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This paper reports the first national study of abcemotional and behaviour difficulties
(SEBD) in Maltese schools. The study secured a kamp ten percent of the school
population in state and non-state primary and s#agnschools in Malta and Gozo, with
7000 students and their respective class teacmerparents selected to participate in th
study. The study sought to explore the nature asigilslition of SEBD in Maltese schools;
to examine the relationships between SEBD and smdiaral factors as reflected in the
school, family and community contexts, and identifye risk and protective factors for,
SEBD. This paper presents the key findings of thiedys and makes various
recommendations in the prevention and manageme8EBD and the promotion of socio-
emotional literacy in schools. A key message ésabmplexity and multi-factorial nature of
this phenomenon, and the need for multilevel, reydtiemic interventions.

[¢)

Keywords. SEBD Malta prevalence risk fastor  socio-cultural factors

Introduction
Behaviour difficulties in schools, such as defiantd oppositional behaviour, violence,

anti social behaviour and bullying, have becoméareasing cause for concern in many countries. The
increase in the frequency of these difficultieseiected in epidemiological studies (Rutter anditBm
1995) and in the international literature on bebarproblems and exclusion from schools (Mooij 1,999
Parsons 1999; Coopet al 2000). Currently, taking the widest definition sbcial, emotional and
behavioral difficulties (SEBD), it is estimated tletween ten to twenty percent of school ageadiadl
experience significant problems of these kindsgttane (Young Minds 1999; BMA 2006).

A number of seriously disruptive behaviour incidem schools have been reported in the

Maltese press in recent years, putting this isduthe top of the agenda of the local educational
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authorities, school staff and teachers’ union (Cafal Cooper 2006; Office of the Commissioner for
Children 2006; Sciberras 2006; MUT 2007). As sule an intense debate has developed in recent
years about the nature and causes of such difésu#ind the most effective ways for responding to
them. Informed research-based discourse in theanatienal literature has moved away from the
erstwhile simplistic mono-causal explanations f&B® in school, underlining the complexity and
multi-factorial nature of the phenomenon (Cooped£2@005).

The public debate, however, in response to somstisemsationalist media coverage which
emphasizes and often exaggerates the prevalengel@fit behaviour in schools, continues to be mired
in outdated and sterile arguments which seek toripp blame, or to pose simplistic and ill-inforche
nature versus nurture explanations. Furthermorelsty internationally, there is virtually univefsa
public support for the idea that students with Wdlial Educational Needs should be dealt with in a
sympathetic and supportive manner by which educaliservices are adapted to their needs and
attributes, students with SEBD are often the subggcpublic debates which pit punitive against
therapeutic approaches.. This leads in some cashe unedifying spectacle of the officially sanotd
marginalization of students with SEBD, through fairand informal exclusionary practices, being seen
alongside a rhetoric which asserts the need forenppeventative measures such as staff education,
parental training and support, curricular reviewd amstructuring of the educational system. Indeed,
students with SEBD are usually the least liked anderstood students (Baker 2005; Kalambouka et al.
2007), the only group for whom punitive, exclusionaesponses are still permitted by law (Cooper
2001), They are the students most likely to endagpschool failures and leave school prematurely
(Farrell, Critchley and Mills 2000; Groom and Rd&@04) and to be at risk of social exclusion and
mental health difficulties in childhood and latée [(Maes and Lievens 2003; Fergusson, Horwood and
Ridder 2005; Colman et al. 2009).

In the Maltese context, the lack of local scientiflata constituted a barrier to developing
effective responses to SEBD. For instance, theraesef epidemiological data on the distribution and
nature of these difficulties in Maltese schools médlifficult for the educational authorities toagv an
effective plan of action based on local needs. ®/bdme existing data on very challenging behaviour
amongst school age children suggested significaoier rates when compared to international figures
(e.g. Pisankt al. 2006; Sciberras 2006), it was evident that tha dats on which these figures were
based were not representative of the general populaf school students in Malta. In view of this
situation, a three-year national study of socialpgonal and behaviour difficulties in Maltese solso
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started in 2005. Its objectives were: to examire riature and distribution of students with SEBD in
primary and secondary schools in Malta; to exptbeerelationships between the nature and distobuti
of SEBD and socio-cultural factors as reflectethim school context and family/community factorsg an
to identify the associated protective and riskdextfor SEBD. This was a large scale study artthis
paper we can only provide an overview of the makest findings of the study. A more detailed
account of the study can be found in a lengthy mgp@duced by the authors and on which this paper
based (Cefai, Cooper and Camilleri 2008).

Background

Education in Malta is compulsory between the age$ @nd 16, with 6 years of primary
education followed by five years of secondary sthkmdergarten (nursery) is provided for three and
four year olds. State schools cater for about tviral$ of the Maltese school population, while thieeo
third go to Church and Independent schools. Atethé of the primary cycle, pupils sit for the Junior
Lyceum examination (11+) which streams childrenoading to ability in two different types of
secondary education, namely Junior Lyceum for thvdse pass the 11+ (presently the pass rate is 60%),
and Area Secondary Schools for those who fail ondbsit for the examination. Vocational schools
which used to take students after the third yearsedondary education, mostly form the Area
Secondaries, have been closed down, and studesitengito follow a vocationally oriented education
may do so at the newly establishddlta College of Science and Technolpggce they complete the
secondary school cycle. A recent development has tiee clustering of all state schools in the cgunt
into ten regional colleges, with all primary schailpils in a particular college going to one se@gd
school for boys and another for girls within thatlege (while primary schools are mixed, thereti$ s
single sex secondary education in state schoolBjs Will gradually do away with the Junior
Lyceum/Area Secondary divide. A reform processjbnasbeen introduced with the aim of the gradual
phasing out of the 11+.

The Maltese educational system, originally basedtlee British system, has been making
significant changes in the past decades to adapetoeeds of a small island EU state in the twérgy
century. The newNational Minimum Curriculum(Ministry of Education 1999), a landmark
development in local educational history, has piesiguidelines for the provision of a quality, Bot,
democratic and inclusive education for all studeRecently the Education Directorates have launehed

series of reforms to review the curriculum and riestire the systems of assessment, selection, and
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streaming, in an effort to bring educational p@etmore in line with the principles outlined in the
National Minimum Curriculum.

In line with the principles of inclusive educati@nd respect for diversity enshrined in the
National Minimum Curriculum and the Inclusive Edtioa Policy (eg. Bartolo et al. 2002), children
and young persons with individual educational naadgalta are entitled to the provision of adequate
support in their learning in their own schools. Gneat majority of students with individual educagl
needs attend mainstream schools, with only a cafpheindred students still attending special school
Students with SEBD are thus supported in mainstreahools, with only 0.2% of such students in
special settings (Cefai and Cooper, 2006). Thegdests are usually but not always provided with
individual support by learning support assistanépahding on the severity of their difficulties. A
number of support services are also available @wh sstudents, including the School Psychological
Service, the Educational Social Work Services dral Guidance and Counselling Services amongst
others. Various pilot projects have been introduoce@l number of colleges in the last couple of gear
support the education of students with SEBD. Theskide Emotional Literacy Classes (Circle Time)
and Nurture Groups in primary schools, and Leari8ngport Units and Behaviour Support Teams in
secondary schools. These initiatives are intendgatdvide school based specialist support for sttsde
and teachers in line with the inclusive educatiohcy in place in the country, and are being faaikd
by a cohort of teachers who have just completedaatens training programme in the education of
students with SEBD at the University of Malta. Tremaining five small special schools/units for
students with SEBD, which take a small number ofdents (mainly boys) with very challenging

behaviour, are presently being reviewed in linéhulite current restructuring of specialist provision

M ethodol ogy

The sample constituted ten per cent of the entih®a population in the country, making it a
very important study not only for the local educatl context but for the international field as el
having one of the largest and most representaiita gets in international research since the Isle o
Wight Study in the 1960s (Rutter 1971). A randommgiz of approximately 7000 students was stratified
mainly by school type, region and level, with comgtee number of male and female students for each
age group. In a multistage sampling procedurep®ary schools and 44 secondary schools were
selected, providing a proportional representatibthe school population by school type and region.
Cluster sampling was used to choose classes wlikiselected schools; however, for small schodls al
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the classes were included. Random sampling was uked to choose students within the selected
classes. The sample consisted of 3489 male arfdlféddale students; of which 3380 attended primary
schools and the remaining 3549 attended secondhppks. The parents, teachers and Heads of school
of the selected students were also asked to paateiin the study by providing essential informatio
about the student, classroom, school and home bawhkds.

