing , his statements are rarnb ling or confused 

He \.<lorr ies about un rea 1 i st i c things that might happen 

When others are in difficulty he shov1s sympathy 

He gets very upset over s 1 i ght physica l injuri es 

He eats with good appetite at meal ti me 

He obeys rules 

He has to be "pushed" in to jorning activities 

He sleeps sound ly a ll ni ght 

He is jealous of attention paid to others 

He bites his nails 

He is afra i d of fa i l i ng in schoo l 
--
He ; j rest l ess 

He has tempe r tantrums 

He'makes up stor ies" to expla in events 

He complains t~at the teache r p icks on hi rn 

Whe n angry he destroys property 

He says he i s • I 
S I CK , v1hen he i s obviously not, to avo ic 

school 

He fli es into a rcige 1vhe n frust,a ted 

He is very fussy or over-part i cular 

He stands up for h imse lf 

He seems depressed 

He VI i I I admit i t 1,1hcn he i s at f au lt 

-

- -

to him 

---· - ·• ·-

I 

-
I 

.. 

' 
I 
I 

' 

going to 

--



53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

6 l. 

62. 

63 , 

64. 

65. 

66. 

68. 

70. 

72. 

73. 

74. 

75, 

76 . 

77. 

He ignores injuries even 1-1hen they requ ire medica l 

He compla i ns tha t other kids pick on him 

A change in routine upsets him 

He f 1 i es into a rage when frustrat ed 

He :•talks back" 

He balks at trying anything ne1-1 

He is over-concerned about his health 

He picks fights \·d th other chi I dren 

He gets upset i f there is a change in t he order of 
rout i ne tasks. 

He acts i-,i thout thinking of the consequences 

lie fee ls that he is stupid 

He thinks a lot about C:cath 

He eats at least one good mea l each day 

Other children f ind him easy to get along with 
·--·- - - ·-

He runs a\•1ay from home 

He s i ts around doin9 nothing 

He 1-1 i 1 l li sten to reason 

When angry he i,~ i thd raws from others 

He completes schoo l assignments 

I-le says that no one Ii k8s him 

He shovJs an interest i n othe r people 
-·-
He tends to blarae othe rs when t h ings go wrong 

He is reasonably tu l k.:i t i ve 

He says that he " f e,3 i s sick'' to gain atten tion 
----

He ()ets ve ry upse t ove r Sf'l3 ]] ma tters 
-

attent ion r 

doing 

' 

I 
I I 

; 

! i 
I 



78. 

79. 

80. 

82. 

83. 

84. 

85. 

86. 

87. 

88. 

90. 

91. 

92. 

93. 

94. 

95. 

96. 

97 . 

98. 

99 . 

100. 

IO I. 

102. 

103. 

104. 

He pays attention when others talk to him 

He seems to think that everyone i s smarter, more capable than he is 

He shows appropriate emotions 

He 1 i kes to he l p others 

He worries continually about things that might happen in the future 

He can res 1st t emptation 

He complains of unfair t r€:c1 t1ren t fro~ adults 

He complains that he is unlucky 

He threatens to ke 11 himself 

He has many accidents 

He respects othe rs' op inions on the best course of act ions 

He :
1clrn-1ns 11 to gain a ttention 

He sucks his thumb or fingers 
·-· 

He can wa i t for things he wants 

He threatens o ther chi ldren physically e . g . 1-1 i th knives or fists 

He is ove rly sens itive to having his feelings hurt 

He has tried to ki II h imse lf 

He respects others 1 opinions about his 01-1n act ions 

He walks in his sleep 

He wets or so ils hi mse lf at ni ght 

He respects another person's point cf v iew 
-

He skips schoo l 

He destroys his 01-in t oys or belong ings 

He finds it hard to make a decision 

He mu til a t es himself (cuts, bites . pu 11 s out hair) 
! 

He pl.iys co-operative l y with other children 
I 

. 
He 11M.Jkes up stories' 1 to gain atten ti on 

-



105. 

106. 

107. 

108. 

109. 

11 0. 

111 . 

11 2. 

113. 

I 14. 

11 5. 

l I 6. 

11 7. 

1 l 8. 

11 9 . 

120. 

12 l. 

122 . 

123. 

124 . 

125 . 

126. 

127. 

I ?.8. 

.. , .. 
He 11p icks on 

,. 
1s1eaker or srna l ler ch il dren 

When frustrated he breaks into tears 

He comp l ains of being tired much of the ti me 

He destroys tilings belonging to others 

Having made a choice, he is happy with ; t 

He cries frequent I y when alone 

\./hen he is given a job to do he does it without being nagged 

He spends a good part of his time p I ay i ng 1-1 i th other kids 

He e r i es frequently 1-1ht:n othe rs are around 

He prefers to be 1-Ji th children younger than himself 

He refuses to compete if there is a poss i bi 1 i ty he may fai I 

lie is un.-.,J.:i r t:: o;- ~h~ f eelings 07 others 

He cannot bear any Cr i t i Ci Srll 

He i s crue l to anima l s 

He i s c1ffec ti ona te . 

He becomes so upset by change s in routine, such as changing 
resi dences or schools , or 1•1hen expecting visitors, that he 
may vomit or repo rt fee Ii ng s ick 

.. 
He can amuse himself for lon9 per iods 

-
He insi s ts on h~wi n q his 01,m way 

He s,,,,eu rs o r curses 

He attempts to do thinas t ha t a re beyond his ca p:l b i l i t i es 
without seeki ng he lp 

He t ends lo give lip easily 

He hus tw i cchvs or tics or unusual in,1 •1n~ r i sms of the face or body 

The rE> is cl mani pul a tive tone to his r~l;iti onshi p 
-

He \-JOr ri CS .ibou t many thi ngs 
-

j I 
' 

I 
I 

I 

' 
I 

I 

'I 
' 

.. 

' 

-



129. 

130. 

131. 

132. 

133. 

134. 

135 . 

136. 

I 37. 

I 38. 

139. 

140. 

14 I . 

142. 

143. 

144. 

145. 

146. 

He ignores peop l e when they speak to h im 

He is stubborn 

He demands to be the centre of attention 

He d i scusses h i s problems with others 

He is easily l ed by other!; 

He says that he is bored , doesn't kno.-, what to do 

He wets or soi ls h ir.ise If in the daytime 

He j s Ii ked by other chil dren 

He chatters a lot and inte rrupts conversations 

His moods change very quickly 

He stumbles and fa 11 s easily 

He has clos"" frlcndships \, i t~ z, fei-1 chi 1 cfrcn 

He changes from one activity to another every few mi nutes 

He is eas ily distractible 

He is very awk1.,,ard physically 

He acts as i f he thinks he is smarter than anyone e l se 

He sets fires 

He starts an activity but loses interest before it i s finished 



Please check the approp ri ate statement: -

..... .... 

He i s norma ll y interested in and aware of sex for h is age 

He is over ly interested in sex 

He has problems in the general area of sex. 
give an example.) 

(Pl ease specify and 

If he displays bizarre or unusua l ideas that extend be/ond being "creative" , 
please give examp les :-

Other major probl ems not tapped by this questionnaire. Pl ease list:-

Other major assets not tapped by this questionna ire. Please li st :-
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Listed below are some of the fears that children display. Considering the child 
you are rating, p lease mark !

1311 beside the most important fears, a i:2
11 beside the 

next most important fears, and a 11 111 beside fears that are known but do not affect 
his l ife in any way. 

...... 

Fear of the dark 

Being alone in the dark 

Imag inary creatures 

Animals (real , e.g. dogs) 

Insects 

Remote animals ·(e.g bears, tigers) 

Heights 

Fire 

Wate r 

Traff ic 

Death 

Parents/othe rs dying 

Being left alone 

Be i ng -abandoned 

New situations 

Speaking in front of a group 

Ridicule 

Punishment 

Mechanical noise (e.g Sirens, mach inery) 

Loud 1,,oices 

Others fighting 

Bigger children 

St rangers 

Be ing hurt physically 

Robbers 

Ghosts, witches 

Medical treatment 

Doctors, dentists 

Thunder 

Lightning 

Failure 

Fa I I i ng 

People wearing masks 

Characte r s - TV, stories 

Bad dreams 

Dying 

I 11 hea I th 

Being confineci 

Being followed by strangers 

Perform i ng in a group 

Rapidly approaching objects 

Deformed people 

Drunks 

Being attacked 

Getting lost 

Please specify any other fears obse rved :-

••••• • • • ••••• • • • ••• ♦ •••••• • ••••••••• • •• • ••• • • • •••••••• • ••••• •• •• • ••• •• ••• • ••••• • 

How would you rate your ch i l d on feu rfulness? 

