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Are We Talking About the Same Child?
Parent-Teacher Ratings of Preschoolers’ Social-temait Behaviors

Most of the available informatioregarding children’s problem behaviors comes from
informants’ perceptions, assessed with rating saalenterviews (Hay et al., 1999; Merrell,
2008). In the field of social-emotional assessmieglhavior rating scales are the most widely
used assessment technique for young children (Me2888; Myers, 2013). This popularity
is based on the flexibility (the same issues caadsessed in different settings) and cost-
effectiveness of this assessment tool, as weleaadks of research supporting reliability and
validity. With preschoolers, the use of behavidn@gscales is even more important due to
the impossibility of collecting valid self-repoft®m these younger children (Berg-Nielsen,
Solheim, Belsky, & Wichstrom, 2012). However, asuis of concern in both research
applications and practice applications regarditiggescales is the consistent finding of
modest inter-rater agreement (Rescorla et al., 2012

The literature available on inter-rater agreememinfhome and school settings can be
summarized in four general findings. First, agreenoeefficients between ratings of
different informants are weak to moderate, withdovevels of agreement among informants
who have different roles in the child’s life (e.parents/teachers) (Achenbach, McConaughy,
& Howell, 1987; Culp, Howell, Culp, & Blankemey&001; Gagnon, Nagle, & Nickerson,
2007; Grietens et al., 2004; Gross, Fogg, Garvejuldon, 2004; Hinshaw, Han, Erhardt, &
Huber, 1992; Merrell, 2002; Touliatos & Lindholn®&1; Winsler & Wallace, 2002).
Second, parents (especially mothers) tend to Ingie ¢hildren as having more problem
behaviors than teachers (Berg-Nielsen et al., 2CG1H et al., 2001; Gross et al., 2004;
Strickland, Hopkins, & Keenan, 2012; Touliatos &tholm, 1981; Winsler & Wallace,
2002). Third, parents and teachers have a tenderaxyree more concerning externalizing

problem behaviors (more visible) than for internialg ones, primarily because they are less



easily observed (Achenbach et al., 1987; Gagnah,e2007; Hinshaw et al., 1992; Merrell,
2002; Winsler & Wallace, 2002). Finally, there ikigher informant agreement for problem
behaviors than for social skills (Winsler & Walla@902).

Low inter-rater agreement indicates that ratinggmmblem behaviors may be
substantially different depending on whether tHermant is the father, the mother, the
teacher, or someone else (Culp et al., 2001; DeRey®s & Kazdin, 2005). Nevertheless, the
idea that different informants (e.g., parents, lieas, professionals, the child and peers)
should be used in the assessment of children isestlblished (e.g., Achenbach, et al., 1987;
Grietens et al., 2004; Kamphaus & Frick, 1996; Tlez& Epkins, 2003; Winsler & Wallace,
2002). The recommendation to collect informatiamnirdifferent perspectives is based on the
knowledge that differences in child (e.g., gendgg), parent (e.g., educational level,
psychopathology), and family characteristics (engmber of siblings, family status) (De Los
Reyes & Kazdin, 2005), as well as the setting inctvithe behavior is observed (e.g., home
and school) may affect the ratings that are magelL(@® Reyes & Kazdin, 2005; Gagnon et
al., 2007; Hay et al., 1999; Merrell, 20yickland et al., 2002 As far as the child and
informant variables are concerned, inconsistemirigs have been the rule rather than the
exception, suggesting the need for further invasitg (De Los Reyes & Kazdin, 2005).

Unfortunately, most of the studies that assessnpaeacher agreement are in
reference to school age children, leaving thisagsaorly clarified for preschoolers (Grietens
et al., 2004; Gross et al., 2004; Rescorla eR@ll2;Strickland et al., 2012Vinsler &

Wallace, 2002). The present study aims to giverdribmution to this field by exploring
parent-teacher agreement for a large representdivgle of preschoolers.