A Maltese revised version of the Strengths andififfies Questionnaire (SDQ) (Goodman
1997), developed by the authors in consultatioh Wibbert Goodman specifically for the current study
was used as a measure of the students’ levelx@l semotional and behaviour difficulties. The SI3Q
a brief screening questionnaire, developed by RoBsrodman, which has been used by many
researchers as a screening tool to measure segiatjonal and behaviour difficulties and identihet
prevalence of mental health difficulties among @tgh and young people. It comprises four difficulty
subscales, each consisting of five items, measuengtional symptoms, hyperactivity, conduct
problems and peer difficulties respectively. Emiadib difficulties relate to anxiety and depression;
hyperactivity to restlessness, over-activity anattention; conduct problems to anti social behagou
such as fighting, cheating and lying; and peer lgrok to bullying, loneliness, and having problems i
relating with peers. The SDQ also includes a fdtlbscale measuring pro-social behaviour, such as
being considerate, helpful, caring and kind to gheln addition, the instrument contains an ‘intpac
supplement’ which enables the reportee to indita¢eperceived level of ‘burden’ associated with the
norm referenced difficulties score.

The parent, teacher, and student (for children yidars of age) SDQ versions were used in the
study. The Maltese versions were developed thraughocess of forward and backward translations
and then piloted with a number of teachers, parants students. A content validity of the Maltese
version, gave Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients rangmogn 0.713 to 0.893 on the five subscales for the
teacher, parent and self report scales, suggestsajisfactory level of content validity. Reliatyilwas
assessed using the split half method; a reliabiimjue of 0.799 was obtained, indicating that the
Maltese questionnaires provided results sufficiemtternally consistent to indicate an acceptabiel
of reliability. Moreover, the reliability of the Btese version was measured item by item using
Cronbach’s Alpha, with results ranging from 0.6670t920. A test-retest measure, based on the teache
version, compared the teacher responses on a rasdople of over 700 students selected from the
whole study sample, with their (teacher) originedponses over an extended period of time, obtained
positive and significant correlations greater tBahand significant.
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Another objective of the study was to explore te&ationship between SEBD and a number of
individual, classroom, school and home variables.s& of supplementary questionnaires were
constructed to collect essential information abthése variables. These had to be completed by
teachers, parents and heads of school respectiMadylist of variables included the following:

* Individual variables (age, gender, mother langudgeme region, attainment, attendance,

ethnicity, religion, communication, formal assesstmdiagnosis, type of support received).

» Classroom and teacher variables (classroom sizespack, streaming, teacher experience and

qualifications).

» School variables (type of school, region, sizecspataff complement).

 Home variables (parental education and occupafamijly size and structure, income, house

space and ownership).

From the 6929 questionnaires posted to the par8hé3 (45.6%) completed questionnaires were
returned, and 2827 students who were given corisettieir parents (89.4%) to participate, completed
the questionnaires. A total of 5200 (75.0%) of guestionnaires were returned by the teachersewhil
93 out of 113 Heads of school completed their rethpe questionnaires. Hypothesis testing was aarrie
out via the One-way ANOVA and Chi-Square tests; foth tests a 0.05 level of significance was
employed. Generalized Linear Regression model® wsed to identify the significant predictors of

SEBD by analyzing the variables collectively asmeffects.

Findings
Prevalence

According to teachers, 9.7% of school children hsoeal, emotional and behaviour difficulties.
This is very close to the 10% proportion establisliiy Goodman and his colleagues in the UK
(Goodman 1997; Meltzest al 2000). Figure 1 displays the prevalence rate bylgeand school level.
There are more difficulties in secondary (10.27#%@nt primary schools (9.05%), with a ratio of 7: 6,
and more difficulties amongst boys (10.46%) thatsB.86%), in both primary and secondary school,
the ratio being 7:6. In primary school, the malexdde ratio is 8:7 and in secondary school, it & 6:
SEBD are thus more likely to be found in boys’ setary school and the least in girls’ primary sclsool
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Figure 1 Prevalence of SEBD in Maltese schools by gender and school level

Frequency distributions of SEBD scores

Table 1 presents the means and standard deviatfotie total difficulty scores and the four
symptom scores for primary and secondary schodesits using parent, teacher and self-report SDQs.
The teachers provide the lowest mean total diffjcidcores, followed by parents and students
respectively; this pattern is similar in most oé tbther subscales. The mean total difficulty sdore
secondary students using self-report SDQs is 1k08gesting that the students perceive they have
more social, emotional and behaviour difficultieart their teachers and parents suggested. A |oible at
total difficulty scores suggests that teachers reeee difficulties in secondary rather primary level
whereas parents see more difficulties in primaanteecondary level. According to teacher, paredt a
self report evaluations, the highest mean scoresngst the four subscales are in hyperactivity,
followed by emotional, peer and conduct difficudtieespectively. Teachers perceive more emotional
difficulties in primary school, and more conducgpbractivity and peer problems in secondary school.
Parents on the other hand, indicate more emotiamélpeer difficulties in secondary school, and more

conduct and hyperactivity problems in primary sdhoo
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Table 1: Teacher, parent and self report mean SDQ scor es by school level

Teacher SDQ Parent SDQ Student SDQ
5-10 11-16 5-10 11-16 5-10 11-16
years years years years years years
Total Difficulty  Mean 8.39 9.06 10.93 10.32 N/A 11.00

sieies | 6.151 | 6.452 | 5.726 | 5.512 4.839

Emotion ~Mean 2.04 1.93 2.72 2.82 N/A 2.95
Sipe ] 2176 | 2.130 | 2.261 | 2.311 2.074

