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Much of the support for the idea that boys. are more
aggressive than girls "comes, from observational research
>
“In order to examine the possibility that the attribution
of more aggression to boys may be in papt;a function of.
observer bias, 40 adult observers recorded thé degree of_
égéression in a series of line drawings shoﬁing children'

interactlng It was found that when observers sScanned a

draw1ng showing a dozen chlldren playing and then recorded
. A

"whether or not any aggre551on occurred in the scene, both

male and female observers recorded significantily mope

aggression for pictures of boys than for the identical
drawings of girls (E_<.Ol).’ When observers were shown a

sequence of drawings featuring two ohilgren and rated the
D )

children's degree.of aggression on a 9-point scale, it was

found that males rated boys as significantly more aggressive

v
. (p €.05) while females rated boys-and girls the %ame

Subjects' responses on the Attitudes toward Women Scale
0

N
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were unable to predict level of bias in scoring aggr%ssion,

but Personal Attributes Questionnaire scores significantly ] (J

-

predicted which male observers rated boys as more

aggressive ( 05) These findings challenge the .
E\\ o

[

for the selectd on of ervers in future styud,ies " It is

a child's life may ! o
\7\;’ a
- \ -also overlook or underestimate girls! éggres’sion while e

possible that 's1gnificant adul

“‘xattending dnd reacting to boys' aggress_we behavior,

- there contributing ‘to the child's sex-role socialization.

\
' . vy
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L3

An Experlmental Investi%a‘tion of Observer Bias

in the Scoring of Boys' and Girls' Aggressibn
J - ha . .
. As -recently as ten years ago, it was widely assumed

Q “
that boys and girls were indately different in many

behaviors, attitudes, and sk3lls. In 1974, however,

Mdccoby and Jacklin published "an extensive review of the

" literature.on sex differences, 1n which they concluded.)

13

that four differences between ,boys and girls were

L)

reported relativelj consistently:' girls excelled in

heavily dependent on the validity of such research

.

verbal ability, boys excelled in m\athematlcs boys had

greater visual spatlal ability , and boys were more

aggressive. Other attitudes, behaviors and abilities

that were commonly thought'to differentiate the sexes

\] »

such as differences in timidity, anxiety, activity level,
}

competitiveness, dominance, and nurturance yielded only
Ly

4

ambiguous or inconsistent data when studied empirically.

- -

Purported sex dlff‘erences in soc1abi11ty, suggestlblllty,
self -esteem, and achievement motivation Jwere no more than
myths, Maecoby and Jackl:m concluded. o~

Of the four -sex' differences. consistently- fdund by
Macoohy and Jacklin, verbal abili‘ty and‘ aggre.ssiveness
received .much of their support from observational studies

and global ratlngs by significant others, and are thus

pr.'ocedur'es. This is particularly true 1n regard to
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aggression, slrice ther'e7 have been relatively f'ew studles
em;{loyirfg other . than observer reports as a dependent
mea‘sure that support the ,existence of sex dlff'er-ences(in
aégre‘ésive behavior. (Sex ciif’fer'en.ces in'verbal ability, ¢
on the other hand, have been d\emonstrated repeatedly on
numerous standar'dized tests as well as in observational g
studies.)

Many methodological difficulties are entailed iﬁ
conductlng observational research however. Numérous
studies ‘have pointed out -“that high interobserver agreement
can only be maintained in observational studies if observers

-
are aware that either continuous overt or periodic covert

reliabilfty checks ‘aﬁr',e being made (0'Leary & Kent,- 1\973;
Reid, 1970; Rorrianczyk, Kent, Digment, & O'Leary, 1973;
Skindrud, 1973). Perlodic overt checks yleld spuriously
high reliability coefficients, while absence of any checks
dllows observers to become careless in their 1:‘eco:r'ding.'q
Romanczyk et. al. (1973) found that when observers were
unaware ;tHia't thelir agreement was being checked,‘ inter~

" observer agreement dropped significantly and observers
fadled ’c‘o record apbroximately 25% of‘ the' disfﬁpfive
classroom behaviors they had t?.ken note of when they had
been aware that their coding was being monitored. Skindrud
(1973) suggests thét unless observers are very highly

trained and closely monitored, interobservyer agreement is

apt to be relatively low and observers' expecta};ionsl are
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[ _ . . : )
apt to introduce bilas. Pﬁblished'reports.pf_studies '

examining sei-differences in-aggression raqply'provide
the infoymation-necessary,to_asseés the level of observer
training used, and reﬁonts generally do nqﬁ iqdicate that
covert/continuous monitoring of interobgerver agreement

. J
-y »
was employed. - e

'In';ddiﬁion, O'~Lee;ry/and Ke;lt (1973) s:cééss the
fact that even if observational data afe collected with
high levels of interobserver égreement, they are still
nét necessarily valid Mta. Romapcéyk e£.‘él. (1973)

\

found that observers wfi} actually sacrifice validity to
-inz:;ase intefobservér agreement.

Along with the reliabilify gnd Yalidity problems that
must be considered wheq interpreting the-results of an
Qbservational study on any topic, ségq;es focusing p? : s
sex'differenqes in aggreésioﬁ.are haéﬁered by two othe} ; <1
specific problems. One possible confounding variable in
naturalistic studies is the fact that parents} teachers,
and other adults sho; a different £espo;se to the aggressive
béhavior of girls than to that of boys (Hatfielq, Fergusén,
& Alp rt, 19%7;~Serbin, 0'Leary, Keqt, Q‘Tonick, 1973).

‘ ~Thus there may be differential levels of observational
diécriminability such- that agg?ession in boys 1is more
obvious because a;ults 5resent on.thg scene, and possibly
cher children as well, ré;pond bpeniy (through scolding,

-

physical intervention, etc.) to boys? aggressive behavior.
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may have the expectation that boys are more aggressive,

Lo
t

\ ®

Such responses would tend to draw the observer's attention

~

to the aggressive 1n01dent,“minimig1ng the chance that 9

boys"! aggression would.go unngticed.

A second potential confpund in observational .studies
' L3 . G

of aggression is the fact that sex stereotypes are so

deeply engrained 'in society that it is extremely difficult

to avoid observer bias (Maccohy & Jacklin, 1974). Observers

which may lead observers to perceive and)or record.
aggression differently(for bcys than for girls.

\ . . .
The possibility of observer.blas is a major concern

not'only in the study of aggression but in all areas of
N L]

o

Sexktyped behavior. To examine the possibility of biased,
observatlons across a broad range of behav1o€§ generally
thought of as sex typed Meyer and Sobieszek (1972) had -
85 adult middle class observers rate V1deQ;apes of-two
17-month-old children. Each of the Vldeotaoed children
was introduced to half of the/ocservers.as a glrl, and
presented- to the other half as a boy.” Althoug no’cyerall QP>

K [

tendency was disp{ayed to rate the tapes stereotypically,
. ’ 't

it was found thatymale observers with 1ittle experience

with children did attribute‘more subposedfy sex—app%opriaﬁe

<“‘behayiors to the cﬁildren, while fEmale/raters-—especially

¢

those with a great dgal of previous conéact with children—-

showed a marginallf significant blas in the oppoiite

- direction, attribuﬁing more sterebtyp;cally mascu ine

P [
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characteristics to children descrilted as, girls than to

children described as boys.
<

% In ‘1976, Condry and Cohdry conducted a similar study

using 204 middquciass university—studeht observers and

'~a videotape of 'a 9-month-old. child. . A significant

L] \‘ id .
interaction was found between sex of observer, observer's
t
”~

experience'm;th children, -and the attributed sex of the

child, although the nature of the interaction differed

from that found, by Meyer .and Sobieszek (1972). According
to Condry and Condry's‘daﬁa’ males with extensive prior
oy ;

expefieﬁce with children were moFt prone7to rate the child

+

ﬁifferenﬁ}y as a function of the child's€§Ztributéd sex.
In 1978, Sobieszek conducted a modified version

of the {972 Meyer‘and Sobieszek study. Sixty—niﬁe
g - . ’ ' - <
ﬁﬁ?%@rsity students rated two, ly-month-old ehildren shown

