DOCU&ENT»RESUHE_

ED 084 7290 o EC 060 504

" AUTHOR ' ’StLllman, Robert D. . ' ' S ,
CTITLE . - Heasuring-Progress in Deaf—Bllnd Chlldren- Use of the:
- . . '~ Mazusa Scale".
"INSTITUTION Callier Hearing and Speech Center, Dallas, Tex.
SPONS AGENCY Bureau of Education for the Handlcapped (DHEW/OE),‘
Lo : Washington, D.C. :
'PUB DATE {737 - - -
GRANT S OEG-0-9-536003- 4093
NOTE . 46p. j
: ‘ )
EDRS PRICE HF-$0.65 HC-$3. 29 - A
DESCRIPTORS *Behavior Change' *Behav1or Ratlng 5cale *Deaf

Blind; Diagnostic Teaching; *Exceptional Child
" Research; Language Development; Motor Development;
Kultiply Handicapped; Perceptual Development Program
T - Evaluation; Socialization
IDENTIFIERS *Azusa Scale; Dally L1v1ng Slels.
ABSTRACT o - . - .
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scale with 16 deaf blind- chlldren in a comple+ed study and 124 deaf
blind children in an ongoing study to determine the scale's
usefulness for objectlve evaluation of behavior change, 1nstructlonal
'plannlng,’and program evaluatlon. The children in the first stuady
_ were rated on the performance objectlves befogre and after 7 mopths of
program partlclpatlon.'Scores were compared.with normal developmental
norms for. nonhandlcapped children. The scale evaluated the following
areas: socialization; dally living skills, motor development,
perceptual abilities, and language development Greatest mean.
progress tended to occur in perceptual abilities (15 months) and
‘socialization (14 months) "while least progress was made in language
r;development (9 months) Eating and t01let1ng skills showed the -
‘greatest progress ‘among:areas of dally living skills. In the motor
development section greater. progress was found for fimne motpor control
~.than for gross motor skills which were at a higher level at both:
',pretestlng -gad posttestlng. The chlldren in the program progressed at
‘a rate’ greater than would’ be expected from ‘normally developing
”_chlldren ‘suggesting that: the handlcapped children are Ycatching ap®
to their normally developlng peers.: Results of the second study
'~ should- prov1de more complete data oa subgroups of deaf- blind
children. ‘The Azusa scale was found to be appropriate for measuring .
developmental progress, improving- 1nstructlon, and evaluatlng
programs for deaf bllnd chlldren. (DB) :
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B ‘ o  INTRODUCTION

Evéluation'of the‘effegtiveness of educational, rehabilitative,

and therapeutic progfams for deaf=blind children has heen hampered

f by the lack of a_simple, accurate, and quantifiable means of document =~
‘ ing'behaviorkchange. Present methods of assessing change (bechavior

‘checklists,fyideo—taped_acti&ity protocols) are often inconvenient,

aifficult to interpret,.andfaifficu;t to quantify,' on the-other hand,
traditional stsndardized testsgfdf meas@ring tunctioning level of
handicapped children aré inapptoptiete sinte they fail to take into
account the profeund sensory,.ﬁotor,:integrative; and communicative
disorders c characteristic of moét deaf—bl:nd chlldrcn._

The‘purpose of this study Was to determine an‘objective means of
measuring behavior chahge;in deaf*blind childreﬁ;'vlt was hqped that

information gained from such evaluations would reveal areas where:

- progress Cén be made and the extent of DrogreSs to be'expected It

was also hopcd that the study would provnde 1n31ghts into the pattcrn

o

of def1c1ts exhlblted by deaf-bllnd chlldren These 1n51ghts might,

in turn, lead:to'the.design'qf more effective educational and rehabili-
tative programs .

