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Athree-tier prevention “triangle” has been used to organize ’2‘;;‘: L In keeping with literature published by PBSI, this study found 80% of students fell in the
effective interventions for dissemination in a systematic way. The 80% range considered to be “Typical” level of risk, 14% fell in the “Elevated” level of risk
current study |nvesugates the overall risk profile of the participating ;g range, and 6% fell in the “Extremely Elevated” level of risk range logic (OSEP Center on
schools and the by ic variables to 50% Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports; 2000).
i i i) 1 Sz, 23 Significant differences were found using Chi Square and Univariate ANOVA for
a Z50 gender, ethnicity, and economic status (Table 1); however, none of the interaction
Introduction 5

effects were significant. Effect size reported as Cramer's V for Chi-square and Partial
Gender Ethnicity Economic Status Eta Squared in the Univariate ANOVA showed little effect with gender accounting for
Students with an Emotional Disturbance (ED) disability account for 3% of the variance in total t-score and 19% of the variance in risk category, ethnicity 4%
1% of the current Special (U.S.D of wMale (n = 1915) - Aftican-American (n = 824) w Hispanic (n = 1200) “NonEcon. Dis. (0=1603)  and 11%, and economic status only 0.7% and 7%.

Education, 2010). However, current mental health estimates suggest i

(n=312) WwEcon. Dis. (n = 2126)
that approximately 20% of the student population experience an Despite non-slgnlflcant interaction effects, the group with the highest mean score were

emotional or behavioral difficulty (U.S. Public Health Service, 1999). Measurement Afri ican males with a T-score of 57.96; the
If schools do not find a way to assist these students, these lowest T-score (43.65) was obtained by female, non-economically disadvantaged youth
unidentified students may have similar i and as Behavior Scaje for Children, Second Edition in the “other” category. On average, Aln_can-Amencan students were ra!e_d 7.95 _
the students with ED (Bradley, Doolittle, & Bartolotta 2008). havioral and ing System (BASC-2 BESS) standard score points above students in the “other” category. Followed in magnitude
5 by a difference of 5.80 standard score points between males and females.
IR SHUTad L NENETENS (FES) 5 e The BASC- 2 BESS generates one total score that indicates ‘isk” of Interestingly, this sample indicated that Caucasian students were rated most similar to
s [FECESS i (O B SIS or behavioral disorder (K & Hispanic students with only 1.32 standard score points difference, on average,
rsk. v
Reynolds 2007) BESS norms closely match the U. S. population between the two group’s mean scores.

Methods Risk s identified through T-scores (M=50, SD=10); 20-60 equates to Conclusion/Limitations
“ al”, 61-70 tes to “elevated”, and 71 or high ites
The final sample consisted of 3,729 students representing three LT CHPTD D TR, or higher equates to

The current study found that the frequency of students falling within each level of risk,
“extremely elevated”.
districts and seven schools. A Chi-square analysis was conducted to il Yosy

as indicated by the BASC-2 BESS, is similar in pattern to prior published literature on

determine if significant differences exist between Gender ,Ethnicity, Overall Distribution g‘:n":frnglz:ﬁlgﬁ(;sigiggg gré;gssc“r’:;::‘?‘e’g‘? t:m“;n:‘ :;:;::&D‘ZZ cﬁg?m'
?233;;?; :t’iglr:: sg;?zm:,;?rz;i ?SA osri- ithI[-lasfnS::( widely used rating difference exist between teacher rating on gender, ethnicity, and economic status.
methods of probability distribution. The results indicate If dlfferences 6% However, the effect size values associated with these findings were very low, indicating
(i) Gl ) G s (e Ul 100% 14¢ that the majqriy of the sludept‘s obtained scores were not exp]ained by either their
ANOVA was conducted to |nvesugate mean score differences DEERIEEE I (S ggnder. et.th'!y' oreconomic stats aqd GIES i |n(_i|cale Uik
(e il effects. Elevated (n = 516) disproportionality in this example of universal screening procedures.
50% = Typical (n = 2994) Limitations to this il igation include the issue of how the nesting of the
BASC-2 BESS scores within classrooms and schools could impact the reported results.
Also, all schools included in analysis were located in a single state in the southwest
0% region of the U.S., ibility limiting the lizability of the results to other regions.

Distribution of Scores by Demographic Category

Gender Ethnicity Economic Status Gender Ethnicity Economic Status
M F | AA [Hisp [ Cau [Other| NDis Dis | gogs 80%
Typical 1395 | 1599 | 575 | 976 | 1158 | 285 | 1354 | 1640 | 7094 69% 70% 65% 68%
(73%) | (88%) | (70%) | (81%) | (83%) | (91%) | (85%) | (T7%) | goop - 60% 55%
Elevated 357 | 159 | 164 | 152 | 176 | 24 179 337 | 5095 50%
(19%) | (9%) | (20%) | (13%) |(13%) | (8%) | (11%) |(16%)  ,q00 40% 3
Extremely 163 56 | 85 | 72 | 59 | 3 70 149 | o0 30%
Elevated (0%) | (3%) |(10%) | (6%) | (4%) | (%) | (@%) | (%) | 20%
Chi-Square 139.52 97.61 17.60 10% 10%
P .00 .00 .00 % 0%

; ° % Typical Elevated  Extremely
CramellY = il =07 Typical Elevated  Extremely Typical Elevated  Extremely Elevated
Mean Score | 53.20 | 47.49 54.02‘50A51|49A19‘46.o7 48.73 ‘ 51.70 Elevated Elevated
Partial Eta? | .04 ‘ | ‘ .03 ‘ .007 i Male wFemale w African-American w Hispanic = Non-Econ. Dis. =Econ. Dis.
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