Fearful 

More fearful than mos t children his age 

Average 

Less f ea rful than chi ldren his age 

Not nfra i d 



Code ~Age s /) 

l
se~(L~~~ 

_ I Con 

Rater _______ Rel. ______ _ Date ________ Type Rating_· ___ _ 

ulse Appropriate Phy. Concern I Moral General Re ll!tion to 

I IT~I SC RES 
.trol Activity Bcdy-Awarenes Development Interpers Adults 

- -. . - - .. IT~ SC RES In.I SC RES Inl SC RES I Inl SC RES Int SC RES IT~I SC RES 
55 - so + 25 - 8 + 14 - I 11 '.' 54 - 9 + : 

58 - S2 + 48 - 24 + 17 + 
I 16 + 66 + 29 + 

6 1 - 63 - 62 - 37 - 30 + 27 - 72 - 4S -
77 - 79 - 69 + 42 - 34 - 33 + 73 + S7 -
90 - 8S - 91 + 68 - 40 - 36 + 78 + 84 -

ll 7 - 93 - 122 - 75 + I 53 - 83 + 81 + 111 + 

l20 - 109 + 10 7 - I S9 .. 116 - 88 + 

llS - 114 - I 121 + l 87 - 9S + 
I 

l28 - 124 - 134 - ' 139 - 98 ♦ 

125 .. 141 - ! 143 - 103 + 

144 - 142 - 112 + 

146 - 119 + 

127 -
132 + 

I 133 -
136 + 
140 + .. ; 

IOTJ .,,, "" 

I I 
I Eating 

Inappropriate Passive or 
School Sleep Attention Avoidance Outer Inner Pathology 
Problems 1 Prob lcr.is Probleos Seeking Agi;ression Ag gress ion 
ITM SC RES I ITM SC RES ITM SC RES In! SC RES IT!--1 SC RES IHI SC RES !DI SC RES !TM SC RES 

12 - ! 1 - 4 - 9 - s ♦ 25 ♦ 43 + 15 -
13 - 2 ♦ s + 39 + 10 + 46 + =ro + 31 + 

23 . - 3 - 6 + 76 + 26 ♦ 60 + 100 + 32 + 

41 + 13 + 7 + 89 + 44 · + 92 + 102 ♦ 49 + 

45 + 19 - 20 + 104 . + 47 + 10S + 106 + 51 ♦ 

47 + 3S - 21 - 113 + 67 + 103 + 130 + 64 + 

71 - 6S - 22 + 131 + i' 4 + 123 + 80 -

To· 

99 ♦ 23 + 13 7 ♦ 101 + 82 + 

38 - 129 + J 86 ♦ 

96 ♦ 94 + _, 

97 ♦ 110 + 
00 

°' 
T." ' "'- 118 ♦ 

126. . + .. 

- 135 ♦ 

138 ♦ 

145 + I --- - -------~ ---~- --- -----
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APPENDIX D Date: 

Behavior Problem Checklist 

Donald R. Peterson, Ph . D. and Herbert c. Quay, Ph.D . 

Col. No . 

( 1-8) 

(9-10) 

( 11 ) 

(12) 

( 1 J) 

( 14) 

Children 's Research Center 
University of Illinois 

Champaign , Illinois 

Copyright Herbert C. Quay and 
Donald R. Peterson , 1967 

Please complete items 1 to 6 carefully . 

1. Name (or identification number) of child 

2. Age (in years) __________ _ 

Sex _______ ( Mal e -- 1; Female = 2) 

Father ' s Occupation ------------

5 . Name of person c ompleting this checklist 

6 . Relationship to child (circle one ) 

a) Mother b) Father c) Teacher ct) Other ----( Specify 

Please indicate which of' the following constitute 
problems, as far as this child is concerned. If 
an item does !22.!. constitute a problem , encircle 
the zero ; if a n item constitutes a mild problem, 
encircle the one; if' an item constitutes a severe 
problem, encircle .the two . Please complete every 
item . 



Col. No . 

(1 5) 0 1 2 
(1 6) 0 1 2 

17) 0 1 2 
18) 0 1 2 
19) 0 1 2 
20) 0 1 2 
2 1 ) 0 1 2 
22) 0 1 2 

;~~ g ~ ; 
25) 0 1 2 

ml g i i 
!HH i i 
~ ~~~ 
~34) 

0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 

35) 0 1 2 
J6) 0 1 2 
37) 0 1 2 
J8) 0 1 2 
39) 2 1 

1 lf0) 2 

!
t~~ g ~ ; 
lf3) 0 1 2 
lf4) 0 1 2 
45) 0 1 2 
46) 0 1 2 

~;~ 6 ~ ~ 
L1.9) 0 1 2 

l(m g : i 
53) 0 1 2 
54) 0 1 2 
55) 0 1 2 
56) O 1 2 

;bl g ~ ~ 
59 0 1 2 
60) 
6 1 ) 
62) 

~l~ 
65) 
66) 
67) 

( 68) 
( 69) 

0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 
0 1 2 

1 • 
2 . 
3. 
4 . 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8 . 
9. 

10 . 
11 • 
1 2 . 
1 J . 
1 4 . 
1 5 . 
16 . 
17 . 
18 . 
19 . 
20. 
2 1 • 
22 . 
23 . 
2lf. 
25. 
26 . 
27 . 
28. 
29. 
JO. 
31. 
32 . 
JJ. 
J4 . 
3.'.:> . 
36. 
37 . 
38 . 
39 . 
l+0 . 
41. 
L12. 
4J . 
44 . 
45. 
li6 . 
Lf7 • 
Li 8 . 
lf9 . 
50 . 
5 1. 
52 . 
53 . 
5h . 
55 . 

Behavior p r oblem Checkl is t {cont.) 

Oddness; bizarre behavior 
Restlessness , inability to sit stil l 
Attention- seeking , "show- off" behavior 
Stays out late at n i ght 
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Doesn't know how to have fun ; behaves like a !!Srt: 
Self- consciousness ; easil y embarrassed 
Fixed expression , l ack of emotional reactivity 
Disr uptiveness : tendency to annoy and bother others 
Feelings of inferiority 
Stea ls in company with others 
Boisterous n ess , rowdiness 
Crying over minor annoyances and hurts 
Preoccupation ; " in a worl d of his own" 
Shyness , bashfulness 
Socia l withdrawal , preference for soli tary activiti€ 
Dislike for school 
J ealousy over atten tion paid other ch ildren 
Belongs to a eang 
Repetitive speech 
Short a ttention span 
Lack of sel f - confidence 
Inatten tiven ess to what others say 
Easily flustered and confused 
Incoherent speech 
Fighting 
Loya l to delinquent friends 
Temper t antrums 
Reticence , secretiveness 
Truancy from school 
Hype r sen s itivity ; feelings easily hurt 
Laziness in school and in performance of other task~ 
Anxiety , chronic general fearfulness 
Irresponsibility , undependability 
Excessive daydreaming 
Masturbation 
Has bad companions 
Te n sion , inability to relax 
Disobedience , difficulty in disciplinary cont rol 
Depression, chronic sadness 
Uncooperativeness in group situations 
Aloofness , soci a l reserve 
Passivity , suggest ibil ity ; easil y led by others 
Cl umsiness , awkwardness , poor muscular coordination 
Hypera ctivity ; " a lways on the go" 
Distractibility p~ofU\.~ 
Destructiveness in regard to his own &/or other ' s~ 
Negativism , t endency to do the opposite of what ' s 
Impert inence , sauciness requestec 
Sluggishness , letharg y 
Drowsiness 
Profane language , swearing , cursing 
Nervousness , ji tteriness , jumpin e s s; easily start lee 
Irritability; hot- tempered , easily aroused to anger 
Enures i s , bed- wetting 
Oft

1
e n h a s physical complaints , e . g . h eadaches , stom 

ac1 ache . 