It was deéided td_measute progress intdeaf-blihd ¢hildren by.cemw -

- paring ‘the rate of development among these children to the normaltfate

of developmeﬁt;,tThis approach was considered most appropriate since



F‘dQVCiopmunt in duaf~blind childrcn was vicwcd as.dclaycd and the
ﬁrioary construct of the program was to encourage growth according
o normai dovclopmootal seqoepces;. - |

1:The.devélopmenta1 scale‘used in‘thisistudy‘to measure progress

_was‘the "Arusa Scale" developed a%’the EaStVSac Gaoriel'valley

'Schoo} for Multihahdicapped childrenrin Azusa, California. iThé Azusa

Scale “(Appendix 1) is a developmental chzcklist encompassing five

areas of. behavior: éocialization; Daily Living skills, Motor Develop~

' mcﬁt,'Percéétual.Aoiiities,“and Language Developmént; ‘Within_each of
thé‘fivc‘bohayior areas kscbscaics) aro rour performahce,objectives
. macde up of six téﬁPorally 'aeqﬁential_steps describingbapecrric aspects
of behavior‘leading to acqﬁisitionvof:tho particuiar performance
objective."Each stcp.describes behaViora observé& among both normal
-and multihandicappcd'childron.r x
| The‘A;usa‘Scale_Qas desigood for use as'a'reachihg aid in planning
~dgyelopmentally appropriate programs,as a.rool for measurino.cubSeqocnth
_bohavioral changes,“aha as‘an évaigativeldeyice for heaacrcment‘of-thef
overall-efféctivenoss of a programvof_services. THis‘écalé}is particd_
larly_uaeful‘bécauéé itlrs’concise;~casy‘to administer% and simple to.

score. .
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behavior repertoire. The teachers.wéré'specifically_instructed not

to consider a levél achieved .if the behaviors wereé emerging, occurred
. : (A : ' ) .

“rarely, o¢ had to be elicited by the teacher.

In administering the post=test, it was not possible to control

for the teachers® knowledge of the pre—test‘scores. However, -since

vbthe AZusa Scale ratings formed the basis for program planning for

;\)
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individual childreh, it Was_reasdnable‘to assume that the ratings
were;abcuratc. In addition, no pressure was placed on the teachers
Fo demonstrate ‘progress;  and theylwergfunéware that the ratings would

be used for purposes other thaplfﬁéir own program planning.

. Data Analysis

Data'obtained with respect to‘IéVel of fgbgﬁEOning on the pre-
and post-tests were converted to age equivaléncy scdres for further
analysis.':Alchange'from scale level to age ‘¢quivalency scores was

necessitated by the fact that movement from one léyel to the next did

ictlty or to the

time interVal normally occurring between attainmeht of ‘one group of

- abilities and the next. Without some means of equating the data both

Qithin aﬁd bétweeh;gubséaieé,‘it Qag‘felt that it would be difficﬁlt.to‘
dfaw inferehcés'from the‘résults.

Thé'age eéuivéléncies used were providgd with the Azusa_Scale aﬁd
Qere:bésed on normative data (Gesell) iﬁdicating the chrdnplogical age

at which the behavior appears. ,For consistency in scoring, when an age

‘range was given'on the Azusa.Scale, the age equivalency assigqed‘was the

i

" iminimum age. C ‘ : ' o . .
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METHODS

Callier Study-,

Subjects

Sixteen‘deaf—blihd_children (11 boys aﬁd 5 girls) enrolled in the
Cgllier ﬁea;ing_and‘Speech Center Deaf-Blind Program in 1971-%2 wepé‘
subjects in this-;kudy. The ages bf.the children rangéd from L to 13

years (mean age 7 years) but 7 of the children were between the ages

of 6 and 7%.

Test Administration

Each ¢hiid was rated on the twenty Azusa Scale performance objec—

 tives uponuéntfy into -the program (pré~test) and at the end of the

school year (post—test). The inter-test interval was 8 months for 12.-

‘children but less for 4 children who entered the program after the

- “school year had begun.

/The Azusa Scales were administered by the prdgram“téaching staff.

Ere-test‘ratings:were made by‘the entire teéching staff on a éonsensus

basis and comprised part of the child's initial staffiﬁg. Post-test
ratings were made on a consensus basis bylthe thrée teachers moét famil—=
iar with- the individual child's behavior. Ratihgslwere based on personal

observations, interactions with the child, and vided—taped records

~obtained during the child's initial and year=-end evaluations.

