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scores and parent rating form scores and interviews. Utility findings
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B R T R A T

Professionals working in the early childhood-special education field can no
longer afford to overlook the importance of evaluation. First, future continuation
and expansion of early intervention programs might depend, in part, on documented
efficacy data. Second, evaluation is essential in order to develop and monitor
effective educational programs for young handicapped children. As Evans (1982)

cogently states . . . " educators live in the age of an evaluation imperative" (p.
1)0 e

In the last 10 to 15 years there has been an increase in the number of
intervention programs and services available to handicapped children from birth to
| three. To some extent, the proliferation of programs and services has been the
| result of federal legislation and fiscal support. For example, when congress
; established the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program in 1968, the number
‘ of demonstration projects for handicapped preschool children increased from 24 to
| 150 in less than a decade. Likewise, funds for these programs increased from one
| to 22 million dollars during this time period (Swan, 1980).

| Although educational and related services were not necessarily guaranteed,

| federal legislation provided incentives to states for the provision of services for

‘ preschool handicapped children. For example, many states have taken advantage of
federal funding to develop a variety of services (e.g., child find and pavent
training programs) for preschool handicapped children. Others have established
policies to ensure that services are available for preschool handicapped children.
For example, programs and services are mandated at preschool-age in many states and
at birth in some states (Cohen, Semmes, & Guralnick, 1979).

During the 1960s and 1970s policies (e.g., legislation) and fiscal support
established at the federal, state, and local levels was, in part, responsible for
the increase in number of programs and services for handicapped children from birth
to three. However, times are changing. The fiscal bcom of the last two decades is
waning and the political climate is changing. Changing state tax legislation
(e.g., Proposition 13 in California), a decrease in public confidence concerning
education (Hymes, 1982), and the current administration's 'new federalism"
poliries, such as state educational block grants (Takanishi & Feshbach, 1982), are
some of the factors contributing to a growing decline in fiscal and legislative
suppert for educational programs.

A decrease in fiscal and legislative support has potential ramifications for
future programs and services for handicapped children. Existing programs face
drastic budget cuts and the possibility of needing alternative funding sources
(e.g., private foundations). Obtaining resources for the development of new
programs is even more questionable. As educational resources become scarce,
intervention services for handicapped infants and preschool children will be
subject to scrutiny by legislators, funding agencies, and tax payers (Evans, 1982).
More than ever before documented evidence regarding the efficacy of early
intervention may be necessary to justify the expenditures focr the continuation and
expansion of programs and services for handicapped children from birth to three.

Not only might evaluation be crucial for the existence of future early
intervention programs, but evaluation is essential for appropriate and effective |
intervention (Bricker & Littman, 1982). The purprose of most early intervention |
programs. is to target areas where children need remediation (e.g., communication |
training) and then facilitate the acquisition of necessary skills and functional '
behaviors. To determine if intervention efforts are appropriate and effective,
there should be a link between intervention practices and decision making based on
objective information that will aid decision making. For example, if children are
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not making progress towards target objectives, then modifications cr changes can be
made in intervention plans (e.g., IEP goals, training objectives). Through
systematic and on-going evaluation timely programmatic decisions can be made
enabling more appropriate and effective intervention practices.

Objective: information is also important in order to judge the overall value of
an intervention program. Systematic evaluation provides the information to
determine if children are making acceptable progress that might be, in part,
attributable to specific interventions.

Evaluation is essentiil in order to provide appropriate and effective programs
for young handicapped children and to demonstrate the value of early intervention.
The need to monitor intervention practices and demonstrate the efficacy of early
intervention has created a need for feasible and valid evaluation methodology.
However, methodological problems (e.g., lack of appropriate controls, limited
applicability of statistical procedures) make evaluation efforts with young
handicapped populations difficult at best. In addition to methodological problems,
evaluation efforts in early intervention programs are rarely guided by any formal
evaluation plans or approaches (Sheehan & Keogh, 1982). A major problem
confronting those who plan and evaluate early intervention programs is the lack of
available approaches or systems to guide intervention and evaluation activities
(DuBose, Langley, & Stagg, 1977; Switzky, Rotatori, Miller, & Freagon, 1979;
Bricker, Sheehan, & Littman, 1981). A major question that should be addressed by
professionals in the early intervention field is how to provide appropriate
intervention programs and demonstrate the efficacy of intervention efforts.

Linking Intervention and Evaluation

The need to demonstrate the efficacy of early intervention for young
handicapped children has created a need for systematic methods or strategies to
Plan and evaluate early intervention practices. Planning appropriate and effective
intervention programs requires that evaluation be an integral part of intervention.
Evaluation methods and strategies that have been recommended by educators who work
with young handicapped children often emphasize the interdependent relationship
between intervention and evaluation. For example, Bricker and Littman (1982)
claiming that "Evaluation is essential for effective intervention" (p. 23),
describe a detailed system that links evaluation activities with intervention
practices. Their evaluation system includes three separate but interrelated
levels: 1) initial assessment and programming, 2) on-going monitoring, and 3)
annual program evaluation. Tre evaluation process is implemented at the beginning
of the school year or when children erter the program and continue until the end of
the year or when children leave the program. Initial assessment provides
information to formulate Individual Education Plans (IEP) and instructional
programs and strategies. On-going monitoring (i.e., daily/weekly instructional
data and quarterly assessment) enables timely programmatic modifications or changes
for individual children based on objective informaticn. Annual evaluation provides
information about the overall effectiveness of instructional plans and strategies
for individual children, sub-groups of children (e.g., children with certain
handicapping conditions or ages), and/or the total group of childrea enrolled in
the program.

The potential outcome of the evaluation system suggested by Bricker and
Littman (1982) is the effective integration ¢f evaluation and intervention.
Similarly, others recommend systematic approaches to evaluation and intervention
(DuBose, Langley, & Stagg, 1977; Bagnato, 1981; Bagnato & Neiswortli, 1981; Bricker,
Seibert, & Scott, 1978) which require assessment as one necessary ingredient for
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the successful integration of evaluation and intervention.

Perhaps assessment is the process that '"links' evaluation and intervention and
an assessment instrument(s) or test(s) is the mechanism that enables the linkage.
To be useful for both intervention and evaluation purposes when dealing with young
handicapped children, assessment should target exact functioning levels; suggest
intervention goals and- training objectives; monitor child progress; and provide
program evaluation information. Not only should assessment instruments be designed
to assess skills and capabilities across several curricular or developmental areas
(e.g., motor, cognition, language, and social), but the content of the
instrument (s) should closely match the content and objectives of the intervention
program and contain items that represent small sequential steps in order to reflect
small gains or treatment effects {Sheehan, 1982). However, the majority of
existing instruments do not adequately assess young handicapped children and
information from existing instruments has limited usefulness fur educational
programming and evaluation purposes. One plaguing problem for those who plan and
evaluate programs for young handicapped children is the inadequacy of available
measurement instruments (White & Haring, 1978; Bricker & Sheehan, 1981; Hamilton &
Swan, 1981; Sheehan & Keogh, 1981; Bricker & Littman, 1982; Simeonsson, Huntington,
& Short, 1982).

Assessment of Handicapped Infants and Preschool Children:
Limitations of Existing Instruments

One reason it is difficult to assess handicapped children with existing
instruments is the admiristration procedures required by these instruments. Tests,
such as the Bayley Scales of Infant Development and Cattell Infant Intelligence
Scale, are typically given in isclated settings by a trained examiner, testing one
item at a time. Testing in unfamiliar settings by strangers can repress children's
responses (DuBose, 1979; Yarrow, 1979) and testing one item at a time might provide
a limited view of children's abilities and capabilities (DuBose, Langley, & Stagg,
1977). 1In addition, skills exhibited during a structured assessment (e.g., use of
standardized procedures) will not necessarily appear in children's spontansous
behavior (Simeonsson & Wiegerink, 1975; Anastasiow, 1979; Fischer, 1980).

Assessing children as they routinely behave in various environments might increase
the likelihood of differentiating functional and nonfunctional skills. More
information might be obtained by an interventionist assessing a child in a natural
setting (e.g., home, classroom) while participating in routine activities. For
example, a child might produce functional fine motor and language skills during
snack time that might not occur during a direct test (i.e., structured) situation.

Besides an appropriate setting, some handicapped children often need special
materials (Filler, 1973; Bricker & Littman, 1982) or adaptations in test procedures
(Simeonsson & Wiegerink, 1975; White & Haring, 1978; DuBose, 1981) to cnrrectly
perform certain tasks or behaviors. However many tests, such as the Bayley Scales
of Infant Development and Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale, require specific
materials and do not allow procedural modifications. A deaf-blind child might need
practice and physical assistance to understand a test direction. A motorically
impeired child might need a prosthetic device to complete a task, or a longer time
to respond than many tests allow. Without special materials or precedural
modif ications, performance levels of many handicapped children might appear to be
lower than they actually are. Inaccurate information about performance levels
might result in the selection of inappropriate intervention goals and objectives
leading to programs geared below the child's actual competencies and capabilities.

Not only are flexible administration procedures necessary to adequtely assess
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handicapped preschool children, but intervention programs need assessment
instruments that are comprehensive. Most intervention programs deal with many
areas of development in their curricula (e.g., gross and fine motor, cognitive,
social interaction, self-care, and communication). Yet, some tests only assess
limited areas. of development. For example, the Ordinal Scales of Psychological
Development (Uzgiris & Hunt, 1975) orly assess sensorimotor skilis. Although this
test might be administratively appropriate for the handicapped, it would not be
useful alone for many programs because of its limited scope (i.e., focused only on
the sensorimotor domain). Some instruments such as the Uniform Periormance
Assessment System (UPAS) (White, Edgar, Haring, Affleck, & Hayden, 1980) and the
Student Progress Record (SPR) (Oregon State Division of Mental Health, 1977) are
criterion referenced tests that do assess a wide range of development, but they
contain a limited number of items for children under three. Assessment instruments
that assess many domains of behavior and contain items that cover the
birth-to-three age rangs are needed.

Standardized or norm referenced tests summarize performance into single total
scores, giving limited information for educational planning. For exampie, the
overall sccre from the Gesel) is converted into a total Maturity Age (MA) score.
This single MA score does not reflect how a chiid performed, or did not perform
certain behaviors. In addition, many tests do not reflect actual performance
because the converted score tables do not include scores that fall below certain
levels (Simeonsson & Wiegerink, !975; White & Haring, 1978); for example, a
developmental quotient (DQ) can not be calculated for a score below 50 on the
Bayley. Total or derived scores might suggest delayed areas of functioning (e.g.,
motor and cognition) but these scores do not give enough information to determine
program objectives or training strategies (Darby, 1979; DuBose, 1981; Ramey,
Campbell, & Wasik, 1982).

Scores derived from criterion referenced tests can also be limited. Many
criteriva referenced tests contain items and corresponding age levels from several
standardized tests. Not only do age level scores provide limited information for
educational planning, but because these scores were derived from different
standardized samples they may provide an unreliable estimate of performance or
developmental level (Johnson, 1982).

Comprehensive assessment instruments that are sensitive to small changes in
development and relevant to intervention objectives are needed for program
evaluation. As mentioned before the UPAS and SPR are comprehensive, yet lack items
appropriate for children under three. It is diffi~ 1t to measure small
developmental gains of handicapped preschool children with instruments that do not
contain items that measure small developmental increments. Standardized or norm
referenced tests (e.g., Bayley) are designed to assess global abilities and will
not adequately reflect small changes in child behavicr (MacTurk & Neisworth, 1978;
Sheehan, 1980; Garwood, 1982). 1In addition, the purpose of standardized tests is
to compare a single child's performance against the performance of ‘the norm sample.
Comparing handicapped children with nonhandicapped children might give some
information about. performance in relation to the norm performance; however, such a
comparison foes not give either information about individual achiewvements nor the
impact of specific intervention strategies that were used in the program. To
measure program effectiveness, assessment instruments must be relevant to the
objectives of the program--~they must measure what programs try to accomplish
(Bricker, Seibert, & Scott, 1978; Kopp, 1979; Ramey, Campbell, & Wasik, 1982).

In summary, the majority of existing assessment instruments do not adequately
assess young handicapped children, and the information from these instruments has




limited usefulness for educational programming and evaluation purposes. The
usefulness of assessment instruments for planning educational programs (e.g.,
training objectives) and evaluating program effectiveness depends on the objectives
of the intervention program and the characteristics of the children in the program
(Bricker & Littman, 1982). However, regardless of program objectives and
population characteristics, assessment should target exact functioning levels;
suggest intervention goals and training objectives; monitor child progress; and
provide program evaluation information. To be appropriate for handicapped infants
and preschool children and to provide useful programming and evaluation
information, an assessment instrument snould meet certain criteria (Bricker,
Seibert, & Scott, 1978; DuBose, 1981). An assessment instrument for monitoring
child progress and program evaluation should:

1. Be used by those people who deal with the child on a regular basis
(i.e., teachers, aides or parents) in a natural setting (i.e., home,
classroom).

2. Reflect curricular content of the intervention program: obtjectives
that might be used as training targets should be included in the
instrument.

3. Provide a logical developmental sequence of items or objectives that
can be used as training guidelines.

4. Accommodate a wide range of handicapping conditions.

5. Specify performance criteria that indicate if a child has a
particular skill and if the skill is a functional part of the child's
daily repertoire.

6. Be a reliable and valid measure.

In their review of prominent assessment instruments developed for infants and
preschool children, Bagnato and Neisworth (1981) fournd few instruments that meet
the final criterion suggested for a useful instrument. Likewise, cthers report the
majority of available instruments lack reliability, validity, and standardization
data (Walls, Werner, Bacon, & Zane, 1977; Cross & Johnston, 1977; Jchnson & Kopp,
undated). The limitaticns of existing instruments (including the lack of
psychometric data) and pressing demands for accountability, has created an uigent
need for assessment instruments suitable for young handicapped children and useful
for intervention and evaluation purposes.

One instrument that holds some potential for meeting the criteria suggested by
Biicker, Seibert, and Scott (1978) and DuBose (1981) is the Comprehensive Early
Evaluation and Programming System (CEEPS). The CEEPS is an experimental
criterion-referenced instrument developed for handicapped children from birih to 36
months. This instrument was designed to: 1) provide specific information that can
be used to develop program objectives across a range of developmental areas; and 2)
be used as a tool to assess program effectiveness.

The Comprehensive Early Evaluation and Programming System (CEEPS)1

The CEEPS was designed to be used by direct service personnel (e.g., teachers,
therapists) by observing children in daily-living environments (e.g., home,
classroom). The preferred method of assessment is observation of the child in
her/his envirorment. However, if observation does not provide adequate information

10
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or a child does not display certain behaviors, direct testing or report (e.g.,
parent report) are allowed.

The CEEPS is educationally relevant. The items in the test reflect curricular
content appropriate for most early intervention programs. There are six curricular
areas called Domains included in the CEEPS: Gross Motor, Fine Motor, Self-Zare,
Cognitive, Social, and Communication. Each of the six domains are composed of a
series of Strands which represent groups of related behaviors within a domain. For
example, the cognitive domain contains seven strands: Sensory Stimuli, Object
Permanence, Imitation, Causality, Problem Solving, Object Differentiation, and
Pre-Academic Skills. Each strand is divided into a series of items called Long
Range Goals (LRG) ard Training Objectives (TO). The TOs are arranged in steps
beginning with the simplest response and moving to a specific LRG (i.e., the most
difficult response). Failed TOs can be selected as short-term 1EP objectives and
failed LRGs can be selected as long-term IEP goals.

Long range goals and training objectives are arranged in a sequence that
reflect either a developmental and/or a hierarchical training progression.
Developmental research and theory, as well as component task analysis, directed the
selection and sequencing of assessm2nt items in each domain.

The CEEPS Administration Manual contains a detailed description of the
assessment procedure (i.e., observation and direct test procedures); necessary
equipment and materials; and the criteria for successful completion of each LRG and
TO. Each item (i.e., LRG and TO) is scored either pass (+) or fail (-) in the
"'score boxes" on the CEEPS data recording forms. Codes that describe specific
types of responses (e.g., direction adaptation) are recorded on the "notes'" column
next to the score. The number of correct responses is tallied for each domain and
the raw score can be converted to a percentage correct score (i.e., total
percentage domain scores).