3

in videotapes. As in the 1972 sthdy,'female‘raters with
prior'experiencé with childreh,resnpnded_the'least

stereotypicgily and' were biasged in ghé direction opposite '
- F .
to male obserygrs. Male subjects attributed more stereo-
Y ! ’ - :

-

typically masculine characteristics to children identified

:

as boys, while female %ugjects attributed more stereo-
typically masculin& chara teristics to children identified G
as girls. As 1in the 1972 study, the_degree of bias ‘

displayed did not reach statistic?l significance,'even

among male subjects. ’

o

Although Condry and Condry (197?), Meyer and

s

/




Sobieszek (1972), and Sobieszek (1978) included aggression

in the list‘of dimensions they asked\observers 50 rate,
tdere was really little opportuni\§ for observers to see
aggression in the videotapes shng Ceqdry and Condyy

used a\lO—minute tape of a 9—mopthrold infant seated in

. an infaqt seat. The child was shown responding to

‘eeveralgemotionally arod‘ing.stimuii.... a teddy bear, a
jack—iﬁ—the—box, a doil, and a buzzer" (Condry & Condry,
1976, p.ﬂ8i3)- They do not report having analyzed
observers' responseé on ‘the aggressive-passive dimension
by itself, only in conjunction with yesponses'on-e number:
offother scales. "In addition, they do not state the
ext&%t.to which Subjects reported seeing any aggression in
the taeée. Meyer and Sobieszek (1972) and Sobieszek (1978)
used two 10-15—minute tapes, eéch showing a. 17-montH-old
child "in a fairly wide range of play activities" (Meygr &
§ bieszek,.l972, p. 44). They do not report the extent '
to which observers recorded seeing aggression occur, but -
they do\repert that there waé‘no‘significant\difference-in
the amount of aggression (or any bther individual item*\
rated)/seen as a function of the attributed sex of’ the

ehild. ‘ \ \

Thus , despite the fact that-Condry and‘Condry (T§{§),

Meyer and Sobieszek (1972), and Sobleszek's (1978) studies
’ were’%ot designed to examine ratiggs of ag;}ession

I3

specifically, the suggestion in their results that
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observers may' rate behaviors differently when they believe

.
they are watching a girl than when they believe they are
watching a boy is relevant. It is important to note that
in the observational studies of aggression cited by |
Maccoby and Jacklin (1974), the sex of ‘the child being

raﬁed was usuaﬂly apparent to the observers Therefore,

the exlstence of sex dlfferences in aggression may not

) be as solidly demonstrated as Maccoby and Jacklin believed.

ye

The Dresent study, therefore examines the extent to

* ¢

Which observer blas 1s present in the behavioral coding

”fof chlldren s aggression. Rather that presenting the

‘1observers with videotapes of sex—%mbiguous children; the

\

K
present ;tudy‘employs sets of line drawings depicting

3

"~ pairs of children interécting.- Ten sets of drawlngs were

shown to éach subject,'each set consisting' of a sequence
of thrqe sketches portraying an aggress;ve episode. Five
of the sets showyed interactions between two boys, while
the other five'sets showed the same interactions occurring
between tyo girls. No\cross—sexlinteractions were
presehted.' After viewing each set of three drawings,
subjects were. asked to rate the two childreh in the '
\drawings on several dimensions, including level of
aggression, It was hypothesized that the ratings subjects
gave would vary as a functton of the sex of the child. )
In addition, it was anticlpated that observers who tend

to be biased in'theirpdata'reoording might differ from

- > - -~
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hon—biased'gpservers oﬂ other important dimensions. Thus
eacﬁ oHser&er's~sex, experience with children, attitudeg
* toward sex roles and identifibafion with sex-typed
attributes was also exa@ine?: s

4 Liné drawings rather than videotapes wefe employed in
this study‘for a number of reasons. First), by Ehe time
ch%ldren gré old enough'to engage 1in convincing acts of .
'interpersonal aggression‘towaéd peers, they are usually
toc old to appéa; sex—ambiéuous. Even,ig théir pﬁysical
appearance does %;t make their gender obvious tc the
observer,'téeir ;tance, mann?pisms, toy éhoiée, peer
.,_ affiiiatibn, etc. generally Qill. ‘Second, it is not.kﬁoé;,
whether" observers respond to children’who\appear androgynous
and .whose sex is deduced solely from their attributed name
in the same way the observers would respond to children
whose appearance 1s very sex-typed. it might be the case
" that chﬁldrenﬁwith sex-typed clothing and hairsty-les. would
elicit sex-blased responses Trom observefs‘while anarogynous—
‘looking thildren would not. Third,‘aggression is a |
rela%iveiy infrequent behaviof among, ¢hildren. Additionally,
past studies suggest that children tend to inhibit their
aégreésion when being ofserved or filmed (Durretﬁ, 1959;
Levin & Seérs, 1956; Sears, 1951). Thus many hours of

videotape would have to be compiled and edited to focus on

\ . .
aggressive incidents. Finally, the optlion of training young

children to follow a prescribed script for videotaping

3
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would not allow unquestionable equating of such factors as

¢

apparent stréngth of blow and degree to which the contrived
i " - .
gcenes appeared donvincing when acted out by each sex. ./

The use ot line drawings avoided such procedural
’ -

stumbling blocks and allowed much greater experimental

control. Howevei*, 'in doing so the reality of naturalistic'"

=1

observations was sacrificed. ' This raised two important

A}

83

deéign: {a) When

questions concerning the validity of
isolated from context and prese ed in such exaggerated
focus, woulé aggressive &bfehavi» s become so obvious that
_‘tHere was no room-left for observer bias? and (b) I’f' bias /
was ‘displayed, would it o;gerate in the same airection as
it might under more natural conditions?
. . ' .In order to sdetermiwne whether the bias that might’ be
. found was of the same sort that might operate under more
natural conditions, additional cir-awings"'wer'e also presgented.
v s These drawings showed scenes in which approximately one

dozen children were playing either by themselves Qr in
. ™ V@

groups of two or three. The activities pictured in each

drawing included two children involved in an.aggressive
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interaction, subjects are more.likely to overlook girls'
aggﬁéésion th;n boys' codld be tested.

The twe tybes‘of stimulus presentation used actually
parallel the tﬁo mopt common forms of naturalistic
observation--that of the "focal child", in which a given
child and his/her immediate compani7ns are observed over
a continuous perlod of seconds or mdnutes, and that of a
"scanning" orocedure in which thg observer scans an area
and records any relevant behavioral episode by any_ghild

"present in the gréup. It was hypothesized that the two
types of stimuli (thg sequencés of three drawings showing
-pairs oq chiidren and the draWinés of many children in
playroom scenes) would evoke different forms of observer

{
bias.

G
P g ¥

In the playroom scenes, aggression was only one of )
.several activitiea‘pictured.’ It was hypothesized that the
aggression.shown in the scenes was subtle endugh and
sufflciently embedded among other act1v1t1es that’ it would
be possible for observers to overlook the girls' pushing
an kicking, or for observers to interpret girls' pushipg
and kicking aé a form of play rather than aggression. A
fihding that obsefveré record .more aggression for boys than
for girls, yet record more vigorous play or playful physical
contact among girls would.suégest that observers interpret.
girls' pushing and kicking as play while labelling it as

aggression among boys. A finding that observers record

-

.

'
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more aggression among boys than amonig girls, with no

L4

difference in the amount of vigorous play or piayful
physical contact reported for each sex of éhild, would

indicate that observers elther noticed aggression less

-

when it occurred among girls, or that observers werée less

apt to remember %irls' aggression long enough to record it.

v

" In each of the sequences of drawlngs showlng.two.focal
éhiidren) one or both children were acting aggressively.
\The aggression was therefore more salient than it was in

the playroom scenes. In addition, observers were asked to

rate the children's aggression on'a 9-point scalg rather

thép ﬁerely recording whether or not aggression occurred.
Y . .