Conduct 1.33 1.55 1.83 1.74 N/A 2.24
1.894 | 2.110 | 1.662 | 1.565 1.663

Hyperactivity 3.35 3.51 4.48 3.80 N/A 3.61
2.944 | 2983 | 2.624 | 2.458 2.078

Peer 1.67 2.08 1.91 1.96 N/A 2.20
1.775 1.830 1.752 1.720 1.605

Male students have higher mean scores than fenoalgstal difficulty and on conduct and
hyperactivity scores in both primary and secondatyool (Figure 2). The largest difference is obsdrv
amongst teacher responses, followed by studentsteal parents discriminate less between the gender
groups. Female students have higher mean scorédseoemotional scale when compared to the male
students, in both primary and secondary schoopeer relationships, males have higher mean scores
than females according to teachers and studertqaent evaluations show no gender bias. Teachers
and parents agree that emotional problems decsdiggdly for male students as they progress from
primary to secondary school but, while teacherggigee a similar pattern for females, parents sugges
the opposite trend. According to teachers, congwoblems deteriorate for both gender groups in
secondary school, but parents’ responses suggestdhduct problems decrease for male students but
remain fairly stable for female students as theywenfvom primary to secondary school. According to
parent responses, hyperactivity decreases conblgdoas both genders as they progress from printary
secondary school; however, teachers claim thatestst hyperactivity remains fairly stable. Finally
teacher responses indicate that peer difficultresnaore conspicuous in secondary school; parents on
the other hand, hardly discriminate between male f@male peer difficulties both in primary and
secondary schools.
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Figure 2: Mean scoresfor total difficulty score and subscales scor es by gender and school level

Risk Factors
Individual variables:

Tables 2-9 (Appendix) provide descriptive statistifor the total difficulty scores by
individual, class, school and home variables fampry and secondary school students respectively.
This section will examine some of the more salfeatures of the findings. Gender and age havedjlrea
been discussed in the previous section, so thdynwil be repeated here. There is little evidene th
mother language, ethnicity and religion play a kag in the development of SEBD in Maltese schools,
though teachers indicate that non-Maltese, nondliatisecondary school students may exhibit more
difficulties. This finding needs to be consideredview of the largely linguistic, ethic, culturahc
religious homogeneity of the country. There is pasistent pattern between students’ home region and
the distribution of SEBD.

Attendance, attainment, communication and assedsofeimdividual educational needs, are

some of the strongest individual factors relatedh® SEBD. The data strongly suggests that primary
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and secondary school students with poor attendgum®, attainment, poor communication skills, and
receiving support without a Statement of Educaliadeeds, are more likely to have SEBD than
students without these characteristics (see FigBi@s School children who have been diagnosed as
having some condition or disability and who areeréing some form of intervention for psychological

and learning problems, also have more difficulties.
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Figure 3: Mean total difficulty scores by attendance and school level
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Figure4: Mean total difficulty scores by attainment and school level
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Figure 6: Mean total difficulty scores by assessment and school level

Classroom variables

Smaller classrooms have more social, emotionalbaiviour difficulties, but this unexpected
finding may be related more to these being lowszashed classrooms rather than to classroom size
(Figure 7). Streamed classrooms have more diffesiithan mixed ability or set classrooms, and there
are more students with SEBD in the lower streamissoooms (Figure 8). Secondary school
classrooms with average or limited space have miidiieulties than the more spacious ones (Figure 9)

Teachers with less than five years teaching expegienay face more difficulties in their classrodmt
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this may be related to other factors, such as neualified teachers being assigned the more difficu
classes, than to teaching experience. More sigmifig related is teacher qualification, with thade
gualified teachers having more students with SEBEheir classroom; again this is partly explaingd b
such teachers being placed in schools such as @&eandary schools where there are more students

with learning and behaviour difficulties (Figure®-11).
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Figure 7: Mean total difficulty scores (teacher) by class size, stream and school level
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Figure 8: Mean total difficulty scores by stream level and school level
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Figure 10: Mean total difficulty scores by teacher qualification and school level
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Figure 11: Percentage of students by stream level and teacher qualification

School variables

One of the most clear cut findings is that theeerapre problems in state schools than in church
and independent schools, at both primary and secgridvels (Figure 12). Area Secondary schools
have the highest level of difficulties at the setamy level, while the schools with the least diffiees
are independent primary schools and church secgr&tdrools. A rather surprising finding is that
primary schools with less than 300 and more thah stQdents, and secondary schools with less than
500 students, have more difficulties. However, stisize is partly explained by school type, witle th
smaller schools being state primary schools anda Aecondary schools. Schools with unattractive
environments or whose environment needs improvenset more likely to have higher levels of
difficulties (Figure 13). Higher levels of SEBD veealso found in secondary schools with limited spac

and limited play space
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Figure 12: Mean total difficulty scores (teacher) by school type and school level

Teacher SDQ Parent SDQ Student SDO

Mean Total Difficulty Score
=
1

T T T T T T T T T
Attractive Meeds Unattractive Attractive Meeds Unattractive Attractive Meeds Unattractive

improvement improvement improvement
School Environment School Environment School Environment
| ==== Primary — Secondary |

Figure 13: Mean total difficulty scores by school environment and school level

Home variables

The two salient home variables related to SEBDfamly structure and socio-economic status.
One parent families have more children and younggees with SEBD than two parent families,
particularly single parent families (Figure 14)ESSis one of the strongest and most consistent home
variables related to SEBD. The lower the familyESS the more likelihood of children and young
persons with difficulties in the family. Familiedhere one or both parents have semi-skilled or Uadki
jobs and have low level of education are moreskt of having children exhibiting SEBD (Figures 15-
16). High levels of SEBD also prevail in familie$iere the father is unemployed or has a low income
(Figure 17).
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Figure 14: Mean total difficulty scores by family structure and school level
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Figure 15: Mean total difficulty scores by mother and father occupation and school level
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Figure 16: Mean total difficulty scores by mother and father education and school level

Teacher SDO Parent SDQ Student SDQ
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Family Income per week Family Income per week Family Income per week
[---- Primary  — Secondary |

Figure 17 : Mean total difficulty scores by family income and school level
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Regression analysis

To identify the most relevant predictors that expd the variations in the total difficulty scores,
several Generalized Linear models (GLM) were fittesthg the teacher, parent and student self report
evaluations in both primary and secondary scho&ldackward procedure was employed and the
contribution of each predictor in the model fit waeasured by the change in deviance. The GLM
revealed eight dominant predictors which explainemkt of the variation in total difficulty score for
primary teachers evaluations. Streaming was fowntet the most significant predictor followed by
school type, teacher qualification, family struetuattainment, assessment and residence ownership
(Figure 18). Streamed primary students with suppuanb attend small-sized state schools, and wheo liv
with a single parent, in a rented house, have ndiffeculties. The five dominant predictors that
explained a large proportion of the total diffigukcore variation in primary parents evaluationseve
intervention, followed by mother occupation, attagnt, attendance and child condition/ illness (Fégu
18). Primary school children who have illness/Headtoblems, have poor attainment, attend school
irregularly, receive psychological and/or educatlomterventions, and live with mothers with low
skilled jobs, have higher total difficulty scores.

The predictors varied somewhat in secondary scAda.eight dominant teacher predictors were
attainment followed by school size, family sizeh®al region, classroom space, school environment,
gender and communication (Figure 19). Male secgndahool students with poor attainment and
communication, who attend small-sized, unattracdsieools in the Inner Harbour region, and livingin
single child family, have significantly higher totdifficulty scores. On the other hand, the four
dominant parent predictors were attainment, folldwe relatives living with family, family income dn
child diagnosis (Figure 19). According to parestsgondary students with poor attainment, who have a
medical diagnosis and live in a family with rel&s/and low income, have more difficulties. Attaimine
and income were the two dominant predictors froenglf report evaluations.