The CEEPS was designed to accommodate 2 range of handicapping conditions.
Adaptations are permitted for children who have sensory or motoric handicaps that
might restrict their ability to perform a target btehavior. Two types of
adaptations can be made: direction adaptations and criterion adaptations.
Direction adaptations are changes in the materials, position of the child, or
presentation of the items. For example, a physically handicapped child might need
a spoon with a built-up handle to facilitate eating or a hearing impaired child
might require sign language to understand a specific direction. Criterion
adaptations are changes in the acceptable response format; for example, changes in
the rate of performance or the type of performance. A visually impaired child
might not be able to focus on an object manipulated by an adult but would pass the
item if the criteria were changed to accept postural orientation to the adult. A
physically handicapped child who cannot produce speech sounds could respond
correctly by pointing to symbols on a communication board.

Performance standards were designed to indicate if a child has a particular
skill or concept and if the skill/concept is functional for daily living. The
CEEPS has different scoring levels that indicate if a skill/concept is consistently
exhibited across people and settings; situation specific (e.g., only exhibits
skill/concept with certain people); or inconsistently produces (i.e., exhibits
skill/concept sometimes and not other times). The CEEPS discriminates levels of
skill performance between those behaviors that can be performed but are not used
functionally by the child and those behaviors that are performed in a functional
manner. (Appendix A contains selected inf{ormation on the CEEPS.)

11




Purpose of the Scudy

The final criterion suggested for a useful instrument is that it be a reliable
| and valid measure. The purpose of this study is to provide information on selected
| psychometric properties of the Comprehensive Early Evaluation and Programming

System (CEEPS). The primary focus of this study will permit evaluation of its
reliability, validity, and utility. Following are the specific research questions
addressed in this study.

Reliability

1. Wwhat is the agreement when two observers simultaneously observe the
same children and rate (pass-fail scores) children's performance on CEEPS
items?

2. What is the agreement between scores if the CEEPS is administered
twice to the same children with a brief time period between
administrations?

|

Research Questions

3. Are CEEPS items logically organized into domains which represent
different constructs or groups of behaviors?

4. What 1s the agreement between scores obtained by ohservation and

scores obtained by direct test whenr the CEEPS is administered to the same

children using both methods of assessment (observation and direct test)?

Validity

1. What is the relationship between CEEPS scores and standardized test
scores and clinical judgement of children's abilities?

Utilicy

1. To what extent is the CEEPS a feasible and useful assessment
instrument?

METHOD

The CEEPS is an experimental assessment instrument for which data are needed
to examine its reliability, validity, and usefulness. The purpose of this study
was to provide information on selected psychometric parameters of the CEEPS that
will permit evaluation of its reliability and validity. 1In addition, this study
examined the instruments' usefulness for developing educational programs for
handicapped preschool children.

Subtjects and Setting

The children enrolled in the Early Intervention Program (EIP) at the Center on
Humap Development, University of Oregon participated in this study. There were 22
handicapped children between the ages of 24 and 40 nmonths (mean, 30.7; sd, 4.4) and
10 nonhandicapped children between the ages of 20 and 39 months (mean, 29.7; sd,
7.5). The handicapped children were diagnosed as having a variety of disabilities
including: general developmental delays, Down syndrome, and motoric disorders.
Impairments ranged from at-risk for developmental problems, mildly delayed to
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moderately and severely impaired.

The children attended class at the center four days a week for
two-and-one-half hours a day. Observation data were collected by observers in the
classroom and the CEEPS was administered by the intervention staff in the
classroom. The Gesell was administered by a trained examiner in the testing room
at the center. Parents completed a rating form of children's skills and abilities
prior to the Gesell administration (i.e., in the testing room) and parent
interviews were conducted in a convenient location at the center (e.g., office,
family living area).

Measures

The CEEPS Administration Manual and data recording forms were used when the
instrument was administered to the cnildren by the intervention staff and when
observers collected data for reliability purposes. Most of the test materials were
toys, objects, and containers found in the classroom. (Selected information from
the administration manual can be found in Appendix A.)

The Gesell Developmental Scales Test Kit, Administration Manual and required
test materials were used when the Gesell was administered. Test data were recorded
on Gesell Protocal Forms (see Appendix B).

A parent rating form was used to collect data concerning parent judgements
about their children's skill levels and abilities. This rating form contains CEEPS
Long Range Goal (LRG) items rewritten in language appropriate for parents (i.e.,
removing technical jargon). Parents respond to each item by checking whether their
child exhibits a certain behavior: All the Time, Used To, Sometimes, or Not Yet
(see Appendix C).

The Developmental Profile 11 (Rev. ed.) (Alpern & Shearer, 1980) was also used
to obtain information from parents regarding their children's skills and abilities.
This instrument contains developmentally sequenced items across five major areas
(Physical, Self-Help, Social, Academic, and Language) and is administered by
interviewing parents. Parents respond to selected items (questions) by indicating
whether their child can (Yes) or cannot (No) perform a certain skill or behavior.
(Selected information from the administration manual and an example data recording
form can be found in Appendix D.)

Procedures
Observers and Observer Training

Three observers (not part of the intervention staff) collected data to
determine interobserver and test-retest reliability for the CEEPS. Observers were
systematically rotated so that each collected both interobserver and retest data.
Prior to data collection the investigator conducted a training session which began
after the observers had an opportunity to read the CEEPS Administration Manual and
reviewed the data recording forms.

Training Procedures

Vi&eotapes of nonhandicapped children not included in the study were used for
training the observers. To give observers the opportunity to "practice' observing
and scoring items across a range of skill/developmental levels children were
videotaped who were six, 12, 16, and 30 months of age.
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The three observers viewed each tape and scored each item for each CEEPS
domain (fine motor, gross motor, cognitive, self-care, social, and communication).
Items for specific domains were scored as relevant behaviors were seen on the
tapes. For example, a cluster of fine motor behaviors might have been observed
before all items in the cognitive domain were scored. 1In this case the observers
switched from the cognitive domain to the fine motor domain and scored the
nertinent fine motor items. Or, children might have exhibited communication and
cognitive skills/behaviors at the same time. The observers then scored the
appropriate items for botn domains. As necessary, the videotapes were replayed
during each observation session to score those items that were missed. Observers
recorded scores on the CEEPS data recording forms using the scoring decision rules
found in Appendix E.

Twelve training sessions, approximately one hour each, were conducted. Four
sessions involved discussions (e.g., clarifying items and/or criteria) and eight
sessions involved observing the videotapes and scoring CEEPS items. By the end of
the eighth session at least 80 percent agreement was reached for items scored by
the observers for each CEEPS domain.

Interobserver Reliability

Although "direct test" and 'report" are allowed methods of data collection for
the CEEPS, the preferred method of data collection is observe m. This instrument
was designed to be used by a variety of direct service personnel (e.g., teachers,
assistants, therapists) while observing children in routine daily living settings
(e.g., classroom, home). The extent to which the CEEPS is a reliable observation
instrument was examined.

Two observers simultanously observed the same child and scored CEEPS items
using the data recording forms. Using total domain scores (i.e., total number of
items scored pass), score consistency (reliability) was determined for the total
test and for each domain separately: 1) across subjects (i.e., handicapped and
nonhandicapped), and 2) for the handicapped group of children.

Scheduling Procedures

The children were obszrved during the normal school day. Each child was
observed for one day for approximately one-and-one-half hours. Observations began
after the observer training was completed and cont.inued for approximately 14 weeks.

All children in the EIP are assigned an identification (ID) number as soon as
they are enrolled in the program. Children were observed consecutively in order of
their ID numbers (e.g., number 271 was observed first, number 272 was observed
second). When a child was absent, his/her name was placed at the end of the list
and the next child was observed instead. When new children were enrolled in the
program, their names were placed at the end of the list.

Observation Procedures

Two observers viewed each child in the classroom while she/he participated in
routine activities (e.g., play time, activity groups, snack time). As the child
changed activities, observers followed the child to ensure they were close enough
to see and hear the child.

Observers scored items for specific domains as relevant behaviors were seen.
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For example, items in the Eating Strand, Use of Utensils Strand (Self-Care domain),
and the Interaction Strand (Social domain) might have been scored during snack
time. In some situations it might have been appropriate to score items only in one
particular domain. For example, items in the Gross Motor domain might have been
scored during.gross mo.or activities or free play time. The order of scoring
domains and/or strands was left to the discretion of each observer.

The observers did not discuss data collection procedures (e.g., scores for
items, children's performance) during the entire data collection period (i.e., for
approximately 14 weeks). Each observer kept the CEEPS recording forms on a
clipboard. At the end of each day (observation session) the investigator collected
the clipboards and returned the clipboards to the observers the next day. The
investigator collected and stored all completed data recording forms for the data
analysis.

To ensure that procecures were correctly followed the investigator was present
for the majority of observations and available to assist the observers (e.g.,
answer procedural questions). 1In addition, the investigator periodically checked
the data collection forms for individual subjects and determined percent of
agreement for items scored in each domain.

Data Collection Procedures

Children's performance was scored either pass (%) or fail (-) for each item in
the CEEPS. Scores were recorded in the scors box on the data recording forms. 1In
a few cases observers did not have the opportunity to observe certain behaviors
(e.g., the situation did not allow children to exhibit certain behaviors). When
observers did not have the opportunity to observe certain behaviors the pertinent
items were scored fail (~) and a "NO" (no opportunity) recorded in the '"notes"
column on the data recording forms. Scoring cond..ions and codes are explained and
defined on the Scoring Decision Rules Sheet (Appendix E). The observers used these
decision rules as guidelines for scoring. :

Test-Retest Reliability

Test-retest reliability is the method for determining temporal stability of a
measure (Anastasi, 1976). 1If a child is given the same test twice, with a brief

time period between administrations, the
administrations if the test is reliable.
determine if CEEPS scores are consistent

scores should be similar for both
Test-retest reliability was examined to
or reliable.

Scheduling Procedures

To prevent or r~strict other factors such as intervention or maturation from
causing a change in test scores (Sax, 1980) a one to two week test-retest interval
was used. .

Children (N=28) were observed according to the date of the first
observation--that is, those children observed during the first week of
interobserver reliability data collection were observed a second time one to two
weeks later. For example, a child first observed on Monday during the first week
in March was observed a second time on Monday during the second or third week of
March (one to two weeks between observations). A three week interval was allowed
when children were absent and an exact one to two week interval could not be
maintained.
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Observation Procedures

A third observer collected test-retest data. Scheduling and observation
procedures described for interobserver reliability observations were also used for
test-retest observations.

Data Collection Procedures

The third observer followed the same data collection procedures previously
described (e.g., scoring procedures). For test-retest purposes the CEEPS data
recording forms completed by the two observers collecting interobserver reliability
data were alternately matched with the CEEPS data recording forms completed by the
third observer collecting test-retest data. Ffor example, the first and third data
recording forms completed by the third observer were matched with the data
recording forms completed by the first observer; the second and fourth data
recording forms completed by the third observer were matched with the data
recording forms completed by the second observer. This alternating sequence
continued for all observation data recording forms. Because situations were often
different between the first and retest observations (e.g., available opportunities
for children to perform certain behaviors), items scored "NO" (no opportunity) by
any two observers were omitted from the analysis. Agreement between each pair of
data recording forms was calculated to determine score consistency or test-retest
reliability.

Internal Consistency

If items on a particular test are sequenced in a hierarchy, children who pass
more difficult items should pass the easier items. Sequential order of test items
facilitates test administration: if a child passes the more difficult items, then
it would not be necessary to assess lower level (easier items). Determining the
extent to which items are in sequential order will assist interventionists in
targeting exact skills in need of intervention.

However, due to the nature of items contained in the CEEPS traditional
procedures to determine item sequence or score consistency (e.g., split-half
reliability, scalogram analysis) are inappropriate. Each CEEPS domain is divided
into strands that represent related groups of behaviors. Each strand contains a
series of items called Long Range Goals (LRG) and Training Objectives (TO). The
LRG items are thought to be arranged in a hierarchical sequence and assess the most
complex behaviors associated with a specific group of behaviors in a strand. In
some strands the TO items assess behaviors prerequisite to more complex behaviors
(LRG items) and the items are arranged in a hierarchical sequence. In other
strands the TC items do not assess prerequisite behaviors and are not in a
hierarchical sequence but rather are thought to be arranged in a parallel fashion.

In addition, the nature and sequence of development is not uniform across
children or skill domains. First, as children develop and acquire higher level
skills they will not exhibit lower level or prerequisite skills. For example, a
child who is labeling objects may no longer babble. A negative response might be
reflected in test items for the nonexistent lower level skills. Second, there is
not one consistent developmental sequence that all children follow. A child will
not demonstrate the same level of performance across skills but rather, demonstrate
different skills at different levels at the same time. The variation or unevenness
across skill domains is a function of environmental influences (e.g., tasks and

assessment methods) and a variety of different strategies used to perform behaviors

(Fischer, 1980; Fischer & Corrigan, 1981). Neurological or biological factors
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(e.g., seizure disorder, Down syndrome) also contribute to variations in skills and
the sequence of development.

Scores on the CEEPS may not necessarily conform to a logical developmental
pattern: that is, items are passed up to a certain point and failed after that
point. However, examining patterns of successes and failures (pass-fail scores)
might identify empirical relationships among items suggesting: 1) subsets of items
within strands and domains that are arranged in a hierarchical sequence; 2)
sections of the CEEPS in which all items should be administered regardless of the
item arrangement; 3) items that should be omitted or rearranged within strands or
domains; and 4) the extent to which domains represent different constructs or
groups of behaviors.

Data Collection Procedures

Performance scores on the CEEPS posttests (Spring, 1983) were used to examine
the relationship between items within each domain. The CEEPS was administered to
the children by the interventicn staff by primarily observing children as they
participated in classroom activities. However, direct testing procedures were also
used (e.g., procedures to elicit a behavior) and some assessment information was
obtained from the parents (i.e., parent report).

Method of Assessment Comparison

Fischer (1980) makes a distinction between structured and spontaneous
assessment and the type of information or results both methods yield. Structured
assessment (e.g., use of a standardized test) exposes children to the same
conditions: the same or similar tasks and standardized procedures. Skills
exhibited during a structured assessment will not necessarily appear in children's
spontaneous behavior. Spontaneous assessment involves assessing children as they
routinely behave in various environments, increasing the likelihood of
differentiating functional and nonfunctional skills.

The CEEPS was designed to be used primarily as an observation instrument
(i.e., a spontaneous type of assessment). A premise of the CEEPS is that
observation is a more appropriate method to assess children's normally occurring
and functional behaviors than a more structured assessment (e.g., direct testing
one skill at a time in an isolated setting). T» lend support to the premise that
observation is a more appropriate and perhaps accurate method of assessment., CEEPS
scores (for LRG items) obtained by observation as the assessment method and
direct testing (i.e., structured assessment) as the assessment method were compared
to examine the relationship between spontaneous and structured assessment.

Scheduling Procedures

A group of handicapped children (N=8) were selected and assessed according to
the test-retest data collection schedule. Data collection began in late April
while retest observations were taking place and children were assessed according to
the retest observation list (i.e., consecutively in order of ID numbers). A one to
two week interval was allowad between the retest observation and the direct test
assessment. For example, a child who was observed for retest data collection the
third week in April was assessed by direct test the fourth week in April or first
week in May (i.e., one to two week interval).

Data Collection Procedures




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i

13

The CEEPS was administered by a data collector (not part of the intervention
staff) in the testing room at the center. Each child was assessed during two 30
minute testing sessions on two different days. Direct testing involved scoring
each LRG item separately, using standard materials, and using direct test
procedures found in the CEEPS Administration Manual (an example of these procedures
can be found in Appendix A). Items were scored either pass (+) or fail (-) and
recorded on the data recording forms.

During the CEEPS administration a second data collector simultaneously
observed the direct test assessment and scored each LRG item. Agreement between
LRG scores obtained by the two data collectors was determined for each CEEPS
domain.