Appendix E 

CBRS: Means and Standard Deviations for Three Samples of CCWs Rating Maladjusted Boysa 

Samp 1 e 

Male and Female Male and Female Male and Female 

Scale M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

1 34.92 4.94 33.24 5. 77 36.05 4.32 37.21 4.54 34.87 5.93 35.03 6.94 
2 39.89 5.43 40.40 5.90 40.81 4.31 42 .81 3.98 40.45 5 .10 40.97 5.91 
3 19.47 4.46 18.76 5.82 19.79 4.96 21. 16 4.36 20.39 4. 77 20.24 5.75 
4 42 . 34 7.24 44.05 8. 17 45.08 7.47 46. 10 6.25 44.50 8.36 45.63 8.01 
5 42.24 4.21 41.60 6.92 42.05 4.48 42.95 4.21 43.08 4.88 42 .08 6. 14 
6 24.26 4.74 24.00 5. 18 23.63 5. 12 25.45 4.86 23.89 5.81 25 .10 5.80 
7 51.60 10.02 51.60 11.85 53.24 9.60 54.63 12.46 51. 76 12.32 52.39 10.82 
8 20.31 3.59 19.05 4.69 20.66 4.08 21.05 3.73 20.05 4.51 20.45 4.95 
9 16.74 5.32 17.55 5,78 15.68 4.44 15. 79 4.43 16.92 5.06 17.55 5.52 

10 14.08 2.84 13.79 4.42 13 .05 3. 19 12. 81 2.85 13.60 4.02 13. 31 3.74 
11 20.42 6. 14 18.84 5. 15 18.53 5.96 18.81 5.24 18.37 5.71 18.50 5.95 
12 19.66 5.29 20. 18 6.66 18.34 5. 13 17.76 4.46 19.50 5. 15 18.47 6.43 
13 19. 81 4.55 20.53 5.47 18.60 4.26 17.81 4.04 19 .47 5.73 19.26 6.24 
14 13.63 5.75 14.45 6.73 12.76 5.38 11.84 3.90 12 .45 6. 19 12.60 5.96 
15 13. 45 3.58 13.58 3.58 12.63 4.00 11 . 92 3.41 13. 13 4. 10 12.39 4. 14 
16 26.58 4.91 26.76 5.33 26.37 4.48 25.68 5. 11 25. 74 5.75 26.63 6.46 

---' 
0) 
I.D 

a.!l = 38 pairs in each samp le. 



CBRS: Means and Standard Devi ations for Three Samples of CCWs Rating Maladjusted Girlsa 

Sample 

Male and Femal e Male and Femal e Mal e and Female 

Scal e M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

l 35.42 6.71 35.00 6.22 38 . 45 3.48 40.00 4. 36 34.46 7.42 34.79 6.62 

2 42. 12 6. 24 39 . 71 8.03 45. 17 2.85 45.37 5.51 41.58 7.34 42.08 6.51 

3 23.33 3.20 22.46 3.99 23.92 3. 20 24.33 3. 68 21 . 62 6.74 22 .92 5. 70 

4 43 . 58 8. 53 41.04 9.69 48.04 5.00 47.83 7. 55 45.04 10.29 45.08 8 . 13 

5 42. 12 5.69 39 .79 6. 10 44.92 5.06 44.50 4.81 40.75 5.93 41.83 5.47 

6 27 . 21 6. 13 26.79 5.79 27.04 4. 69 27.96 4. 11 26 .87 7.43 26.67 7.24 

7 53.50 11 . 87 54.33 11 . 54 56.71 10. 60 58.41 11. 39 56 . 33 16.68 56.67 15.68 

8 22.75 4.34 21.96 4.48 23.29 2. 69 24.21 2.62 22.83 5. 53 22.96 5.09 

9 15.21 5. 34 14.92 4.94 13.33 2.99 12.87 3.66 14.75 5.69 15.25 5. 20 

10 12.00 3.55 12.50 3.46 l 1. 75 3.42 10.42 2.75 11.75 4.32 11. 71 3.43 

11 17. 12 3.90 18.42 6. 18 15.50 5.32 16.25 5.52 19.42 7.40 17 . 21 6. 16 

12 16.92 3.93 19. 12 5.54 15. 17 3. 13 15.12 4.09 18. 33 6.91 16. 54 5.99 

13 18.29 4.96 19.54 6.44 16.29 4.61 15.33 4.30 19.71 8. 17 17.41 6.36 

14 10.42 3.59 10.96 4.73 10. 17 2.44 9~ 17 2. 76 11. 79 4.82 11 .29 5.50 

15 11.79 3.20 12.83 3.93 11 . 42 2.70 10.96 3.53 12. 12 3.63 11.75 3.38 

16 27.96 6. 54 28. 17 6.33 25.25 4.35 23 .71 4.45 28.04 8. 12 27.96 6.06 
_, 

"° 0 

a!!.= 24 pairs in each sample. 



BPC: Means and Standard Devi at ions for Three Samples of CCWs Rating Maladjusted Children 

Sample 

Male Female Male Male Female Female 

Factor M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD --
Boys a 

I 4.96 3.40 6. 56 3.77 5.76 4. 10 5.08 3.78 6.84 3.34 6. 12 3.89 

I I 5.76 4.66 6.76 4.93 6.20 4.93 5.96 4.68 8.00 4.03 8.08 5.33 

III 2.88 2.30 3.60 2.69 3.48 2.48 3.32 2. 17 3.84 1. 97 3.56 2.47 

IV 2.92 2.56 3.28 2.52 2.92 2.38 2. 60 l.89 3.80 5.67 3.80 2.65 

V 2. 16 2. 13 2.84 1.97 2.48 4.51 l. 92 2. 10 2.40 l. 71 2. 24 1. 59 

Girlsb 

I l.86 1.85 4.40 3. 11 3.20 2.34 2.73 3.26 4.93 3.83 4.73 3.43 

II 3.86 2.44 6.93 5.93 4.53 2.75 3.47 3.54 7.87 5.25 5.80 3.28 

II I 0.87 1 . 12 2. 13 6.98 1.13 1. 73 1. 20 2. 14 3. 13 2.47 2.33 2.35 

IV 1.13 0.91 3.40 2.90 2.27 1.49 1.33 1.34 3.20 1. 70 2.80 1.47 

V 0.87 l. 19 l.87 1.55 1.00 0. 93 0 .80 1.01 l. 73 l. 75 l.87 1.30 

a.!l = 25 pairs in each sample. 
b.!l = 15 pairs in each sample. __, 

'-D 



Appendix F 

CBRS: Means and Standard Deviations for Seven Male CCWs 1 Ratings of Boys 

Raters 

1 ( 7) a 2 ( 4) 3 (5) 4 (8) 5 (5) 6 ( 6) 7 ( 7) 

Scale M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

1 37.86 5.37 41.25 1.26 36.20 1. 79 37.25 2.71 37.20 .84 37.33 8.29 38. 14 4. 14 

2 41.43 5.88 44.75 3. 77 39.40 6.31 39.25 3.92 41.60 1.52 42.50 7.79 44.86 2.97 
3 20 .57 5.09 22.75 3.69 23.00 2.24 20.50 4.34 18.80 4.97 18.67 7.87 24.57 3. 15 
4 43.57 8. 77 43.50 7.05 44.20 8.53 37.00 8.00 43.60 3.13 41.67 11.98 50.29 5 .74 
5 43.57 4.61 39.75 6.75 39.60 3.98 42.38 2.78 42.80 1.64 43.00 3.63 46.71 2.56 
6 23.57 3.60 23.00 7. 12 26.00 7.52 23.88 4.55 22 .40 3.78 21.50 6.09 27.43 4.47 
7 56.43 7.61 49.25 8.85 53. 00 10. 51 49. 38 7.03 43.60 l 1.04 47.50 13.90 62.71 8.20 

