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ABSTRACT
The evaluation ofga behavioral screening. procedure

/Or the detection of both'conduct/disordered and withdrawn children
-,was-implemehted in two phases among children enrolled in a rural Head

Start program. The first phase focused om preliminaryidentification,
thidugh teacher rankings and classroom observation, ip a population'

. of the most withdrawn and the most conduct disordered children within
bndividual preschool classrooms.. The second phase involved
standardized classroo-ibbservations of identktied children by trained

, obseivers. Different weie targeted for each group of
children; either cofiduct 'disordered .or withdrawn. Children who
exhibited the highest"frequencils of maladaptive behaviors'were
selected.to participate in group social skills intervention
program. Three groupp. were selected, two conduct disoidered and one
withdrawn. Each group ooniisted of five children. A control group -of
non-referred children from the setae classroom was also established.

'Validation of.the screening procedure was carried out during the
baseline phase .ofi the social skills.program,by trail-red observers who
were blitd to the pUrpote of':the study andotb.the nature of the

Thirteen sessions,ofobservations of each group, were taken
during two 10-minute table tasks w)iich involved coloring a picture.

pm ,4Behaviors observed included on-task, out -of- chair, and disruptive
activities. Teachers' rankings.proved to be the' most important
component of the screening'process'. ResOlts, which suggest that the
screening procedure successfully disicriminated between withdrawn
children and conduct disordervichildren. as dell as betwe n these

N:children and non-referred contrOls, are discussed. "(Author )

3

***********************************i********%.**4**'*********************
, ..

le" Reproductions- 'supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document-. . *

********T4 *t*,********************************************************
4 .. .

f I
1.

, ,
A

1 . ',. . I.
w

..- 1
7 ';,

1,



ca

U.E. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

)I( This document has been reproduced. as
received from the person or organization
ongmatmgd

CENTER (ERIC),

Li Minor changes have bin made to improve
e reproduction quality

Points of view or opinions stated in thrt docu-
ment do-not necessarily represent official NIE

Behavior al/Emotional Screening of position or policy

Head Start Children

Joseph G. Cunningham, James T. McCoy,'

Kevin Burns, and Tory Herring

Auburn University

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HA_ S BEEN GRANTED BY. _

3os41)--WG

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (olic)."

'In a recent review (Zigler & Valentine, 1979) of the history of

Project Head Start, Cohen, Solnit and Wohlford (1979) trace the slow

and problematic eyolution of the psychological services componentof

the program. They.discyss the 1972 legisltion '(Public Law 94-424)

requiring that at least 10% of
C_

all enrolled children be identifigd,as

handicapped and note the relative innattention to identification of

emotional disturbance, although that category was specified in the

mandate. They conc1yde by citing the continuing need for improved

C

'methods of "detecting and intervening early in the emotional ariddevelop-
.

1

Mentaldifficulties" of disadvantaged children (p. 276).

. Within the broad category of childhood emotional disturbance, most

I empirical approaches to.classification have identified two major syj-

dromes,

CZ:

generally referred to as withdrawn and conduct disordered
.,

(Achenbach & Edelbr4ck-, 1978). Within the preschool classroom environ-
i,

ment, the conduct.disorderd children will stand out more than the with-
Inami , . i

drain Aildren. Indeed, because of their more noxious environmental

.
impact, thedetection and referral of conduct disordered children.is

Er); 4

more frequent (Quay & Werry, 1979). Consequently, the identification

.
. .

of withdraln children within' the samesframework of screening to identify

r
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conducle disordered children poies difficult4es. Therefore; the present
O

tidy was designed to eva?Uatea behavioral screening proceddre for the

detpction.of both:conduct disordered and withdrawn children jn a rural
.

Head Start prdgram.
.P tr.

The screening proCedure"wds impleffiented in two phases. The first

phase focused on preliminary identification of a population of the most

withdrawn-and the most conduct disordered children within individual

Classrooms. Initially, teachers were instructed to observe their stu-

dents for the following behaviori: instriection compliance, physical

aggression, appiclpriate physical' and verbal interaction, and general

activity level. One week following the instructions,. teachers were

asked to list the five most.disruptiveAudents and the five most with-
-

drawn students from their clas5rocims. Two clinical psychology'graduate
.

assistants then made subjective claisroom observations, focusing on the

10 children listed by the teacher, but also observing other children.