Concurrent Validity

The concurrent validity of a test indicates the relationship between scores of
a group of subjects on a particular test and a criterion measure administered at
the same time or within a brief time period (Borg & Gall, 1979). This study
examined the relationship between scores on the CEEPS and two criterion measures:
Standardized test scores and parents' judgements about their children's skill
levels and abilities.

Criterion Measures

The Gesell Developmental Schedules, a parent rating form, and the
Developmental Profile II (Appendices B, C, and D respectively) were the criterion
measures.

The parent rating form was piloted with a group of mothers (N=7) whose
children did not participate in the study. The purpose of the pilot was to
evaluate whether the form is appropriate for use by parents. While responding to
the items, the mothers were asked to evaluate the rating form for: organization,
clarity of items, inclusiveness of response categories, and usetulness of examples.
Generally pilot participants felt the format was organized, items were
understandable, znd examples helpful. Two mothers found some items confusing and
one mother misunderstood the response category USED TO.

.Based on information from the pilot the rating form was revised (e.g., items
thought to be confusing were rewritten) znd a cover sheet defining the responso
categories (e.g., All the Time, Used To, Sometimes, and Not Yet) was added.

Data Collection Procedures

It is important that criterion ratings are not influenced by the rater's
knowledge of scores obtained on a particular test (Anastasi, 1976). Criterion
ratings were not obtained from the intervention staff (e.g., teacher judgement of
children's abilities). 1Instead, the Gesell was administered by a trained tester
and judgements (ratings) about children's skill levels and abilities was obtained
from parents. The tester and each parent were not informed of a particular child's
CEEPS scores until the tester has completed the Gesell and the parent has completed
the parent rating form.

The Gesell was administered at the end of the year (Spring posttest) and the
CEEPS was administered after the Gesell admininstration (i.e., there was not more
than a two week interval between administrations of both instruments).
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Parents (N=25) were asked to complete the rating form immediately before the
tester administered the Gesell. The tester reviewed the directions and response
categories while presenting the form to each parent and gave minimal assistance
when necessary (e.g., clarified items). The majority of parents were able to
complete the form independently.

Parents (N=24) were interviewed using the Developmental Profile II one to two
weeks before or after the CEEPS administration. Two data collectors (not part of
the intervention staff) contacted each parent and made arrangements (e.g.,
interview, date, arranged location) to conduct the interviews. Parents were
interviewed individually and each interview ranged from 30 minutes to one hour in
length.

Utility

The usefulness of an assessment instrument depends on its '‘practical"
attributes as well as its psychometric integrity. The CEEPS was designed to be
used by direct service personnel while observing children in intervention settings.
The usefulness of the CEEPS partially depends on the extent to which this
instrument is suitable for intervention settings and can be successfully
administered by staff in a reasonable amount of time.

In addition to practical considerations, a related concern is whether the
CEEPS is useful to design educational programs. .A stated purpose of the CEEPS is
to assist interventionists when identifying intervention goals (e.g., IEP goals)
and developing specific training objectives and strategies. The usefulness of the
CEEPS depends on whether this instrument accurately reflects performance of young
handicapvoed children and provides specific information that can be translated into
appropriate intervention programs.

In addition to examining the psychometric properties of the CEEPS, evaluating
its utility (e.g., administration time) might provide important supplementary
information about necessary modifications or changes needed in the instrument to
enhance its practicality.

Data Collection Procedures

.Information about the utility of the CEEPS was obtained from the intervention
staff at the CHD. Staff members (N=4) who had used the CEEPS during the year were
asked to fill out a form designed to provide evaluative infor iation about the
CEEPS. (The evaluation form can be found in Appendix F.) The form solicited
information regarding the usefulness and appropriateness of items (i.e., LRGs and
TOs) and criteria for successful performance in each domain (e.g., gross motor,
cognition). In addition, respondents were asked to provide information regarding
the usefulness of the CEEPS for designing instructional programs and to indicate
the approximate time necessary to administer the CEEPS.

RESULTS

The results of this study are presented in three major sections. Reliability
and validity data are reported in the first and second sections, respectively. 1In
the third section the utility of the CEEPS is examined.

Results are reported for two groups of subjects. One group includes both
handicapped and nonhandicapped children and the other group includes only
handicapped children. Because not all parents completed the parent rating form ~v
were interviewed and not all children were observed (i.e., interobserver and retest
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data collection observations), the total number of children in both groups varies
for the different analyses. Pearson moment correlations were computed as a measure
of test reliability and validity. Criteria used to evaluate the obtained
correlations are as follows: Very High ( r = .90), High ( r =.70-.90), Moderate ( r
=.50-.70), Low ( r =.30-.50), and Little, Tif any correlation ( r = .30) (Hinkle,
Wiersma, & Jurs, 1979)

Reliability
Interobserver Reliability

CEEPS domain scores were computed by summing the number of items scored pass
and total test scores were computed by summing the total domain scores. Using CEEPS
domain and total test scores Pearson product moment correlations were computed to
determine score consistency or reliability.

In general the results reported in Table 1 reveal scores are consistent when
two observers simultaneously observe the same children and rate their performance
on CEEPS items. Correlations for total test scores suggest a high degree of score
consistency across CEEPS domains. 1In addition, observer scores appear to be
consistent for both nonhandicapped and handicapped children. With the exception of
the Cognitive domain, moderate to high correlations also suggest observer scores
are consistent for individual domains.

Test-Retest Reliability

Means, standard deviations, and Pearson product moment correlations were

computed as an index of temporal stability of the CEEPS. Results from the first
test observation and the retest observation, conducted one to two weeks after the
first observation, are reported in Table 2.

The findings suggest a high degree of score consistency or stability over time
across CEEPS domains for both the total group and the handicapped group. Also,
individual domain correlations reveal a moderate to high degree of score
consistency for the Fine Motor, Gross Motor, Social, and Communication domains. In
comparison, the Cognitive domain (total group) and Self-Care and Cognitive domains
(handicapped group only) scores are less consistent from one test observation to
the other.

Internal Consistency

Descriptive statistics for domain and total test scores from the CEEPS
posttests are in Table 3. A coefficient alpha was computed as an estimate of
internal consistency. This analysis yielded a coeficient alpha of .87 for the CEEPS
and for each domain coefficients are: Fine Motor ( r =.75), Gross Motor ( r =.66),
Self-Care ( r =.75), Cognitive ( r =.75), Social ( r =.76), and Communication ( r
=.76).

Intercorrelations Among Domains

Pearson product momert correlations wzre computed between each domain and the
total test te obtain zn estimate of the extent to which CEEPS domains represent
different ccnstructs or related groups of behaviors. The results are reported in
Table 4 for the total group (N=29) and Table 5 for the handicapped group (N=19).

The results, which are similar for both groups, suggest that some domains




TABLE 1. Correlation for Domain Total Scores
Obtained by Two Observers
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Fine Motor <64 . 59%. i%
Gross Motor < 95%* « 95%% %
Self Care1 .78k . 79%% %
Cognitive .23 .32 2
Social .83%% .82%%
Communication .85 . 76k '
Total .85%% L83
* p< .0l, two-tailed test
*%* p < .001, two-tailed test
1N=27 for the total group; N=21 for the handicapped group
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TABLE 2. Temporal Stability of Domain and Total Scores

Total Group N=28 Handicapped Group N=22 ° .
Domains First H Retest First Retest ~
Observation Observation Observation Observation
M sD M SD X M SD M sD r
Fine Motor 22.36 4,27 23.54 3.60 o« §2edcicdk 21.91 4.64 23.05 3.89 o G20k
Gross Motor 26.89 6.35 27.84 6.55 » 3 Fedesede 25.68 6.56 26.41 6.69 o Qfedeiee
Self Care 12.89 3.25 13.39 4,53 o 83 vk 12.27 3.18 12.59 4.46 . 48% 5
Cognitive 17.39 5.15 18.57 5.88 LapF 16.14 4.61 17.18 5.70 45
Social 11.68 3.51 11.18 3.91 N By 10.95 3.62 10.32 3.97 o 63tk
Communication 25.79 13.47 29.39 15.32 o TH%eseks 21.36 10.92 25.32 13.87 o p QN
Tutal Test 117.00 30.38 123.25 34.58 o« 8473cevede 108.32 28.22 114.05 32.49 o 8 27%cdek

* P <.05; two-tailed test
**  p<.02, two-tailed test
¥*% p<.01, two-tailed test
**%% p < .001, two-tailed test
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TABLE 3. Descriptive Statistics for CEEPS Domain
and Total Scores

?Domains

Total Group (N=29)

u sD Mo sD
iFine Motor 26.28 4.87 25.05 5.60 -
?Gross Motor 30.41 9.21 27.58 10.28 .
;Self Care 21.17 6.12 29.26 6.13

Cognitive 29.83 8.05 27.21 8.77
Social 12.83 3.50 11.90 4.01
:Communication 35.93 16.95 28.95 16.03
Total 157.48 43.28 i41.53 44.37




TABLE 4. Intercorrelation Among Domain and Total Scores
for the Total Group (N=29)

Fine Gross Self- ‘ .
Domains/Total Motor Motor Care Cognitive Social Communication Total
Fine Motor — .63 . Thie . 85%% L 75%% R XAt o Bh¥e
Gross Motor —_— bR «66%% AT LT . T37e%
Self-Care —_ <89 793 .90 . 95%%
Cognitive — .92 .88x . 96
Social —_ .78 .86
Communication — ,95%%
Total —_

* p<.02, two-taiied test
*% p < .001, two-tailed test

61



T e P AR WL e 3 e
_ . ?"‘)T B T

Table 5. Intercorrelation Among Domain and Total Scores
for the Handicapped Group (N=19)

v Fine Gross Self- L
égbmains/Total Motor Motor Care Cognitive Social Communication Total
égine Motor —_— . 56% T B3 LTk L6 1% L 8Fk%% ]
;j;}ross Motor — .56% .57% .36 63 .66
%éelf—Care — .90 L TGk .92k L9k
%Cognitive — .92k . 86k LQGukE
iSocial —_— T Toedek .85k
ECommunication —_ Qieses
}Total .

it p< .02, two-tailed test
%% p< .0l, two-tailed test
¥%% p< .00l, two-tailed test
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might represent different constructs or contain items which measure distinct groups
of behaviors. For example, the Gross Motor domain (Table 4) correlated at a low
low correlation

level with the Social domain ( r =.47). While this
both domains measures mutually exclusive skills or behaviors, other
to contain redundant items or measure related or similar behaviors.
the Cognitive domain and the Social domain did correlate at a high

might suggest
domains appear
For example
level ( ¢

=.92).

-

Item Analysis

Based on performance scores from the CEEPS posttests, an item analysis was
performed to examine the empirical relationship between item and domain scores and
item and total test scores.

Across subjects (N=29) the mean, item-to-domain, and item-to-total correlation
was computed for performance scores on each item in each domain. Because CEEPS
items are scored either pass or fail the mean represents the percentage of children
who passed each item instead of the average score obtained for each item. 1In
addition, some items were passed or failed by all children (e.g., "swallows
liquids', "hops on one foot") which prevented the analysis from yielding means and
correlations for 33 of the items. Item statistics for the remaining 173 items are
reported for each domain and can be found on Tables 6,7,8,9,10, and 11 for the Fine
Motor, Gross Motor, Self-Care, Cognitive, Social, and Communication domains,
respectively.

Fine Motor Domain

Six items in the Reach, Grasp, and Release strand had low item-to-total
correlations but, high item-to-domain correlations (1.3, 3.1, 4.0, 4.1, 4.2, and
4.3). One item in the Manipulation of Objects strand had low item-to-total
correlations but, high item-to-domain correlations (1.1). Two items in the Eye-Hand
Coordination strand had both low item-to-domain and item-to-total correlations (1.0
and 2.0); while four items in this strand had low item-to-total correlations but,
high item-to-domain correlations (3.1, 3.2, 4.0, and 4.2). Correlations for the
remaining items ranged from modcrate to high levels.

Mean scores suggest some Training Objectives (items) are arranged in a
hierarchical sequence of difficulty.while others are not arranged in a hierarchical
sequence. For'example, in the Eye-Hand Coordination strand item 1.2 (fits shapes
into place, such as a shape board) was passed by a greater proportion of children
than item 1.1 (fits a variety of shapes into openings, such as a shape box),
suggesting these items are arranged correctly according to difficulty. However,
item 4.1 ("Watches hands') was passed by all children while 4.2 ("Brings hands to
the mouth") was passed by 97 percent of the children. Perhaps item 4.1 is the
easier of the two items and the order of these two items should be.reversed.

Mean scores for Long Range Goals in this strand (Eye-Hand Coordination) appear
to be correctly arranged in the intended sequence of difficulty: The first Long
Range Goal item measuring the most difficult skill and the last Long Range Goal
measuring the least difficult skill.

Gross Motor Domain

The greatest concéntration of items in which mean scores and correlations were
not obtained in this domain are in the first strand: Movement and Locomotion in
Supine/Prone Position. These items measure early motor skills (e.g., "Lifts head
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TABLE 6. Fine Motor Domain Item Statistics (N=29)
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: Eye-Hand t.0 Assembles a simple interlocking puzzle .28 .38 49 2
o Coordinatfon
f 1.1] Fits a variety of shapes into correct .66 «5?7 .66
2 openings
; 1.2 Fits simple s.hnpos into correct place .83 .13 .66
‘; 2.0 Reproduces shapes after demonstration .2t .38 &9
. 2.1} bravs circles and shapes .39 «56 .82
2.2 ] Scribbles .93 44 +50
3.0 Acts on objects across midline of the .93 N 1 .64 ’g
body ey
: H
3.1 ] Hoves arms scross midiine of the body .97 .80 .40 ‘ ;tf;
3.2 ] Brings two opposing body parts together 97 .80 48 2::@
at midtine 3
4.9 8rings objects to the mouth 92 .80 .68 &
4.1 Watches hands - - . -
. i
4.2 | Brings hands to the mouth 97 .80 L
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i TABLE 7. Gross Motor Domain Item Statistics (N=29)
-
g .
?F Ttem-to- item-to “f
i Domsin Total
i Strand LRGC._TO Ltems M Correlatjon
? Movement and] 1.0 Creeps [orward using alternating arm and 97 51 48
? Locomot lon leg movements
5 in Supine/ ' \ <k
5 Prone 1.1} Rocks in a creeping position 97 .51 48 Hre
§ Posttion ;
¢ 1.2} Cravls forward on stomach 97 %1 h8
¢ 1.3] Bears weight on hands and reaches with 97 «51 48 :
) arms
1.4] Lifes head and chest of f surface - - -
2.0 Rolls by turning se;nentnlly‘ from .93 X} +64
stomach to back and from back to stomsch
2.1] Rolls from back to stomach - - -
2.2 Rolls from stomach to back - - -
3.0 Moves body parts independent of esch - - -
other :
3.1 Turns head 90° to the right and left Erom - - -
midline position while lying on back e
-2
o
3.2 | Kicks legs alternately vhile lying on back .97 .51 48 i
%
3.3 ]| Vaves srms in play vhile lying on back - - —— ':';’
[I%4
Balance in 1.0 Climbs into and out of child size chair +%0 351 .70 :§
Siteing @
1.1 ] Sits tn o chaie .9 .51 .48 3
yh
2.0 Assumes sitting position on floor .97 .51 48 "2
4
: Q A
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[ 2.1} Resumes upright sitting p!;lllloﬂ aleer 97 31 148
teaning to the left, right, sand forvard
2.2] Sits l;n floor with back erect and hands .97 .5t 48
not touching floor
2.3} Holds head erect In supported sitting .93 03 .90
Balsnce ."dﬂ 1.0 Walks swinging arms reciprocatly -39 1 94
Hobiliey in
Standing/ 1.1} Walks avoiding obstacles .79 1) «59
Valking
1.2} Halks without support .90 o535 .49
t.31 tlalks forvard with one hand supported «90 «35 .58
2.0 Stoops and recovers vltl;out support .86 +36 48
2.1} Assumes & standing position wichout .8) .35 .57
support .
2.2] Pulls to & standing position using .97 .51 48
support
Advsnced 1.0 Climbs up and down ladders .52 ) 1
Gross Motor
Skills 1.1} Climbs up snd down stairs 93 «57 +55
1.2] Climbs on and off a low platform .90 .43 40
2.0 {tops on one foot - - ——
2.1} Jumps forvard with both feet together 2 At 45
2.2 Jumps :p In one place with two feet .48 67 .82
together
J.0 Runs avoiding obstacles .39 W75 .8)
3.1 | Runs +66 .75 74
4.0 Pedals and steers o tricycle «J5 «54 +64
4.1 | Pushes riding toy with feet snd steers +66 76 .70

