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ABSTRACT : ‘ ' v

. The evaluation of ,a behavioral screening procedure ,
for the detection of both‘conduqt’disordered and withdrawn children -:
_was’ implemented in two phases among children enrolled in a rural Head
Start program. The first phase focused on: preliminar identification,
_thédugh teacher rankings and classroom observation, population’
of the most withdrawn and' the most conduct disordered children within
individual preschool classrooms. .-The second phase involved
standardized classroom bbservations of identified children by trained -
v ., observers. Different behaviors wete targeted for each group of .
© children, either conduct ‘disordered .or withdrawn. Children who
. @xhibited the highest frequepci@s of maladaptive behaviors were
- selected.to participate in & group social skills intervention
. .° program. Three groups were selected, two conduct disofdered and one .o
./ withdrawn. Each group consisted of five children. A control group:-of , -
o non-referred children from the same classroom was also established.
- vValidation of. the screening procedure was carried out during the
baseline phase-of the social skiils -program,by traimed observers who .
X were blind to the purpose of 'the study and.tb-the nature of the’
! groups. Thirteen sessions. of observations of each group were taken
' during two l0-minyte table tasks which involved coloring a picture. .
,%pehaviors observed included on-task, out-of-chair, and disruptive ¢
*ictivities. Teachers' rankings.proved to be the most important o
} - component of the screening’ process'. Résults, which stggest that the
N screening procedure sucGessfully discriminated between withdrawn
v’ . children and conduct disorder d' children as well as between these
“children and non-referred conzrpls, are discussed. (Author)RH) -
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I'In a recent review (Zigler & Valentine, 1979) of the history of .
. . . - Sl
- Project Head Start, Cohen, Solnit and Wohlford (1979) trace the slow {

-and problematic evoTution of the psychological services component-of

: <
requ1r1ng that at least 10% of all enrol]ed children be identified as °

¢ mandate.

“methods of "detecting and intervening early in the emotional and'developl

/

I
!

tr

' (Achenbach & EdeLbrock 1978).

ment, ‘the conduct disorderd ch11dren will stand out moré than the w1th-

' .of withdra?n children Within the same* framework of screen1ng to 1dent1fy

the program. They d1scuss the 1972 1eg1s1dt1on (Public Law 94- 424)

[
hand1oapped and note the relatzve innattention to 1dent1f1catfon of
emotional disturbance, although that category was specified in the

‘They conc}ude by citing the cont1nu1ng°need for improved

mental d1ff1cu1ties" of d1sadvantaged children (p. 276).

w1th1n the broad category of childhood emotional d1sturbance, most
emp1r1ca1 approaches toaclass1f1cat1on have identified two major syh- C::%
dromes, generally referred to as w1thdrawn and conduct d1sordered

~

with1n the preschool classroom env1ron-

drawn,children Indeed because of their more noxious env1ronmenta1
impact:, the detect1on and referral of conduct disordered ch11dren-1s

‘more freguent (Quay & Werry, 1979). Consequently, the 1dent1f1cation
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conduck disordered chiidren poses djfficultjes. Therefore; the present

study was designed to evaruate-a behayioral screening procedure for the |

\ N detection of. both conduct d1sordered and withdrawn ch11dren jn a rural

o

- - - ——

. Head Start program

The screening procedure was 1mp1emented in two phases The first
phase_focused on pre11m1nary 1dent1f1catton of a popu]ation of the most
withdrawn‘and.the most conduct d3sorderéd.childnen within individuall

. classrooms. initia]]y, teachers were instructed to observe their stu-

dents for the following behaviors: instquctioﬁ compliance, physical

aggression, appropriate physicaf and verbal interaction, and general
.7 \ activity 1édéi. One week following the instructions,-teachers were | ’
E. ' .asked to list the five most'disruptivef/ludents and the five most with-
. . drawn students from their clas§rooms Two c11n1ca1 psychology graduate
assistants then made subJect1ve classroom observat1ons , focusing on the
10 children 11sted by ‘the teacher, butﬁalso observing other ch11dren .
+The graduate ass1stants then made c11n1ca1 1udgemenfs to seﬂect those
- ch11dren who appeared to be at greatest r1sk T
- . * The second phase involved standard1zed c]assroom observat1ons of
) those sedected children, by tra1ned observers Each child was obsenved
’ . in the ‘classroom sett1ng tw1ce. D1ffer€nt behav1ors were targeted. for
. eachﬁgroup .of ch11dren e1ther w1thdrawn or conduct d1sordered "For thé
potent1a11y w1thdrawn ch11dren the follow1ng behaviars were targeted
R ?alone on task, alone off task, positive soctal reaction, negative social
. reactﬁon, positive social interaction, negative socia1'1nteraction,
L - . ' ,»f:‘ pos1t1ve initiation accepted, -and posit1ve 1n1tiation reJeoted' For

i~ f
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&, ' | the conducl d1sordered group the behav1ors targeted for.observat1on were:

\out of chair, extended voca11zation noncomp11ance physical aggression,

verbal aggression, self—stimu1ation,_daydneamingy—selie4tataon~of teacher

. attention, and time off task (Def1n1tions of these behav1ors are e -

, ava11ab1e upon request ) Each observat1on session 1asted 20-m1nutes, '
) ,ut111z1ng a 15, secend observe 5 second record partial 1nterva1 ‘proce- «

" . dure. “Interrater reliabilities ringed from 74% to 95%, with an gverage
~ S .
T of 86% _ p

hY

Children who exhibited the highest frequencies of maladaptive:be-

haviors were selected to participete in a group social ski]fs interven-

tion program. Three groups of children were selected, two conduct -

disorder®d and one witpdrawn group. 'Eive children were seletted:for

-

each’group. Additionally a control group was- established thch cons{sted -

of mon-referred children from the same classrooms. ' e

Validation of ‘the screening procedure was carried out during the
* ; baseline phase\of the group sotial ski]ls prqgram ‘Thi¥rteen sessions -

of observat1ons of each group were taken during two ten m1nute tab]e 5

N - 3
! TR

: . i tasks wh1ch involved co]or1ng a picture. Tra1ned observers b11nd o

the purpose of the study and the nature of the groups, couducted the

h‘q' l',

A observations from an adJacent bbservat1on room, eéu1pped w1th a one—way | :5
mirror and audio hook- up Behav1ors observed 1nc1uded on taSk out of .
chair and d1srupt1ve behav1or Behav1ors were observed on a 10 second ’“_ i
time samp}nng schedule Interrater reliab111t1es ranged from‘68% to 98%, . ;i N
averagino 84%. Eacp group part1c1pated in one ten minute Segment that 7 o ”:

had on]y one instruﬁf1on at the onset of the SEgment, for examp]e "Cb]or

A
-
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the picture”, and one ten minute segment which included ten specific

jnstructjons, for eample "Color the clown's shoes", spaced ‘60 seconds

. apart o . L . .

.

i

Data from the' two ‘conduct disordered groups were combined. Groupﬂ .

~

means for each trial were calculated and preliminary analysis iindicated

'that no Significant effect for the number of instructions was found.

=\
‘ Therefore data were co]]apsed across this factor and a 3(Groups) by

13(Tria1s) analySis of variance "with répeated measures on the setond

/ factor and unequa] N, was conducted for each of the three dependent

measures. K : N ‘ °

- ts 2

For all three measures a significant main effect for the Groups

Additionaiiy a. Significant Groups by Trials inter-

factor was found

action was found‘for all three measures These data may best, be under-

b

stood'by referring to figures 1, 2 and 3. Planned co risons

revealed that the % w;thgrawn group demonstrated a greatér percentage o
~-of On Task behavior, as shown in figure 1, than the conduct disordered

.group, who, in turn, were Significantiy beyond the controi<group Trend

anaiysis of the interaction revea]ed that both the conduct disordered

and control groups decreased the percentage of On Task behaVior across

.

trials while the‘withdrawn group did not. The conduct‘disordered chi11

+

dren'demonstggted greater percentages of both'out of chair, as shown in

figure 2,land disruptivefbehavior as shown in figure 3, than the control

-

,rchildren,-who in turn, showed a higher percentagé of Out of chair'ber'

havior than the withdrawn children.” Trend anglysis of the interaction,
S . .o . ) o T




o \ “ reveaied that only the conduct disordered chi]dren steadiﬂy increased \
their percentage-of Out of Chair and Disruptive behavior over triais. T oo
The results suggest that the screening procedure successfu]ly

' discriminated both" w1thdrawn children and condyct d1sordered children

~—
]

' :from each.other'and from non-referred controis. Thus,.i'-is apparent ‘, o~
that it is possible tofsuccessfu]]y identif& both conduct disordered

: and withdrawn children within thé framework of one’screeninq procedure.

, Additionally, the resu]ts suggest ‘that 0n Task behav1or atone is -in-

"sufficient to differentiate conduct d1sordered children- from the genera] \'\

"Head"' Start popu]ation It 1s necessary to ﬂnc]ude at least, Disrupv

tive behav1or L A \ ‘ : \ e .
. ‘ - <L

' Several aspects of the results’ ‘stand out as being worthy of further,

’ ?cons1deration First is the fac“’hat the screening procedure, which was . .