As one can see from Figures 18 and 19 there aatvedly few predictors which are common to
the three groups of respondents. Teachers in batmagy and secondary schools underline school-
related individual variables such as attainmenmmanication and assessment, and classroom and
school variables. The predictors from the paremtiations on the other hand, are more within-child
individual variables, such as diagnosis and inteiea, and home variables such as income, occupatio
and relatives. However, teacher, parent and stugspbnses agree that attainment is one the ssbnge
predictors of SEBD, in both primary and secondasigosl. Most of the significant predictors are
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individual variables and most of these are relédesthool, such as attainment and communicatiors. Th
is followed by the school and classroom variablashsas streaming, space, and type of school
(particularly teachers) and subsequently by homeabies, such as family income, structure and

residence ownership (parents).

Teacher Streaming —

Formal assessment
Treatment

School type

School size Mother occupation

Residence ownership

Child condition/illness
Family structure

Teacher qualification Attendance

Figure 18 : Variablesthat best predict differencesin SEBD in primary school

Teacher
Communication

School size Relatives
School region

School environment
Child diagnosis

Family size
School space
Gender

Student

Figure 19: Variablesthat best predict differencesin SEBD in secondary school
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Discussion
Prevalence

The 9.7% prevalence rate of SEBD in Maltese schisattose to the 10% cut off point given by
Robert Goodman (Goodman 1997) and other studiesdba@s teacher perceptions, such as in Denmark
(10%) (Egelund and Hansen 2000) and the Netherléti®) (Smeetet al. 2007). Kauffman (2004)
provides a lower estimate of American students shous behaviour difficulties (3% to 6%), buteth
diagnostic criteria besides teachers’ perceptiange been used to arrive at these figures. Thisystud
suggests that local statistics are quite closeh&o ibternational prevalence rates based on teacher
perceptions, and that teacher responses strondigate that SEBD are a major issue of concern in

Maltese schools.

Gender

In line with international trends, boys appearxtbibit higher levels of SEBD than girls, but the
difference is less significant, with a local ratb 7:6 in contrast to the 3:1 ratio usually citedthe
international literature. Indeed, international adandicates that the level of behaviour difficudtie
amongst girls is increasing at a greater rate #rmaang boys (Cooper 2006). As expectaolys have
markedly more behaviour and conduct problems, wdiile experience more emotional difficulties. The
most frequent problem exhibited by students is hyqievity, suggesting that a substantial proportdn
students are restless and fidgety in the classraatnfind it difficult to concentrate. Though ths a
multifaceted phenomenon, the fact that the Malset®ol system maintains many ‘traditional features’
such as large class sizes, highly academicallyntaie curriculum, and teacher-centered transmission
approaches to teaching, may be a contributing faoctdéhe students’ high levels of restlessneshién t
classroom. Students may find it difficult to engaggh a system which they may find rigid,

academically oriented and with limited relevancéhir daily lives (eg. Cefai and Cooper 2009).

Age and school level factors

In a recent study carried out by the World Healtgadisation, only 16% of Maltese 13 year old
boys and 27% of 13 year old girls said that thiegdischool, dropping from 30% and 50% respectively
amongst 11 year olds (WHO 2008). This relates &fthdings of the current study which identifies
Forms 2 and 3 as having the lowest levels of studegagement and motivation, and to the high rate o
absenteeism in Area Secondary schools, rising ¥ @Ounauthorized absences in some regions (Clarke
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et al 2005; NSO 2005; Commission of the European Conimegn2006). While liking school is a
protective factor for young persons’ physical andig-emotional health, dislike for school in turash
been associated with academic failure, school anoppand substance abuse (Resmétkal 1997;
Samdalet al 2000; Maes and Lievens 2003). Engaging all stisdenthe life of the school, building
caring relationships with the students, providingi@aningful and engaging curriculum for all leamer
and promoting positive and consistent behaviouragament at school and classroom levels, are some
of the processes which have been found to promositiye behaviour and engagement amongst
students (Daniels, Cole and Reykebill 1999; We@@2Cooper 2006; Cefai, 2007).

It is also evident that there is a need for preatare, early intervention work in the early primary
school years. Staff in secondary schools frequestiyplain that they find it difficult to manage and
change behaviour once it has become establishetbdaek of timely intervention earlier on in théel
of the child. The prevalence rate in primary schgalrticularly amongst boys, is relatively high.igh
suggests that early intervention is necessary pgp@t the healthy social and emotional developnoént
children and prevent the escalation of emergefitdifies. .

Emotional Problems

Emotional problems are the second most prevalgr ¢f difficulty found in the current study.
While there are various factors leading to emotigmablems in children and young persons, including
normal developmental processes and family issuesgetare indications that Maltese students are
experiencing high levels of stress and low selé@st as a result of academic pressure, examinations,
and lack of free time (Sollars 2006; WHO 2008)sltronic for instance, that as stress builds ughas
Maltese Junior Lyceum (11+) examinations are apgnog, classroom teachers tend to reduce rather
than increase PE lessons (Sollars 2006). A rederdly xploring the views of students amongst 35
countries in Europe and North America, reported 8whool-related stress amongst Maltese female
secondary students increased from 43% amongstdrlojes, to 60% amongst 13 year olds, up to 69%
amongst 15 year olds. At 11 and 13 year-old, Maltgds are the most academically pressured stadent
from all the 35 countries involved in the study (WHO008). At such a vulnerable age, female students

may be achieving at the expense of their socialeandtional health.

Peer relationships
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Peer problems such as bullying, isolation and dliffies with peers are more frequent in
secondary school, particularly amongst boys. Thimmlements the WHO study (2008)’s finding that
Maltese boys do not have many close friends: less half of 11 year-olds reported that they hadehr
or more friends from the same gender (the lowesnfall the countries). Friendships are necessary fo
the psychosocial development of young adolesc@ntenoting their social skills, improving their self
esteem, and supporting the process of identity Idpueent (Baumister and Leary 1996). In schools
operating as caring communities where membersrésplected, included and supported, it is lessylikel
for students to become victims of bullying or emqdisolated without any friends (Solomon et al. 2000
Cefai 2007). Having a clearly set out and evaluatetitbullying policy, peer support schemes such as
buddies for vulnerable students and peer counseltmilaborative learning environments and regular
Circle Time in the classroom, would help to inctéca culture of respect, care, inclusion and egquity
where diversity is celebrated, prosocial values lagldaviour reinforced, and bullying discouraged and

effectively managed

Attainment, Curricula Flexibility and Streaming

Attainment is the strongest predictor of SEBD inltdse schools, underlining the inextricable
link between learning and behaviour difficultiesdéed, compared with other students with individual
educational needs, students with SEBD are mordylitee have learning difficulties and problems in
finishing their school successfully (Farrell, Chikey and Mills 2000; Groom and Rose 2004). The
relationship between attainment and SEBD is likelybe reciprocal, but high academic pressure,
examinations, and selection, the lack of accestheocurriculum for some of the students, and the
difficulty for some of the students to engage inugriculum and pedagogy which is not perceived as
meaningful and relevant, are some of the possddéofs which might turn a learning problem into a
behavioural one. Conversely, once students becatneely engaged in the learning process, they are
unlikely to become disaffected. Caring relationshiponnective pedagogy and a meaningful, flexible
curriculum adapted to students’ educational nesa@skey mechanisms underlining student engagement
(Cefai 2008). In a recent report on cultural andreational activities for school children in Malta,
children mentioned that little importance is atedho such activities at school, with minimal prese
of subjects such as art, drama, music and PE iacademic-oriented curriculum (Sollars 2006). In a
study with students who attended a SEBD speciadclhe students expressed their appreciation at a

student-centred, activity-based curriculum in casitrto an inaccessible curriculum in their previous
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mainstream schools (Spiteri 2007). The principlésnolusive education underline the need for an
engaging and meaningful curriculum suited to theeity of learners in the classroom, with adequate
and timely support for those experiencing diffiestin accessing the curriculum starting from thdye
primary years. This goodness of fit between thedseef the child and a flexible accommodating
learning environment is critical to student engagen{Bartoloet al. 2007; Cefai and Cooper 2009).