S

RS

, N

fo i
055 T el e

3,
P

é

i Yk, !

s 4

-~
S¥

>

v S 4:\
R

5

@

i
g

A

i

Aprba

v ¥

e



4.2] Stts on riding toy while adult pushes <90 .84 .48
5.0 Cetches bell with two hands 1 +50 +62

5.1} Kicks ball +62 .76 .82

5.2] Throus ball +86 .80 +64
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TABLE 8. Self-Care Domain Item Statistics (N=29)

)
Ttem-to- Ttem-to-
Domsln Total
Strend LRG __TO Items - B Correlstion Correlation |
Self-Feeding 1.0 Uses fork and spoon when self-feeding 02 . .81 7
1.1} Accepts food from s spoon sand/or s fork - - -
2.0 Drinks from s cup/glass without spilling | .90 .54 .53 i
2.1] Orinks from o cup/glass 97 .38 48 . ‘“
2.2} Ingests 1lquld from » cup/glass without - - -- 3
a nipple N
3.0 Bites off snd chews herd-to-bite Einger .86 .58 .69
foods from » larger piece of food
3.1} Self-feeds hard-to-chew bite-sized pleces .93 St 64
of ftlinger food
3.2] 8ites off and chews essy-to-bite finger - -- —
foods from » lerger piece of food
3.3} Self-feeds easy-to-chew bite-sized pleces - - -
of tinger food
4.0 Ustng tongue, moves food/lliquid within -- - -
mouth
4.1 | Closes lips around s cup and esting - - -
utenstls
4.2 | Svallows sollds - - -
4.3 | Swallows liquids . - _—
K 4.4 | Ingests Liquid by sucking on o nipple - - -

-

34
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Prepering and | 1.0 Pours 1iquid Crom one container into .66 2} .81
Serving Food another
Using Utensils
and Coutafners 1.1] Uses & utensil to transfer food from one .76 17 R}
container to another
1.2} Uses a spoon to stir foods .16 .18 .18
Personal 1.0 Completes tolleting routine tndependently 47 .53 hb
Hygtene
1.1] Demonstrates complete bowel/bladder con- .38 7 .64
trol, child inttiated trips to totlet
1.2] Demonstrates compiete bowel/bladder con- .38 75 .70
trol, adult scheduled trips to tollet
1.3] tndicates azarencss of sotlet/wet pants .72 .15 .19
or diapers to adult
2.0 Performs simple sclf-care activities .38 7 67
2.1 | washes and dries face .43 .76 .58
2.2] Hashes and dries hands .62 .86 .81
2.3 ] Obtalns tissue and effectively cleans 45 .84 N
nose
2.4] Brushes teeth with assistance .19 .64 «65
2.5] Combs/brushes hatr with assistance .66 .80 .10
Dressing and 1.0 independently dresses and undresses self W01 6
Undressing
1.1} tndependently dresses self .10 .42 .35
1.2] Independently undresses self .38 .66 .61
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TABLE 9. Cognitive Domain Item Statistics (N=29) R
ttem-to item-to
Domalin Tatal
Strand LRG__TO items M Correlation  Coryrelstion
Sensory 1.0 Responda to auditory, visual, and tactife - - .-
Stfmuli st imulstion
Lel] Responds to auditory stimulation - - -
1.2 Responds to visual stimulation - — -
1.3] Responds to tactile stimulation - - -
0b ject 1.0 Locates or successfully searches (or an
Permanence object /person not visually apparent .90 N .10
1.1 | Systematically searches for lost, hidden, .90 1 .10

or displaced object/person

1.2 ] Searches for completely hidden or dls- 71 .57 N1
placed object/person )

1.3 ] Searches tor partially hidden or dis- N .57 oht
placed object/person
2.0 Follows object/perron to point of dis- .93 .13 +64
appearance
2.1 | watches rapldly moving objects/people in .93 .13 «64
the environment
Iz
2.2 | Focuses on objects/people present in the - - - .
environment ~
tmitation 1.0 Imitates new words and motor actinns .59 .80 .83
approximately
Lot ]| imitates unfamitiar vocalizations .69 .76 .19

approximately
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B 1.2| Imitates sequence of unfamlllar motor 2 .76 .68
sctions approximately
* Causalicy 1.0 Zan in some way directly ectivate toy/ 90 .18 .10
object to produce a desired outcome
é 1.1 Attempts to srtlvate toy/object wenually 9N 57 &1
5 1.2] rollovwing event by a simple toy/object, - - -
? produces actlon to Indicate Interest
- 2.0 Folloving the performence of s famillar 97 .57 A1
: action/game, performs part of actfon/game
: to inftiate continuation
2.1 | Attemprs by manipulsting adult body .90 n .70
\ part(a) to continve [amiltsr action/fawe
Problem 1.0 When confronted with s problem, uses dif- .69 n «6?
Solving ferent strategles to golve it
1.1] Transports more than one object .90 n .70
1.2 § Obtains non-reachsble objects 9 1) .64
1.3 ] Mavigates objects sround barrlers 9 1 64
1.4 ] Sequent lnlly stacks and nests unfamllitar 66 1 10
ob jects
0b Ject 1.0 Uses an Iweginary object in play .52 .72 .79
Differentiastiod .
1.1 ] Uses one object to represent snother +66 .78 .83
2.0 Uses functionalliy/soctally sppropriste .90 .18 «70
sctions with objects
2.1 | Uses objects in combinations .90 .78 .10
2.2 ] Acts on objects using three or more sim- .90 .78 .10
ple motor actlons
2.3 [ Acts on objects by using sensory exemina- 9N .61 +50
tion
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Pre-Academic
Skitls

2.0

1.2

2.'
2.2

Groups or classifies related objects
Groups similar pictures

Groups sim’iar objeces

Hatches similar pictures to s model
Hatches objects to a plcture model

Hatches objects to an object model

«59
48
« 66
.48
+66
12

20
2]
.81
+58
.80

.83

.8)
.82
«32
7
.81

.82
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TABLE 10. Social Domain Item Statistics (N=29)

EIETE

;4
i l¢em-to- ftem-to-
4 Doma in Tntal H
g Strand LG TO 1tems M Correlation  Correlatiom |
; Complies with L.0 Complies with directions given to the <66 66 .70
H Soctal child and to a grovp
: Conventions - .
v 1.1] Complies sx.r directions given to the 19 .87 79
§ chtid
‘ L2 Complies with directions given to a grovp .72 82 .82
. 2.0 Demonstrates sppropriste behavior is: o «86 «65 .33 3
: variety of dffferent routines g
2.11 tnitiates behaviors assoclated with daily <90 .73 .38 3
routines :
-3
2.2 | Responds appropriately to changes {n nor- <93 56 ) =
wmsl routines R
Interaction 1.0 initiates, responds, and maintains age <90 86 .70 :
sppropriste interaction with adults 3
fict
L.l ] tnitlates Interaction with adules 9 .66 +64 ‘3
1.2 | Responds to interaction initisted by - - - \5
adules . ¥
2.0 Inftiates, responds, and maintains age <66 <68 <62 %
sppropriste interaction with peers -
iy
2.1 1 Initistes Interaction with peers .19 .19 .69
i:2 | Responds to Interaction initisted by .86 .88 N
peers -
2
3.0 initistes and maintains age appropriate +90 M 49 ';«
interaction with toys/objects )
7:'
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- 3.1} Initiates interaction with toys/objects .97 <60 HEY 1 |

. 3.2| Shows interest hy watching others inter- N +60 +A1 )
act with toys/objects
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TABLE 11. Communication Domain Item Statistics (N=29)

pe

T e W 7
e ¢

T

i

FOFp ey a4

{tem-to- ftem-to-
Domaln Total
Strend {tems Correlatfon  Correlstion

Soclal Uses soclal communlcative slignals to .36 .70
Communicat ive spontaneously Intersct with edult
Transactions

N Ltk T VR o b 49

Gains adult attentlion end then polnts to .56 .70
an object or event

Points to object and vocallzes 47 49
Looks at object/person and vocellzes 1) 49

Responds with s communicetive signsl to .35
sdulit's questlion .

g 2.0 fngages In reclprocal vocs! exchanges .86 «62 N

vith others b

2.1 | Engages In reciprocal motor and vocal .86 .62 % r?
exchanges with others %

2.2 | Engages in reciprocsl motor sctivitles/ .97 .35 Ll
gomes with others ’ ‘ 5

2.3 ] Imltates reciprocal responses to .97 5 W4t %
systematic tactile stimulation %

¥

3.0 Follows adult's marking of mutusl toplc .86 .61 .76 ;
3.1 | Attends to an object while adult comments .86 .62 2l ’
on ft B

3.2 ] Follows adult's polnting gestures .97 .33 Wbl

3.3 | Attends to an object when polinted to or - - - B
wanipulated 4
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%

Attends to speech while .l;!ik!l’ is within
sensory [leld

Attends to sn object snd speech pre-
sented within reach of child

Attends to noise-producing object within
child's resch

Attends to tactile stimulstion patred
with o sslient sound

Comprehiension
of Words and
Sentences

1.3

2.1

2.2

2.3

Follows two-step directions without con-
textusl cues

Follows two-step directions with contex-
tual cues

Follows one-step directions without
contextual cues .

Ffollows one-step dirvections with contex-
tusl cues ,

Locates named common pictures In an
unfamiliar context

Locates named common cbjects, people, and
events without contextual cuss

Locates named common pictures in a
famillar contdxt

Lecates named common objects, people, and
events with contextual cues

+66

12

.86

+62

+69

72

.79

.80

3

6!

79

79

.76

+69

.80

Product fon of
Signals, Vords)
and Sentences

1.2

Uses two inflectional markers In same
utterancs

Uses the inflectional marker "s" to
express possession

Uses the inflectionsl marker "s" to
express plurality

+26

.52

+36

+61
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1.3] Uses the infiectionsf marker “ing” tc .24 .60 <350
express the present progressive

LR
Y,

2.0 Uses three-word uttersnces (as 30% of «33 . 2 .67
language sawmple)

R

T

2.1 | Uses three-vord utterances in the form of b1 .84 74

4 negative imperstive
¥ .
¥ 2.2} Uses three-word utterances in the form of] .38 .81 N
s question
: 2.) ] Uses three-word utterances in the form of <35 N .67
3 act {on-ob ject~location
i 2.4 ] Uses three-word utterances in the form of bt .86 )
agent-action-object
. J.o0 Uses three refstionsl words with object .63 .87 .80
fabels
3.1 ] Uses tvo-word uttersnces to express .52 9% .85
posaession
3.2 | Uses two-vord uttersnces to express 0 .80 .1
location
J.) | Uses two-word uttersnc s to express .35 i .67
stteibution
3.4 | Uses tvo-word uttcrences to express .52 .9 .85
recurrence .
3.5 | Uses tvo-word uttersnces to express non- .48 .92 .82
. existence
3.6 | Uses one relstionsl word with severat .48 .92 .82
object labels
6.0 Uses ot least ten different two-word .52 .94 .85
utterances
4.1 | Uses agent-action, sctisn-object, snd «52 <96 85
agent-ob ject uttersnces ’
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3.0

6.0

4.2

4.3

3.1
3.2
3.3
$.4
3.3
3.6

6.1

6.2

6.3

Uses
Uses
Uses
Uses
Uses
Uses
Uses
Uses
Uses
Uses

Uses
nant

Uses

successive single~vord utterances
single-vords plus gestures

a vocabulary of at least 60 words
at least five descriptive words
st lesst 10 sction words

at lesst five relstionsl vords

st lesst two pronouns

st least 30 object/event lsbetls
at lesst five perscn labels
consistent word spproximations

consistent consonsnt-vowel-conso-
combinstions

inconsistent consonant-vowel combi-

nstions

vocalizetions

'32
.33
.52
.38
.32
.43
&3
32
.32
39
+69

.83

+90

94
91
94
.81
94
.89
.92
94
96
.88
.73

+62

+36
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and chest off surface") and were likely passed by all the children. The lack of
data prevents examining the extent to which the items are arranged in a
hierarchical sequence and whether they correlate with domain and total test scores.
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Of the remaining six items in the Movement and Locomotion strand, five items
had low item-to-total correlations but, acceptable item-to-domain correlations
(1.0, 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 3.2); one item had acceptable item-to-total correlations
and low item-to-domain correlations (2.0). Four items in the Balance in Sitting
strand and three items in the Balance and Mobility strand had low item-to-total
correlations but, acceptable item-to-domain correlations (1.1, 2.0, 2.1 and 1.2,
2.0, 2.2, respectively). Two items in the Advanced Gross Motor Skills strand had
both low item-to-domain and item-to-total correlations (1.2 and 2.1). Correlations
for the remaining items in this domain range from acceptable to very high.

3R

Generally, mean scores suggest the Long Range Goals and Training Objectives in
the Gross Motor domain are arranged in a hierarchical sequence. For example, mean
scores in the Advanced Gross Motor Skills strand reveal that a greater proportion

of children pass the easier or lower level items than the more difficult or higher
level items.

B

LB T ke T LW R EAANST 2% AIE S w4 R

Self-Care Domain

Creey W

Similar to the Movement and Locovotion strand in the Gross Motor domain, the
.Self-Feeding strand in this domain contains nine items in which the lack of mean
scores and correlations prevents an examination of item sequence and the extent to
which the items correlate with domain and total test scores.

Of the remaining five items in the Self-Feeding strand only one item (2.1) had
low correlations (for both the domain and total test). Item-to-domain correlations
and item-to-total correlations for the majority of items in the Self-Care domain
ranged from acceptable to high. One item in the Personal Hygiene strand had a low
item-to-total correlation but, an acceptable item-to-domain correlation (1.0). Two
items in the Dr.ssing and Undressing strand had both low item-to-domain and
item-to-total correlations (1.0 and 1.1).

Items in the Preparing and Serving Foods strand and items under the second
Long Range Goal (2.0) in the Personal Hygiene strand were not intended to represent
a logical developmental sequence of skill acquisition. The mean scores for these
items confirm that these items are not arranged in a hierarchical sequence of
difficulty. For example, the proportion of children who passed items following the
Long Range Goal '"performs simple self-care activities" varies, suggesting these
skills are not, and perhaps should not be, arranged in a sequenced progression of
skill difficulty (i.e., one skill obtained before >he next skill).

Cognitive Domain

All items in ...2 Sensory Stimuli strand were passed by all the children in the
sample, which prevents an examination of item sequence and correlations of item
scores to domain and total test scores.

Two items in the Object Permanence strand (1.2 and 1.3) and two items in the
Causality strand (1.1 and 2.0) had low item-to-total correlations but, acceptable
item-to-domain correlations. Acceptable to high item-to-domain and item-to-total
correlations were obtained for the remaining items in the Cognitive domain.

Mean scorer in the Cognitive domain suggest the Long Range Goals and Training
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Objectives in this domain are arranged in a hierarchical sequence.

Social Domain

One item in the Complies with Social Conventions strand (2.2) and three items
in the Interaction strand (3.0, 3.1, and 3.2) had low item~to-total correlations
but, much higher item~to-domain correlations. The remaining items in the Social
domain had moderate to high item-to-domain and item-to-total correlations.

In general mean scores suggest items in the Social domain are arranged in a
hierarchical sequence of item difficulty. However, the order of the following
directions items in the first strand (compliance) might need to be changed. A
greater proportion of children passed Training Objective 1.1 (directions to a
child) than Training Objective 1.2 (directions to a group) suggesting the order of
these items might need to be reversed.