Why does informant agreement matter? Low paremhaagreement, if not well
understood, casts a shadow of doubt on the retyabitd validity of an assessment based on

responses from any one source. It is well knowhrdtangs of behavior by caregivers, such



as parents and teachers are influenced by indivdifiarences between sourcemused by
reasons such agress, personality differences. Such findings teag to the exaggerated
belief that ratings of parents and teachers asmstaminated by these factors that they say
more about the raters than the child.

This is a simplistic understanding of source disagrent. Disagreements between
informants may be an outcome of observing the dhildifferent settings (e.g., parents and
teachers), differences between informants in thermaain which they interact with the child
(e.g., mothers and fathers may elicit differentébebrs from the child), or perceptions of the
same behavior may differ due to values differerazeeng raters (e.g., parents may value
assertive behavior on the part of the child, whdene teacher may feel this behavior is
disrespectful) (Renk, 2005). In each of these ¢caa&iags may be perfectly reliable and valid,
although different. Understanding the factors #fégct rater perception makes it clear that
there is no single gold standard for the souraaiirfigs.

Based on this understanding, many authors (e.qk,R®05) recommend the use of
several informants from different settings to owene rater differences. However, this raises
other issues. One issue is whether to aggregatatings from different sources. Further, if
aggregation is seen as desirable, how shoulddbhe? Should raters in the home be
aggregated (e.g., fathers and mothers) and comparatings in the schools (e.g., two
teachers), or should all ratings be aggregateeéfpsiand teachers). Achenbach et al. (2008)
have pointed out some of the limitations of aggtiegeof ratings. They argue that informant
disagreement is as instructive as agreement, amtbtae assumed as an error. Such
differences may justify the need to have distinttiivention strategies at home and in the
school or with different individuals in either sef (Achenbach et al., 1987; Culp et al.,

2001).



Despite individual differences that affect perceps, parents have some advantages
over other sources of information on child behagioce they spend more time with the child
than anyone else, and have observed the behauioe child across time and across
situations (Culp et al., 2001). Moreover, theya@iten in a good position to offer unique
information about the child’s life history, presedifficulties, and external factors affecting
the behavior (e.g., a death in the family).

Although teachers are well prepared to be inforsabbut the child’s academic
competencies (Mashburn, Hamre, Downer, & Piant@620heir perceptions about social-
emotional functioning has not always been consdiezievant in the past (Kamphaus &
Frick, 1996). Nevertheless, the growing numberhilidcen attending preschools and the
amount of time spent there draws attention tongortance of considering teacher and aid-
teacher perspectives on the assessment of soctdiesial behavior of children in this age
group (Hinshaw et al., 1992; Rescorla et al., 2002 of the reasons contributing to the
increased interest in the teachers’ perspectivedds with their experience, practice and
opportunities to observe the child across timesouwal situations (e.g., classroom,
playground), offering them access to informationwtihe child that may be unavailable to
parents (Kamphaus & Frick, 1996). Second, unlikepis, teachers have the clear advantage
of being able to observe a large sample of childites class) with whom they can contrast
the child’s behavior (Grietens et al., 2004; Kamghé& Frick, 1996; Mashburn et al., 2006;
Strickland et al., 2012). Finally, they can obsethe child for longer periods in interaction
with peers, which gives them access to a uniquefs#dta regarding the child and his/her
social behaviors (Mashburn et al., 2006). For gresters, teacher perceptions are
particularly important in the identification/vali@n of problem behaviors, since for this

younger age group the diversity of noncompliant aggressive behaviors is quite broad.



Typically, inter-rater agreement is assessed byetaiimg the ratings of two types of
raters (teachers and parents) across a groupldfexi This method determines the extent to
which the rank ordering of individuals in the grdmptwo types of raters is the same. A
different way of addressing this issue is the agialgf differences in scores between different
sources (De Los Reyes & Kazdin, 2005). This apgraéadhe analysis of source
discrepancies focuses on mean difference betwees of raters (De Los Reyes & Kazdin,
2005; Treutler & Epkins, 2003), information thag ttypical correlation analysis cannot
detect. These two methods of comparing informaimga often produce substantially
different outcomes (De Los Reyes & Kazdin, 200%uller & Epkins, 2003).