8 21.86 4.60 21.50 l. 73 20.40 4.04 20.75 3.54 18.80 l.64 18.67 5.85 24.86 3.39 
9 14.29 5. 12 12.25 3. 77 16.60 4.45 17. l3 3.72 16 .40 4.45 18. 17 6.24 l l. 43 2.77 

10 12 .71 3.86 12.25 2.99 13.00 l. 73 14.63 3.34 15 .80 l . l 0 14.00 2.76 l l. 00 2.24 

ll 17. 14 6.47 18.00 3.56 17.60 6.95 20.25 5.78 22.80 3.83 20.83 5.56 15.29 3.86 
12 16.29 5.59 15 .00 4.08 19.60 6. ll 19.63 4.07 17.60 2.07 19.67 5.61 15.43 4.24 

13 17. 14 5.46 17.75 2.22 19.60 3.78 18.63 2.92 19.60 4.67 9.83 8.38 16. 14 3.32 
14 11 . 29 6.73 10.00 2.45 9.20 2.68 11. 25 3.45 13.40 4.77 14.00 8.29 9.86 2.85 
15 11 . 29 3. 77 11 . 25 1. 50 10.80 1.30 11 . 63 2.88 13.60 3.29 13.67 5 .13 9.00 l. 91 

16 26.43 5.29 23.25 4.99 28.00 5. 10 25.38 3.74 24.40 3.05 22.50 6. 77 24.29 3.35 
_, 
I.D 

aNumbers in parentheses indicate number of chi ldren rated. 
N 



CBRS: Means and Standard Deviations for Seven Female CCWs' Ratings of Boys 

Raters 

( 7) a 2 ( 4) 3 ( 5) 4 ( 8) 5 ( 5) 6 ( 6) 7 ( 7) 

Scale M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

l 39 .43 5 .13 34.25 4.43 38.80 3.49 36.38 2.50 29.60 10.78 29.33 4.27 33.57 5. 19 

2 44. 14 6.54 38.00 3.56 42.80 1.92 43.00 3.02 38.80 7.76 41.00 3.79 36.43 4.43 

3 22.0 7.75 19.75 3.40 23.20 2. 17 20.88 3.31 14.40 6. 15 15.67 5.85 18.71 5.74 

4 48.86 7.47 45.50 9.98 45.00 10.00 41.86 5.64 39.80 6. 72 44. 50 11. 40 46.71 8.85 

5 46.00 6.51 38. 75 6.50 44.00 2.55 44.50 2. 14 37 .40 5.32 41.50 7.09 40.71 6.73 

6 24.86 6.47 22.50 5.51 26.00 6.32 25.50 2.33 17.80 7.40 22. 17 9.83 25.57 3.41 

7 56 .00 9.27 45.50 15.86 50.20 9.55 54. 13 6.31 46.60 17.95 52.67 21.57 53.86 9.48 

8 22.43 3.99 17.50 4.04 23.40 3.65 20.75 2.49 14.80 6.31 18.00 9.01 21 . 14 3.58 

9 17.43 5. 19 22 .50 8.81 13. 20 2.49 19.00 4.00 19.40 7.83 14. 17 5.64 18.00 4.36 

10 10 .86 2.79 14.50 3.79 11. 80 .84 11. 25 .89 15 .80 3.56 12.83 3.76 12.71 2.43 

11 14.57 3.60 23.25 8.34 18.00 3.94 14.25 3.65 26.80 6.76 22. 17 7.03 17. 14 3.80 

12 15.57 5.62 24.50 6.76 16.60 4.62 19.38 4.53 22.60 7.64 25.50 7.09 19.86 3.98 

13 16. 14 5.27 22.50 7.51 20.40 5.46 17 . 50 3.21 28.20 8.20 27.67 8.31 18.29 4.23 

14 10.29 5.02 13.00 3.56 8.00 1.00 10.50 2.07 18.60 9.29 18 .67 10.07 12.43 6.02 

15 9.29 4. 11 13.50 2.89 9.20 1.30 11. 13 1. 73 17.20 4.44 17.83 4.40 13.57 3.87 

16 22 . 71 3.20 29.00 11 .34 23.40 3.58 23.25 2.25 28.60 7.70 28.50 4.23 25 .14 3.67 
-' 
~ 
w 

aNumbers in parentheses i ndicate number of children rated. 



CBRS: Means and Standard Devi ations for Seven Male CCWs ' Ratings of Girls 

Raters 

1 ( 4) a 2 ( 4) 3 (4) 4 ( 6) 5 ( 5) 6 ( 6) 7 (6) 

Scale M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
- - -

1 31. 75 4.79 44.00 .82 33.00 4.40 35.00 5.83 38.80 1.64 42.83 2.40 37.33 2.66 

2 37.50 9.15 46.75 3.86 35.25 4.65 42. 17 6. 18 44.60 1.67 50 . 83 3. 19 43.83 1.47 

3 18. 50 1. 91 27.50 1. 73 24 . 25 1. 71 25.50 1. 76 23.60 2.30 26.67 2.50 24.83 1.94 

4 37.50 10.34 50.00 6.68 39.00 10.89 42.83 7.08 44 .60 3. 85 52. 17 4. 17 47.50 2. 59 

5 38.50 5.26 46.00 2. 16 36.75 8.54 44.50 1.22 45.60 4. 51 50.50 3.83 42.83 4.26 

6 19. 50 6.45 31.25 2.06 29.75 1. 71 30 . 17 4. 12 26 .00 2.83 29.00 5.40 28.50 3.27 

7 44.50 13. 30 70.25 6 .60 60.00 9.83 52.00 9. 19 52.40 10.33 63.67 15 . 36 56. 17 6.55 

8 17.75 6.55 26.50 1. 73 23.25 1.50 23.00 2. 76 20.80 2. 68 25 .67 2.73 24 . 33 .82 

9 20 .50 7. 77 11 . 50 1. 73 18.50 4.36 18.67 2.94 13.60 1.82 10.67 1.86 14. 17 .75 

10 14. 50 2. 65 8.75 1.50 10.25 2.99 9 . 50 2.35 12.80 2.28 10.33 1. 86 12. 17 . 98 

11 25.00 9.09 15.25 4.35 17.50 2. 65 15.83 2.32 18.20 4.27 14.83 4.07 16.50 3.33 

12 22.00 3.65 11 . 50 1. 91 15.00 3. 16 17.67 4.55 15 .60 3.05 12.67 3.98 15.00 1.26 

13 24.00 7.53 13.25 4.65 15.75 2.75 16. 17 1.60 15.00 4.00 12 . 67 6.06 17.50 .84 

14 17.50 3.87 7. 75 .96 9.75 3. 10 8 .83 .09 9.60 2.30 7.50 . 84 10.83 1.33 

15 17.75 2.36 7.50 . 58 12.50 3.32 13.67 1. 51 9.20 2.17 9.67 2.66 9.33 1.63 

16 27.00 3. 16 21 .00 3.46 33.25 9. 18 25.83 3.06 22.80 1.48 19.83 2.48 25.50 3. 51 
--' 
\.0 
.i::, 

aNumbers in parentheses indicate number of chil dren rated. 