Communication Domain

The majority of items in the Communication domain had high to very high
item-to~domain and item-to-total correlations. Six items in the Social
Communicative Transactions strand had low item-to-domain and item~-to-total
correlations (1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 2.2, 2.3, and 3.2). Two items in the Production of
Signals, Words, and Sentences strand had low item-to~total correlations but,
acceptable item-to-domain correlations (1.0 and 1.1).

Mean scores suggest that Long Range Goals and Training Objectives in the
Communication domain are arranged in a hierarchical sequence of difficulty.

Observation and Direct Test Comparison

Long Range Goal scores obtained by observation and by direct test (i.e.,
directly testing one item at a time) were summarized into total domain scores and
total test scores. Pearson product moment correlations were computed to examine the
relationship between performance scores obtained by both methods of assessment
(i.e., observation and direct test).

Percent of agreement was calculated for items scored by the data collector who
administered the direct test and a second data collector who simultaneously
observed the test and scored CEEPS items. Agreement between scores was greater than
80 percent for each domain and the overall percent of agreement was 89 percent.

As Table 12 shows the correlation for total test scores ( r =.69) suggests
that observation might be a fairly accurate (rcliable) method of assessment when
compared to direct test scores for a selected group of handicapped children (N=8).
Although the Fine Mctor, Self-Care, and Social domain correlations reflect little,
if any, agreement between scores obtained by observation and direct test, the
remaining domain correlations are more promising. Correlations between scores
obtained by observation and direct test range from moderate to very high for the
Cognitive, Gross Motor, and Communication domains.

Validity

Concurrent Validity

The relationship between CEEPS performance scores and three criterion measures
was examined as a measure of concurrent validity. Pearson product moment
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TABLE 12. Correlatior Between Direct Test and Observation
Scores for CEEPS Long Range Goal Items
N=8
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correlations were computed to examine the relationship between CEEPS scores and

standardized test scores and parent's judgements of their children's skills and
abilities.

Gesell and the CEEPS Comparison

Performance scores from the Gesell were summarized and converted into

' Developmental Quotient (DQ) scores and Maturity Age (MA) scores for the Gesell

overall General Development index and for each scale: Fine Motor, Gross Motor,
Personal-Social, Adaptive, and Language.

Results are reported for the total group (N=27) on Tables 13 and 14 and for
the handicapped group (N=19) on Tables 15 and 16.

Overall, correlations reveal a strong relationship between performancte scores
obtained on both instruments. The correlation between CEEPS total test scores and
Gesell DQ and MA scale scores and the General Development index is high. The
pattern of correlations between the CEEPS Fine Motor domain and the Gesell overall

(i.e., General Development index) and scale scores are consistently iower than the
other domains.

Parent Ratings and the CEEPS Comparison

Items on the parent rating form which parents checked Yes and Used To were
tallied and summarized into total domain scores and total overall rating scores.,
Correlations were computed for each domain and the total test to examine the
relationship between CEEPS and parent rating scores.

Overall, the results reported on Table 17, suggest a high degree of congruence
between CEEPS performance scores and parent rating form scores. With the exception
of the Fine Motor domain, correlations suggest a strong relationship between CEEPS
domain scores and the parent rating form domain scores.

Developmental Profile II and the CEEPS Comparison

Item scores (question ratings) obtained during parent interviews were
summarized and converted into age level scores (age in months) for each domain in
the Developmental Profile 11. Correlations were computed for each domain on both

instruments to examine the relationship between CEEPS scores and Developmental
Profile 11 scores.

The results are reported in Table 18 for the total group (N=24) and Table 19
for the handicapped group (N=17). Correlations between domain scores range from

moderate to high suggesting a strong relationship between CEEPS domain scores and
scores obtained from parent interviews.

Utility

Information from the CEEPS evaluation forms completed by the staff working in
the EIP (N=4) indicates the CEEPS, for the most part, provides appropriate and
useful information for designing educational programs for young handicapped
children. One staff member used the Long Range Goals and Training Objeciives
directly as intervention targets (i.e., IEP goals and program objectives). Although
one staff member used many CEEPS items as intervention targets, many items were
felt not suitable for interveation targets (no example of these items were given).
Two staff members suggested the inclusion of smaller-sequential programming steps
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%j TABLE 13. Correlation Between CEEPS Domain and Total Scores and
{ Gesell Scale and Overall Developmental Quotient Scores
P Total Group N=27
|
:
: " Domains
Gesell Scales and
\ _ Overall General Fine Gross Self-
; Development Index Motor Motor Care Cognitive Social Communication Total
Fine Motor YA . 68k o Tl "o 135k .68k o TSk T 7%k
Gross Motor .60k . 79k o T3k o T4k .6 5%k . TQ¥kk o T7%k%
Personal-Social » 52%% . 6 7%k 67k o 15%%% . 68k o T 2%k e 16%%% .
. Adaptive . 56%* N L o 76%3c% $ TPk o Tk . 82k o 8Lk
Language . 56%* o TQ¥ckk o TGFek o 71k . 81k 83k . 82k
General .56%% o TQ¥ek . 75%%%k . 79¥skek o Tk . 82k 8 ldkk
Development
¥ p<.02, two-tailed test
¥¥% p<.0l, two-tailed test
¥¥¥k p <.001, two-tailed test
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W TABLE 14. Correlation Between CEEPS Domain ard Total Scores and
0 Gesell Scale and Overall Maturity Age Scores

Total Group N=27

& "~ Domains

i Gesell Scales and

i Overall General Fine Gross Self-

5 o Development Index Motor Motor Care Cognitive Social Communication Total

; Fine Motor .63 .77 .83 .79 .67 .88 .87

:' crOSS MOtOt 065 087 082 081 065 086 087

L3 . .

’ Personal-Social .65 .84 .92 .88 .72 .93 .93 .

P Adaptive .64 .80 .87 .85 .70 .95 .92

; Language .62 .79 .85 .86 : .70 .95 91

; GCeneral .64 .80 .86 .85 .70 .95 .92

g Development
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’ ' TABLE 15. Correlation Between CEEPS Domain and Total Scores and
) Gesell Scale and Overall Developmental Quotient Scores
Handicapped Group N=19

SR Pesed Soepn 4

Domains
£ Gesell Scales and )
3% Overall General Fine Gross. Self-
T Development Index Motor Motor Care Cognitive Social Uommunication Total
= Fine Motor .S .63 IR 675 .67 .66% L T2k
5 Gross Motor < 68%¥* 87wk <69 o 79k 6 7% <66 . 8O
: Personal-Social . 54 <66 o T2k o 775k o T 2%k <66%* o 76k
: Adaptive o 38k <69 823k o813 T T Tk < Bldese B 5k 5
: : B
; 1
' Language o 59k o T5%%% o 85¥k¥ <90k . 82k 86 « 89 s
: £
: General . 58 < TQ¥ ¥k 82k 8 2%k o TTHk% N . 85k L
¢ Development %
: ~

- *  p<.02, two-tailed test
¥ p<.0l, two-tailed test
¥%¥ p< .00l, two-tailed test
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§; ~ ' TABLE 16. Correlation Between CEEPS Domain and Total Scores and
iy : Gesell Scale and Overall Maturity Age Scores
B Handicapped Group N=19
{ '
¥ Domains
¢ Gesell Scales and
¢ Overall General Fine Gross Self-
§ Development Index Motor Motor Care Cognitive Social Communication Total
i
. Fine Motor 5Tk o T 5%¥ck 80k o T5%%% N « 8 2%k o 83dcdeck
.
Gross Motor «62%% « 89ksk o J2%%k « 8%k o6 1%k o 79 . 85¥ek
Personal-Social «60%% 8 2%¥ck <9 ek . 88cdek o Q% %k 89k « 9Lk
Adaptive . 58% JTTiedde B ekek .83k . 68%% . Qlyedek . 9Ok
' Language .56% o T9kdck 84 3ekck . 88kkk o Tldesek « 94 ¥cdex e Qlidek
General 58 %% o 18%dk 83 deck 83 sk . 68%% « 93dedek < 9O% %%
Development
* p<.02, two-tailed test
** p< .01, two-tailed test
*%% p < .00l, two-tailed test
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?3 TABLE 17. Correlation Between CEEPS Long Range Goal and Total Scores
¥ and Parent Ratings of Their Children's Skills and Abilities

1

TR IV SR e ST R R

. Domain
g Fine Gross Self-
£ N Motor Motor Care Cognitive Social Communication Total
4
x Total Group 25 . 49% - (LA B [ L o TQkedede o« T2%%% e 92k 90k
% Handicapped Group 18 .24 o J2%%k 6Pk o Tk . 70%% o 87k 83k

*  p< .02, two-tailed test
. *% pe .0l, two-tailed test
¥%% p o .001, two-tailed test
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TABLE 18. Correlation Between CEEPS Scores and Parent
Judgements of Their Children's Skills and Abilities
Total Group N=24
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STy

Domains 2

Developmental Fine Gross Self- I
Profile 11 Domains Motor Motor Care Ccgnitive Social Communication S

Physical . 58 .65k 68k Bl - Sl .62k ik

Self-Help . 48% e §5%R% « 68cdkdek o 60k e 52%% 61 %%

Ly

Academic . 60% Gk Tk L 75k .66k .85k o

b
Social .67k .63k LT TRk Tl 639 Tl o5
Language . 5%k .63k 7§t Tl L6l LBk

*¥-  p 05, cwo-tailed test
J¥%  p 02, two-tailed test
¥*% 'p 01, two-tailed test
¥¥%%% p 001, two-tailed test
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TABLE 19. Correlation Between CEEPS Scores and Parent
Judgements of Their Children's Skills and Abilities

Handicapped Group N=17
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Domain
Developmental Fine Gross Self-
Profile 11 Domains Motor Motor Care Cognitive Social Communication
Physical + 6% « 68 ik o G 13 dce « 68k « 56¥ ¥k e 52%%
Self-Help c45% « 55%% o 5Gcdesiede o §3Fdkk o 54k AT* =
Academic . GG e . 69 o 813 dedonr . 89 dcdedede o 79Qdedededede « 89 edeiese
Social 66 7 1dcdedese . 8Ost dedese o 8 hdesededede o 0% Sk o 123593 )
Language . §8% e o« 6 9Fcdedede o 84t desede o 8 5 dededede o Thdetcsedese o« 93 cdededede

p< .10, two-tailed test
p < .05, two-taiied test
p< .02, cwo~tailed test
p < .01, two-tailed test

¥dedkk p< .001, two-tailed test
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would be helpful when designing programs for many children.
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The staff felt that CEEPS administration time varies according to the child
being assessed (e.g., degree of impairment, age) and the extent to which the staff
is familiar with the children. Apparently the first CEEPS administration (e .8,
fall pretest) takes longer to administer (two to four hours per child) than

mid-year or end of the year administrations, which range from 30 minutes to one
hour per child. -
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Professionals working with young handicapped children are frequently
confronted with a dilemma. The need to provide appropriate and effective
educational programs and demonstrate the efficacy of intervention efforts is, in :
part, dependent on adequate assessment instruments and strategies. However, few 1
assessment instruments exist which are suitable for populations of handicapped
children under three years of age. The majority of available assessment instruments
inadequately assess skills and abilities of young handicapped children and provide
limited information for educational and evaluation purposes.
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The findings from this study suggest that the Comprehensive Evaluation and E
Programming System (CEEPS) is perhaps a viable assessment alternative for those ;
working with handicapped preschool children. This study examined selected 4

psychometric properties of the CEEPS and explored the instrument's usefulness for
designing educational programs. Findings suggest that not only can the CEEPS be
administered in a reasonable amount of time and provides information which assists
interventionists in the formulation of intervention goals and instructional

programs, but the CEEPS might be considered a reliable and valid assessment
$ instrument.

Reliability

Although "direct test" and '"repor*" are allowed methods of assessment for the
CEEPS, the preferred method of data coilection is observation. The underlying
premise of the CEEPS is that cbserving children in routine settings while they
participate in daily activities increases the likelihood of observing (i.e.,
assessing) naturally occurring (i.e., spontaneous) and functional behaviors.

observation instrument, revealed that scores obtained through observation are
fairly accurate and consistent over time.

Score Consistency

Correlations for total test scores suggest a high degree of agreement between
observer scores when two observers simultaneously observe the same children and
score CEEPS items. Similarly, when children were observed twice with a brief time
period between observations CEEPS total test scores were consistent or stable from
one test observation to the other. However, agreement between observer scores for
items in individual domains varied as indexed by low, moderate, and high
correlations. Observer scores differed significantly for items in the Cognitive
domain and test-retest correlations were substancially lower for Cognitive domain

|
. This study, which examined the extent to which the CEEPS is a reliable
|
|
|
scores than the majority of other domain scores. i

I
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A review of the data recording forms for both interobserver and test-retest y
data revealed a greater proportion of items scored differently for items in the P
Object Permanence, Imitation, Causality, and Problem Solving strands than in other
strands. For example, the Long Range Goal "Imitates new words and motor actions
approximately" and Training Objectives "Imitates unfamiliar vocalizations
approximately" and "Imitates a sequence of unfamiliar motor actions approximately"
(Imitation strand) were frequently scored differently by the observers. The lack
; of agreement between observer scores for these items, and perhaps other items in
¢ the Cognitive domain might be due to several factors. First, the lack of score
agreement might be a function of observer error (e.g., recording a pass score when
the observer intended to record a fail score). Second, perhaps the items are poorly
written (e.g., confusing wording) and/or the behaviors to he assessed are poorly
defined in the criteria (e.g., unfamiliar actions, approximate imitations).
Finally, perhaps many cognitive skills such as imitation behaviors, are difficult
to assess by observation and perhaps require some degree of inference when scoring
items using dichotomous scores (i.e., pass or fail scores).
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_ Although, there was some disagreement between observer scores for both
interobserver and test-retest scores, overall the results provide some evidence
that CEEPS items accurately measure children's skills and abilities and scores are
consistent or stable over time. Overall, the CEEPS was found to be a generally
reliable observation instrument with the present population.
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The comparison between CEEPS scores obtained by observation and scores >
obtained by directly testing one item at a time lends some support to the
credibility of the CEEPS as an observation instrument. Unfortunately the
observation and direct test compariscn is limited because of the small number of
chilcdren in the sample (which might partially account for the low correlations _
obtained for several domain scores). However, correlations for total test scores N
reveal substantial agreement between observation and direct test scores for many '
of the items in the CELPS.

%

CEEPS Domains and Items

Intercorrelations Among Domains

Correlations were computed between each domain and the total test to examine
the extent to which domains represent distinct constructs or contain items which
measure specific groups of behaviors. The results suggest that some domains appear
to represent different constructs while other domains appear to contain redundant
items or measure related or similar skills. For example, the Gross Motor domain
correlated at a low level with the Social domain while the Cognitive domain
correlated at a high level with the Fine Motor domain. These results are not
surprising considering the nature of skills and behaviors that items in these
domains assess and the difficulty in categorizing early developmental behaviors in
mutually exclusive categories (i.e., domains). Items in the Social domain measure
compliance and interaction skills and items in the Gross Motor domain measure
mobility, balance, and advanced gross motor skills. Items in these two domains
appear to measure unrélated skills and a low correlation between these domains
might be expected. However, the Cognitive domain may measure skills that are
dependent on other skills in other domains. For example, an infant who demenstrates
object permanance by removing a cover which hides a toy also demonstrates reaching
and grasping skills (typically considered fine motor skills). A high correlation
might be expected between domains which measure related skills such as the
Cognitive and Fine Motor domains.
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Although some domains might contain redundant items, a careful examination of

) individual items may be necessary before items are eliminated from domains because
> cf high intercorrelations.
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Item Analysis’
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< Usually an item analysis is conducted to help determine which items should be
z included in a test and which items should not be included in a test. The item
analysis conducted in this study did provide some useful information about the
items contained in the CEEPS. The mean scores (percentage of children who passed
each item) provided information about item arrangement and the jtem-to-domain and
item-to-total correlations provided information about whichk items correlate with
- the construct(s) the test is measuring.
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However, an interpretation of the item analysis conducted in this study should

- be qualified by two possible limitations. Generally the inclusion of items in a i
. test is determined by those items which: 1) have a large standard deviatiom and 2) L
{ correlate highly with the total test score (a relability index) (Becker & A
- Engelmann, 1976). Wi
’ - 1!§

Scores on the CEEPS represent dichotomous variables: pass scores and fail f%

scores. As previously mentioned mean scores which were calculated for each item .
represent the percentage of children who passed the item rather than the mean or %

average item performance score. In addition, dichotomous scores prevent the g
calculation of meaningful standard deviations (i.e., range of item difficulty). For E:
dichotomous scores (i.e., pass-fail scores) the standard deviations correlate with
the mean score and do not provide information about the range of item difficulty.
For example, a mean score of .50 (score passed by 50 percent of the children) :
results in a standard deviation of approximately .50; a mean score of .97 (score ’
passed by 97 percent of the children) results in a standard deviation of
approximately .19. In other words, the greater percentage of children who pass (or
fail) an item the smaller the standard deviation; as the percentage of children who
pass (or fail) an item decreases the larger the standard deviation. Without a mean
score which represents the average performance on items (i.e., mean level of
difficulty) and standard deviations which indicate the range of difficulty on both
sides of the mean it might be inappropriate to make decisions about the inclusion
or exclusion of items contained in the CEEPS.