During the 28 century, several behavior rating scales have traeslated to other
languages with evidence of high reliability andidi#y for different countries. A major issue
in the use of behavior rating scales with presalisdirom different language/culture groups
is how translation affects the psychometric prapsrof the instrument, including inter-rater
agreement. This topic becomes relevant due toltimlization of psychology and the lack of
instruments available for non-English speaking ¢oes (van-Windenfelt, Treffers, Beurs,
Siebelink, & Koudijs, 2005). Most of the world musty on translations and adaptations of a
well-established assessment tool from the Englisljuage. However, several challenges in
the use of translated instruments have been disdusghe literature (van de Vijver &
Hambleton, 1996; van-Widenfelt et al., 2005), otiae process is more than just a literal
translation of the items. The present study exdmaplthat kind of situation for the evaluation
of Portuguese preschoolers’ social-emotional bairavi

Several behavior rating scales have been trandiateither languages with good
psychometric properties. The two most common ined@mnotional and behavioral
assessment are the Achenbach System of EmpirBaigd Assessment (ASEBA) forms

(translated into over 90 languages) and the Stnsraytd Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ);



Goodman, 1997; with about 80 SDQ translations atglfrom the web site). The translation
of the same instrument in several different langsaaso allowed for outstanding examples
of research on the informant agreement in a crakaral context. For example, Rescorla et
al. (2012) analyzed data for 7,380 preschoolemrs 8 societies using the ASEBA preschool
forms. The authors found a modest mean cross-ir@otr@greement and that despite distinct
language, religion, or cultural values, a similarss-informant pattern was found across
societies; the mean of Total Problems score wafsigntly higher for parents than for
caregivers/teachers.

The purpose of the present study is to examinenpéeacher agreement on ratings of
preschoolers’ social skills and problem behavior @ provide additional evidence of
reliability to the Portuguese version of the Presttand Kindergarten Behavior Scales —
Second Edition (PKBS-2; Merrell, 2002). We prediicit the level of agreement between
home and school settings will be low to moderatetter, we hypothesize that parents and
teachers will be more in agreement for externadjzivan for internalizing problem behaviors.
In addition, discrepancies between parents’ ancheza’ ratings will also be studied, with the
expectation that parents will rate their childrerhaving more problem behaviors than
teachers. In order to explore the impact of sewaablbles on informant agreement, analyses
will be replicated for child (gender) and parenbhers’ educational level) characteristics.

METHOD
Participants

The Portuguese normative sample of the PKBS-2 wed in the present study. The
sample consisted of 1,000 preschoolers rated hogakents and teachers. A random
sampling plan was used stratified by child gender $00 for boys and for girls) and age<
250 for 3, 4, 5 and 6 years old), with a mean dge30 years$D= 1.12). In addition, the

sample was stratified for type of school (58, 18 26% for public, private, and social



assistance, respectively), school location (byaegiof Portugal) and community size (i.e.,
urban, moderately urban and rural), with childrandomly selected within these strata.
Stratification was based on data available fromRbduguese National Institute of Statistics
(INE) andthe Office of Statistics and Planning for Educaf{G&PE)

Parent sampleParents’ ratings were provided mostly by motl{8886), with 12%
coming from fathers, and the remaining 5% complétegarents jointly or by another
informant such as grandparents. Information wadabla regarding the educational level for
795 of the 834 responding mothers: 19% had conplets than the national compulsory 9
years (basic school), 29% had completed basic $cB@% had received a high school
diploma, and 22% had a higher level of education.