CBRS: Means and Standard Deviations for Seven Female CCWs 1 Ratings of Girls 

Raters 

l ( 4) a 2 ( 4) 3 ( 4) 4 (6) 5 (5) 6 ( 6) 7 ( 6) 

Scale M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

l 40 . 25 1.26 37.00 1.83 33.00 4.69 35 .83 1.94 37.40 9.04 36. 17 8. 16 34.00 3.03 
2 42.25 1.50 39.00 6.06 38.50 .58 42.33 1. 97 46.20 9.88 46. 17 8.13 36.33 6. 65 
3 21.50 3.87 26.50 3. 11 28.25 1. 26 26.33 .82 23.40 5. 98 23. 17 4.49 19.83 3.92 
4 44.25 11.93 55.75 3.40 39.75 8 .85 45.67 4.46 46.40 12.50 42.67 12.21 42.00 11.24 
5 42.75 3.20 42.25 4.65 41.00 3.56 43.00 2.53 47.20 5.22 43.33 5.92 38.33 5.24 
6 21.25 2. 87 34.25 1. 50 30 .00 4.97 30.83 1.94 28.60 9. 10 29.33 8.73 22.00 4.98 
7 45.50 2.65 73.25 3.86 62.25 7.50 62.33 8.98 58.80 24.38 66. 50 19. 14 43.33 5.85 
8 20.75 2.06 27.00 2. 16 27.25 1.89 25.00 1.26 24.00 6.28 25.50 4.42 20.83 4. 12 
9 19.75 2. 22 12.50 2.38 12.75 2.36 17.33 2.42 11. 40 6.07 10.33 4.41 18.00 6.51 

10 15.00 .00 7.00 .00 9.50 1.29 9. 17 1.83 9.00 2. 12 8.67 1.97 14.33 1. 37 
11 23.00 10.23 14.75 2.22 16. 75 2.87 13.00 .63 14.00 2.45 14.83 1.94 21. 33 5.28 
12 18.50 1. 91 13. 75 4. 27 12.75 2.50 16.50 2.26 14.60 6. 15 17.33 1.97 23.33 6. 68 
13 22.50 4.80 12.50 1.29 16.25 2.36 14.50 2.07 17.20 8.56 17. 17 6. 24 24.33 4.63 
14 12.75 2.36 7.75 .96 8.00 1.41 8. 17 .75 9.80 4.66 10.00 4.29 16. 17 2.64 
15 10 . 75 1. 71 10.50 1.29 10.50 1. 73 9.33 1.03 10.00 4.42 11. 17 2.71 15.33 2.80 
16 25.50 3. 11 23.00 3. 16 29 . 50 7. 59 27.50 3.51 23 .00 7. 11 26.67 5.82 26 . 33 1.86 

--' 
\.0 
(J1 

aNumbers in parentheses indicate number of chi l dren rated. 
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Appendix G 

CBRS: Means and Standard Deviati ons for Male CCWs Ratings of 

Maladjusted Children 

Boys Girl s 

Scale M SD M SD -
l 37.37 2. 25 38.04 4.04 

2 41. 74 3.63 42.85 4.92 

3 19.71 3. 31 22.87 3.41 

4 46.35 5.05 43.85 6.03 

5 42. 16 3 .93 42.68 6.03 

6 24.29 4. 11 25 .46 4. 62 

7 52.98 7.85 52.65 10. 38 

8 21.22 2.59 22 . 78 3. 21 

9 14.81 2.59 14.58 3.63 

10 12. 96 l. 76 12 .69 3. 34 

11 17 . 21 3. 79 16.76 4.02 

12 17.52 4. 11 16. 24 3.56 

13 17 . 93 2.62 18.27 4.66 

14 12. 14 4. 51 10.55 2. 84 

15 17.30 21. 15 11 . 65 3.23 

16 25.29 3. 72 26.55 5.90 

Note. N = 17 male CCWs. 
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CBRS: Means and Standard Deviations for Femal e CCWs 1 Ratings of 

Maladjusted Children 

Boys Girls 

Scale M SD M SD 

l 32.92 5.65 34.97 3.98 

2 38 . 39 5.98 41 .40 5.00 

3 19.03 4.26 22.38 4.31 

4 43 .03 7.40 44.44 5. 70 

5 40 . 32 7. 29 40.54 4.02 

6 23 . 20 3.36 26 .60 4.55 

7 47.62 8.91 57.35 8.08 

8 17. 77 3.74 23 . 11 2. 78 

9 18. 53 5. 17 14 .56 3. 18 

10 13.69 2.60 12 .60 3.06 

11 20 . 21 4.65 17 .91 5. 20 

12 20.47 6. 14 17 .07 3. 57 

13 22.29 4.34 18.41 4 .47 

14 13.68 5.43 10.51 3.02 

15 14.36 3.25 12 . 61 2.29 

16 28.23 5. 12 27. 69 3. 68 

Note. N = 14 female CCWs. 
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Appendix H 

BPC: Means and Standard Deviati ons for Seven Male CCWs Rating 

Boys and Girls 

Rat ers 

Boys 

l (5)a 2 (5) 3 ( 4) 4 ( 4) 5 (5) 6 ( 7) 7 ( 9) 

Factor M SD M SD M SD M - - SD M SD M SD M SD - - -
I 6.60 3.91 8.20 4.32 2.00 1.41 3. 50 1.00 1.40 . 55 3.29 2. 21 3. 11 3.95 

II 7.60 3. 36 8.60 4. 62 3.25 2.06 4.50 2.08 . 80 .84 6. 71 3. 55 4.44 4.30 

III 3.80 2. 17 5.60 3.21 1.25 .96 2. 00 l. 41 l . 40 . 55 4.00 2.08 2.22 1.86 

IV 3.00 l.87 4.80 2. 17 3.25 2.06 3.00 1.41 .40 . 55 2. 71 1. 25 1. 11 1. 62 

V 3.20 2. 39 3.40 2. 41 1.00 .82 1. 50 1. 73 .00 .00 1.86 1.86 1.22 1.48 

Gi rls 

l ( 4) 2 (5) 3 ( 4) 4 ( 6) 5 (5) 6 ( 4) 7 ( 3) 

Factor M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD - -
I 2. 50 2.08 2. 60 3.78 2. 00 l. 15 2. 17 1. 83 1.00 1.00 5.75 3.86 1.00 1.00 

II 3. 25 3.30 3. 00 3. 74 2.75 1.71 5.33 .82 .40 .55 8. 25 2. 22 2. 33 . 58 

II I .50 .58 l . 40 2. 19 .25 . 50 .33 . 52 .00 .00 3. 75 3. 20 1. 33 .58 

IV .75 .96 1.40 l. 52 1.50 1.00 2.00 .63 .20 .45 2. 50 l. 29 l. 331. 19 

V . 50 1.00 1.00 1.22 l. 25 . 96 1.00 .89 .60 . 89 1. 50 1.00 .33 . 58 

aNumbers i n parentheses indicate number of boys/girls rated. 



BPC: Means and Standard Deviations for Seven Female CCWs Rating 

Boys and Girls 

2 ( 5) 

Factor M SD M SD M 

3 ( 4) 

Raters 

Boys 

SD M 

4 ( 4) 5 (5) 6 ( 7) 

SD M SD M SD 

199 

7 ( 9) 

M SD 

I 10.60 3. 21 11.00 5.39 3.25 2.06 4.25 2.75 7.20 1.79 4.57 2.37 4. 22 2.49 

II 11.60 5.77 14.40 6.58 5.00 .82 6.75 2.06 9.00 3.08 4.14 2.04 4. 78 3.15 

III 5.00 1.87 5.60 2.97 3.25 1.26 3.25 2. 22 3.80 2. 28 2.43 1.62 2.11 1.83 

IV 5.80 3.70 6.20 3.35 3.75 .96 2.75 .96 5.00 1.58 2.43 2.07 2. 22 1.56 

V 4.00 2.45 3.00 1.41 1.00 .00 1.25 1. 50 2.60 1.14 2. 27 2.21 2.11 1.69 

Girls 

1 (4) 2 (5) 3 ( 4) 4 ( 6) 5 (5) 6 ( 4) 7 (3) 

Factor M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

I 3.50 4.73 5.60 4.51 1. 50 1.73 2.33 1.75 2. 80 .84 5.75 4.11 4.00 1.73 

II 5.50 8. 54 10.20 8. 64 5.50 .58 3. 83 1. 17 5.00 2.92 7. 50 2.52 3. 33 1.15 

III 1. 75 3.50 4.00 3.67 .25 .50 .83 .75 1.00 1. 22 3.00 2.83 1.33 .58 

IV 2.50 5.00 3. 60 2.97 2.75 .96 2.00 .89 2.80 1.30 3. 50 1.29 3.00 1.00 

V 1.25 2.50 1. 60 1. 14 1.25 1.50 1.00 .89 1.80 2.05 1.75 .96 1.67 .58 

aNumbers in parentheses indicate number of boys/girls rated. 
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Appendix I 

BPC: Means and Standard Deviations for M/F Pairs Rating: 