Also, items are usualy preferred for inclusion in a test which correlate
highly with the total test score (i.e., correlate with what the test is measuring).
Typically, item analyses are conducted on standardized tests which often measure a
general construct (e.g., intelligence). The CEEPS, a criterion-referenced test, may
not measure one general construct but several as represented by different domains
of behavior (e.g., motor, cognition, social). Examining items which have high
item-to-domain correlations might suggest which items correlate with the construct
individual domains are measuring rather than examining whether items correlate with
the overall test (item-to-total correlations).

An additional analysis might be equally as helpful. Each domain is divided
into a series of strands which represent specific related groups of behaviors.
Items within strands are thought to measure specific skills and behaviors relevant
to the individual strands. Perhaps item-to-strand correlations would provide
additional information to determine the extent to which items within strands are
measuring specific groups of behaviors thought to be measured in each strand.
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Another possible limitation of the item analysis conducted in this study is
the relatively small number of children and the limited age range of children who
participated in this study. A number of items were passed by all the children and
consequently were eliminated from the analysis (i.e., mean scores and correlations
could not be computed). In order to obtain information about the items that were
eliminated from the analysis (e.g., "swallows solids" "1ifts head and chest off

surface") performance scores are needed for younger children (i.e., less than 20
" months of age). :
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Regardless of certain limitations, the item analysis did provide some
important information. The mean scores (percentage of children who passed the
. items) suggest which items: 1) might be arranged in a hierarchical sequence; 2) are
i not and perhaps should not be arranged in a hierarchical sequence; and 3) should be
: rearranged into a hierarchical sequence. Knowledge of the item sequence will i
facilitate test administration. For example, interventionists will need to assess P
all items within strands which are not intended to be arranged in a sequence and <

will only assess certain items within strands which are arranged in a logZcal
developmental sequence.
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Validit

The relationship between scores on the CEEPS and the Gesell, a parent rating i
form, and the Developmental Profile II was examined as a measure of concurrent
validity. %

N
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Overall, the results suggest a strong relationship between CEEPS scores and
scores on the three criterion measures. The results might imply the CEEPS measures
skills and behaviors which it purports to measure and might be used to estimate
children's present (or current) skill levels across major domains of development.

Although generally there was substantial congruence beween CEEPS scores and
parent's perception of their children's skills and abilities, there was a weak
relationship between CEEPS Fine Motor domain scores and the parent rating form. The
lack of congruence between CEEPS scores and parents's ratings of their children's
fine motor skills might be a function of the criterion measure (i.e., rating form)
or parent's inability to correctly assess fine motor skills and behaviors. Also the
lack of congruence between scores in the Fine Motor domain might be due to error
when the interventionists administered the CEEPS during Spring posttests.

The usefulness of the CEEPS depends on its practical attributes as well as its

psychometric integrity. This study suggests the CEEPS can be successfully

administered by interventionists in educational settings in a reasonable amount of

time. In addition, based on information from a limited number of interventionists

the CEEPS appears to provide appropriate information which can be translated into

intervention programs for young handicapped children. ‘
|
|
|
\

Significance of Study

There are many assessment instruments available, however most available
instruments are inappropriate for use with handicapped children under three. The
CEEPS offers a potentially useful assessment alternative that enables comprehensive

assessment of skills and abilities and provides information for educational
programming and evaluation purposes.
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CEEPS: MNumber of Strands and ltems

o T Y Y T

NUMBER OF  NUMBER OF 5
© NUMSER OF  TERMINAL  TRAINING NUMBER .
DOMAIN STRANDS STRANDS GOALS OBJECTIVES _ ITEMS .
Fine Motor A Reach, Grasp, and Release 1 4 9 13
B Manipulation of Objects 1 2 3 5
2 ¢ Eye-Hand Coordination 1 4 8 32 Y
v Total 3 10 0 ’
i Gross Motor A Movement and Location in 1 3 L] 12 )
4 Supine/Prone Position I
‘ B8 Balance in Sitting b| 2 4 6 i
: € Balance and Mobility in 1 2 5 7 -
Standing/Walking 3
D Advanced Gross Motor Skills 1 5 9 14 3
Tota) q 12 ] 35 -
Self-Care A Self-Feeding 1 4 10 U :
B Preparing and Serving Food 1 1 2 3 ve
Using Utensils and Containers e
g ;erso.:ﬂ Hygiene ; % § g 1(3) 3
, ressing and Undressing 3
; Tota) ) 4 1] 30 5
; 3
Cognitive A Sensory Stimul$ 1 1 3 4
' 8 Object Permanence 1 3 5 ? i
¢ Iimitation 1 1 2 3 -
D Causality 1 2 3 5 ¢
* £ Prodlem So'lving 1 1 & 5 |
F Object Differentiation 1 2 4 6 !
G Pre-Academic Skills | 2 4 6 X
Tota) T 11 25 36
Social AR Complies with Social 1 2 4 6
Conventions
B8 Interaction 1 3 6 9
Tot2l 2 5 10 15
Communication A Comnunicative Transactions 1 4 13 17
8 Comprehends single 1 2 [ 8
Words and Sentences
C Production of Signals, . 6 2 3
Words and Sentences
’ -3 T
23 8

O
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Domain: Fine Motox

Strand: Eye-liand Coordination

LRG1.0 ‘Tﬁé child assembles a simple interlocking puzzle.
CRITERIA

The child fits puzzle pieces together in at least two different
interlocking puzzles. The puzzles should have at least three
pieces that interlock.

DIRECTIONS
Materials: Simple 3 or 4 piece interlocking puzzles.
Position:  Sitting or functional position for the child.

Procedure: Observation
Observe the child playing with a puzzle. Notice whether
the child correctly fits the puzzle pieces together.
Observe the child playing with two different puzzles.

Direct Test

Present the child with puzzle and puzzle pieces.
Encourage the child to fit the puzzle together and record
whether the child correctly fits the puzzle pieces
together. Test three times with at least two different
puzzles,
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TOl.1 The child fits a variety of different shapes into
correct openings.

CRITERIA

On two occasions, the child fits at least three different

shapes (e.g., cross, triangle, circle) into the correct corre-
sponding openings.

DIRECTIONS

Materials: Any piece of equipment that has a variety of shapes and
corresponding openings (e.g., shape box, shape board).

Position: Any position that allows the child to manipulate the
materials.

Procedure: Observation
Observe the child playing with the materials. Notice
whether the child correctly fits at least three dif-

ferent shapes into the correct openings. Observe the
child on two different occasions.

Direct Test

Present the child with the materials. Encourage the
child to fit three different shapes into openings.
(The adult might have to hand the child three dif-
ferent shapes.) Test three times.
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TO1.2 The child fits simple shapes in correct place.

CRITERIA

On two occasions the child fits three different simple shapes

(e.g., circle, square, triangle) in correct place in a form-
board or simple shape puzzle.

DIRECTIONS

Materials:

Position:

Procedure:

Formboards or simple puzzles (that do not interlock)
with at least three different pieces. Formboard or

puzzle pieces that have attached handles or knobs may
be used.

Any position that allows the child to manipulate the
materials.

Observation
Observe the child playing with the materials. Notice
whether the child correctly fits at least three dif-

ferent shapes in correct place. Observe the child on
two different occasions.

Direct Test

Present the child with the materials. Encourage the
child to fit three different shapes in correct place.
(The adult might have to hand the child three dif-
ferent shapes.) Test three times.
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PSYCHO-EDUCATION ASSESSMENT: Pre or Post

_NAIE..

1D#: )
TESTIRG DATE:
BIRTHDATE:
AGE: :
SCHOOL: CSB - Interveniion Project
REFERRED 8Y: C.C.D.
EXANIIER: .
TEST ADIINISTERED: Revised Gesell Test

TEST RESULTS SUITIARY:

CHRDIIOLOSICAL AGE DZVELOPHENTAL
OUDTIENTS

Genera) Development
hdaptive Behavior
Grt;ss liotor

Fine botor
Language

Personal-Social
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NWTIVE RUARTIVE .
040, 0angling Ring, RAUTTc: regards, ltinc of NG D.Ring, Ra: defaycd midline regard (*12w)
vision only (*0w) 06 D.Ring: follows past midiine (*16w)
ol Dangling Ring, Rattle: follows to midiine, (L3 D.ring: follows vertically
not beyond ()
. 042 Rattle: retains briefly (*16w)
043 8ird Call, Beli-Ring: attends, reduces
activity (*24w)
o044} Bird Call, Bell-Ring: facial response (*24w)
GROSS HOTOR GROSS HOTOR '
045 Supine: side posTUion head prodominates (*12w) [onn) Supine: head mi¥-F3TIR seen (*12w)
046 Supine: tonic-neck-refiex position 06?7 Supine: symmetric postures scen (*12w)
predominates (*12w) Sit: head hobbingly erect (*12w)
047 full-to-Sit: complete head lag (*20w) 06, Ventral Suspension: head cospensates,
048 Sit: head sags (*0w) not legs {(*16y)
049 Sit: back rounded (*3fw) 070 Prone: head to 459 recurrently s'l?»
050, Ventral Suspension: no.-head or le 021 Prone: hips low, frog position (*16w
compensation {¢0w)
051 Prone Placement: head rotates (*12w)
052 I'rone: barely 1ifts head (*0w)
05 Prone: hips high (*Mw)
054 Prone: crawling movements (*0w)
I FNE 10100 . FHIE 10T0R
055 Dangling Ring, HATLTE: Tiand clenches on 072 0.Ring: retains
contact (*16w)
1056 Supine: hands fisted (*12w)
LAHGUAGE ANGUAGE
os? Cxpressfon: impassive Tace (*Mw) 07) Exmession: alcr't‘ﬁEc""
S0 Expression: indircct regard (*0w) 074 Lapression: dircet regard
055 Vocalization: small, throaty noises (*Ow) 075 Vocalization: “tLalks hack®
076 Vocalization: single vovel sounds (*20w)
072, Yocalizatlion: coos {*20w)
§'ERSONAL-SOC AL PIRSOIAL-SOC IAL
hGo Supine: stares Tndel{nitely (*tw) 078 Supine: regards examiner recurrently (¢12w)
61 Social: regards exainer, .reduces 079 Sncfal: follows moving person
sctivity (*mv) . 0no) Saclal: smiles responsively
p62 Feeding: 2 night feedings (fw) on1 Feeding: | night feeding (*---)

ERIC

H = llistory; 0 = Ohservation; (*) = pattern replaced by more siture one al later age
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€4 8w
& 8 ° 12 Heeks 8 3 16 Weeks
TATIVE ARV
082 N.RingRa: promt midtine reqard (*16w) 109 fNangling Ring, Rattle: venards {wecdiately
ond D.Rinn,Ras glances at tn hand (*16w) i1 Bangling Ring, Rattle: arms activate (*20v)
on4 D.Ring: clrcular coordination i Dangling Ring, Rattle: achieves 1802 arc
085 Ra: (nllows past midline (*16w) 112 fargling Ring, Rettle: regards tn hand
086 Ra: follows verticolly 1) flanygl{ing Ring, Rattlic: Lo smuth
i Tahlctop: rcgards tohle nr hamds 114 N.Ring,Rattle: (ree hand (imers, holds
orft H.Cubins Cup: regards ismediately 115 Cube, Bnll: reqards {smedistely
on9 H.Cihes ,Cup: vegards prolongedly 16 Cihe, Mell: armg activate (*20w)
090 1. Cubies Cipps arws activate 'l’szm) 1y Cuhe, Retl: contacts (*20m)
o9 Yarn: (ollows across table [RE] 2nd Cibe: holds 1 placed, regards 2nd (*20w)
19 Yarn; follows 1007 in atr
120 Felict:, delayed recurrent regard (*24w)
GROSS INTTOR GRUSS HOTOR
092 supine: head mid-pasTtion predominates 121 Suping: hands entanye
093 Supinc: sysmetric postures predominate 122 sit: bead set forward, steady (*20w)
094 Sit: head sct forward, hobs {*16w) 123 Sit: lumbar curvature only (*24w)
095 Stand: small (raction welght hriefly (*20w) 124 Yentral Suspension: head, lcgs compensate
09 Prone Place: head midline sustained 125 Prone: head to 907 sustainedly .
097 Pronc: head at 457 sustainedly 126 Prone: legs extended P
098 Prone: head to platfarm with control 127 Pronc: 1| arm (lexed, 1 extended {*20w)
099 fronc: on forcarms spontancously 128 frone: rolls to supine
Fife Holor . FIIE INTOR .
100 Supinc: hands opch or Tonsely closed 129 Dangling Ring, Xalllc: hand curls actively
101 Supine: (ingers, scratches (*24w) o Rattle: retaing
102 N.Ring,Ra: holds actively, placed (*16w) 11 1 tabletop: (ingers, scratches tabletop
10) N.Cubes ,Cup: contacts (*20w) )
VATGUAGE LAIGUAGE
102] Vocalfzation: chicklcs 132 Expressive: breallics heavily, cxcites (*24w)
13) Yocalization: leughs out Youd
(3 L] Vocalization: saueals
135 Yocalization: "telks® to toys or people
PrRSOUAL-SOCIAL PERSONNL-SOCIAL
105 feeding: anticijatles tood on sight 136 feeding: pats botle, Bolh hands (*6w)
106 Supine: regards examiner . 137 Socialt smiles, vocatizes, pull-to-sit
predominantly (*-ec) 24y
107 Plays hand regord (4---) b)) Sactal: spontancous, socisl) swile
108 Play: hand play, mutual fingering (*24w) 139 Play: stts propped 10-15 mimites
140 May: pudis cinthes over face (*24w)
141 Hirrof: smiles & vocatizes
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« ADAPTIVE
3 1 N.Ring Ras 2-hand approach (*28) 162 Ra: 2-hand mm;tmraw (+20v)
¢ 14 D.Ring,Ra: grasps hy completing 163 Ra: shakes actively
L distance (*24w) 164 Ra: reaches afler dropped rattle
¢ 144 Ra: looks after lost rattle 165 Cube: 2-hand approach & grasp (*2w) .
) " Cihe: 2-hand approach {*28w) 166 Cuhe, Bell: to mouth
N 146 3rd Cube: holds 2 placed, regards 167 Cuhes: resccures dropped cobe
. 3rd (220w 161 H.Cubes: grasps 1st, grasps 2nd
H 147 M.Cubes: grasps 1 on contact (424w) 169 N.Cubes: exploits 3 cubes
H " N.Cohes: explofts 2 cubes 20 Cup & 11.Cubes: retaing cube, reghrds cwp
! 14 | Bell: 2-hend spproach & grasp (*20w) 420w} . L
13 150 Yorn: turns head afier fallen yorn m Yarn: looks for fallen yarn
S 10108 GROSS 10TOR
151 Supine: 1§its lrgs'H li T cxtensfon 172 Supine: 1ifts héad Trom plottov-
. 152 Pull-to-si - no head 173 Supine: rolls to prone
: 153 Sit: head . .cct, steody 11 Pull-to-Sit: VirLs head, assists (*ew)
154 Ventrsl Suspens: arms extend 178 thatr: temk erect {436w)
. 158 Prone: both elbows extended 126) Sit: well, leaning un hands {*28v)
156 Stand: large fraction weinht 177 Stand; bounces (*20w)
187 Stand: shovlder tone sustained
i_HOTOR FINL_H0 mrm
158 Cube: precarious U‘ST (v24w) 1 Cuhe: palmar grasp (*2tM)
19 rellel. contacls, rokes with mle hand
20
"m String: co;tn;tt. rokes with uﬁole hond
LANAIAGE NIGUAGE 5
159 Vocalization: grunts, growls m Bird Cal), Dellﬂ(i?g":"tum head 2
"W Expressive: displeasure by sound ather ¥
than crrln (*---) T
iy
PLRSOIAL-SDCIAL SOC 1AL N
160 D.Ring,Ras mouthies (*2Mw 1031 feeding: timd"vc" “3
161 Social: discrimtaates strangers 11 Saclals creates socis} contact %
15 Sncials pushes mother’s hand away (%eee) 7
* 16 . | Playt grasps feet, supine j’s
n Pay: sits propped JO minutes (336w)
" Hirror: pats mirror image
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ADAPTIVE ADAPTIVE
189 Cibe, Rell: 1-hand approach & arasp 214 2nd Cobe: grasps 2 prolongedly - %
190] 2nd Cube: grasps Ist, grasps 2nd 215 N.Cvbes: grasps 2 prolongedly
L] 2nd Cube: grasps 2 more than momentarily 216 Cubies: hits, pushes cube with cube (*S6w)
192 drd Cube: retaing 2 a< Ird presented 217 Cup & N, Cnbc, remaves cubie from cup w
19) flassed Cubes: qrasps 2 more than momentarily FiL Pellct & Bottle: regards pedict §f drops
194 Cup & Massed Cuhes: retains cobe, grasps cop or thrown out
195 Cuhe, Bcll: Ring-String: transfers adeptly
196 Cube, Bell: Ring-String: bangs
197 Bell: retains
198 Ring-String: sccures ring hy string (*40w)
TAGE N GROSS_POIN
199 SHi: site et about ) minute 219 Sit: sits steady 10 minutes
200, Stand: stands hands held (*32w) 220 Sit: leans forward, recrects (*36w)
29 Mone: pivols (*3tw) 22 Stand: holds rafl, full weight (°40w)
202 Prone: assumes creeping positing
20 Prone: crawls or crorp-trawls (*36w)
[T FIHE_10T0R
701 Cube: radial palmar qrasp (‘er) 222 Pellet: inferior scissors grasp (*Jow)
205 Pellet: radial raking or unsiceessfnl
fnferfor scissnrs grasp (*32w)
206 Strina: inferfor scissors grasp
LAUGLAGE, LANGUAGE
20?7 Yocalization: ah-ah-ahi, o%-oh-oh, not aash 223 Yncalfzation: da-di or cquivalent as
(*32w) sound (*Iow)
208 Yocalization: wurt-mom-mom, cryfng (*36w) 221 Comprchension: responds to no-no, tone of
209 Vocalfzation: single consnnant somds-- vnice (*Amv) %
da, ha, na 225 Comprehens fon: unders tands name; word not 4
210 Vocalization: fmitates soimds--cough, vofce Ey
tongue-click, razz 226 Commmication: uses gesture zi
TTRSOUAL: SOCIAL PERSOHAL -SOCTAL %
21 Play: feet to month, supine 227 Feeding: feeds seif coultz- %
212 Play: persistent for toys out of reach 220 Foeditig: some milk from cup or glass ¢
2 May: bites & chews 279 Social: plays peck-a-hoo 3
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36 Weeks A0 MHncks