The study also found that students in streamedetagarticularly those in the lower streams,
exhibit the highest levels of social, emotional &ethavioural difficulties. Most children with SEBD
primary school are found in the smaller, lower atned classrooms, while at secondary level, most
problems are in the Area Secondary schools, sclioolsw achieving students. This might be taken to
suggest that selection by ability and streamingtmes have the effect of combining and heightening
learning and behavioural difficulties, which wassfidemonstrated by Hargreaves (1967). The quality
of teaching, curriculum and learning support, migkplain, at least in part, why students with l&agn
difficulties appear to develop associated behavwablems. It is well documented in previous stsdi
that teachers often lower their academic and bebeai expectations for students in lower stream
classrooms. Staff may also become reluctant tosintteeir effort and resources in such classes in a
culture where they are measured according to tihforp@eance and achievement rates of students in
examinations. For instance, this study suggestsattarge proportion of the least qualified teashae
assigned to the lower streamed classes and Arean&ay schools, schools for students with low
achievement levels. Putting high risk students ttogremay actually reinforce challenging and anti-
social behaviour, while successful interventiongolwe students with SEBD in relationships with
prosocial peers and staff (Poult al. 2001). Universal design and differentiated teaghpractices
would help to address the differing educationaldseef students without the negative effect of
streaming (Bartolet al. 2007).

Support for Students with SEBD

An interesting finding in the study is that stotkereceiving some sort of support at school
without having a Statement of individual educatiomeeds, are more likely to exhibit SEBD thansiho
with a Statement, or without a Statement but noeikeng support. This is corroborated by another
finding, namely that students receiving psycholabior educational interventions are more at risk of
exhibiting SEBD. In one way this is to be expectsiice many of the students receiving support
without a Statement may doing do so by dint of rtlobiallenging behaviour. On the other hand, the
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number of such students should alert the educdtarthorities to the need for early identificatiand
support for students with SEBD to prevent the entzat@n of these difficulties.

Another finding underlines the relationship betweemmunication and SEBD, and the need for
more emotional literacy support in schools to prevthe development of social, emotional and
behaviour difficulties and promote more prosocighdéwviour. Circle Time is a child-friendly, classnoo
based approach for the promotion of social and iemal literacy and prosocial behaviour amongst
students. It may be used at both classroom andgichdil levels, supporting the whole group as wsll a
particular students in developing socio-emotionampetence conducive to learning and positive
behaviour (Mosley 1993; Fletcher-Campbell and WilR003). ‘Nurturing’ educational approaches,
such as Nurture Groups, underline the need for iemaltattachment between adults and children as a
strategy to help children develop social and emmaficskills on the basis of trusting, caring and
supportive relationships within a safe climate (@eoand Tiknaz 2006). Nurture groups lead to an
improvement in the behaviour and cognitive engageroé children with SEBD, and are a promising
provision for young children with a wide range ath difficulties (Cooper and Whitebread 2007).

Teachers and SEBD

In Maltese schools, the less qualified a teachethies more likely he or she is to have students
with SEBD in the classroom. Again this appearsdditked to the fact that such teachers are plated
schools such as Area Secondaries where thereighertproportion of students with SEBD. Placing th
least qualified teachers with the most difficultvarinerable students, does not do justice eithéh¢o
students or to the teachers themselves. It isalsxipe for heightening stress levels among biatth s
and students and is likely to contribute to eadscher burn out. This points to the conclusion tha
students with SEBD not only need well trained aodfident teachers to help them overcome their
difficulties and support them in their learning Ibiiat the emotional well being of these staff mersb
is of equal importance. This implies training g and self management for teachers and otherasch

staff.

School Type and School Effectiveness
As expected, more problems are found in state d$shinocontrast to church and independent
schools at both primary and secondary levels. Tgrising finding that smaller primary and secorydar

schools have more difficulties than larger onepastly explained by school type, with the smaller
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schools being state schools. It should be notet t@nstream state schools in Malta are taking
increasing numbers of students with learning antabeur difficulties, but with minimal additional
training for teachers. Whilst school effectivenessearch has consistently shown that schools ede m

a difference in the social and academic behavidwtuents despite the baggage students may bring
with them to school (Teddlie and Reynolds 2000; jsfand Reynolds 2005), it is a mistake to assume
that schools can absorb students with complex iaddit needs without this affecting the charactet an
performance of the school. As one of the semiraigers of school effectiveness has argued, thé mos
effective of schools can account for only a proporiof the variance in student outcomes (Mortimore
1998). Clearly, if schools are to maximize theffectiveness, then their capacity to deal with an
increasingly diverse student intake must be entdinibeough training, external specialist suppor an
policy development, in direct proportion to the gfie needs expressed by students.

Clearly, the Maltese educational system needs amn@e how it is addressing the educational
needs of students, particularly those of studertts law attainment and learning difficulties, suah the
relevance of the curriculum for such students, twtability of assessment modes, and the
appropriateness of behaviour management approathshool, classroom and individual levels. The
data suggests that schools have a major influemcstualents’ behaviour and that tackling such issises
streaming and selection, addressing learning, camuation and other difficulties, providing more
space and more attractive environments, and imgestore in staff's professional development, is
likely to lead to behaviour improvement. Furthersydhe social and emotional needs of staff must be
acknowledge and supported. This means that intiaddio developing management and mediation
skills for use with students, staff also need thel& of self management skills that engender ematio

resilience in challenging and often stressful amstances.

The Social Policy Context

There are also broader social policy implicatiambé drawn from this study. It was found, for
example, that one-parent families are more likelyréve children and young persons exhibiting SEBD
than two-parent families. This does not only urniderthe need for strengthening the Maltese family,
including education and parenting skills, flexibiorking time, financial assistance, and
psychotherapeutic services for families in diffiees, but also to provide more support to singlepg
and separated families. Single parents, partigulgling single parents, are at risk for socio-ecaigo
hardship, with half of such households living invedy (NSO 2007; Deguara 2008). Family structure
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and socio-economic status may thus interact idéwelopment of SEBD, underlining the complexity of
this social phenomenon. A recent EU report claina the provision of child care facilities for yaun
children in Malta is inadequate, placing Maltals very bottom of the list amongst the EU countries
(Commission of the European Communities 2008). IBipgrents may be constrained to make more use
of such facilities, and they have indeed urged gbgernment to increase state-funded, affordable
childcare services (Camilleri-Cassar 2008).