Thu&, it would have been more difficult for Subjeéts to

totall& overlook éirls‘ aggression in the sequencés of

\ .
draw;n%s than it was in the playroom scenes.
T

Tﬁ?re were two ways in which subjects could

differehtially respond to boys' and girls' aggressioﬁ ot

in the sééuences of drawings. Subjects, consldering

A .
aggression\a masculine tendency, could: rate the boys as

"

\ .
more aggressive than the girls even when the aggression

y »

was very‘salﬁent. Alternatively, subjects could find thé
gir}s{ aggresgion too salient to 6§erlookt Unable to
ignore the girfg' aggressive behavior; subjécts ﬁight
gsthen rate the gi ls as more aég?eséive than the boys,

since the girls' aggression deviates more from what is

éenerally consider?d normative behavior for that sex.,

\ S N

h ]
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" - Method ~
Subjects - ’ . s ’ , ' :, '
Twenty male and 20 female volunteers were drawn ' \\‘
fron the student populatlon and/surrounding community (i e. W

staff, friends dnd family &f students and staff) of

Concordia University. Male subjects ranged in age from

2]

20'to 30, with a mean\age of 2U4.8 years. 'The medh age for:

female SubJeCtS was 24.1 years, with subjects ranging in

1

age from 19 to 35 years old.

-

The purpose .0f the research was described to volunte

*

as follows:
The s%udy focuses on adults' perception of children's

body. language. I am trying to determine‘how_capéble
< i .-
. adults are. of judging from children's nonverbal 'cues )

(such as facia)l expression and body posfure) what

feelings end intentions the children: are expressing.‘

.

I,also.want to find out what Vari?bles influence

adults' judgments.

Apparatus
Brawings for Part A. Two scenes each showing 12 or 13

a

~ children. playing were used in Part A of the testing. Each-
I%cene showed several typical playroom-activities going on,
with some children playiné e}one and others interacting in
groups of two-or three. Amonglthe activities occurring in

,%he two different scenes was an aggressive interaction.

Embedded in one scene was one child pushing another away

e
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" from an ehseli embedded in the other scene was one child

kf%king anothér. Two versions of each of these scenes
were used--one copy‘showing two girls involved in the
aggressive interaction, phe,other ﬁhqwing two boys.

Facial expresSions‘and bodylpostufes wére'identical across
the tﬁo_versions, \ﬁly clotming and hairstyles wére |

’ . . 03 .
modified to identify the two;children involved in the

i

aggfessive interaction as being Boys or girls. All other

1

activities and the sex of the other children remained the

N . : \
same across both versions of each scene.
- \ R

- Behavior checklist for Part A. Following the

observation of each of the scenes, subjects were asked

to Eheck which'of the following behaviors they had seen
occurring: .éolitafy play, group play, cooperation, playful
physical contact, concentration, vigorous play, dependency,
nurturancé, aégression, and relaxation. . .

v

Drawings for Part B, Ten sets of dfawings were, used

in Part B. Each set consilsted of three pictures depictiné
an aggressive interaction between two same—sex-ﬁhildrenq

Of the 10 sets of drawings; five showed pairs of girls /

interacting while five parallel sets-showed boys engagﬁng

in.the same behaviors. The only difference between male

sequences ‘and female sequences was in hairstyle and-
clothing.  All facial expressions and body postures were
identical across sexes.  The drawings used depicted the

4 ) . .
following scenes: (a) one child refusing to share a bal]l




. . 1

- . ,and demonstrating a facial threat, the other child turning -
away in‘a sulk, (b) one, child pushing another who refuses
to respond to the push, (c)'one child hittingeanother,'wiQh

),

the second child turning away in tearé, (d)' one child '
:building a puzzle, another child knockfng the\éﬁizle épartbgi
and the first cﬁild Jjumping up and hittiﬁg the second, and
(e) two Chiidren playing with clay, one child snatching the
second child's bi vy, and the second child running to tell

the teacher.

Drawings iﬁ both Part A énd Part B were photographed
and shown to subjects usinga Stéhdard carousel slidéf

. projector.

~

Rating scales for Part B. Following each set of three

drawings, observers -were asked go rate eachr of the two

-

children’shown 5n:the following dimensions using a 9-point,
séale: . {a) not at all dominant--wery dominant, (b) not at
all passive--very passive, (¢) not at all aggressive-=very
aggressive, (d)‘not_at éll submissive--very submissive,
(e) not at all qctive-—véry active, and (f) very poorly
‘behaved——very well behaved. . | ,
Précgguﬂ% X . L . )

All tesfing was éonducted By thé—ppesent author during
the sprihg’of 1981. Subjecﬁs Were tested in sﬁall groups
of no more.thah fou£ people. All subjects completed Part A
before‘Part-B. Withih each part, however, the presentation

N

of stimuli was counterbalanced across subjects with four

-

-

L
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answers. The booklet was constructed in such a way that

»f

15 ‘ .

different presentation orders béing useé.

Subjects were seated several -feet apart facing a

projeétion screen at the front of the room. Each subject

was given a coding booklet in which ‘to record his/her

the two different versions of ‘each drawing gr set of
drawings wére'séored on different pages énd subjedts were
instructed to not refer back to their'answers oﬁ previous
pages in the booklet as they responded to subsequen%

drawings.

,Begiﬁh;ng Part ‘A, subjécts were instructed as follows:

I am going to show you several slides picturing

fypicai playroom scenes with approximately a dozen ‘
childreh in each sceﬁe. I will project each élide

for 10 s;conds only, so lock at it carefully but
quickly. After th; 10 secHbnds are up and the slide

is no long%p,viéibie, I will ask you to chéck whi?b g
of.the 10 behaviors listed in your answer booklet

you saw occurring sin thé slide. fof example, if a
scene includes a child feeding a bot%lé to a doll,

you would -probably consider tﬁat_a nurturant behavior . : N
so you would mark a check -to the right of the word

"Nurturance". If, on the other hand, no nurturant

béha&iofs were shown, you wbuld leave that\space

blank. Answer according to your .own impressions, of .
what constitufes nurturance dqpendenéy, etc. You

/ -

i
‘¢

o

p
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can check more than one behavior for each scene.
As soon as Part A was completed, subjects were

" instructed to éo on to Part B. Subjectg were read the
foilowingﬁinstructions for éart B:

"I will be showing you several sequences of drawings,
each of which will show two chiidren interacting.
There will be three slides per sequence and each
slide will be shownvfor five seconds. The three
siides in each seqdence form a story, so you will

see a general ‘theme running through the  three slides.

After all three slides in the sequence have beeh "

. shown, you will markegyour responses in your answer;
booklet. Note’that you must remember which child
was on your left and which was on your right:. You
will see in your booklet that each sgale goes from
0O to 8, with 0 representing one extreme and 8
representing the other extreme of the scale. The
Qumbefs 1 through f represent progressive steps
between the two extremes.;-In-tﬁé spaces to‘thé right
of each scaie, mark the number that best describes
each of thé'childrén shown. Only mark'o?e number per

2

assign every child a number on every scale’, even though
5 ' "

iﬁ some cases you may feel the drawings do not give you

space. Do not leave any spaces blank. Yir must ’

4

enough informétion to make a Judgment. In such cases,

Just give the best ‘answer you can based on what you
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saw‘in the drawings.
Please mark your judgments,as quickly as you canj;

-

do not ponder over them. There are no real right or

wrong answers so.just give your own impressions.

After subjects had rated all 10 seqdénces of drawings,
. they were rasked to reporg their‘degree of past experience
with children by responding to the question "How much
contact have you had with children?" A 6-point scale was
used, in which 0. represented "No contact" and 5 represented

<

"A great deal of contact". This simple self-report
pfocedure ﬁ;s examined by Sobiészeg‘(l978) and found to be
as good a measure as more elaborate and time-consuming
qqestionnai}és were in determining level of ;%perience. An
additional checklist of types of experience Qas included
gor descriptive purposes.