ADAPTIVE ' ADAPTIVE
Cup & Cubes: hits cuhe against cup (*44w) 7 Cibes: matches 2 cubes (*50w) .
Pellet: fndex finger approach Pellct & Sottle: points at pellet through
Pellict & Bottle: inlds hottlrn, grasps glass (*15m)

petict (*52w) ficl1: grasps by handlc

. Bell: pokes 2t clappes

ficl1: waves
Ring-String: sces connection, pulls string

O3S HOTOR GROSS 10TOR
Sit: fndefinitely s{oady Rafl: cruises, using & hands {*44v)
Sit: to prone with case ) Rafl: retrieves toy from floor (*52w)
Prone: creeps on hands & knees (*56w) Raf1: lets sclf down with control
Prone: to sitting )
Stand: pnits to Yeot at raf) {*52w)
Rafl: Vifes, replaces foot (*52w)

TINC NI010R | FiN_NoTor
Cube: radial digital grasp 5 Pellet: grasps promptly
Pellet: scissors grasp (*40w) Pellet: inferior pincer grasp /440w)
String: scissors grasp (*A0v)

LNIGUAGE LA
Yocabulary: any 1 word® Yocabnlary: da-da with mcaning
Vocalization: ma-my as sound (*44w) ! Yocalwlary: any 2 "words®
Yocalfzation: sings along with susic Comprchension: performs 1 nursery trick on
verbal request
Comprehension: responds to no-no, word

TERSOAL-SOCIAL PERSOUAL-SOCTAL
Feeding: holds twn hottle (*2Im) Social: imitates 3 nursery tricks
Social: imitates 2 nursery tricks ? Sncial: extends toy, no relcase (*44w)
May: toys to side rai) or platform (*52w)
Dress: pushes drms through §f started
(*30m)
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PRRENT -RATING FORM

Namé: 10#; Date:

Instructions:

The following questionnzire conteins Questions 2bout things your child can do and

other things your chiid may not be doind. Answer ezch question by checking the space 4
under YES, USED 7O, SOMETINES, or HOT YET.

YES: FKeisns that your child does the activity as well 2s, or betier, then it 't
is steted in the guestion. ;

For example, if the Question zsks for three different words and your
¢hild uses five differgnt words, check YES,

USZD 70: Means thzt your child has shown the behavior in the past, but has
outgrown {t or now uses 2 more 2dvanced behavior in its place.

For exemple, if your child uses one hend to reach and grasp, but

used two hands 2 few months 290, 2nswer the question 2bout redching
with two hands by checking USED T0.

SCHETIMES: Means thzt your child is Just starting to do the activity, does not Y
use the behzvior very often, or does not do 3¢ exzctly 25 the ques- )
tion 2sks. :

For exzmple, if your child has followed 2 two step cirection once
or twice, but usuzlly needs. help, check SOMITIMES.

NGT YET: Means thzt your child does not do the dctivity 2s asked in the |
ouestion. 1f you are not sure your child can do sove of the acti- ‘
vities, try those activities with your child.
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PARENT RATING FORM
Fins Motor

SOME-{ NOT
TIMES] YET

|2

Did perform the behavior, ,5‘,‘5
<«

but doasn't anymore
sometimes and other times

Performs the behavior
dogs_got

Performs the bohavior

corvectly
boes not perform the

behavior

A
s bau

Ay
.

- Dees your chilc put 2 sme1) object ¢n another small object,

belencing it correctly before letting oo (e.0., 2 blocck on &
block)?

Does your child pass an object from one hand to the other hand?

Using the tip of the thumb and one finger without resting her/his
¢rm or hend on the teble, docs your child pick up & peilet-sized
object (e.o., cheerio, reisin)?

Does your child reszch out and touch (or cet an object using both

hznds &t once.

Does your child use & turning motfon with both the lef: and right

wrist while manipulzting an object (e.9., turns doorknobs, wind

toys, ¢itls, twists jer 14ds)?

While holding an ob
Your child bang the

ject in e2ch hand (e.g., blocks, cpoons), dces
objects together?

~t

10.

Does yocur child put together zt least two different simple three-
four piece interlocking (pieces thet 3% together) puzzles?

Afier you draw simple shepes (e.o., circle, cross, square), does
yeur child copy 2t least two different ¢hapes?

Does your child rezch ecross his/her body to get zn object on
the other side (e.c., use left erm to get 2 toy on the right)?

Using one or the other hend, does your child bring sbiects to
his/her noyth?
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Yes |70 [Times|ver
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. S 3
5 > |no.
< j2ol8. |2
PRRENT RATING FORM ; .gg a2 = ‘
L5 b M N
Eross Motor 3 |22[ge |§ i
¢ |T%l.2 |C 8
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1. Keeping stemach off the ground, does vour child creep forwerd &t

least 2 feet by z)ternating arms and legs (e.g., moving one ara j§

and opposite 1eg)? BN

. . )

z. Does your child rol1 over from back to stomzch and stomzch to ;%
. beck, getting both 2rms out from under the body7

(93]

Does your child move her/his erms, legs, and heed separately frem
etch other (e.g., wave arme, kick legs, turn head)?

4. Without help, does your child climd 4n 2nd out of 2 child size
chair?

o

Without help, does your chiild oet to 2 sitting position on the
floor frem lying down, hznds ane knees, or stanging?

6. Does your child waik unsupported with body upright, swinging arms
reciprocally (e.o., swings right arm forwerd 2s left leo moves
forwird and swings left arm forward as right leg moves forwerd)?

~)
.

While standing and without supsort, coes your child bend at the
weist (or squat) to reach an object on the floor?

E. Doe; your child climd up 2nd down ladders (e.g., slide, jungle
gym)?

w0
.

Using either foot, does vour child hop on one foot 2t least one
time?

10.  Does your chilc avoid cbsticles while running (e.o., runs around
& w2gon)?

11. Does your child peca) and steer 2 tricycle forwerd 2t least five
feet?
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1. Without help, does your child use a spoon 2nd fork when e2ting? é
ng 4
2. Witncut help, does vour child usuzlly drink from 2 cup or olass A
without spiliing?
. n-:f.{:
3. Dees your child bite off and chew & piece of hard-to-bite focd =
frow ¢ lerger piece of food (e.g., 2pple, meat, hard cookie)? 3
4. Does yocur child move her/his tcngue up 2nd down or side to side C
in the mouth (e.c., move food zround in the mouth, or follow a :
toothbrush with the tongue)?
2. Without help, does vour child pour liquids from one container to
enother contziner without spilling (e.g., pours juice from a
pitcher into 2 cup)?
&. [oes your child use the toilet without help (wzlks to toilet,
edjusts clothing, eliminztes in toilet, and flushes toilet)?
7. Does your chiid do 211 of the following: without help - weshes
fece :nC hinds, drys face and hands, gets tissue and clezns nose
with helo - brushes teeth 2nd brushes hair?
8. Without help, does your child put on 2nd take off her/his clothe;
including fasteners (buttons, snaps, 2nc zippers), clothing
items, &nd shoes znd socks?
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1. Does your child respond to sounds (e.g., Yooks in direction of
sounds), to ohjects and people (e.g., follows a mobile, looks
at objects), and to touch (e.g., pulls hands away from rough
things, pleys with water)?

Yt s s s

2. .Does your child look for toys and/or people where she/he usually
finds them (e.g., goes to toy box to look for a toy, coes to
crib to cet blanket)?

3. Dces your child follow toys anc/or people with her/his eyes
until they disappear from view?

4. Does your child approximztely imitate new words and motor 2ction
(esg.. séys, "gog" for dog, waves zrms in circle after you do
; it)?

Aiter you wind a mechanical toy (e.a., Jeck-in-the-box, wind-up
rac¢io), does your child try to work the toy like you did (e.g.,
tries to turn knob, push button)?

6. After you stop playing en acticn game (e.g., peek-a-boo, bounc-
ing child on knee), does your child use an action that was part
of the game to get you to keep playing the game?

7. Does your child try at least two different ways to solve a2 sim-
ple problem (e.g., tries to get something from 2 counter by jumps
ing up to reach the counter, calls for cr gets an adult, and/or
pulls chair to counter)?

8. When playing, does your child use 2n imeginary toy/object (e.q.,
holds hand, to ear and pretends to be t21king into a phone, pre-
tends to e2t food from an empty bowi)?

9. Does your child play with or use toys or objects as they are
supposed to be used (e.g., holds play phone to ear)?

10. When given a group of different objects, does your child put
objects together that go together (e.g., spoon and bowl; comb
and brush; shoes and socks)?

11.  When you show your child & picture that matches one picture in 23
oroup of 3 or‘4 pictures, does your child pick up or point to
the one picture in the group that matches?
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, 1. Does your chilc lcok &t you (or other acult) then point to 2 toy
or cbiect 2nd then look &t you 2gein, while mzKing sounds?

2. Toes your child reke 2 or more consecutive voca) exchanges with
others (e.o., chilc szys, "bebe”, 22ult says, "bel1™, and child
says, "ba")?

(0]

Does your child turn awey from whet she/he s doing to look 2t :
something en 2cult is looking 2t or pointing 2t (e.g., while ]
Plzying, the 2cult turns and looks &t the window anc the child
turns and looks &t the window)?

"~
Eogl b

£s your child turn to lock zt somecne who is t2lking (e.c.,
hile playing, the child lecoks &t the 2¢ult vhen the tdult
speaks)?

the irmmedizte situztion (e.¢,, when ¢oll is not close, the adylt
2sks the caiid “to get the dol) 2nd put it on the bed")?

|
1
|
Does your child follow two-stes directions thet do not relate to |
1
|

€. ren you 2sk ycur child to show you zt least 20 new pictures of |
comson thines, does your child show you (point to, look at, |
touch) the picture |

~1
.

¥hen speaking in sentences, does your chiid end 2 or more words
with 's, s, or ing in one sentence (e.¢., "girls are running”,
“the boys have hats)?

€. CDeces your chilc use three-word sentences &t leist 30% of the
time (e.c., "mam2 cpén coor*, "me reil truck”)?

8. Does your chiid use 3 different relation2) words (more, there,
wert) with 5 or more different lzbels (e.g., "there kitty",
"more juice™, "211 gone bubbles")?

10. Does your child use 2t least 10 different two-word sentences
thet include at least one of each of the following:
2, 2 person 2nd 2n action (e.g., “Marma eat")
b. 2n action with an object (e.g., "roll b211") and
¢. 3 person and 2n object {e.g., "Daddy truck®)

11. Does your child use at least 60 different words appropriately
{e.g., says, "bz11" when playing with a ball, looking 2t picture
of & ball, looking for 2 ball)?
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i2. Does your child consistently use word approximations for certzi

objetts, people, end/or when esking for things, protesting, and
answering questions (e.g., 2lweys says, "ju" for juice)?
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1. Does your chiid follew simple directions §¢ given to her/him _
2lone 2nd if given to & oroup of children le.g., "Sera, put your Y
toys awey"; "let's 211 ¢o outside")? . f
2. Does vour child use spproprizte behaviors in many different dailj :
. routines (e.g., comes %0 tzble at meeltime, undresses &t bathe
tine, plays with toys 2t playtime)? £
3. Does your child telk %0 or Pley with adults (stets intersctions
with 2dults 2nd responés to interactions from toulits)? .
5. Does your child t21k t0 or play with friends {starts interaction
with friends &ng responcs to intersctions ‘rom friends)?
£. Does vour child plav with manv different tovs or obiects?
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE li
INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

The Developmental Profile It is an inventory of skills designedio assess a chiki's development trom birth
through 2ge nine. A comprehensive assessment of a child's Cevelopmeni typically has requred expensive
and fime-consuming examinations by a variety of experis in the areas of motor, language, personai/set-
help. socisl and in:ellectual development. The present inventory. in Contrast, provides a reliadis assessment

ol ezch of these five key areas in 20 10 40 minutes by an evaluaior who nesd not be a rained Cevelopmental
expert, . .

