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A comparative examination of the efficac% of sustainable school preventive
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The study examined the efficacy of three levels of treatments which provided
first grade students with different degrees of intervention according to school needs.In the level
1(Information), 35 students,in the level 2(Brief CBT), 28 students, in the level 3(CBT), 29 students

participated.The students completed two questionnaires assessing their adaptability to classroom
(CA) and awareness of support personnel around children (SC) at 3 time periods, Time 1,2 and 3. The
classroom teachers completed the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) at the same time
periods about each of their students.The results revealed that the level 1 promoted PS,CA, and SC,
the level 2 enhanced PS, and the level 3 raised PS and SC, with moderate-large effect sizes (partial
eta squared).
This study used multiple evaluators to assess impacts of multiple interventions on child
difficulties and strengths, and found the improvement in child non-cognitive competencies after
implementation of treatments.
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Level Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 F  partialn 2
1 PS 4.26 (1.65) 4.80 (2.21) 5.17 (1.71) 4.88° .125
CA 28.29 (3.71) 29.63 (3.13) 29.83 (3.10) 3.31" .089
SC 18.80 (9.11) 17.57 (6.93) 23.37 (4.28) 8.73" .204
N 35 35 35
2 PS 5.04 (1.10) 6.27 (1.64) 6.28 (1.90) 9.83" .291
CA 29.75 (2.65) 26.69 (4.44) 27.54 (4.70) 4.23° .156
SC 19.21 (7.74) 16.62 (5.75) 18.50 (6.65) 1.02  .042
N 28 28 24
3 PS 3.07 (2.31) 2.83 (1.86) 3.90 (2.21) 5.34° .170
CA 27.28 (3.27) 25.83 (3.62) 25.97 (4.66) 2.20  .078
SC 10.69 (3.94) 15.30 (4.43) 17.38 (5.44) 21.90™ .457
N 29 29 29
PS: , CA: , SC: , N:
*:p<.05,**:p<.01, ***:p<.001
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