A 24-item short form of the Personal Attributes
Questionnaire (Spence & Helmreich, 1978) was also
. 4dministered. The PAQ yields .scobes on a Masculinﬁty,
a Femininity, and a bipolar Masculinity—femininity pcale.
In addition,hsubjects completed an abbreviated l5-item
‘version of the Attitudes toward Women Scale (Spence &
Helmreich, 1978).’ Spence (Note 1) describes the AWS as
"a ‘questionnaire designed to measure beliefs aboﬁt the
rights and roles that women ought to have or be permitted,

vis & vis men, in educational, vocational, and social

spheres". The AWS yields a total score* indicating how
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Results
"Part A o : Y
N . )

The subjects' task in Part A was to score the
behavieral categories they observed occurring in a
particular élide. Since there were two slides showiné
boys pushing or kicking and two slides-—identical to
tQOSe qf the boys--showing girls pushing or kickingg
each‘subjeét could code eacégo€ the' 10 behavioral
categories zero, one, or two times for the slides of )
boys and zero, one, or two times for the slides ghowing
girlé. The degree to which each subject differentiqted.
his or her recording of aggressivg behavior as a function
of the sex of the child being observeé'wag Qeterminéd
by. subtracting the number of times each subject reported
seeing-aggression performeq when girls weré showﬁ.pushiﬁg
and kicking from thé number of times that Spbject \
reported‘aggression when boys'were shown puéHing and
kickipg. Bias scores were similarly cgmputed for each
of the'other'catggories of\behaviop {group play, solitary
play, cooperatipn; playful pﬂysical contaot,“concentration,
vigorous play, dependency, nurtﬁrancée and relaxation).

\ g

presentation order, a Kfuskal-Wallis one-way analysis of

To insure that bias did not vary'as'a Aunction of

variance by ranks was performed using the degree af bias
in the EEporting of aggression ;s the'dependent variable.
The degree ‘of bias was found to not vary significan?f&
aqréss the. four presentétioﬁ orders, H(3) = 7.54, n.s.

.
t
v




Wilcoxoq matched-pairs signed ranks fests wefe \
performed to examine the“éignificance of the difference
between the number of times aggressioo was recorded for
.picéures of}boys and the number of times aggression was
recorded in responselto pictures of girls. Sif of the
20 male subjects and five of the 20 female subjects
reported seeiné aggression when shown a boy but did‘not
‘report aggression when shown -a girl‘pefforming the seme
behavior; no subject showed a bias ‘in the opposite
direction, T(11) = 0, p €.01 Similarlyy Wilcoxon tests
were galcdlated on the remainidg nine behevioral categories
to examine the difference betweeﬁ the,number of times each
category was recorded wheo ooys were shown pgshing and
kicking apd the number of times it was codedlin'nesponse to
pictures of girls pushing and kicking. The oniy category,
other than\aggression;'for which subjects' responses
differed significantlyfhs a fuhc?ion of the sex of the
child shown was relaxatioo.- Five males and one female‘
reported relaxation in slides showing aggressive girls
w1tﬁgut reporting relgxation in response to the comparable
male picture, _(6) = 0, p < .05.

In order to‘ﬁetermine whether subjects' descriptions
of themselves on the PAQ or‘the traditionality of their
resbonses on toe AWS could predico«wﬁieh.subjects woﬁld
exhibit .a sex-bias in recording aggreééiﬂﬂ? point bilserial

correlation coeffic;ents were caloulated,between the

(9
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presence/absence of bias and the subject's score on the
AWS, as well as between the presence/absence of bias'agé
each of the thrée PAQ scales. Using a twa>taiied test of
the 'significance of the correlations, no‘éorrelatioh had
a probability of less than .05, althouéh ﬁale sﬁbjepts“
”responsgs on the Feminine scale of ﬁhe'PAQ cbrrelated
,marginélly with whether"the subject showed bias inm .~ N
reporting aggression, 'pb = +.37, P < .l1. Feminine males
tended to réport more aggression in pidtures‘df boyé whilé .,
less feminine males reported‘equal amounts of‘agér§Ssion for =
boys and girls. For female subjects, the correlation of
the PAQ Feminine scale with‘bias did not apﬁroaéh‘
significance, rpp = +.18, n.s. . . )

"In summary, a significant sex bias in the bredicted
‘direction wé%‘fbund in subjects' recopdings of aggreglion,
with 25% of female observers and]30% of malekobserve 5
scoring more aggression for boys thaﬁ)for girls. \nly fhe B
PAQ Feminine scale was able to even marginallj’predict
which subjectd would show bias,\and it oniy predicted among

(male subjects in suggesting that feminine males'aré\thé

A T .
men most likely to_show‘i?as in their responses.
- - , ‘

/
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Part:'B

_InﬁPart B, subjects were shown slides of 20 children

[ - 1
interacting in pairs. Subjects rated- each of the 10 boys

and 10 girls on six’rating scales--aggression, dominance,
paésivity, submiésion, activity lével, ang goodness of
behavior. The degree to which‘eadh'subjgit'rated children's
agéféssion differéntly:és a function oflthé'éhild's sex
was determined by subtrabéiﬁg the sum of the aggression'
ratings each suéject gavé pictures of girls from the sum
of the aggrgssion.ratings @hét subject gave pictures of /
boys. A one-wg%'aﬁalysis\of véfiance on the degree of
bias shown by suﬁjects in each of the' four presentation
or;ers demopstrated ‘that the degree of bias did not vary
significantly'across pf?sentatioh orders, 2(3,36) = .95,

. : . »
n.s. .

As described abové, a positive gggression bias score
indicated thqé ﬁore'aggression was attributgd to boys than
to gi;ls, while a negative score indicated that girls were
rated as ﬁore aggressive. The gvéragé bias score among
male subjects was 2;9,‘with scores fanéing from -4 to 21..

-

Of the 20 male subjects, 14 rated boys as moré §§gressive,

\

five rated girls as more aggressive, and one rated the two
sexes exactly the same. The standard deviation of the
aggression biaslscoreé was 5.3 for male subjects.

Among female subjects the average aggressi@n.bias

- score was 0.1, with scores ranging from -7 to 12. Of the
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20 female subjects, nine ratéd boys/as more aggressive;,
. nine rated girls as more aggressiv , and two attributed
the same‘amount of aggression to both sexes.\ The ,standard
deviation among aggressién‘bias scores‘was 5.3 for femélg
subjects, the same as that for males.

In order to test the priméry hypothesis that‘subjécts
would rate aggression differeﬁtly as a function of the sex
‘of childs. planned comparisons were conducted using two-
tailed t—Fests for dependen§ samples and employing'the
nominal .05 alpha level (Hays, 1973). The sum of the
aggression ratings given to girls and the sum of aggression
ratingé giyen to bgys constituted the repeated depende&t
variable. Data Qrom.male-and fémale subjects were
analyzed separately. It was evident that while female
subjects showed no consistent 'tendency to rate one sek as
more aggressive fhat the other, t(19) = 0.08, n.s., male
subjects huipe consistently rated boys as more aggressive
than girls, t(19) = 2.45, p < .05.

A}

As predicted,\differences between ratings given to

boys and those given to girls did not approach significance

. N »

on any of the five remainiﬁg scales.
Two—way"repeated‘measures analysés of Variqncé werek

performed to examine possible interact%ons between sex of

child and sex of observef on each othhe six rating scales.

The sum of ratings given to boys on a particular scale and the

sum of ratings given to girls on that scale constituted the

¢
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two 1evelsl of the; repeated-measures fac‘tor. The sex of
the rater provided the two levels of the between-subjects
facto;. In the analysis of the aggression ratings, the
main effect of sex of ¢child apprecached significance, boys
having Been rated as more_.aggressive than girls,

F(1,38) =a3'.19, p < .09. The main effect of sex of
sﬁb_ject was nonsignificant, F(1,38) = .03, n.s. The
Adinteraction between sex. of sﬁbj ec-t and sex of child
approached significance, 5(1;38) =2.7T77, p < .1‘1‘. Oon
none of the remaining five rating scales did either‘the
'main effécts or the interaction of sex of chil\d with sex

of subject approach significance. | . .