The inventory provides an indivic:a! profile which depicts a child’s functional developmental-ape leve'

by cizssilying panicular skills accorcing 1o age norms in the five areas of deveicpment. Thase are brielly
described beiow:

Physiczt Ace  This scaie measures shysics! develogment by celermining atulres wnh tagks

tequiring 1z:ge an2 small muscie coorcination. sirength, siamina. fiexididy. ans
seguents! molor skills, . :

Sel-Felp Age  This scale measures the ability 10 cope indepencently with the envionment and
measures the child's skilis with tasks such as ezling, cressing and working. This scale

essesses the cegree 10 which children are capable of responsidly canng for them-
selves and others.

Socizl Age This scale measures interpersonal relationship atilities. The child's emetional neecs
for people, as well 2s the manner in which the child relates 10 friends. retstives. snd

various ecults exemplity the skills which measure juncliona! periormance inthe socia!
Situzlion,

Acacemic Age  This scale measures intellecival abilies by assessing. at'the younger pre-school
level, 1ne Cevelopmeni of skills prerequisite 10 schelastic functioning and, at older
pre~schod! anc schoo! age levels, actual scademic achievement.

Communicztion Age  This scale measures expressive and seceplive communication skills with both verbat

and non-verbal language. The use and undersianding of spoken, writien and
gesture languages are assessed by this scals.

The aominisiration of the Developmenta! Piolilg invoives determining whether the chiid coes or does not
have skills isted in the inventory. Determining what the child can da and/or does do aiows comparison of
1hose ingivicual ebiltties 10 normative data. i.e.. the specific age al which children usually master each skill,

Anyone sutiicienty well-acquainted with the child can provice information NECESSary 10 answer questions in
the inventory.

A. Functions of the Profile

The Developmenta! Profiie can be used 10 accomplish a variety of assessment and eZucationa!
objectives. each of wnich is vahg ang appropnate. The instrument can be used 10 determing
eligbilily lor receiving special egucation ang/or related services: as a planning 100l 1o cevelop an
indivicualized educaticnal program (IZP) consisient with the child's sirengihs and ceficits; as a
measure of child orogress by comparing Protile scores at the beginning of the schodl year (pre-test)
with scores achieved al the end of the school yesr (post-iesi): ang as a method of evalusing an
enire educational program or service by comparing the average pre-test scores of a group of
chiidren, i.e. & classtcom, with the average post-test scores of the same group. Also, since the
Developmente! Profile provices 2 repis and accurate measure oi development aiong 5 dimensions,
it can b2 used as a component in periodic develomental screening pregrams concuczes by heatih
practiioners, Child Find programs or paients themselves.

The Developmenital Profile can be rel:ably administered solely as 2n interview of in combination
with direct testing.

Any or gitfive scales may beused reliably. When a!l five scales are utilized. the it'werr.oryusumy
requires approximately 20 15 40 minutes 10 acminisier and score.
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B. Goals
Four major goals guided the construction of the Developmental rofile:

Goal 1:  To offer an instrument which provides a mulliciman=ionat g-scription of children’s develop-
ment.

Most devalopmental assessmeniinsiny .als; - . e sing's-value Cepiciion of the child's
development, ¢.9.. intsll.gence, percep”.akmoto:, ur ianguape. At best, such instruments
allow for some type of sub-scale ~.slyses; but these are inerpratable only by
“experis” and they still measure =i 1epor on a limiled area of the child's overal! growth and
functioning. The very existence of 30 many Citierent t00is for assessing ¢ilferent areas
demonsirates-that a child’s development procesds along moce than one dimension. An
insirument which meesures funclioning in 5 areas of growth and develosment provides users
with 8 multicimensions! view ¢! the child—a view considered 10 be more scocura’e and
functicna! than single-value cepiction.

Goal2: "Toprovide 2ninventory which hes o sighificent bias as a function of the sex. rste, =nd social
class ol the chiidrer: being evslvaled.

There has been much fustiliable concern about the sgplicability of the major developmen-
1al 1ests 10 various minority groups. The mes! well-known illusration involves discrimination
sgains: blacks perpetrzied by the ingppresriaie use of 1esis primarily standardized onmiddle-
class whres. A mejor goal of the Developmental Profile was 1o minimize any possidiity that it
could be misused in 2ny manner which would d:iscnminaie agains: chuidren as a function of
their sex, race, or socizl ¢iass.

Gozl3: Toprovide areiatively Guick, wexpensive, out accurale descripticn of 8 child's develosment,
The justiiication for developing an inveriory thet was economical in terms of time ang

money is seli~evicen!. The neec for accu acy v:as speciiically enicuisied 1o esiadlish that the

ezse and scpe ¢ ihe insirument would not be 2ccomplished aithe expense of igh degree of

validity ng reliability. ’

Gozi4:  Topermit the administration. sconng end interpreiation of the instrument by pegple who ¢o not

have speciiic expenise in psychological1esting.

There are many s.iu2hions when g cevelopmenial assessment would be useful. vet it does
Not occur because Ine use f expens is 100 expensve, lime consumung. Of they SIMphy are not
avaiable. Aninsirument v:hich provioes an accurate measure of 2 child's cevelcomen: n
arelaively shcn pe:iod of 1:me: an insirument that can be agminisiered by professionz!s angd
para-professionals. 1egchess. teacher 2i0es. Shysicians, nurses. social workers. mecical
aides 2s well 25 psychelogists anc psychomeinsis—~should sliow for mere ascurate assess.
ments in that varely of setings where they 2re neecec anc apgrepnale but essenlally
unavailadle.

The cegree 10 which e2ch of these poals v.2s achieved is more precisely descrided in later sections.
ltis hopeo has all users of the Develcpmental Profile will take 1ne lime 10 acquam: themselves with the
siangardization, construction, religdilty ang valdity cate. Only with such knowledge can this or any
other assessment instrument be g-propnately used.

C. Instrument Description

The Developmen:al Profile i consisis of 166 itlems arranged into five scales. All scales have wems
arranged into 29¢ leve!s the 2ge leve!s proceed at 6-month intervals frombinh 10 31 2 vears and proceed
lhereatier by year iniervals. Tedle | prescnis the descnpuive name. soe range. and ace-range
m:cpont for each age interval Note thzt 1he year inlervals descnibe chilcren 6 months on bosh sices of
the year norms (e ¢.. 6 year level covers ages 5'2 years 10 6'2 ycars).
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PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENTAL AGE SCALE

First 13 Year (Newborn: 0-6 months)

P1.  Whenthe chidis lying on its stomach, does the child hold its head up, without support, for at
- least one minute?

P2. Can the child roll fromits stomach te fis back and from back to stomach without help?
P3. Does the child have any method of geninp frof one place to another? Creeping (stomach

touching the floor) or cravling (siomach off the fioor) in any {ashion (except roliing) that permits
forwerd travel is acceptabie.

Secend 1z Year (Infant I: 7-92 months)

Pa. Does the child uee & thumb &nd one ¢r two fingers 10 pick.:p something (this is 2 pass), oris the
¢oject grasned vith the whele hang (iris-method is 2 tail)?

PS. Does the chilt go from a crawhing : sitling position to & standing position? The child may use
scmething ot help but not someone.

PE. - Hes ihe child stopped drooing? (Tnis item is passed il no crooking occurs except when chew-
ing, teething or eating.)
110 1% Years (Infant il: 13-18 months)

P7. Does ihe child walk up steirs (upright, not crawhng) using 2 well, handrail or & person’s hand for
support? Putting both feet on esch step rates 2 pass.

P8. Dces the chis watk well enough, withcut support, 10 20 2bcut the house unwatched without
{zling or bumping into objects? '

Ps. Dces the child izke the pager o'f candy bars or gum or 2ny oiher wrapped object?

1%2102 Yeers (Togdler I: 18-24 months)

P10 Does the child pich. toss, or {ing obects for a distance of 2t leas! three feet in a cirechion s’he
wants? Jus: throving thines which €5 10 8ny Sirection 00es N raie a pass.

P11 Does the child go upstzirs taking one stair with each {001? The child mus! aliemate feet ¢oing
upsizirs b may sull be putting two feei on each siep going downstairs,

P12 Doesihect Jride 2 3-wheeler (tncycle or “Big Wheel ") using the pedals for stieast 101ee: and
turning wide corners?

210 2%2 Years (Toddier Il: 25-30 months)

P13. I! youwere to ¢raw an up and dow/n straight hine, could the chiic copy it using a pencil, crayon, o
paintbrush? The question is whether the child has enough eye-hand coordination to copy a line
instead of just scribbhing,

P 14. Does the child jump without faliing, with both feet together, { om any cbject which is at least
eightinches off the fioor {such as a step or box)?

P 15. Can the child move from place to place by jumping or leaping with two feet together? The child
must be able to go atleast 10 leet in this manner. s
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PHYSICAL SCALE

2% 10 3 Years (Toddler lll; 31-36 months)

P16,

P17,
P18,

Does the child use a scissors with one hand to cul paper or ¢cloth? The other hand canbe used
fo ho!d the paper or cloth, or the matenal can be held ior the child. The child must be ableto use
the scissors to cut rather than to merely tear,

Can the child hop fonward on one foot without support for 2 distance of atleast five feet?

Does the child usuzlly welk upstzirs and downstairs by placing only one foot on each stair?
S/he mey use e railing or wallbut this should not be necessary for c:dinary suppon arbelance.

310 3% Years (Pre-schooler I: 37—<2 months)

P19,

P 20.

Ry
~n
-

Canthe child throw a bali {2ny size) 1p an 2dult who is sianding five feet away? The sdult must
be zble to catch the ball without having to move. .

Does the child release the latch anc open en inside door? The child must be adle, for instance,
totwst 2 doorknob ent push open an unlocked bathroom door.

Canthe child use a scissors o cut ous 2 rrinted circle the size of 2 siver coliar vthout baing off
more than 2 quarier o! 2ninch anywhere? The child must kel end turn the szper with one hand
while cutting with the osher.

4 Years (Pre-schoaier 1) 43-54 morniths)

P22

Does the chiid caich & ball (2ny size) thrown by an aduli who is standing five feet awey? The
cruld must catch the beil 50% of the ime, .

Can the chile hop feaward on one foot for 2 distanre of at least 10 feet without having to stop and
stant again?

Doeés the child jump repe with one or both feet zt leas! twice; or czn the child jump over 2
number o} things in its path without steeping? The "things" should be at least eightinches high,

5 Years (Pre-schooler Ill: §5-66 months)

P2s.
P26.

F27.

Canthe child use & key to cpen ang unlock 2 small padlock?

Ca:': the child make 2 snowsall ¢: mud bail solid enouph 10 stey together vhen thrown at least
eich: feei? Other matenal such as play-cough or sct iay coulo 210 be used. The zbility to
throw the matenal eight feet s 2iso necessarytorate a, 'ss.

Does the chilc play hopscotch or 2 simil2: came requiring skilleg hopoing? This includes being

2ble 1o hop on one foot into 2 markec spot without faliing, hop, turmn around and coniinue the
hopping.
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PHYSICAL SCALE

6 Years (Primary Elementary |: 67-78 months) B

‘Pes. Does the child roller skate, skateboard or ice skate? Skating means the child can push and
ghice with one foot aher the other. There can be occasicnal fasis but ™St of the time the chilg
€antravel at least 10 feet without falling,

P2s, Canthe child cut out a four inch picture of an znimal or human without beingmore then a quarier
of gninch off anywhere?

P 30. Does the child skip rope? The child must be eble 10hold both ends of » jmd rope and skip, hop,
or jump three times in a row while {ipping the rope over the hesd and unoer the feet.

7 Yeers (Pumary Elemeniary Il: 78-80 months)
P31, Can the child pick up and carry a kitchen or cining-room chait frem ene room 1o another?

P32, Can the child run fast enouph 10 compete with a nc.’méf(nomhandicewed) e'igmoyezr old child
] in 2 rzce or game of tag?

Pza. Can the child catch a lennis size bali with one hanc when thrown gently from at least six feet
away? (The child must catch it 2t least 50% of the time.)
8 Years (Primary Eiementz,y lll: 91-102 months)
P34, Can the chilo strike and ligh: & pzper maich? The child must be chie o light the match within
four tries. (Nole: i this ftem is consicereo nzooropriate, use only P 35 and P 36 for this leve!
. anc essign & months credit for each of these ilems.)

Pas, Can the child use a house key to unlcck anc cpen a typical front or back door of a house?

P2s6. Can the child wink enther eye on reques: withous closing the other eye?

8 Years (Upper Elemerniary I: 103-114 months)
P37. Can the child whistie a recognizable tune?
P3s. Does the child compete in sports, such as basebal!, soccer, volieyhaM, track. efc., with coher

chilcren 10 10 11 years of 2ge anc demonsirzie 2t ieast 25 much skitl 25 most same sexed
chiicrenin the same group? '

P3ze. Does the child have sutficient skillto nce 2 bicycle onamain sireet or taoroughiare inmeserate
raific?
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CEEPZ SCORING DECISION RULES

1. Scores for each item are recorded in the score boxes on the data recording
forms. Codes {defined later) that explain certain scores are recorded
in the “notes” column to the right of the data recording boxes. Only one

score should be recorded for each item.

2. Items will be scored either: pass (+) or fail (=). An jtem §s scored
pass if a child performs a behavior correctly and independently. An
item is scorsd fail if a child does not perform a behavior or requires

complete physical assistance to perform a behavior.

3. The criterion for aiizptable performance (pass score) is different for

different domains. Refer to the Administration Manua), for specific
criteria  for each domain.

4, 1f there is no opportunity to see 2 particular behavior score the
particular ftem “-* (faf1) in the data score box and recorc “Ho* (no

opportunity) in the notes column. However do not score NO* for thosse
‘ items beyond the child's capability or development2) level. These items
1 are scored “-" (faf]) and "HL" (higher level) and are recorded $n the notes

; column,

5. Each domain ¥s divided into several strands that represent oroups of
related behaviors. Within each strand items are arrange¢ into Long-
R3nge Goals (LRG) and Training Objectives (70). Some strands and
items within strands sre developmentally sequenced, others are not.
Following are guidelines pertaining to scoring sequenced items and
other scoring situatiens.

Q 102
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Lo
s

o v osarlae s

i
?



E

O

e

b)

¢)

d)

e)

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

5y A !.\J,y\’(vaﬂr:&\(va?'s‘v,’a'&"f":‘ “j’;-!,:'f

1.1
12

1.1
1.2

139
1.2

13
1.2

1.9
1.2

139
1.2

-

Score Box

STt

B0 000 000 aoo 6o

HEE BEE BEE HOA BE8 BEGk

TR IADY T A T S A2 N AVl 2

When items are arranged ina sequence and the
T6 1s scored pass the TOs under ths T8 are
scored pass by drawing an 2rrow through the
score boxes., The arrow indicates the items
were 2ssumed to be passed.

When & 76 is scored fa3) then the TOs under
the T6 must be scored. Score each item
(no arrows).

When there is no opportunity to see particclar
behavior and score the TG, score *-* {fa1) in
the score box and record *NO* in the notes
column,

When there is no opportunity to see the
behaviors relating to the Y0s score *-* (fad1)
in_the score box and record "NO® in the notes
column,

Depending on the ace and develcpmental Teve)
of the child, some strands might 2ssess
behaviors beyond the capabilities of the child,
Score these items f2i) and record "HL“ (hicher
level) in the notes column.

.Some items will no Jonger be relevant for the

child (e.c., an older child/higher functioning
child), Score these items pass and record “NA"
(not appiicable) in the notes column,

=
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The Comprehensive Early Evalvation and Programming System (CEEPS)
Ev2luation Questionnaire :

heme.s

UTILITY

In general, how long does it tzke to 2dminister (observztion, direct test, znd/or
parent report) the CEEPS to one child?

In generzl, does the CZEPS provide enough/zpproprizte information to design |
intervention progrems? |

Suggestions {or formzt changes:

Dzta Colilection Forms

hoministretion Guide (introduction)

Aéministretion tanual (Teroet/Item Pages)
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CLARITY

Guidelines:

Are there any confusing words, phrases,
sentences? What changes should be made?

APPROPRIATENESS

Guidelines:

Is it clear what behaviors tha items are
measyring? Are the criteria appropriate?

Are the directions complete? What
changes should be made? .
Domain Items Criteria Directions 1tems Criter{fa Directions
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