Teacher sampleéPreschool teachers provided ratings of 875 aild87%) and
primary school teachers provided ratings on 12584}1éhildren (at age 6, children may attend
preschool or the first year of primary school defieg on their birth month). Teachers rated
an average of eight children each (range 5-15jh©f.31 teachers who provided ratings, 129
were female. Professional experience ranged froémn3b years, with most teachers having
more than 5 years of professional experience.

Instrumentation

The PKBS-2 (Merrell, 2002) is a North American babarating scale designed to
assess social skills and problem behaviors forchies children. It consists of 76 items,
divided into two major scales: Social Skills (3dnits) and Problem Behaviors (42 items).
Subscales were derived based on exploratory arffdroatory analyses with three Social
Skills subscales (Social Cooperation, Social Itissa and Social Independence) and two
broadband Problem Behaviors subscales (Externgleaal Internalizing Problems). Second
order factor analyses led to the development & $ipplemental subscales: three for

Externalizing Problems (Self Centered/ExplosiveéeAtion Problems/Overactive and



Antisocial/Aggressive) and two of Internalizing Bkems (Social Withdrawal and
Anxiety/Somatic Problems). The same set of itemsel for parents, teachers or other raters
from home and school settings, with items rate@ éour-point Likert scale (from Onever
to 3 “frequently). The psychometric properties of the PKBS-2 aseuinented in the manual,
which presents several studies for reliability (&nternal consistency, temporal stability) and
validity (e.g., construct, convergent and divergealidity) (Merrell, 2002). Despite some
limitations (e.g., overrepresentation of boys i@ #iandardization sample), Allin (2004)
recognized the PKBS-2 as a user friendly test amseéul tool for preschoolers’ social,
behavioral, and emotional assessment, based o sloeoretical and psychometric evidence.
All the efforts were made in order to keep the vimgcbf the PKBS-2 items as similar
as possible from the original, with some adaptatiothe Portuguese language, so that the
meaning of culture-specific items was not lostitsrél translation (van-Widenfelt et al.,
2005). The process of translation/adaptation tdPihireuguese language and back-translation
was completed following permission granted by tK&8-2 author and editor. Item analyses,
as well as evidence of reliability and validity wetocumented for the Portuguese version
(Major, 2011; Major & Seabra-Santos, 2014). In tehreliability, Cronbach alpha
coefficients for the Social Skills scale and subsxaanged from .76 to .88 for the parents’
sample and .89 to .95 for the teachers’ sampletifeoProblem Behaviors scale, alpha
coefficients ranged fron¥8 to .95 for the parents’ sample and .85 to ®ife teachers’
sample. These values are very similar to thosdraatdrom the original North American
version. Based on the same exploratory and contiimpg@rocedures used for the PKBS-2
(factor solution tested for the total sample andhfame and school samples independently),
the factor structure of the American version wasicated, with minor adjustments for some
subscales’ designation, in order to make them role@ly understandable in Portuguese

(e.g., Cooperation/Social Adjustment instead of fuscial Cooperation), or according to
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items’ content (e.g., Over Activity/Lack of Atteati instead of Attention
Problems/Overactive, once the majority of the itémetuded in that subscale are related to
activity problems and not to attention ones). Thiusee Social Skills subscales
(Cooperation/Social Adjustment, Social Interactitmpathy and Social
Independence/Assertiveness) and two Problem Betsastidscales (Externalizing Problems
and Internalizing Problems) were found. Consistéttt findings from the original PKBS-2
factor structure, second order factor analysesdede development of five supplemental
subscales (Major, 2011).
Procedure