Boys and Girls 

Male Raters 

Boys Girls 

Factor M SD M SD 

I 4 .014 2.473 2.429 1.584 

II 5. 114 2.708 3.586 2.494 

I II 2.886 l . 620 l. 057 1.284 

IV 2.600 1.450 1 . 371 .765 

V 1. 743 1. 214 .871 .423 

Female Raters 

Boys Girl s 

Factor M SD M SD 

I 6.429 3.230 3.629 1. 598 

II 7.943 3.895 5.829 2.356 

III 3. 614 l. 292 1. 714 l. 335 

IV 4.000 1.666 2.871 .559 

V 2.314 1. 033 1.457 .315 

Note. n = 7 for male and female raters. 
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Appendix J 

CBRS: Difference scores for 14 male raters 

Raters 

1 - 1.5 -1. l -4. 2 2:0 3:0 -1. 2 1.0 -1.0 
-1.5 -0.3 -1.8 1.3 -0.3 L2 0 . 5 -0. 7 

2 2.0 -3.0 -5.0 -5 :8 -1.8 -7.0 -6.2 -4 .3 
0.0 5.3 2.5 3.3 3.6 5.0 - 1.4 0.4 

3 2. 7 2.0 -2.0 5. 7 2.0 -4.7 -5.5 - 2.7 
-1.0 3.8 0. 5 4.2 4.0 0.5 -0. 3 -3.7 

4 -3.0 -6.0 -7.0 -6.3 -4.0 -4.7 -8.8 -4.5 
2.8 3. 5 4.3 5.0 4.0 4.5 3. 5 0.3 

5 -1.5 -4.2 -5.0 -2.0 .:.o .8 -1. 3 -5.5 -1. 2 
0.5 2.0 2.0 l. 7 3.7 4.2 2.5 2.8 

6 0.0 -1.0 -3.4 -3.7 -0.3 -0.7 -3 .6 -1.8 
0.3 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.6 -0.7 0.0 - 2.7 

7 6.3 9.0 2.3 12.0 4.0 6.3 13.7 5.4 
- 10.3 -2.7 -14.0 -6 . 7 -9.3 -8.7 -6.7 - 1. 7 

8 -0.5 0.0 4.0 -4.5 4.5 -1. 5 7.0 -4.0 
2.0 -4.0 -5.5 -5.0 - 2.5 -2.5 -3.5 -9.5 

9 -2.5 -6.0 -6 .0 -5.0 -1 2 .0 -9.5 -30.5 -7.0 
2. l 5.0 2.5 5.0 7.0 1.0 4.0 5.5 

10 - 5.5 -7.5 -0.5 -4.0 2.5 -0.5 -4.0 -0.5 
3.0 -2.0 0.0 3.0 -1.5 -2.5 - 1.5 1.0 

11 8.0 8.0 0.0 6.0 7.0 9.0 24 .0 3.0 
-4.0 -5.0 1.0 3.0 -7.0 3.0 -2.0 -3.0 

12 - 2.0 1.0 -4.0 -5.0 3.0 8.0 -2.0 2.0 
- 1.0 -6.0 11.0 9.0 -5.0 -5.0 0.0 -3 . 0 

13 -3.0 -1 2.0 - 3.0 12.0 -7.0 -11. 0 -4.0 -6.0 
5.0 3.0 3.0 -5.0 -2.0 2.0 3.0 9.0 

14 -1.0 -1.0 -6.0 3.0 -1.0 -2.0 16.0 1.0 
1.0 0.0 2.0 - 1.0 1.0 11 .0 3.0 -3.0 
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CBRS: Difference scores for 14 female raters 

Raters 

1 -2.7 -2.2 -1.2 -2.4 -2.4 2.8 7.7 0. 1 
-0.4 0.6 - 2.5 -2.2 -4.2 -4.7 - 1. 1 -1.3 

2 0.7 0.5 -3.7 1.6 1.3 -5. 5 -7.0 -4.7 
3.2 1. 7 0.6 2.5 1.8 2 .1 2.2 -5 .1 

3 -5.7 -6 .0 -7.3 -3 . 5 -6.8 -7.2 -9.5 -8.3 
7. 5 5.0 10.0 7.0 7.9 6.0 5.3 2.5 

4 -2 .4 -0.2 -2.8 0.6 0.8 0.0 2.2 -0.2 
-1.0 -2. 8 -4.8 -1.0 -2.6 -0 .4 -0.8 -0.2 

5 -6 .4 -5.8 -7 .6 - 3.6 -3.4 -9 . 2 -17.0 -9 .0 
4.4 5. 0 7.8 9.8 11.8 10.2 7.0 2.2 

6 5.6 4. 6 -5 .8 8.8 2.8 -5.0 -10 .6 -4 .4 
0. 8 1. 2 0. 2 4.0 5.8 1.2 0.4 -6.0 

7 2. 7 5.0 -2 .0 -4.3 1.4 -6.0 -15.0 -2.3 
8.0 3.6 6.3 5.0 3.3 -1.0 -1.0 4.0 

8 -2.0 -7.5 -2.5 -8.0 8.5 2.5 0.0 -1.0 
3.0 -3.0 1.5 5.5 2.5 0.0 2.5 2.0 

9 2.5 3.5 -8.0 -3.0 4.0 -8.0 - 1.0 -7 .0 
12.0 2.0 -2.0 -2.0 1.0 16.0 1.0 -9 . 5 

10 -1.0 0.0 - 1.0 -3.0 -1.0 -7 .0 -10.0 -3 .0 
-5 .0 3.0 12.0 1.0 7.0 2.0 3.0 -2.0 

11 2.0 -3.0 16.0 13 .0 6.0 10.0 7.0 1.0 
-4 .0 - 5.0 -9.0 -8.0 -3.0 -4.0 -1.0 3.0 

12 -19.0 -9.0 -9.0 -21.0 -27 .0 -7. 0 -40 .0 - 15 .0 
6.0 7.0 9.0 16 .0 12.0 0.0 6.0 17.0 

13 -5.0 -23.0 -1 2.0 6. 0 3.0 -10. 0 -34.0 -13.0 
14.0 2.0 8.0 8.0 12.0 16.0 3.0 3.0 

14 2. 0 1.0 0.0 2.0 10 .0 2.0 -9.0 -8.0 
7.0 -5.0 -5.0 2.0 -1.0 1.0 -2.0 -2 .0 
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Appendi x K 

CBRS: Mean Di fferences in Ratings of Mal adjusted Boys and Girls 

for Male and Female Raters 

Male Raters Female Raters 

Scale M SD M SD 

1 - . 107 3. 711 -2.050 6.026 

2 -1. 577 5.671 -3.007 7. 247 

3 -2.843 3. 253 -3. 350 6. 603 

4 .314 6.477 -1.414 7.796 

5 - .064 5.019 - . 214 8.932 

6 -1.486 6.002 -3.400 5.857 

7 - .600 13 .069 -9.729 13 .844 

8 -1. 543 3.539 -5.343 4.923 

9 - .079 3. 699 3.964 5. 593 

10 .329 3.759 1.093 3.760 

11 .679 5.528 2.293 6.551 

12 1.343 4.418 3.400 5.946 

13 - . 264 4.650 3.879 5. 667 

14 .929 4.813 3.171 6.571 

15 .079 3. 014 l. 750 2.887 

16 - .593 4.447 .543 6. 117 

Note . n = 14 for each group. 