.conducted tota]]y within' individual c]assrooms effectively d1scr1m1nated )

. ' conduct disord\hed ‘children and withdrawn chi]dren and that discrimina-

tion he]d up, 1n validity issessments done in ‘an entirely different situ-

i atioh Additionplly, it ¥s notab]e thdt chi]dren 1dent1fied from severa]

different cjasses, ewhibifed the same behavior patterns in the assessment

. .room. _Thus, the screening procedure appears to have tapped behavior . e

L oatterns,that generalize beyond the individual c]assroom.._ .

o ‘Second fihe.significant Groups By Trials interaction demonstrates

that one d]scriminating factor between contro] withdrawn and conduct - .;’ e

d1sordered groups i§ the, behavior rate ouer time. 0ver the thirteen . e'r~1->: :

trials, the conduct disordered group showed a cons1stent deéﬂine in . é;- L .

./ﬁer’
‘ Qn Task‘behavior,aTd a consistent incpease in\Outjof ehair and - ".

hd b » L4 - . . .
-, . . .
T, [ 4 K > . « . -

.
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Disruptive behauiors  Additionally, this, decline was greater than ,¥
for the control group and the withdrawn grouﬁlshowed no decline. It -
is notable that the short term, relativeHy st&tic screening procedure
discriminated grOups)that showed differences oveﬁ time

Third ht s important to look at the conponents of the screening
procedure to examine the contribution of each component. The most im—
portant component was the teacher- rankings of their $tudents in the
1n1t1a1 step of the screening procedure Of the ten identified conduct
disordered children four were ranked. first, two were ranked second, )

lone was ranked third, two were rahked-fourth, and one was not rankeg

,zfs oﬁe of the five most disruptive children in the ‘teacher's c]assroom.

0f the five 1dent1f1ed withdrawn children two were ranked first and

.one was - ranked second, third and fourth, réspectiveiy . Since only

-

one of the fifteen 1dent1f1ed children was missed by the teachers

i

rankings, those rankings proved a va]uable aid in the screening process.

,It‘nwy’be suggested that initial teacher rankings can effectively re-

J

.duce the pool of‘stUdents to be included in the next steps of the

. . ) R s ot s "
screening process,. In 1line with this component analysis concepty

additional research Js presently being conducted on a modiiied screening -
: A ]

~

. . . . Copgs '
proqedure This procedure is carried out at the same time as a screen-

Tng Battery of cognitive and prob]em solving measures is administered

Research on the validity and cost efficiency of this procedure is

i PR

presently be1ng conducted

Al e
.
* oy v

~

One final note regarding the data." It was interesting to nete

3".that during the initial phases of the study, the non- referred contro]
5 nit |
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children showed less on task behaQior than the conduct disordered

chi1dren:~“1hisian9ma]ous result may be an artifact of the type of \

rural Head Start program involved in the present study. However,

it should be noted that this result did not reach the same 1eveH of

~2

significance as the other behaviors. It is pOSSib1e~that this vari- .
ab]e On Task behavior, may< not discriminate groups when included in .
t a mu]tivariate ana]ySis, In any case, it is evident that the rep1i-
cation.w111 be necessasy tQ more fui]y understand this result.
In summary,’the resu]ts suggest several major conc]usions. First, ' __j
the s¢reening procedure effectively discriminated ggth_conduct'disor-
dered and‘withdrawn children from a;general Head‘Start\population: Also »

* important is the imq]i%ation that On Task behavior alone is not sufficient

to differentiate conduct disordered children from non-referred controls.

. ) \
A further point is that the screening procedure, cohducted entirely: ;
v . " within the classroom, was proven Jvalid in a separate setting. Also . - ’
L)
interesting to note was the fact that there were differences in the
‘ trends the groups demonstrated over the{thirteen trials. Based on these
if
- preliminary data, replications and refinements of the screening proce-\ ‘
dure are beihg condu;ted .é% : . . .
. . ¥ . ) A/ b \
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Table 1. Mean Percentage of Time as a Funct1on of Group and MeaSuPed :
Behav1or. K : \ ' :

\ . , X
N . P - . \
. N ~ . . 2 . T
r ~ N L. i Q ' R

e . ~

Measured Behavior

Group - : On Task Out of Chair Disrupti?e

Wi thdrawn ‘ 73.69 25 . .60
Conduct-Disordered 67.63 AP AR R 1 .
Contro] - 47.54 4.8 " 3.29 - C
- . . ) % ’ )
’\/ : N . - )
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