..The graduate-assistants thert made - clinical ju'dgemen6 to select those.
.

1
. . _

children whoa ppeared to be at greatesfrisk.

The second .phase involved standardized classrbom observations of

those selected children, by trained obs*rvers. Each child was observed

in the `classroom setting twice. 'Oifferent,behaviors were targeted for

each group.of children, either withdraft or conduct disordered. For th4

potentially withdrawn children the following behaviors were targeted:

'alone on task, alone off task, positive social reaction, negative social

reaction, positive social interaction, negative social interaction,

positive initiation accepted, Wand positive initiation rejected: For

I
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the conduct disordered group the behaviors targeted for, observation were:

out of Chair, extended vocalization, noncompliance, physical aggression,

verbal a..ression 64 4. -.III so on-of teacher

attention, and timeoff task. (Definitions'of these behaviors are
4

available uponrequest.) Each observation session lasted 20iminutes;

4
intervalutilizing a l5, second observe, 5,second record partial nterval proce- t

,

t

dure. 'Interrater reliabilities ranged from 74t to 95%, with .an average
I

of 86%;

Children who exhibited the highest frequencies of maladaptivebe-

haviors were selected to participate in a group social skills interven-

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

.
...

disordertd and ope witOrawft group. Five children were selected for

each'group. Additionally a control group was established /hich consisted
. .

- ..

0'110n-referred children from the same classrooms.

I

.

Validation of the screening procedure was carried,out during, the
: -

1

_

baseline phasekof the group.social skills program. Thirteen sessions

of observations of each group were taken during two ten minute table
4

a

tasks, which, involved coloring a pictire. Trained,observers,Jblindto,

the purpose of the studiand'the.nature of the groups, Caudated the-

observations from an adjacent Observation room,equipped ivith'a one-way, .4 .

mirror and audio hook-up. Behaviors observed includedbn,tatk, out of.

chair; and disruptivebehaVior. Behaviors were observed on a 10 second
A °

time sampling schedule. Interrater reliabilities ranged frON68% to 98%,
. *

averagin6 84%. Eat group partiCipated in one ten minute segment -that

had only one instru tion at the onset of the' segment, for example tolor

,
0

0
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the picture", and one ten minute segment which included ten specific

instructions, for e4ample"Color the clown's shoes", spaced '60 seconds

apart. d I

*

Data from the-two .conduct disordered groups were combined. Group*,-

means for each trial were calculated and preliminary analysis indicated

..that no significant effect for the number of instructions was found.

\ Therefore, data wbre collapsed across this factor and A 3 (Groupsby

13(Trials) analysis of vailance,'with :rpeAted measures on the second

/ factor and unequalN,'wds conducted fo'r each of the three.dependent

N \ .measures. .

.
,

For all three measures a significant main effect for the Groups

factor was found. Additionally a.significant Groups by Trials inter-

(

action was found'for all three measures. These data may best, be under.:

itood'by referring to figures 1, 2, and 3: Planned com risons

revealed that the'Withrawn group demonstrated a greater percentage

'-of On Task behavior, al shown in figuiT 1, than the conduct disordered

group, who, in turn, were significantly beyond the control group. Trend
is

analysit of the interaction revealed that both the conduct disordered

rand control groups decreased the percentage of On Task behavior across

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

dren demonsteted greater percentages of both out of .chair, as shown in

figure 2, and disruptive behavior as shown in figure 3, than t he oontrol

- ,children, who in turn, showed a higher percentage of Out Of chair be-,

Ilavior than the_withdrawn childreri.-^Trend analysis of the ,interaction,
0

e

1

A

1ft

e

4



.

p

,

4

,

'5

. . i

.

, 'revealed that only the conduct &!sordered childr7 steadiqy increased-

their percentage -of Out of Chair And Disrupt-hie beharor over trials.-

il The results suggest that the screening procedure successfully

discriminated both'wittiarawk children and conduct disordered children

.from each.other and from non-referred controls. Thus, itlis appaiTnt
.