Furthermore, in line with international researcbgis-economic status is one of the strongest
home-related variables related to SEBD in this wtuthe lower the family’s SES, the greater the
likelihood of SEBD among the children and youngspess in the family. Families where one or both
parents have semi- skilled or unskilled jobs andowa level of education, where the father is
unemployed, whose income is relatively poor, and ate not home owners, are more at risk for SEBD.
This would include single parents as mentioned abbifteen per cent of the population in Malta $ive
in poverty, while there are about 22% of childreyed 0-15 years living in poor families, male boys
being the most vulnerable (NSO 2007; Deguara 200Bjldren and young people coming from such
families are at high risk for SEBD, and unless suiga, the cycle of poverty, social exclusion and
marginalisation, will be repeated through succegdienerations. A transdisciplinary, multisystemic
initiative providing social, economic, health ardlieational interventions would help to provide tiyne
and effective support to those most in need. Sachpproach is more likely to be effective in hegpin
such families and children towards healthier trijges, than piecemeal, fragmented provision and
support (Cooper 2001; Heneggédral. 2002; Office of the Children’s Commissioner 2Q06)

Conclusion

This paper has provided a portrait of studentsketthg SEBD in Maltese schools, and identified
some of the key risk factors that contribute t® thioblem. We have shown that the most vulnerable
children and young people would appear to be thase attend lower streamed classrooms in state
schools with unattractive environments, with podtaiament and learning and communication
difficulties; who receive psychological or educatb interventions; who attend school irregularlyda
who come from single-parent and/or economicallyrided families. The greatest problems reside in
the state schools, in contrast to church and intligr@ schools. It is in state schools that we fhrel
highest levels of learning difficulties, poor attaaent, irregular attendance, communication diffies]
and low SES.
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Such a portrait underlines the complexity and rfaltiorial nature of SEBD, and the futility of
taking simplistic, blaming approaches in tryingetxplain and address this phenomenon. The systemic
model of behaviour underlines the dynamic relatimé¥etween the individual and the systems in his o
her life, the interconnected and interdependentticgiships between the various situational,
interpersonal and intrapersonal factors that impacstudents’ behaviour and that of other membgrs o
the school community. It is also evident, howeteat schools, particularly state schools wherarbst
vulnerable children attend, have a key role to jtathe prevention of SEBD from the very early year
of primary education, with streaming, selection dedrning difficulties being clear targets for
immediate attention. Schools can make a differem¢lee lives of children and young persons as skchoo
effectiveness research and resilience literatuxe lensistently shown (Teddlie and Reynolds 2000;
Waxman,Padron and Chang003; Bernard 2004), but they do not operate iraeuum and cannot,
alone, compensate for the effects of wider soai eaconomic inequalities. They can help to direct
children’s social, emotional and cognitive devel@mtitowards more positive pathways, and play d vita
role in supporting those who are encountering d@iffies in their development. Their success iné¢hes
endeavours, however, will only be maximized when tblationships between SEBD and wider social
policy issues are acknowledged and acted upons @dlls for interagency and interprofessional work
between the education, social welfare, and healtisions, to facilitate a comprehensive, crossect
approach to the prevention and management of SEBD.
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Appendix

Table 2: Mean Total Difficulty scoresfor primary students (Individual variables)

eacher SDO Par e DQ
dividua arianles ea De P-value ea De P-value
ende
ale 9.37 6.423 0.000* 11.17 5.628 0.103
emale 7.48 5.753 10.74 5.804
A ge
23 7.96 6.124 0.366 9.97 4,945 0.035*
ea 8.58 6.144 11.18 5.469
ea 8.27 6.104 11.05 5.601
ear 4 8.20 6.198 11.36 6.099
e3 8.68 6.185 11.16 5.908
ear 6 8.70 6.194 10.87 6.115
ome Regio
er harbo 8.11 6.397 0.013* 11.60 5.526 0.088
Outer harbo 7.06 5.882 10.57 5.785
0 easte 8.01 5.622 11.17 5.810
este 8.13 5.891 11.36 5.491
orthe 7.83 6.133 10.57 5.830
0Z0 9.21 6.436 10.55 5.799
ome L anguage
altese o 7.88 5.837 0.534 11.20 5.733 0.000*
0 0 8.13 7.679 10.07 5.716
Bilingua 7.46 6.310 9.81 5.597
oup
altese 8.42 6.166 0.693 11.01 5.683 0.640
Othe 8.12 6.188 10.60 5.902
Rellglo
Roma atho 8.36 6.134 0.925 10.93 5.698 0.927
Othe 8.46 6.604 11.07 3.882
A enaa a
Requla 8.21 6.107 0.000* 10.87 5.648 0.000*
egula 12.53 6.041 14.47 6.181
ery good 5.42 4.648 0.000* 9.39 5.087 0.000*
Average 9.24 5.749 11.69 5.554
P00 13.99 5.985 14.79 5.984
0 atlo
ery good 6.45 5.369 0.000* 10.03 5.316 0.000*
Adequate 10.80 5.959 12.45 5.873
Poo 14.72 5.731 14.10 6.069
O al Assessme
atemented 9.57 6.552 0.000* 11.39 5.882 0.000*
0 atemented 8.26 6.076 10.84 5.496
DPO 11.51 6.277 13.90 6.498

Child Diagnosis
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10.63 6.023
7.42 5.925
8.17 6.225
7.69 5.966
8.33 6.244
7.71 5.994
11.68 6.315
7.47 5.885

0.000*

0.326

0.249

0.000*

14.51 6.074
10.44 5.528
12.31 6.205
10.68 5.662
12.31 5.984
10.71 5.680
15.12 5.696
10.51 5.586

0.000*

0.000*

0.001*

0.000*

* Significant at 0.05 level of significance

11.01 6.891
8.60 6.330
7.87 6.013
7.77 5.675
8.63 6.009
8.75 6.303
8.14 6.147
9.06 6.387
8.18 6.102
7.68 5.782
8.72 5.526
11.15 7.375
8.74 6.177
8.03 6.036
8.11 6.104
8.62 6.461
8.19 6.117
8.32 6.300
8.84 6.705
9.41 6.116

0.000*

0.191

0.005*

0.000*

0.095

0.004*

ent SDQ
ea . )
13.06 6.430
10.88 5.547
10.66 5.536
10.54 5.609
11.40 6.205
11.03 5.560
11.00 5.831
11.27 5.826
10.80 5.639
10.30 5.484
10.96 5.801
14.05 6.044
11.00 5.750
10.72 5.469
10.87 5.734
10.94 5.803
10.79 5.717
11.37 5.772
10.30 4.544
11.19 5.615

Table 3: Mean Total Difficulty scoresfor primary students (Classroom variables)

0.000*

0.579

0.218

0.000*

0.912

0.086
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Table4: Mean Total Difficulty scoresfor primary students (School variables)

eacher SDQ Pare DO
00 arjaples es De P-value ea De P-value
00l Regio
arbo 8.62 6.243 0.015* 11.53 5.579 0.000*
Outer harbo 7.75 6.249 10.14 5.635
0 easte 8.79 5.890 11.46 5.941
este 8.11 5.838 11.71 5.684
orthe 8.58 6.326 10.44 5.727
0Z0 9.19 6.039 10.68 5.775
00 pe
ate 8.81 6.244 0.000* 11.47 5.866 0.000*
8.13 5.776 10.70 5.666
depende 6.92 6.182 9.26 4.896
00 e
00 - 300 9.46 6.354 0.002* 11.98 5.959 0.002*
00 8.32 6.206 10.88 5.688
00 8.11 5.872 10.49 5.685
000 8.62 6.948 12.10 5.247
00 O s
Attra e 8.57 6.173 0.037* 11.10 5.708 0.851
eed proveme 8.23 6.090 11.21 6.072
attra g 10.04 7.021 10.78 5.706
00l Space
pacio 8.72 6.274 0.111 11.33 5.855 0.228
Average 8.59 6.054 10.76 5.596
Yo 7.73 6.299 11.05 5.902
00l Pla pace
pacio 8.91 6.370 0.067 11.45 5.966 0.094
Average 8.19 6.036 10.72 5.590
Yo 8.59 6.150 11.09 5.649