In ordef to evaluate the ability of PAQ and AWS
scores to‘predict'which subjects would ra‘ceﬂ children's

aggression differently as a function of the child's sex;

L

step-wi'se multiple regressions were performed. For .male
subjects, the PAQ Feminine scale eptere_d first anmd
correlated significantly wit’h degree'of bias, R = -.50,

p < .05. The feminine scale thus explained approximately
25% of the variance in the bi‘as sc‘or’és.c ‘In contrast’ to
Part A, it was primarily thé fnén whq de.sc,ribéd ﬁhémselves
as low in femininity who rated boys as more aggressive,
whilg highly femir}ine men did not show bias consistently
in either direction. The PAQ Masculine scale entered tl.qe, '

/

, regfession second , sho\wing a margina‘lly significant tendency

.
f
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for less masculine men to rate boy:; ‘as more aggres§iv§e
while m(,)r’e masculine‘men exhibitted no consistent bias,
sgmple R =-—.10, p < 6Q Together, the Feminine and
i\iascpline scales of the l;AQ explained 37% of the variance

in bias, multiple R = +.61% p < .05. Thus it was seen

.

that men who rated themselves as either low in masculinity
and/or low in femininity were-the suybjects most ILikely

to rate boy.s as more aggressive than girls, while males

who described themselves as very masculine or very feminine
showed no consistent bias. Inclusion of the PAQ Masculine-

feminine scale and the AWS did not appreciably increase

X,
predictability. -

For female subjects, none of the measures significantly

predicted the degree -of bias in the aggression ratings.

i

The PAQ Feminine scale entered the regression first, but

explained less than 10% of the variance, R = +.31, n.s.

~

To determine whether subjects who showed bias in

Part A also showed bias in Part B, a point biserial
correlation coefficient was calculated between subjects'

bias s‘core on Part B and the presence/absence of bias in
13
their responses on Part A. The correlation was non-

significant for subjects of both sexes. For females,

r = +.23; .n.s.; for males, r = —.2'0 n.s.
l)f)— ) ) s > _Lb : ’ , ,

Although subjects' self—raﬁings of their degree ofl
experience with children were collected, they were excluded

from the arialysis f6r two reasons. First, several subjects

~

€
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overlooked the quéstion during the testing ses_sion and h"ad
to be contacted by phone to obtain their responses, thus
causing the data from these ‘subjects to be collected under
véry different -and .ngpanonymous conditions. Second ,
i'ndividual subjects seemed to base their ratings on very

different cri»te’r'fé. For example, some subjects listed
/

e

maﬁ capacities in which they had interacted extensively
with'children:yet rated themselvéas as inexperienced, while -
other subjects~—particularly ‘females—;appeared to rate ’
themsed ves as quite experienced in spite of the %‘act that
they could list very few actuad sources of contact they had
with children.  The m.eaning and validity of: the experience
self-report was therefore felt to be questionable. ~

In summary , only male subJects were fpund/ to ‘be
significantly biésed,in their ratinlgs of boys' and girls'
aggression in Part B. It had been hypothgsized that the
aggression shown in Part B was so salieryzjthat subjeects |
might be unable to overlook' girls' aggression ahd hence
might rate girls as more aggr‘eSSive than boys. The data,
hgwever, showed bias to be in the éame direction as ir‘? '
Par‘t A, with more aggression being attributed to boysg than
to girls. It was found that the subje,cts' who showed b'ias
on Part A wére not necessarily those who showed bias on
Part B.’ Onﬁ Part A, the subJects most likely to show bias

were feminine males, while on Part B males low in

f‘eminiriity and/or low in masculinity were most likely

to show bias.,




Discussion -
In the literature, 1t has g;eneraiiy been reported
that while global ratings based (’)n retrospective memory
& - are oftenv subject to bias in accor’dance with the r'a'ter's

expectations, immediate observational coding of behavior

tends to be inore resilient against such bias (Kent,

-]

O'Leary, Dlament, & Dietz, 1974; Shuller & McNamara, 1076)
The finding Qhét fully one quarter of both male and female
subjects in the pr‘esent‘study were biased in ceding th,e
occurrence of(aggression in_the-playroofn scenes in Part A
is somewhat sufprising. It is particularly striking in
“light of the.fact that not one subject responded in,t(he
. oppbsite ‘direction by Ir'eport'ing more aggression in girls .«
than in boys. -
1£ had been hy\pot}iesizeld that, in Part A, subjects

might see girls' pushing and kicking and relabel it as
vigoroﬁs play or playful:physical conptfact. Had subjects
repor'ted more aggression for boys while reporting more
vigorous' play or playful ﬁhysi'cal ‘contact for gir'ls‘, -the
hypothesis of r'élabeling would Have been supported.
However, subjects actua,lly reported a greater amount of . | an
playful phys::ca} contact and Vlgorous play for boys than
for girls, although - this dlfference was not stetlstlcally
significant. Thus, rather than seeing éirls' pushing

~ and kioking and relabeling it.as play, it appears ~the't

supjects elther did not notice the girls' behavior or
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did not recall it seconds later when asked to record their
observations. Sirce-the aggressive behfavior of the girls
.in these scenes is iﬁéonsistent with cultural\sex—role
norms, it would appear that in concordancé with past
'research, expéctatién—consistent behavj;or's arg more
~ likely to l;e perceived and remembered than behaviors
that. are inconsistent with the observer's .exp'ectétiops
(Darley & Fazio, 1980; Snyder & Frankel, 1976; Zadny &
Gerard, 1974). " |

;n the ratings of children's b/eh‘avior .in Part B, the
~overall level of bias found was less than ir’x Part A-. .This
was due to the fact thag 14 subjects (nine women, five men)
ratéd girls as more agéréssive, theyrel‘)y somewhat offs‘et‘ting
the .response's of the 23 subjects (nine women, 14 men) who
" rated boys as ;nore aggressi\}e. ‘Sorﬁe subjects' ratings of
boys and girls differed by 'only a small margin which could .
doubtless be attributed to error.

The finding that it.was male r,aﬁers who most consistly

rated boys as mmore aggressive 1s concordant. with the

-

literat'ureu'which -shows that more men than women tend, to be

stereotyped in their pe.rce_ption of and response toward
children (Biller, 1971; .Langlo‘is.&‘ Downs, 1980§ Rubin,
Prévenzané‘, & Luria, 1974). It could be aréued, ,c_)‘n the -~
basis of such find‘ings,‘that bias could be minimized by
using only femalé observers in future stl}dies. As

seen in Part A, however, female observers also show -

~

* . —_




a significant bilas under some conditions.?

‘ ! .

"It had been hypothesized that in Part B--where
aggression was much more salient than in-Part A and

where subjects were required to focus on each child's

’

~level of aggression in order to rate it numerically--

subjects would be levss able to ignore-or relabel girls'
. -

aggression and therefQre might overcompensate .by ratirig )

+

girls as more _aggressive than boys, The bias shown in

Part B did not support this hypothesis, hoﬁ@ever. Boys,

were rated as more aggressive than girls evén when the '

b

‘aggression was very salient.
It ‘is not possible to specify in the pr‘esenf s tudy
. why the bias found in Part A is stronger than that found

" %n Part B. Difl_"érent observational methods and recording

-

procedures were used in the two conditions in order to

' .o ,

r* .
make aggressiort relatively subtle in Part A and very

-

salient in Part B. In addition, Part A was always

administered pr<or to Part B to pfevent the obvious focus ' ¢ C
~ - - /] . u

on aggression in Part B from affeqting subjects' responses
_to the aggression in Part Av.‘xicléitional studies would be

. necessary to isolate which of the three variables--method
, . \ : LV
of observation ("scanning" versus "focal child"), recording

task (scoring occurrence versus rating degree of aggression) .

or presentatio'n- order—-1is primarily résponsible for the

o«

_greater bias found in Paré A,

In light of the literature, it is not surprising that

¢

9 -
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the PAQ and .especially the AWS were not stronger predictors

of which subjects wowuld show bigsed responses., Previous

studies have shown that al though subjeéts interact in sex-
typed ways with children, wverbal indices do¢ not’ show
evidence of sex-typing (Fagot, 1978;(’Seavey, Katz, & Zalk,~
19753 Wiil, Self, & Datan, 1976). Frisch (1977) found

Lthat the AWS predicted sex bias onty fOT}/ selected behavioral
-l <&-\‘/

' categofies. Will et. al. (1976) repor}fs"'ezci"ghat stubjects
’ ol
were unaware of their sex—biases so tk/u;at an| instrument

. . ‘ .
such as the AWS, which requires rather B\% antly sex-

2
typed responses to yield a score categorized as./traditional,

'-may be unable to tap such biases to the extent that they

¥
actually manifest themselves in a person's behavior. The

PAQ, being somewhat more subtle and focusing on whether o.r
— 63

not the subject idantilies with sex-typed qualities,
‘appears somewhat more useful in predicting which subjects
will exhibit sexz-typed biases. ﬂ‘he PAQ was unable to o

predict which females would show bilas, but was able to
. ]

ident{fy the feminine men who tended to report more
aggression for boys in Part A and was able.to point to
.the two groups of men--men low in masculinity and/or low i‘)) .

in femininity——who tended to rate bqys as more aggressive
. \ v

than girls 4in Part B.- : .