, ,

that itis possible to successfully identify both conduct disordered

.:1 /.
and withdrawn children. ithin the framework of one screening procedure.

the results suggest that On Task behavior alone is ln-

.sUfficient to differentiate conduct disordered children from the general

-

Head'Start population. It is
,
necessary to Include, at least, Disrup:

. __ .
, . . 1

,
tive behavior.

1...

Several aspects of the resUlts'stand out as being worthy of further./
, ,.

consideration First is the fact-fhat the screening procedure, which was

.conducted totally Within individual classrooms; effectively discriminated
.

. 7

I

conduct disorde$Wchildr n and withdrawn. Childilen, andthat'disceimina-

tion held up in validity. ssesiments donein'an-entirely different situ-:

atik Additicihlly,,it is notable Ah4t children identified from several
,1

....-

,

different cilasses, exhibited the saMebehavior patterns in the assessment
. .

.room. Thus, the screening Procedure appears to have tapped behavior.
,

' patterns that generalize beyond the individual classroom-. .
,.,,

Second, ;thesignificant Groups.by Trials interaction demonstrates
4 .

that one'discriminating factor:between, control; wittidraWn and conduct
,

. . A .

disordered groups it the behavior rate ow time. Over the thirteen ,--,-,.(.v
.

O .1.

trial's, the conduct disordered group showed a consistent deaine in ..

. 4

On Task,behavior air a consistentincreate friOutof @hair and i.

.

increase
. -.

f
.

./7

r.

1. CP

I



pr4

Disruptive behaviors. Additionally, this,decline was greater than

for the control group and the withdrawn roulishowed no decline. It
=e2

is notable that the short term, relatively static screening procedure

discriminated grOupyhat showed differences "oven time.

Third, It is important to look at the components of the screening

procedure to to examine the contribution of each component. The most im-

portant component was the teacherrankings of their Students in the
. . 4

,

initial step of the screening procedure. Of the ten identified conduct
,

disordered children; four were ranked first; two were ranked second,
t

,

lone was ranked third, two were rahkedfourth, and one was not rankq

las or\e of the five most disruptive children in theteacherrs classroom.

Of the five identified withdrawn children, two were ranked first and

one mas.ranked second,lhird, and fourth, respectively.. Since only
`^.

one of the fifteen identified children .was missed by the teachers'

rankings, those rankings roved a valuable aid in the screening process.

, It aay be suggested that initial teacher rahkings can effectively re-

.duce the pool ofsstudents to be included in the next steps of the

screening process,. In line with this component analAis'cbncept;

additional research
4
is presently being conducted on a modified screening

sameprogedure: This procedure is carried out at the same time as a screen-

tng Ratte;ly of cognitive and problem solving measures is administered.

..

Research on the validity and cost efficiency of this procedure is
Y

d 4

'presently being conducted.
...

* I . .4 . .

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

xt 4

4"...

.
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A

Anil during the in phases of the study:the non-referred control
zz,
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children showed less on task behavior than the conduct disordered

children. This anomalous 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 level of

significance as the other, behaviors. If is possible that this var.%

able, On Task behavior, da3knot dtscriminategroups when included in

a multivariate analysis, In any case, it is evident that the repli-

catian, will benecessasy tO more fully understand this result.

In summary,°the result's suggest several major conclusions. First,

the screening procedure effectively discriminated 'both conductdisor-

.

dered and'withdrawn children from a general Head Start population. Also .
,

important is ,the implication that On Task behavior alone is not sufficient

to differentiate conduct disordered children from non-referred controls.

A further point is that the R.eening procedure, conducted entirely.

r within the classroom, was proven ,valid in a separate setting, Also

\
interesting tonote was the fact that there were differences in the

1
,

N .

0
trends the groups demonstrated over the thirteen trials. Based on these.

. It I. . .
.

..,7 preliminary data, replications and reMements of the screening proce-\
-

.

-dure are being condupted.
1
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Table 1. Mean Percentage of Time as a Function of Group and Measured
Behavior. ', °

,

9

Group On Task

Withdrawn 73.69

Conduct-Disordered 67.63

Control . 47.54

4

4,

Measured Behavior

Out of Chair Disruptive

.25 .60

4

21.20 20.77

114.84 3.29
,

4
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Figure 1. Percent of time on task over days.. -

1

10 - 11 12 13

4

4



Out of Chair Behavior
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