Once authorization was obtained from the NatioretbProtection Commission,
principals from several schools from all over termtry (randomly selected) were
approached. After the principals permission wasiobkt, teachers from 64 schools were
contacted by the researcher. Children were randseigcted based on the classroom list and
recruited depending on parental consent as wellea®llowing criteria: age between 3-6
years old (ages for which the PKBS-2 were spedijickeveloped), one Portuguese speaking
parent (who could understand and rate the itenasipaotor impairment (the child may have a
distinct approach to peers due to such conditiod)atendance of the recruited school for at
least 3 months (this is a request to rate the PRB& that the teacher has had a minimal time
of interaction with the child). Parent and teagbarticipation was voluntary. All
guestionnaires were collected in collaboration watichers, who served as mediators in the
communication between the researcher and parenieedetermined number of cases were
collected from each school. Questionnaires werergte teachers and a packet containing the
parent consent form, a document explaining the gbtide research and a questionnaire was

sent home. Teachers were only allowed to completie juestionnaires after parents returned
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the packet and agreed to participate. The retduenwas 88% for parents and 100% for
teachers; that is, after obtaining parental consente of the teachers refused to participate.
Data Analyses

Inter-class (Pearsars) and intra-clasd@C, for inter-rater reliability) correlation
coefficients were calculated to determine pareatiter agreement for each of the PKBS-2
scales and subscales. Besides bivariate corredafitearson coefficient), the ICC has been
used as a measure of rater reliability for quatntadata (Chen & Barnhart, 2013) as it
represents a useful index for cross-informant agese (e.g., Langberg et al., 2010).
Furthermore, for a more general approach, the roeaslation was also calculated according
to Fisher'sr-to-z transformation. In order to analyze the discrepanbetween parent and
teacher ratings, mean scores were examined aredatiffes were tested via paired-sample
tests. This approach was used once it providestach perspective on the informant
agreement from correlation analyses, while compgastales and subscales scores for parents
and teachers. Effect size statistics were provigethe Eta Squared statistic, classified
according to Cohen’s (1988) guidelines (small =.@3, moderate = .06-.13 and largel4).
Lastly, analyses were replicated for PKBS-2 totakss (Social Skills and Problem
Behaviors scales) based on the child’s genderitaeé levels of mothers’ education (only
for mother ratings).

RESULTS

Table 1 displays correlations calculated for pafr;formants (home and school
ratings) for each of the PKBS-2 scores. For thal sample, Pearson correlations were low to
moderately low (although all significant fpr< .01), with weaker correlations for the Social
Skills scale ( = .28) than for the Problem Behaviors scale (34). Moreover, correlations
were stronger for externalizing problem behavibemntfor the internalizing problems=£ .42

vs .27, respectively). Intra-class correlationfyalgh higher than Pearsonl€C range .27-
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.56), present the same general pattern. Mean aticelaccording to Fishertsto-z
transformation, also indicates a moderate but Bggmt association between parent and
teacher ratings = .32,p < .01).

Insert Table 1

As shown in Table 1, when considering child’s gamahd mothers’ educational level,
the same pattern of results is found: low to magecarrelations and higher agreement for
externalizing problem behaviors. Although corr@as are quite similar for boys and girls,
agreement tends to be higher for boys with resjpestcial skills (Cooperation/Social
Adjustment and Social Interaction/Empathy) as w&slfor some externalizing problems
(Anti-Social/Aggressive and Over-Activity/Lack ott&ntion). When taking into account the
795 mothers for whom educational data were availahkre is a trend towards a higher
agreement between parent-teacher when mothersohguleted a higher level of education
(see Table 1).

When analyzing mean differences in the total sarn(g#e Table 2), all the differences
between parent and teacher ratings are statistisigihificant. Parents systematically rated
their children in a more positive direction witlgeed to social skills than teachers, but in a
more negative way for problem behaviors. The orbyeptions are for the Cooperation/Social
Adjustment subscale and for the Social Withdrawglptemental subscale, with lower ratings
by parents than teacheAthough some of the effect sizes are low (.01féar PKBS-2
scores), many differences are sizeable (betweean@836), with the largest effect occurring
for theOpposition/Explosive supplemental subscale.