! !

Attention should be drawn to one nonéignificant result

- t

obtained in +the present study--the absence of a significant

e .
interaction between sex of subject and sex of child on

2
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ratings of goodness of the child's behavior. Past research
has been contradictory on this point. Some studiéz repgrt
that subjects rate opposité—sex children more favorably
(Gurwitz & Dodge, 1975; Rothbart & Maccoby, 1966) wbilé
others report more favorable ratings for éame—sex‘children

(Mey;r & Sobieszek, 1972). The present.study supports

neither of these pOsiéioFS.

Observers.‘in the present study were neither pretrained |

ﬁor supplied with explicit coding definitions for the

behaviors they were asked to score. Two lines of reasoning

led to the_déciéiop to test bias under these conditions.

"First, had observers been carefully trained and supplied’

with‘rigiq definitions for 'the behavioral categories usgdf
the p?r'obab‘ility of eliciting bias would most likely have
been reduced.r‘lf no bias was found, all that could be
concluded would be that, given.intensive-tréining and
clear coding definitions for each behavior, observers

do not‘éhow a significant sex bias in their responses.
This is in fact what Horn and°Haypes (1981) concluded

from their study on sex-typed observer biases'in’which_
they gave observers severai hours of supervised practice
usinédéxplicit coding definitions and in which they
disqualified froﬁ further testing the 10% of observers

who failed to reach B0% agreement with the criterion Ecpres

used during training. Such a finding offers liftle

information regarding the possibility of observer bias in



.enough s0 that something as simple as instfucting subjects
. . ]

‘,fiterature relies heavily used trdining procedureé as

research using less stringent methodology. Second, in = -

addition fo determinimg the potential f&r obéerver bias in’
obse;vdtionaa reseér;h,'it/;s important to learn the. extent
to which unbrained adults' observétions‘may.be biased in
their daiiy ehcouhtérs wit ichildren, since such biaseé

o v‘ 1 . . )‘ N
might be important faédors dan the socilalization of sex’

N

A

\

differences in children.

Having demonstrated that many, observers do indeed 4 Y,
respond :in a sex-biased manner under at\leaét some
conditions, 1t is how important for future studies to

determine the ability of sﬁecific training procédures to
i v ” }

eliminate such biases. - Possibly the bias i1s transient
] : . -

.

to t to use the same standards in responding to the

" behavior of both sexes could alleviite subjects' tendencies

.yto’respond in'a biased way. On the other,hand, it may be

found that nothing short of éhe %&tensive trainingB —_— -

procedures used by Hprn and Haynes (1981) is bbwerful ‘ : .

5

enough to overcome some observers' teﬁdency to respond‘in
a b;ased fashion. If the latter was found to be the case,

it would cast serious doubt on much of ﬁhehéggression

o

literature since few of the older studies on which the -

-

,elaboraﬁe‘as those of Horn and Haynes. o

. Additionally% in attempting to determine. the leéevel

of training ﬁece$saf§ to guard against biased observations,,

Tt

.
N ‘ » : '
)
! - : » - ' \
~ . .
w .
. .
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it is important to keep in mind that fimerous studies have

v

shown that even a high level of initial training is not

a

sufficient to maintain a high level of reliabilfty in
either observltional coding or in ;he use of behévioral
rating scalﬁ;/(o'Leary & ‘Kent, 1973; Reid, 1970;
Romanczyk et. al., 1973; ‘Skindrud, 1973; Weinrott, 1977).
Without continued monitoring'ana feedback, opservers' |
expectations increasingly influence'thgi; coding and

, rétings over t#me (Skindrud, 1973; Weinrott, 1977). Thus
it is possible'that bias may reappear even after extensive

IO . o
observer training. - - : L

There is.a possibility that.tasks similar to those
used in the present study could- be employed\as a screening
device for selecting;bbservers. If it could be demonstrated.
' thét the sdbjects who show bilas 'on an analogue‘tégi su
as those usef in'the present research are tpe same
’observers who'show bias in actual classroom 6bservations,
. 0 )

it would be possible to pretest potential observers quite

IS

eaéily to select those observers who are least prone to "

bias. \In implementing sugh a screening proceduré, it

\
would be important that the screening task used approximate .

the condifions\h f the observational measure as closely as

‘ ﬁossible, s%gfp it appears that individual subjects.mag
be prone to bias on. some tasks but not on others. |
In the larger context of the development of sex-

typed behayior in childrén, the fact that a.large subset

T




3 .

!

qf the‘obéervers studied showed a significant bias in

t

their responses to children's aggression under some

. conditions is very important. ' Rosenthal (1966, 1969)

has rebeatedly éuggested that the gxpectations of an
observer can significantly influence the behavior of
the éersqn being observed.’ Zanna and Eack (1975)
demonstrated that female undergraduates’ attitudes

'

and achievementylevel'varied as a function of the type

. of woman they weré led to believe the male confederate

in the experiment'preferred. IF university students
adapt their béhavipr so significantly to conform tp the
suppbsed likings of a total stranger, we must be wcareful
not to underestimate tHe role parents and other aéults d
play in molding their cﬁildren to fitxsex*typed expectations
regarding level of aggressibn.

In sum, although Eme (1979, p. 583) in his literature
review of seX=differencés iq psychppatholog& describes
"the male preponderance in ag%ressive behaviof” as

2

v . ¥ ¢ . . . .
"probably the most unequivocal sex difference in thé

literature”, it’appears that such a- sex difference may

be less solidly established than has been thought.

3
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i ‘a l -
, /o L
Name "\, - : ' ' Presentation Number e
~—— i \ - - » ' ' A
) Telephone Date
\Q %l Lo ’ v ' ®
v . "Level of Study (e.g., udergdaduate, M.A., etd.) . - |

»

Field of Study . R
Sex . m / Age

* Part A:

v

Place a check (v) next to each behavior you saw occurring in, the
‘ scene shown. If you did not see an example of a.particular behavior,
léave the space next to‘that behavior blank. A T

~ )
Scene 1: \ ‘ ) ;
Solitary Play ] * Vigorous Play-
A Group Play - Dependency
Cooperation Nurturance

Playful Physical Contact " pggression

A Conecentration . . Relaxation
. A
' Scene 2:
s Solitary Play . Vigorous Play _
Group Play o Dependency | ¢ '
Cooperation ) ' Nurturance

Playful Physical Contact i Aggression

/ Condentration. . . " Relaxation
»

~ L ; I
It N #é—:‘.ﬁf




~

S

Scene 3:.

‘Solitary Play

Group Play -

Cooperation__
Playful Physicél Contact

Concentration

Scene ,Ll s

Solitar'y Play

- Group Play

Cooperation

Playful Physical Contact -

+ Concentration

+ Part B:

. scales.

to the right of each scale.

Vigor’oys Play

Dependency

Nurturance

Aggression

Relaxation

Vigorous Play

Dependency

Nurturance

Aggression

Relaxatidn

Cop Rate both of the two children shown on each of .the following
Mark yoir answers (as a number from 0-8) in'the spaces provided -
In the space below the word "Left", mark

your rating for the child shown on the left-hand ‘side of the screen
Mark your rating for the child shown on the right-hand side in‘the
-space under the word "Right". .