* Significant at 0.05 level of significance

Table5: Mean Total Difficulty scoresfor primary students (Home variables)

eacher SDQ Par e DO
Oome Variables ea De P-value ea De P-value
Resdencetype
3 7.70 5.816 0.599 11.19 5.813 0.017*
aisonette 7.82 6.023 11.13 5.762
ouse 7.92 6.090 10.88 5.685
8 6.49 5.355 8.72 4.929
Residence O er snip
Owned 7.56 5.828 0.001* 10.67 5.681 0.000*
Renteo 9.39 6.895 12.81 5.716
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One pare
One Par €
Deceased
eparated/Divorcead
ale
YL -
=l CA e
.--. -
ara A ra a
3 s
3 A
0
dre
A.. /] are
ather O Da
Profe ONa anage
A A
s
ad/Se ad
ate ome
other O patio
Prore oNna anage
A A
o
ad/Se ad
ouse Care
athel ducatio
»,
3
econda
PO econda
A
o
othel ducatio
»,
o
econda
PO econda

Over 240 0

9.54 7.125
8.44 6.523
7.72 5.843
7.24 5.986
7.59 5.843
10.24 7.154
5.73 4.777
10.34 6.842
11.47 8.207
8.05 5.947
8.93 6.422
8.65 6.250
7.60 5.954
7.74 5.764
7.20 5.816
7.61 5.682
7.85 5.783
10.42 7.992
6.85 5.210
7.75 6.130
8.36 6.349
7.91 6.059
8.45 6.935
8.20 5.958
7.11 5.644
6.70 5.738
9.26 6.753
8.06 5.997
7.58 6.010
6.84 5.733
10.74 7.519
7.99 5.970
6.90 5.463

0.110

0.000*

0.067

0.232

0.033*

0.004*

0.040*

0.001~*

0.030*

0.000*

12.91 5.855
11.72 6.120
10.85 5.581
10.14 5.929
10.67 5.631
13.67 6.160
11.85 4.845
13.55 6.627
13.97 5.451
11.19 5.837
13.27 5.642
11.40 5.593
10.81 5.711
10.92 6.148
10.09 5.617
10.88 5.695
11.11 5.554
12.38 5.634
9.56 5.309
10.51 5.347
11.75 5.917
11.19 5.806
11.83 5.603
11.47 5.618
10.45 5.817
8.83 4.726
11.67 5.747
11.42 5.693
10.71 5.905
8.63 4.929
13.53 6.471
11.27 5.514
9.91 5.542

0.004*

0.000*

0.565

0.001*

0.243

0.001*

0.000*

0.000*

0.000*

0.000*

* Significant at 0.05 level of significance
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Table 6: Mean Total Difficulty scoresfor secondary students (Individual variables)

Individual Teacher SDQs
Variables |
Gender
Male
Female
0 9.00 6.367 | 0.646
0 9.48 6.719
0 9.07 6.250
orm 4 9.03 6.534
0 8.82 6.433
ome RegIo
er harbo 8.07 6.143 | 0.086
Outer harbo 7.58 4.999
0 easte 6.90 5.947
este 7.02 5.564
orthe 7.66 6.814
0Z0 9.04 6.440
ome Language
altese 0 7.59 5.923 | 0.666
0 0 7.00 5.573
Bilingua 7.95 6.060
8.98 6.418 | 0.044*
11.00 | 8.033
8.96 6.406 | 0.069
Othe 11.27 | 8.526
Attendance
Regula 8.43 6.181 | 0.000*
egula 14.42 | 6.341
ery good 4.93 4.093 | 0.000*
Average 8.95 5.527
P00 15.15 | 6.607
0 atio
ery good 6.22 5.015 | 0.000*
Adequate 10.50 | 6.132
P00 15.78 6.925
0 al ASsessme
atemented 8.92 6.026 | 0.000*
0 atemented 8.77 6.386
DPO 14.63 8.321
d Diagnos
e 9.61 6.827 | 0.000*
0 7.34 5771

Parent SDQs
Mean StDev P-value Mean|| StDev P-value

10.52 | 5.491
10.94 | 5.439
9.84 5.181
10.01 | 5.770
10.24 | 5.677
10.85 | 5.837
10.10 | 5.303
10.52 | 5.668
10.35 | 5.553
10.40 | 5.476
10.18 | 5.732
10.49 | 5.438
10.53 | 6.127
9.56 5.843
10.28 | 5.598
9.25 6.312
10.27 | 5.580
11.67 | 7.467
10.22 | 5.588
11.76 | 5.995
8.76 5.407
10.56 | 5.161
13.17 | 6.275
9.19 5.386
11.23 | 5.595
12.66 | 5.858
10.32 | 5.585
10.01 | 5.477
12.91 | 7.097
12.59 | 6.335
10.10 | 5.355

0.178

0.832

0.138

0.527

0.457

0.086

0.000*

0.000*

0.054

0.000*

Self-Report SDQs
St Dev P-value

Mean

11.15 | 5.232
10.95 | 5.033
11.20 | 4.401
10.56 | 4.612
11.25 | 4.780
11.44 | 5.109
10.07 | 4.538
11.14 | 5.287
10.30 | 5.109
10.57 | 4.651
9.80 4.903
10.45 | 4.795
11.23 | 6.286
10.71 | 5.061
10.95 | 4.765
11.90 | 5.691
10.97 | 4.760
11.71 | 5.941
10.94 | 4.815
11.76 | 4.427
9.43 4.569
11.01 | 4.442
13.33 | 5.072
10.22 | 4.638
11.24 | 4.731
13.14 | 5.005
11.00 | 4.785
10.78 | 4.793
12.65 | 5.964
11.98 | 5.349
10.34 | 4.811

0.477

0.139

0.634

0.363 |

0.564

0.148

0.000*

0.000*

0.073

0.004*
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Child Condition/Iliness |

e 8.01 6.193 | 0.548 | 10.88 | 5.823 | 0.300 | 10.61 | 4.513 | 0.842
0 7.57 | 5.920 10.29 | 5.430 10.48 | 4.951
O eaiCallo
e 9.48 7.695 | 0.150 | 11.97 | 6.342 | 0.010*| 11.21 | 4.799 | 0.273
0 7.54 | 5.825 10.27 | 5.438 10.44 | 4.913
0 > > O
e 12.33 | 5.791 | 0.000* | 13.76 | 6.805 | 0.000* | 13.79 | 5.572 | 0.001*
0 7.49 | 5.934 10.26 | 5.438 10.40 | 4.886
* Significant at 0.05 level of significance
Table 7: Mean Total Difficulty scoresfor secondary students (Classr oom variables)
asSr 00 er SDQ Pare DQ elT-Repo DQ
ariables ea Dev P-value ea Dev P-value ea Dev P-value
aSSl 00 S WAS
1195 | 7.910 | 0.000*| 10.50 | 5.722 | 0.376 | 11.67 | 5.317 | 0.155
6 0 10.78 | 6.926 11.19 | 6.300 11.60 | 4.845
8.47 | 6.053 10.24 | 5.463 10.98 | 4.639
6 0 8.50 | 6.220 10.09 | 5.652 10.69 | 4.816
aSSI" 00 pDacCe
DACIO 7.78 | 6.055 | 0.000*] 9.41 | 5.632 | 0.000*| 10.39 | 4.981 | 0.003*
Average 9.92 | 6.747 11.00 | 5.533 11.64 | 4.772
Yo 9.14 | 6.079 10.64 | 5.223 11.25 | 4.781
Strea 0
eamed 9.44 | 6.838 | 0.002*| 10.79 | 5.176 | 0.454 | 11.16 | 4.872 | 0.935
et fo bje 8.19 | 5.679 10.22 | 5.171 11.00 | 4.375
ed ab 9.32 | 6.647 10.19 | 5.928 11.04 | 4.901
Strea eve
op 7.71 | 5.636 | 0.000*| 10.46 | 5.352 | 0.266 | 10.76 | 4.358 | 0.179
ddle 8.04 | 5.801 10.38 | 5.141 11.13 | 4.886
0 12.69 | 7.443 11.68 | 5.938 12.01 | 5.223
ea O pEerle
s 3 e 9.71 | 6.729 | 0.028*] 10.51 | 5.767 | 0.231 | 11.03 | 4.725 | 0.923
6 - 10 yea 8.66 | 6.126 10.17 | 5.760 11.11 | 4.753
0 yea 9.15 | 6.887 9.94 | 5.752 10.99 | 4.940
ore than 20 yea 9.15 | 6.080 11.16 | 4.812 11.31 | 4.774
eacher Qua a
BEd/P 8.87 | 6.357 | 0.000*| 10.25 | 5.754 | 0.382 | 10.95 | 4.675 | 0.032*
ollege Ce ziz] 8.93 | 6.609 10.06 | 5.209 11.28 | 5.013
Diploma 10.34 | 7.588 11.76 | 5.328 11.38 | 5.555
Pedagogical Co 11.66 | 6.906 11.48 | 5.379 12.22 | 5.144