Insert Table 2

When conducting the same analyses (only for smtafes) for child’s gender and

mothers’ education, the same pattern of resultaroed for the total score of the Problem

Behaviors scale. That is, children are rated bgmarmore negatively than by teachers, with
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all differences being statistically significant amdmoderate to large effect sizes €.08-
.22). However, for the total Social Skills scalesibnly for boys and for children with higher
educated mothers that the differences betweergsateach a statistical significance with
small effect sizes;f = .03).
DISCUSSION

Considering parents and teachers as the main iafasgrior preschoolers’ social-
emotional assessment (Strickland et al., 2012)aneadyzed a nationally representative sample
of children using two approaches proposed by DeR@ges and Kazdin (2005): agreement
(correlations) and scale-score discrepancies (roeaparisons). Correlation analyses provide
evidence of modest parent-teacher agreement, imdlat is consistent with the literature
(e.g., Achenbach et al., 1987; Gagnon et al., 2@0i&tens et al., 2004; Gross et al., 2004;
Merrell, 2002; Winsler & Wallace, 2002). Pareradber correlations did not change
substantially when analyzed separately for diffecdild and parent variables. Compared
with the results from the classical meta-analy§i&ahenbach et al. (1987), the mean
correlation of .32 obtained for the parent-teacdgreement in this study was quite similar to
the mean coefficient of .28 obtained by Achenbauh@lleagues across multiple settings.

Several reasons may explain why parents and teabhge such low correspondence
in their rates of social-emotional functioning. Qeason is that parents and teachers view
behavior in different settings with distinct cortiegad demands (academic vs. family)
(Strickland et al., 2012). The preschool classrdgraup setting) is a social environment
containing a number of same-age peers, while hamieomment (family setting) seldom
includes a number of same-age peers. Second, leechits group structure and demand
characteristics, where learning is the focus eeerydunger children, the environment in the
classroom is quite different from that experienbgathildren at home. Third, children’s

interaction with teachers may differ from theiraraction with their parents due to several
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factors, including the personality or general iatgion style of the caregiver. Finally, parents
and teachers may have different degrees of toleremmrcsome behaviors. This may occur, in
part because parents may be less familiar with\bersthat are considered developmentally
appropriate (Strickland et al., 2012). Thus, tHeeds of differences may create divergent
perspectives concerning the child’s behavior.

Results also replicate the literature review (Adiaarh et al., 1987; Gagnon et al.,
2007; Hinshaw et al., 1992; Winsler & Wallace, 2pb@licating that correlations for parent-
teacher agreement are higher for externalizinglprolbehaviors, than for internalizing
behaviors. This difference in the level of agreemalso observed for the Externalizing and
Internalizing supplemental subscales, may be ex@thby the high visibility and annoyance
caused by problems such as over-activity or agyessss, compared with behaviors related
to social withdrawal or anxiety.hese results are very similar to those obtainethi®
original PKBS-2 studies (Merrell, 2002). Furthermaotonsistent with the findings of
Touliatos and Lindholm (1981) who found higher agnent coefficients for the boys, our
results indicate that boys may elicit higher levadlgnter-rater agreement on externalizing
problem behaviors. As noted by Berg-Nielsen et24112), parents and teachers may be more
aware of boys’ misbehaviors while they are morertoit with girls, not only because it is
expected that boys have more problem behaviorsgdinksn but also more externalizing ones,
such as aggression. On the other hand, the higlnenpteacher agreement found for mothers
with a higher educational level may be due to &ebd&nhowledge of child development and
more adjusted expectations that are more simildrdse of professionals.

When mean differences were examined, parents asgjgar mean ratings on all the
Social Skills scales (except for Cooperation/So&@justment, rated highly by teachers) and
Problem Behaviors scales (except for Social Witlvdia Thus, when compared to teachers,

parents over-rated both the positive and the negatiributes of their children’s behavior.
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While analyzing the differences by disaggregathmysample according to the children’s
gender and the maternal level of education, theegaattern of parent ratings that had been
seen in the total sample was observed, but onltheaProblem Behaviors scale. For the
Social Skills scale, modest effects were foundbfoys (rated by teachers with lower levels of
social skills) and for children of higher educatedthers (rated by these mothers with higher
levels of social skills).