Sequernce 1

Not at all
dominant

Not at all‘
passive

Not at all

Ver'y

Ol23..45678d0m:1_nant

’

Very

0123M5678passive

A

t

Very

aggressive 0..1. 2, "3 JU..50.6. 7, .8 aggressive

Not @t all
submissive

Not at all
active

Very boorly
behaved

\ Very

0123M56785ubmissive

b

Very

012345678activé
Ly

Very well

0. }l 2. 3..4 5..6..7. Bbeha;ved

-

. left ' ' Right

a2

t

o

"



i
[

Sequence 2 - Left Right
 Not at all - " Very

dominant 0..1.:2..3..4.,5..6..7..8" dominant

Nof at all ; ... Very

passive ~  0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8 passive

' hY

Not at all o N + Very ' -

aggressive 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8 aggressive

Not at all. o Veryr - .
‘submissive 0..1,.2..3..4..5..6..7..8 submissive ¢

Not.at all . Very

active 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8 active

Very poorly - ° ' ’ o . Very well . P

behaved’ ~ 0..1..2..3..4..5,.6..7..8 Dbehaved ’

A ' ce
' e

Sequence 3 ' ‘

Not at all : ' Very -

domipant 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8 dominant

Not at all o Co Very

passive ~0..1:.2,.3..4..5..6..7...8” passive

Not at all _ - : . Very SN

aggressive * 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8 aggressive

‘Not at all - - Very

simissive 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7.,8 submissive

Not at all - ‘ . Very, .

active 0..1..2..3:.4..5..6..7..8 active .

Very poorly L Very well

behaved 0..1..2..3..4..5.,6..7..8 behaved



T~

Sequence 5

1

Sequence’ U4

4 1

Not at all

domindnt ~

Not at all
passive .

. Not at all

aggressive

Not at \ali >
submissive

_Not at all

active

Very poorly
behaved.

!

‘Not at all

dominant

Not at all
passive

Not at all
aggressive

Not at all
submissive

Not at all -

active

Very, poorly
behaved

0..1..2..3..45.5..6:.

) ..é..3.1u.-.5..

..2..3.4..5..6..7..

Very
dominant

Very
passive

Very

. aggressive - .

Very
stbmissive '

Véry .
active

Very well

behaved

Very
dominant

Very .
passive (

Very
aggressive

Very

" submissive

Very
active

Very we 1_1l
behaved '

AR
e

£




- Sequence 6

Not at all

Left

Right

Ver-‘y
dominant 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..83 dominant
‘Not at all o Very v\
passive .- 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8 + passive
Not at all | o Very
aggressive 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8 aggressive
Not at all L Very ,
submissive 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8 suomissive -
Not a.t‘ all o s , Very
active . 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8  active I
Very poorly | N Very well
behaved 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8  behaved
N / .
Sequence 7 . .
R A .‘ ;
Not at all . - . Very |
dominant 0..1..2..3..4,.5..6..7..8 dominant
Not at all : Very
passive’ 0..1..2..3..4..,5..6..7..8 passive ’ {
. { \
Not at ‘all '~ : ' Very
aggressive 0.. .M.2..3..14..5..6..7..8 aggressive
Not at all . ) Very
- o e———submissdve  -B=dnx2..35 45T 8- submissive: -
Not at all C " Very
active ~ 0..1..2..3,.4..5..6. .7..8\ active
Very poorly ST Very well
behaved 0..1..2..3..4..,5..6..7..8 behaved
! (P ! o
= ! -
’ !



Sequence 8

Not at &ll
dominant

Not at all
passive -

Not at all
aggressive

Not at all
submissive

Not ,at all
active +

Very poorly
behaved

Sequence 9

[N

Not at all
dominant

Not at all
passive

Not at all’

aggressive

~Not:at all

_submissiwve

- Not 'at' all
active

8

Very poorly
behaved

83

..5..6..7..8
..5..6. .7'..3
..5..6..7..8
..5.76. .7..8
..5..6..7..8

C.5..6..7..8

Very.
dominant

Very
passive

Very
aggressive

Very
submissive

Very
active

Verjy well
b ghaved

N

Very
dominant

Very
passive
Very
aggressive

Very
submissive

Very
active

Very well -

behaved

Right




[y v . l I\ '
\ 84. - -
, v .
Sequence 10 . ' S
: . - Left Right
N‘ot. at all v ' Very . w
dominant - 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8 dominant
Not at all. ' ) . Very
passive - 0..1..2.:3..4,.5..6..7..8 passive ,
" Not at all L Very .
aggressive . 0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8  aggressive
Not at all ' ‘ 4 Very n
submissive .0..1..2..3..4..5..6..7..8 - submissive ‘
Not at all o Very
active . "0..1..2..3..40.5..6..7..8  active
Very poorly T Very weil
' behaved 0..2..2..3..4..5..6..7..8  behaved °
\




85

A

Personal Attributes Questiomaire

The items below inquire about what kind of a person you think you
e. FEach item consists of a ‘pair of characteristics, with the letters
~ E in between: 'For ‘example:

Not at all artistic A..B..C..D..E.. Very artistic

Fach pair describes contradictory characteristiecs—-that is, you
cannot be both at the same time, such as very artistic and not at all
artistic. S

The letters form a scale between the two extremes. You are to
choose a letter which describes where you fall on the scale. For
example, if you think you have no artistic ability, you would circle’
A. TIf you think you, are pretty good, you might circle D. If you are
only medium, you might circle C, and so forth. = -

1. Not at all égg;r'essive A..B..C..D..E Very aggressive
2. Not.at all independent A..B..C..D..E Very independent

3. Notat all emtional A..B..C..D..E Very emtional

4,  Very submissive A..B..C..D..E Very dominant
5. . Not at all excitable Very excitable in
in a mjor crisis A..B..C..D..E -a mmjor crisis
6.  Very passive " A..B..C..D..E Very active |
7. 'Not at all able to , Able to devote A
- devote self’ completely self completely
to others A..B..C..D..E to others :
/ )
/ , .
8/ Very rough A..B..C..D..E Very gentle
/
9. Notat all helpful _ Very helpful , to
A to othérs : A..B..C..D..E others

10. Not at all competitive A..B..C..D..E Very competitive

. Very home oriented - 'A..B..C..D..E  Very vordly
' 12. Not at a1l kind A..B..C..D..E Very kind
-/ 13. Tndifferent ‘to « Highly needful of
X : /. others' approval A..B..C..D..E  others' approval
‘ 1. Feelings not easily | Feeling easily

hurt * A..B..C..D..E hurt s

-




15,

16.

20.

21,

22.

23.

2k,

Not at all aware of Very aware of ,
feelings of others A..B..C..D..E feelings of others /
Can mke decisions  * Have difficulty
easily A..B..C..D..E mking decisions
- .
Give up very easily A..B..C..D..EBE Never give up easily , 4
Never cry A..B..C..D..E Cf’y very 'easily 1 .
&
Not at all self- - '
confident A..B..C..D..E Very self-confident
Feel very inferior . A..B..C..D..E Feel wvery 'superior ‘
Not at all urder- Very urderstanding
standlng of others A..B. .C..D..E of others
Very cold in relations Very warm in relations.
with others ° A..B..C..D..E _ with others
Very little need for Very strong need for
“security I, A..B..C..D..E securdity |
Go to pieces ) Stand wup well urnder

N

pressure A..B..C..D.,E pressuxe

v

How much contact have you had with cﬁildren?" Please circle the
appropriate number. : \ .

No contact 0..1..2. .'3.311..5 A great deal of contact

In what capacities have you had experience with children? P
(check all that apply)

' Am a parent/guardian oo
How many children do you have? a

Have worked with children as a
teacher

canp counselor
babysitter . !
other (Specify: . - ‘ )

il

. Have younger brothers or sisters ' i
How many ? . :

Other (Specify: .o )




Attitudes toward Women

The statements listed below describe attitudes toward the roles
of women in society which different people have., Thére are no right
or wrong answers, only opinions. You are asked to express your feeling
' about each statement by indicating whéther you, (2) agree strongly,

(B) agree mildly, (C) disagree nildly, or (D) disagree strongly. !

s T

1. Swearing and obscenity are more r'epulsive in_the speech of a

woman than a man. - e
A B C, D
Agree . " hgree Disag;r'ée Disagree - °
strongly " mildly mildly strongly

2. Under modern economic corditions with'womer! Eeing active outside '
the home, men should share in household tasks such as wasmng
dishes and doing laundry .