Scale M F 

l 6. 11 - . 82 
2 3.93 1.89 
3 2.07 .50 
4 6.07 4.61 
5 5.07 3. 25 
6 4.07 3. 60 
7 11. 93 12.50 
8 4. 11 1. 68 
9 -6.21 -2. 32 

10 -1. 79 -4. 14 
11 -7.86 -8 . 43 
12 -5.71 -2.93 
13 -6.86 -6.36 
14 -6.21 -2.46 
15 -6. 46 -1.46 
16 - . 57 -2. 79 

APPEND IX L 

CBRS : Difference Scores (Boys - Gir l s) for M/F Pairs of Raters 

Raters a 

2 3 4 5 6 

M F M F M F M F M F 

-2. 75 -2. 75 3. 20 5. 80 2.25 . 55 -1.60 -7 .80 -5. 50 -6.84 
-2.00 - 1. 00 4. 15 4.30 -2. 92 . 67 -3.00 -7.40 -8. 33 -5. 17 
-4. 75 -6. 75 -1.25 -5.05 -5.00 - 5.45 -4.80 -9 .00 -8.00 - 7. 50 
-6.50 - 10.25 5.20 5. 25 -5.83 - 3.79 -1.00 -6. 60 -1 0. 50 1.83 
-6.25 -3.50 2.85 3.00 -2. 12 1.50 -2. 80 -9.80 -7 .50 -1.83 
-8.25 - 11. 75 -3.75 -4.00 -6. 29 -5.33 -3.60 -10.80 7.50 - 7. 16 
21.00 -27. 75 -7.00 -12.05 -2.62 -8. 20 -8.80 -12.20 -16.17 - 13.83 
- 5.00 -9.50 -2.85 -3.85 -2.25 -4. 25 -2.00 -9.20 -7.00 - 7. 50 

. 75 10.00 -1. 90 .45 -1. 54 1. 67 2.80 8 .00 7.50 3.84 
3.50 7. 50 2. 75 2. 30 5. 13 2.08 3.00 6. 80 3.67 4. 16 
2.75 8. 50 . l 0 1.25 4. 42 1.25 4.60 12.80 6. 00 7. 34 
3.50 10. 75 4. 60 3.85 1. 96 2.88 2.00 8.00 7.00 8. 17 
4. 50 10 .00 3.85 4. 15 2. 46 3. 00 4.60 11.00 7. 16 10.50 
2.25 5.25 - . 55 .00 2.42 2.33 3.80 8.80 6. 50 8. 67 
3.75 3.00 -1. 70 -1 .30 -2.04 1.80 4. 40 7. 20 4. 00 6.66 
2.25 6.00 -5.25 -6. 10 - . 45 -4.25 1.60 5.60 2.67 1. 83 

a 7 . D.. = pai rs 

7 

M 

. 81 
1.03 

- . 26 
2.79 
3.88 

-1. 07 
6. 54 
1. 53 

- 2. 74 
-1. 17 
-1. 21 

.43 
- 1.36 
- . 97 
- . 33 
- 1. 21 

F 

- . 43 
. 10 

-1. 12 
4. 71 
2. 38 
3. 57 

10 . 53 
.31 
.00 

-1. 63 
-4. 19 
- 3. 47 
-6.04 
-3. 74 
-1.76 
- 1. 19 

N 
0 
~ 
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APPENDIX M 

BPC: Difference Scores (Boys - Girls) for M/F Pairs of Raters 

Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV Factor v 

Raters M F M F M F M F M F 

1 4. 10 7. 10 4.35 6. 10 3.30 3.25 2.25 3. 30 2. 70 2.75 

2 5.60 5.40 5.60 4.20 4.20 1. 60 3.40 2.60 2.40 1.40 

3 .00 1. 75 .50 - . 50 1.00 3.00 1. 75 1.00 - .25 - . 25 

4 1.34 1. 92 - .83 2.92 1.67 2.42 1.00 . 75 . 50 . 25 

5 .40 4.40 - .40 4.00 1.40 2.80 .20 3. 20 - .60 .80 

6 - 2.46 -1 . 18 -1 .54 -3.46 . 25 - . 57 .21 - l.07 . 36 .54 

7 2. 11 . 22 2. 11 1.45 .89 . 78 - . 22 - . 78 .89 .34 
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BPC: Mean Differences in Ratings of Maladjusted Boys and Girls 

for Mal e and Femal e Raters a 

Mal e Raters Female Raters 

M SD M SD 

Factor 

I 1. 584 2.679 2.801 2.949 

I I l. 399 2. 724 2 .101 3.235 

III l. 816 l . 417 1.897 1. 388 

IV l. 227 1. 309 l. 286 1.809 

V .857 1. 258 .833 . 987 

an= 7 for Each Group 



Appendix N 

CBRS: Mean Scores for Normal Boys Aged 6 through 12 Years 

Age 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Scale M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD -

1 41.43 2. 54 38. 30 4.84 40.40 3.09 41 .07 3. 30 38 . 13 4. 12 40.67 3.09 38.33 5.82 

2 45 .46 4.59 45.23 6.79 46 .43 5. 18 45.60 4.98 42.57 4.79 46.77 4. 12 44.67 6.28 

3 25.23 2.62 23 . 50 4.90 24.93 3.98 24.63 3.95 20 .93 5. 11 24.93 3.43 23. 17 4.32 

4 53.03 4.64 50.63 6.69 50.97 6.30 51. 30 5.78 44.77 8.22 50.33 6.89 46 . 23 10 . 38 

5 45.70 3.90 44.93 4.52 44.63 4.08 44.00 4.88 41 .60 5.20 43.57 4.38 43. 10 4.94 

6 30 .27 3. 14 30. 10 4.29 29 .90 3.40 29.40 4.77 26.67 6.37 31.57 3. 10 30 .83 3.96 

7 72. 10 7.73 69. 17 11. 83 69. 90 8.52 71.93 8.97 62.20 10. 25 72.83 10.67 69 .40 11. 80 

8 25.80 2.80 23.47 4.45 24 . 67 3.64 23 . 50 3.88 21.83 4.48 25 . 37 3.22 23 .43 3.43 

9 9.90 2. 18 12.60 4. 77 11.90 2.63 12. 23 3.60 12 . 60 3. 35 10 .83 3. 13 12 .47 3.94 

10 11. 90 4.04 11 . 33 3.42 12.00 4.03 12.23 3.46 12. 77 3.53 11 . 27 3.28 13.23 4.52 

11 17. 43 6.06 17. 77 5.08 16 .37 4.44 19.53 6.66 19.07 5. 38 15 . 47 3.91 14.93 3.36 

12 14. 10 3.64 15.07 5.52 13.43 4.41 14.70 4. 64 15. 77 5.48 11. 77 2.79 15 .07 5.88 

13 15.03 3.00 16.70 6.42 14.43 3.01 15.63 4. 17 18.07 5.27 13.60 2.94 15 . 30 5.24 

14 8.90 2.01 10. 10 4.08 8. 53 2.22 9.30 3.34 11 . 33 4.69 8.50 1.89 9.83 3.01 

15 9.43 1. 70 10. 87 4. 10 10. 37 2. 72 10. 10 2.38 12.90 3.79 8.90 2.04 10.93 3.34 

16 20 .20 2.98 21. 73 5.02 21.00 3.48 20.60 3.07 23.73 4.12 19. 77 3.20 20 . 73 5.04 
N 
0 
-..J 

Note . !:!_ = 210 boys. 



CBRS : Mean Scores for Normal Girls Aged 6 through 12 Years 

Age 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Scale M SD M SD M SD - M SD M SD - M SD M SD 

l 39.80 3.74 39.90 5.01 39. 77 3.94 38.33 4.44 40.03 3.73 39.33 4. 33 39 .80 3.35 
2 46.50 4.34 47.83 4.96 46.47 4.91 44.73 5. 61 46.23 5. 10 45.40 7.54 46.80 3.78 

3 23.93 4.79 25 .93 2.95 24.23 4. 15 24.40 4. 12 26.50 4.51 24.97 4.53 24.83 4.28 
4 50.63 5.68 53.87 4.90 50.63 6.97 50. 13 7. l 0 53 . 33 6.08 48.53 8.46 51.67 4.40 
5 45.63 3.84 46 . 10 4.01 45.50 3.53 45.50 3. 72 46.00 3.56 45.50 4.58 46.40 2.69 
6 31.50 2.66 31.23 3. 11 30.43 3.99 31. 43 4.01 32. 13 3.01 31.27 3.80 29.97 4.24 
7 72 . 10 8.45 74. 13 6.80 71 .47 10.08 71.33 9.39 75.53 8.70 71.37 10.25 70.60 7.46 
8 25.17 3.29 26.07 2. 78 24 . 57 4.31 24.93 3.63 26.43 3. 32 24.27 4.95 24.03 3.99 
9 10.33 2.81 9.53 1. 79 10. 17 2. 10 10.23 2.74 9. 77 2.05 11.03 2.88 10.23 2.76 