Overall, these results are consistent with the iggtieerature on parent-teacher
agreement which indicates that parents rate tihdoiren as exhibiting more problematic
behaviors than informants from the school setteng.( Culp et al., 2001; Gross et al., 2004;
Rescorla et al., 2012; Winsler & Wallace, 2002Veal possible explanations for this effect
can be discussed. On the one hand, parents sparedime with their children, have more
opportunities to observe them, and therefore mag lagbetter knowledge of what is their
typical behavior. On the other hand, it is possibb many parents have inappropriate
expectations about normative behavior of the pasiothild, tending to evaluate as
disruptive behaviors that are normative. Howevecjad withdrawal behaviors were rated as
more problematic by teachers than parents, poskédatguse of the social circumstances of
the classroom, more outgoing behavior are viewettaghers as optimizing opportunities for
learning and social integration.

The present study, while providing evidence ofréi&bility of the Portuguese
version of the PKBS-2, highlights some issues eeléb the use of translated behavior rating
scales. Consistent with current thinking aboutuwaltspecificity (van de Vijver &

Hambleton, 1996; van-Widenfelt et al., 2005), tloeti®yuese version is not just a literal
translation of the PKBS-2. Attention was givenhe tneaning of the items by experts in child
psychological assessment and the subscales labsdsadapted to become more

understandable in the Portuguese context. Thetfattesults are congruent with literature
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and with the original version of the PKBS-2 highilig the usefulness of this tool in cross-
cultural research. The Portuguese version, thezefan be used to compare results to the
English version.

All these findings have significant clinical impditons for the assessment of
preschool children. Although parents and teachershe most requested informants for the
social-emotional assessment of younger childremesevel of disagreement is to be
expected. Their different perspectives should besiclered useful and are likely to provide
valuable information not only about the child, ligo about the adults themselves (Hay et al.,
1999). Thus, while integrating information in ctial practice, and in order to gain a broader
understanding of the child’s social-emotional bebisy the professional has to take into
account the unique perspective of each one offioeennants, while also considering the
characteristics of the child and the settings ifctvitvehavior is observed.

The present study also documents inter-rater aggeeai the social-emotional
assessment of preschoolers using the Portugueservef the PKBS-2. Further, the study
contributes to the limited literature on inter-raagreement for preschool children (Myers,
2013). Despite the strengths of this study, iniclga large national community sample of
preschoolers, one limitation is evident: the curfemme sample was mostly composed by
mothers’ ratings. This could be an important liiita since it has been noted that mothers
usually rate their children with more problem bebes/than fathers. Nevertheless, the lower
participation of fathers in studies of this nati'eommon (Merrell, 2002; Treutler & Epkins,
2003).

Some future directions should be considered. Rhistperspective of fathers should be
more systematically integrated. Also, further reskea needed to examine the impact of
child, parent and teacher characteristics (e.gchers’ experience) on inter-rater agreement.

This question might be addressed using a more @aggproach, such as hierarchical
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modeling analysis, to explore the contributions@feral specific variables on child’s
positive and negative behaviors. It could provdulde have parents and teachers observe
the same behaviors in a laboratory situation. Tight illuminate differences in perception
when viewing the same behaviors.

More than 20 years after the meta-analysis preddmtéchenbach et al. (1987), the
idea of understanding the perspective of diffenefarmants is still a pertinent issue in
preschoolers’ assessment (Berg-Nielsen et al.,)2Uh2 present paper suggests that, even if
parents and teachers may not view the child’s behaexactly the same way, they are still
talking about the same child and they should begeized as essential informants to

understand preschoolers’ social-emotional behaviors
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Table 1
Agreement between Parents and Teachers for PKBE®2S(Total Sample, Child’s Gender

and Mothers’ Educational Level)