A B c D
\ wA‘gr'ee Agree \Disagr'ee Disagree
strongly mildly . ‘mildly strongly

3. It is insulting to women to have the "obey' claude remain in the
marriage service.

A - B C D
Agree - hgree Disagree Disagree = - .~
strongly mildly mildly . . strongly T

-4, A woman shouid be as free as a’ man to propose, marriage

A ‘ B ¢ , D %
Agr-,ée ’ Agree - Disagree . Disagree
strongly - mildly © o mildly strongly

5.  Women should won'-y less ‘about ‘their rights and more about
becoming good wives and "mothers

4

© A B Y D

Agiee Agree ' " Disagree Disagree.
strongly mildly mildly strongly



~

-

6. VIomen should assume . their~ rightful place m business and’ all
the Df’&%smns along w1th .men. N .

-~ A B c. B
4
Agree . "_Agree Disagree Disagree
! str'ongly mildly .. mildly . stmnqu 8

N

7. A worran should not expect™ - to g0 to éxactly the same places or tlo
have quite the same freedom of action as a man. L

\ "

\\\ ! am
« A § B C D .
Agr-ée ,: _ Agree ‘Disagree Disagree *
str'ongly\» mildly mildly strongly

8. It is ridlculous for a woman to run a locomotlve ard for a man to
darn socks',

N
N

A B . C D

Agree " ~Ag;f‘ee::°. ,: d Disagree . Disagr'ee'
. strongly. . o fildly 0, mildly « 7 strongly

L' ),z
9. The - intellectual leader'];hlp of a community should be largely in
the hands of men. - 8

-~ )

A B . ' , C iy D
Agree .+ Agree . Disagree Disagree
str'ongly mildly .. = mildly strongly

10. Women should be given, equal Qpportumty with men for apprentlce—
ship in the various . trades. } . N
O

A - B P c D -
Agree Agree " Disagree Disagree
strongly | mildly -~ mildly strongly

1. Women earning as much as t}%eir date should bear equally the
expense when they gq out together

-

- - A 1

| A "B c D

Agree . Agree .Disagr'ee Disagree . '

strongly mildly ) mildly ) strongly - . ., .,

5‘] - - 3/
ERRTN ‘
- ' h !
~ q; o

w



N

[

12, Sons in a f‘amily should be glverr more encouragement to g,o to
college than dau,g,hters :

) A B c . ’ D

— N
Agree- ) Agree - Disagr'ee"i Disagree
¢ strongly - mildly mildly strongly

13. * In general, the father should have the greater authority than
 the mother in ther bringing up of the children.

>

A B C D b
\Ag;r"eé Agree . Disagree . . Disagree
strongly * ~mildly mildly _strongly

1\

14, Economic and social freedom is worth far more to womerl{ than.
‘acceptance of .the ideal of‘ femlninlty. which has been set up.

by men. , .- (
- ' ' h [ ’ kY
A . B, c ’ D \
, Agree Agree - Disagree Disagree -
strongly T mildly m:lely strongly -

15, i There. are many JObS in which men should be given preference '
i over, women in being hnred or pr'oT'rDted .

A g B ¢ D
Agree Agree . .« Disagree Disagree
strongly - mildly — mildly strongly
4 .
, - S v ‘
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Y T

) \\ \i\r\\,'\ :’
n ~ \\ N N . , . 9
A >- - -
- -
4 ()-L ~
\ . ' 3 ~''able A R
L2 5 .
. E ' Median Number of Times Each Behavioral .
T .. / . "/'.
. v . *  Categomy was Reported for Girls .and for Boys
- - 4 a ? .
¢ N "
- }
! , ' . - _ " Sex of observer
: 0 - q -
Behavid atey . F ' ;
| ' havidral ca ég\or'y  Male R emal'e o/
) Boys Girls Boys Girls
b - . o l‘ Y
- . Aggression’ 1.5 " .9 ) 1.5 .5
\ " "Relaxation 1 2 0 .0
o " Nurturance N g0 7 .8
. ' . ¢ .
* . Concentration .9 g0 4.3 .8
. N ) . ‘ .
Playful physical contag 1.1 R *8 .5
» ‘ 13“ . " R
’ Group play fﬂ.fﬁ\ 1.5 1.8 . 1.8 . ,
Solitary play . 1.0 1.1 1.0 8
. (!
_ Cooperation LT M18. . 1.6 1. 1.9
Vigorous play 4 .5 4 A
i (] R 7
Dependency 27 1 d 1
- ) = —
$. .
Note. Subjects had.two opportunities to report each .
<0, ‘ category for boys and two opportunities to report each '
A . = d
' ‘ category far ‘girls. : .. . .
- ) 3 ! §
n‘ \' 4 ' ° L]
i " ~ .
1 *




v v - o Q‘? h » 3 -
/ % 4 - b 4
. L
- & . ) ~ s &
Talle B , :
. ‘

Wilcoxon T ValWes for .the Différence

Betwegp the Number of Tlmes:Eacp Behav1or - “"~,. .
was Recorded for Boys and for Glrl N
Behavioral, category: ,  ' ‘T value + , °
- ‘ . ‘ ) _
» Aggression " e '_ o C0 (11)%%3
Rela;ation ", ¥ o : 0 -(6)*%
Nurturance . - 30 (ﬁi)
Concentration - * . . %35 (13) R
Playful physical contact .; . ooy 39“(14)
Group play g ’ . M§ () : 3 ¢
Solitafy play - o . i’ .63 (17) , ’
Cooperation ' 3 70 (14), E )
Vigorous play } ‘ . i . 73 (16) ' |
‘Dependeﬁcy‘ . R ’ ' ' ' ' (6)b ‘,
i Note. T- values are fer the conblned d‘t‘*fran male and fEma&e -—

<«
.observers, sifce:a mlnlnmm‘bf six non-zero differences between palrs

) .

‘is required to calculate T and on many categqries’thefe were fewer

than six such differences within each sex Qf obqerver.

aNumbqrs in parentheses indicate the nunber of pairs having non-
o .
) |

.

zero differences.

7 meaningful T value could not be calculated:because there were

~

' » {
equal ndnbers of'pbsi%ive and negative ranks.

‘ *p_‘<.05, . , .
*¥p <01, . Q, . .
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. 96 1
o | . ] “
fable B .. :" ’ ~~. .
. T~tests bomparing Ra?ings Giveﬁ to Boyé., '.{ )
' 7witﬁ“ﬁatings.Given to Girls on Each Scale .
) Wty '
. | Avérage total fatiqg". i ot
Scale : .
" Boys © Girls .
‘ a _ Male observers
* Aggression - . 45,60 - M2.76 - 2.45%
Dominande a5'~.35 L5 k4o ' -.05
foodness | | 36.10 - 37.30 -.78
Aetivity 1ével 47.80" 47,00 .28
Passivity 36.55 37.05 _.31
" Submission 33.65 C o 33.45 . 16
Female observers
. Aggression . 43,95 43.85 ) .08
Dominiance 46,95 , 45.75 E w3
Goodness . 3500 . 35.90 - - .55
Motivity level 1520 T45.00 o .191
‘Passivity 35.50 36.10 - _.38
Submission - BM.iO ‘ _ 34.25 . -.16

. \
Note. Each t-test has 19 d4f.

*p < .05.
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. Pearson Correlatdons among Questionnaire Scales
‘v
, o AWS . PAQ F PAQ M—F:
" \,#’ h ° :
Male observers
. - PAQ M .05 12 .52%
-
. ~ FPAQ M-F -.09 =10
. PAQ F ’ .ul B /
» ‘.4
\ Ir . '
Female observers '
PAQ M .32 - 1T TO**
_— PAQ M-F .11 . '=.18
' PAQ F -22 ‘
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