* Significant at 0.05 level of significance
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Table 8: Mean Total Difficulty scoresfor secondary students (School variables)

Parent SDQs
St Dev P-value Mean

School
Variables

School Region
Inner harbour

A erage

* Significant at 0.05 level of significance

ISSN 2073-7629
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St Dev P-value Mean

0.000*

0.000*

0.000*

0.000*

0.000*

Teacher SDQs
Mean
9.38 | 6.646
8.32 | 5.957
5.33 | 4.618
8.92 | 6.016
9.92 | 7.480
10.22 | 6.383
11.82 | 6.770
8.00 | 6.017
754 | 5.744
8.41 | 6.090
9.54 | 6.654
9.72 | 6.564
8.65 | 6.065
7.88 | 6.182
8.26 | 6.137
7.72 | 5.927
10.88 | 6.543
10.85 | 6.596
8.71 | 6.390
8.32 | 5.988
10.31 | 6.592
8.36 | 6.299
9.04 | 6.076
10.35 | 6.815

10.13

5.263

10.17

5.058

10.49

5.435

10.98

6.965

10.29

12.13

5.632

5.387

10.31

5.212

9.60

5.654

9.27

10.28

5.787

5.649

10.68

5.803

9.52

5.592

10.26

4.944

10.78

9.79

5.306

5.357

11.55

5.679

11.92

10.16

5.522

5.505

10.07

5.415

10.94

9.90

5.475

5.438

10.66

5.683

10.90

5.393

0.000*

0.124

0.000*

0.222

0.049*

11.08

4.576

11.03

4.398

10.87

4.906

10.81

4.408

9.87

12.01

4.729

4.739

10.45

4.526

9.56

4.806

10.53

11.65

5.875

4.988

11.82

5.038

10.31

4.759

10.74

4.566

10.49

10.38

4.296

4.804

12.36

4.799

11.81

10.76

4.684

4.864

11.22

4.622

12.26

10.66

4.999

4.901

10.90

4.788

12.55

4.630

Self-Report SDQs
St Dev P-value

0.000*

0.001*

0.000*

0.001*

0.000*
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Table 9: Mean Total Difficulty scoresfor secondary students (Home variables)

Self-Report SDQs
Mean ‘ St Dev‘ P-value

Home Variables
Residence type

ISSN 2073-7629
© 2009 EDRES/ENSEC

Teacher SDQs

Mean | St Dev‘ P-value

8.01 6.004 | 0.869
7.63 5.828
7.62 5.960
6.94 5.532
7.54 5.926 | 0.168
8.33 5.935
7.12 5.515 | 0.666
7.85 5.311
7.47 5.969
8.09 6.283
7.53 5.868 | 0.264
8.35 6.578
10.45 | 5.558 | 0.212
8.53 6.519
14.67 | 13.317
7.62 5.930 | 0.926
7.69 6.029
9.28 7.327 | 0.005*
7.29 5.596
7.98 6.202
7.10 5.700 | 0.052
6.89 5.317
8.13 6.126
8.16 5.288

St Dev P-value

0.018*

0.011*

0.456

0.001*

0.806

0.001*

0.136

0.000*

Parent SDQs

Mean

11.33 | 5.798
10.75 | 5.478
10.16 | 5.447
9.37 5.377
10.24 | 5.492
11.82 5.658
12.00 | 4.811
10.92 5.774
10.29 | 5.570
10.22 5.127
10.23 | 5.463
12.22 5.961
13.16 | 5.650
12.35 | 5.897
13.75 | 7.632
10.23 | 5.482
12.37 5.851
10.99 | 6.252
10.19 | 5.430
10.93 | 5.367
9.26 5.395
10.06 | 5.674
10.88 | 5.443
11.71 5.810

11.18 | 5.159
10.96 | 4.793
10.16 | 4.699
9.62 5.539
10.34 | 4.804
12.15 | 5.478
11.17 | 7.333
11.55 | 5.237
10.36 | 4.755
10.31 | 4.968
10.35 | 4.831
12.64 | 5.318
11.00 | 5.114
13.17 | 4.997
16.50 | 6.658
10.47 | 4.843
10.98 | 5.624
11.24 | 5.620
10.21 | 4.698
11.63 | 5.097
9.27 4.889
9.29 4.624
10.80 | 4.729
10.83 | 5.296

0.120

0.004*

0.147

0.001*

0.153

0.470

0.010*

0.022*
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Mother Occupation

Professiona 6.54 6.579 | 0.089 9.53 5.662 | 0.010* | 9.78 5.028 | 0.485
€ al/Clerica 6.53 5.848 9.00 5.308 9.77 4.865
ed/Se =] 8.00 5.734 10.85 | 5.511 11.13 | 5.113
ouse Care 7.39 5.669 10.57 | 5.487 10.51 | 4.829
a C O allo
Prima 8.23 6.952 | 0.156 | 11.89 | 5.424 | 0.000* | 12.11 | 4.666 | 0.008*
econda 7.78 5.920 10.63 | 5.436 10.44 | 4.852
Post seconda 7.26 5.872 9.96 5.636 9.97 4.820
ertia 6.59 5.076 8.84 5.535 9.82 4.859
O > 0 dllO
Prima 8.20 7.384 | 0.160 | 11.53 | 4.854 | 0.000* | 12.02 | 5.924 | 0.027*
econda 7.82 5.717 10.73 | 5.424 10.61 | 4.692
Post seconda 6.73 5.565 9.30 5.491 9.72 4.877
ertia 7.09 6.190 9.21 5.989 9.70 5.374
a ome
: 2 0 o] 8.02 6.010 | 0.365 | 11.68 | 5.138 | 0.000* | 12.73 | 5.136 | 0.000*
0 — 240 0 7.81 5.686 10.95 | 5.405 10.61 | 4.804
Over 240 0 7.29 6.028 9.44 5.645 9.99 4.757

* Significant at 0.05 level of significance
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