Total Sample Child’s Gender Mothers’ Educational Levél
Pearson Intra-class Basic High Higher
PKBS-2 Score
Correlation Correlation Boys Girls School  School Education

(N=1,000) (N=1,000) (n=500) (n=500) (n=381) (n=238) (n=176)

Social Skills Scale

Cooperation/Social Adjustment 31 45** 33F* 27 31 .28** .39**
Social Interaction/Empathy 19** 27 .22% 61* .15%* .15* .28**
Social Independence/Assertiveness .32% A6** 32** .32% 29%* .34+ 33
Total Social Skills .28** A1x* 29%* .25%* A 22%* .30**

Problem Behaviors Scale

Externalizing Problems A2%* 53** A2%* .38** 37 45** 49**
Internalizing Problems 27** 40** .26** .28** 23** .19** 41
Total Problem Behaviors .34+ A6 .34** .33 29 .35 45

Problem Behaviors Supplemental Subscales

Anti-Social/Aggressive ALr* .56** B el .35%* .36** AB** A6**
Over-Activity/Lack of Attention A4Q*x .55%* A% .38** A1 A2%* 51**

Opposition/Explosive 31 .36** 31 31 25** .34** .38**
Social Withdrawal 25%* .39%* 24 .25%* J19* 24 .33**
Anxiety/Somatic Complaints .25%* .36** 23** e 24 12 37

a = Pearson Correlations

*p<.05 *p<.01 (two-tailed)



Table 2

Differences between Parent and Teacher Ratinga(Bample, Child’s Gender and

Mothers’ Educational Level)
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Parents Teachers
PKBS-2 Score
M SD M SD t p 7
Total SampleN = 1,000)
Social Skills Scale
Cooperation/Social Adjustment 25.79 3.80 27.294.86  -9.25** 001 .08
Social Interaction/Empathy 25.62 3.15 23.65 55.111.37* .001 .11
Social Independence/Assertiveness 33.33 3.73 .9032 5.31 250 .013 .01
Total Social Skills 84.74 8.82 83.84 13.33 2.06.039 .01
Problem Behaviors Scale
Externalizing Problems 31.51 13.96 23.39 18.5B4.32** .001 .17
Internalizing Problems 1555 7.25 13.39 8.80 .966 .001 .05
Total Problem Behaviors 47.06 19.24 36.78 243w .84** 001 .14
Problem Behaviors Supplemental Subscales
Anti-Social/Aggressive 7.86 5.59 7.33 7.57 2.27.024 .01
Over-Activity/Lack of Attention 10.51 4.66 7.99 588 13.97** .001 .16
Opposition/Explosive 13.14 5.21 8.07 6.26  2%69.001 .36
Social Withdrawal 4.89 3.56 5.27 4.40 -2.41* 160 .01
Anxiety/Somatic Complaints 10.66 4.50 8.12 5.0713.60** .001 .16
Subsamples by Child’s Gender
Boys (= 500)
Total Social Skills 84.36 8.92 81.74 13.98 #*12 .001 .03
Total Problem Behaviors 48.88 19.56 41.03 25.76.63* .001 .08
Girls (n = 500)
Total Social Skills 85.11 8.71 85.93 12.30 e.4 .162 .00
Total Problem Behaviors 45.23 18.75 3254 22.1P1.92** 001 .22
Subsamples by Mothers’ Educational Level
Basic Schoolrf = 381)
Total Social Skills 83.33 9.06 82.21 13.99 1.52.130 .00
Total Problem Behaviors 50.22 19.06 39.59 24.73.84* 001 .14
High School = 238)
Total Social Skills 85.35 8.35 85.63 12.16 20.3 .740 .00
Total Problem Behaviors 46.20 19.01 36.95 25.68.49** 001 .11
Higher Educationr(= 176)
Total Social Skills 87.32 8.15 85.11 13.13 2.22.028 .03
Total Problem Behaviors 41.44 17.86 31.68 20.86.31* 001 .19

*p<.05 *p<.0l