10 13.40 4.37 11. 57 4.13 11. 87 3.81 10.90 2.89 9.67 3.23 11.33 3.65 9 .90 2.71 
11 18.60 5.29 15. 77 4. 14 19.40 5.44 17 . 40 4.43 14.90 4.51 17. 17 6.46 14.67 2.94 
12 15 .37 4.60 12 .47 3.82 14.47 4.08 13. 77 4.34 11 . 90 3.96 13.40 6.50 11.40 2. 14 
13 15.03 3. 51 13.87 4.44 14. 77 3.43 14.23 3.30 13.33 4.77 14.60 4.36 13.87 3.42 
14 8.67 3.72 8. 10 1.47 9.23 2.34 8. 20 1. 58 7.87 1.48 9. 17 4.00 8.87 2.58 
15 10.90 3. 13 9.67 3.04 10.37 3. 16 10.20 2.90 9.93 2.98 10.83 3. 63 9.90 2.64 
16 20 . 47 2.50 19.33 3.29 20 .47 3. 16 20.57 2.99 21.23 3.90 21. 77 4.34 20.80 3. 13 

Note. !!. = 210 girl s. N 
0 
CX) 
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APPENDIX 0 

Means 
. 

and Standard Deviations for Parents ' Rating of Normal Boys and Girl s: 

Sample (a) CBRS 

Boys Girl s 

Father Mother Father Mother 

Scale M SD M SD M SD M SD -
1 40 .00 4.06 39.27 4.75 39 .01 4.82 39 . 59 4.79 

2 45.25 5.09 44.96 5.54 46 . 36 5.23 46.98 5.74 

3 23.98 4.29 23 . 93 4.52 24.52 4. 35 25.90 3.32 

4 49 . 11 7. 14 49.23 7.85 51 .00 5.97 52. 10 6. 30 

5 44.04 4.08 44 .02 5.44 45.52 3.44 46.07 4.02 

6 29.44 4. 59 30. 22 4.56 30.61 3.54 32. 13 2.62 

7 69.60 9.30 71. 11 10. 12 71.02 9. 19 73.33 9. 27 

8 24 .10 3.63 24.29 3.83 25.20 3. 88 25 .89 3.26 

9 11. 97 3.51 11.60 3. 72 10. 11 2.50 9. 77 2.53 

10 12.27 3.83 11.90 3.87 11.35 4.01 10.45 3.26 

11 17 .03 5.31 17.01 5. 52 16.80 4.82 16 . 37 4. 73 

12 14.55 4. 65 14.41 5.50 13.65 4.86 12 .80 3.85 

13 15.33 4.35 15.60 4.95 14.24 4.06 14. 21 4.03 

14 9.29 3.03 9. 85 3.73 8.68 2.94 8.33 1.88 

15 10.30 3. 17 10.56 3. 25 10.04 2.88 9.75 2.81 

16 21.35 3.92 20 .99 3.77 21.47 4.31 20 . 30 4.06 

Note . In each group,.!!.= 91 
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APPENDIX P 

Means and Standard Deviations for Parents Rating Normal Boys and Girls: 

Sample (b) CBRS 

Boys Girls 

Father Mother Father Mother 

Scale M SD M SD M SD M SD 

l 38.88 5.22 39.40 4.75 39.44 5.24 39. 12 5.40 
2 44.76 6.25 45.40 6. 14 43.40 5.72 46. 12 5. 13 
3 24 .08 3.76 24.80 4. 19 24.20 5. 26 24. 16 4.41 
4 50 .08 6.68 52.08 7. 11 49. 72 7.83 52.76 6. 35 
5 43.84 4.75 43.96 5.47 45.84 3.79 45.72 4.00 
6 30.04 3.76 30 .92 4.21 29.56 4.43 31.08 3.76 
7 68.96 11 . 70 71. 72 10.94 70.24 9.70 72.80 8.85 
8 23.52 3.95 24.84 4. 14 23.80 3.77 24.72 3.89 
9 12.00 4.31 11.76 3.60 10.88 2.88 9.88 2.54 

10 12.08 2.97 11. 32 2.95 13.00 4.48 10.88 2.45 
11 17.76 4.65 17.56 5. 36 18.32 6.45 15.96 3.62 
12 15.00 5.12 13.32 4. 06 14.64 5. 18 12.48 4.24 
13 15.56 3.90 15.32 4.96 15.36 4.48 13. 52 • 3. 15 
14 8.76 2. 17 8.96 2.05 8.84 2.58 8.44 l.68 
15 10.60 2.52 10.32 3.06 11.32 3.20 10. 56 3.32 
16 20.36 2.93 21 . 16 2.97 21.80 3.08 20.24 3.32 

Note. In each group, .!l = 25 



Appendix Q 

BPC: Means and Standard Deviations for Parents Rating Normal 

Boys and Girls 

Boys 

Father 
M SD 

Factor 

I 4. 05 4.35 

I I 3.03 2.93 

I II 1. 62 1. 67 

IV . 24 .86 

n = 37 

Mother 
M SD 

4. 46 5.00 

3.49 3. 96 

1. 68 2.08 

. 11 . 31 

Boys 

Girls 

Father 
M SD 

Mother 
M SD 

3.95 4.93 3.93 4. 01 

2.66 2. 22 3.07 2.01 

.85 1.26 1.02 1.59 

. 17 . 44 . 19 . 40 

n = 41 Gi rls 
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APPENDIX R 

Means and Standard Deviations for Parents Rating Maladjusted Boys and Girls 

Boysa Girl sb 

Father Mother Father Mother 

Scale M SD M SD M SD M SD -
l 35.75 7.00 33. 10 7.39 33.69 6.71 34.38 5.87 
2 37.36 7 .89 34.21 6.51 36.69 5. 95 38 . 00 6.49 
3 18.46 6.04 17.57 4.29 17.08 6.82 19.15 5.87 
4 40.04 10.29 36.43 9.90 35.85 9.70 37. 15 10.55 
5 39 .96 5.69 39.89 6.21 37.38 7 .·16 37.54 6.02 
6 23.00 6. 91 21 .46 6.97 23.23 5.20 24.92 6.28 
7 49. 75 16.95 45.71 14. 11 48.46 13. 12 51.07 13.78 
8 19.32 5.51 18. 11 4. 87 17.85 4.88 19.85 5.06 
9 17.79 6.72 19.39 6.03 19.54 6.28 18.69 6.26 

10 14.61 4.92 14.25 4.91 14.31 5.30 14.23 4.25 
11 20. 11 7.48 21.07 7. 89 22.38 9.95 20 . 54 8. 77 
12 19.75 7.90 21.07 6.26 23.61 5.58 22.00 7.89 
13 22 . 29 7.80 23. 14 6.22 23.54 8.68 21 . 31 6. 39 
14 16.25 6.72 16. 96 6.38 15.23 6.71 13.46 6.48 
15 14.36 3.92 14.96 3.78 15. 15 4.62 15.00 4.47 
16 27.04 7.86 28.46 6.62 32.54 7.39 31.69 10 .41 

an= 28 
~ = 13 
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Mean Difference Scores (Normal - Maladjusted Chi l dr en) for 

Fathers' and Mothers• Ratings on the CBRS 

Father Mother 

Scale M SD M SD 

l 2.951 7.074 5.854 7. 722 
2 7.390 8. 402 9.073 10.859 
3 6.220 8. 144 10.073 19.885 
4 9.854 13. 145 18. 244 34 .779 
5 4.732 7.884 5.610 8.231 
6 7.341 7.908 12.976 27.707 
7 20. 146 17.951 30 .610 43.408 
8 5.366 6.020 7.854 12.644 
9 - 7.317 6.728 - 8.537 7.018 

10 - 3.024 6.338 - 6.683 21.903 
11 - 4.927 10.031 - 7.854 18.805 
12 - 6.024 8. 187 -1 0. 805 20 .880 
13 - 7.220 8.027 - 8.341 7.809 
14 - 6.951 7. 297 - 9.829 20.348 
15 - 4. 122 5.066 - 4.073 5.062 
16 - 6.707 8. 112 - 9.463 8. 942 

Note. In each group,!!.= 41 
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