In rating each child, the teachers were instructed to’sCoreia child
at a given:levél.onIY'if,the behaviors defining the level occurred

spontaneously or could be considered integrated componenﬁs'of'the child's



|
" In addition to_the age‘gquivaténcies determined for each performance
objective, mean agé equivalencies were calculated for each of the five

subscales;"Mean pre— and pbst—test'age equiﬁalency scores across the

L,

T five éﬁbscales were aléo calculated producing the.overall‘means for each
' . . ‘ - . . f.,.- i/"
child. :
It was felt that. calculating meaﬁ age: equivalencies wés justified
sihcé the,performaﬁce objeétives were designedlto encompass all important
aspects of behavior. Howevér, in calculating these means, the assumption
was made that.eaéh pefformanée'objective.is equélly important in a chiid;s'

'overail deveiqpment. Whether this aégumption-is Valid‘islnot known,

. Howevef; the rankings of the children with respect to meén'agé équivalency
scores -agreed with the.teachers'fsubjective,rankings'of.the children based
upon.their impressions of the childrens'.behaVior.

Perférmance dbjégtive V4.4 (olfaétory and gustatory disérrﬁinaﬁions)
was not inclﬁdedkiﬁ'any of the calculations since this particular aspect of

‘behavior has no documented developmental age norms. Mean age equivalencies -

© fox Perceggyal Abilities Wefe, therefore,‘determined oh”the basis of the
remaining.three pegqumance ijeétivés. In calcu;atiné‘overail;mean age
eguiValéhCies,jthé five subscalé.scores we;é éﬁeraged,;thﬁs Weighiné all o

'sgbécales appro#iméteiy equally in’determihing ofetall'mean age equiva-

lency scores.

O
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hegional Study

. : . ' \ e
- SUb”gctg_ : :

In August, 1972, Aéuga Scales wére[distribuﬁed £o all‘oftéhe déaf-
~blind programs in Arkanéas, Louiéiana, Okl;homa, aﬁd Texas. Compleféd":
fesponées wére returﬁed by 11 programs and usable Azusa éﬁale_periyes
were obtained from 124 deaf~blind children. The following is é greak_
down of subjects:and mean'chronoioéicai ageé (in months) for the children

1

 included in the study. '

Mean [

‘Program ) _ ..1 _ Number  Chronological Age
. . ' ’ .o (Months).
Arkansas Children's Colony ., 10 ’ 195
| Arkaﬁség School for fhe.BLind ' » | | ; 3
Austin,Cerebral Palsy Center i . 8 _ 62
Baton Rouge 6 113
cél'lier Hearing and Spe;cﬁ' Center ' ' aor L 83
Hissom Memofial Cénter‘: i : . " - ‘  3
Néw-Orleané - 3 - o 2
-Okléhqma City child Study V»Center ‘ 12 | 6’2_ 
wPihecréét.StatéZSChool ' S ->‘ 37 : 115

-

* The éhildfen in.the‘Callier Program during fall)<l972,differ Sbmewhat'
from tipse studied during the 1971-72 schoel year.
in"addition;;AZusa Scale profiles ‘were obtained from é "learning
impaired" &eaf.chiidren‘at the Célliex_Hééring and Séeech Center (meanlgge:
55 ménths)vand,from 32 normal éhilaréﬁ (mean age: 28 mdntﬁs;vat‘the Ameri=-
. ~can Association-of University Womeg Chiia.pévelopmenf Cen£er,ja'nursery
Schoél program in‘Dallas. . o . |

NN
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Test Administration

Instructions for test administration were essentially the same for

the Regional study as- for the Callier Study. However, only pre=test

data are. currently available regionally._ The prdfiles for the Regional

Study'wcre‘éompleted,‘in general, by the one or two teachers most

familiar with the child.

: pata Analysis

Mean age equivalency scores were calculated in the same manner as

previously described for the Callier Studyf
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Evaluation of pevelopmental Chaﬁge Among Individual Children
Pigures 1-2 are typical examples of indi&idual‘Azusa}Scale profiles

for deaf=blind children.” Performance objectives (l1.1-5.4) are listed

on the abscissa and’ developmental level on’the ordinate. The numbers

" next to each point on the profile are the appropriate age-equiValency

séores for normal aévelopment in_months.

The differences in pre- and posﬁfteét age>équivalency scores (Fig-
ures l=2) show thé‘deyelopmeﬁtal changés in spécifié'behavior areas
{performance objecti&es) during the inter-test interval. .Figuré 1
indicates thatkéhié particular éhild progressed consiaérably in responding
to (1.2) anq' cooperating with (1..4) others, in washing (2.2), feeding
{(2.3), mobility skills (3;4) and in the development Qf memory and inﬁer
language (5.1). .Little or no pfog:esé was‘dbserved ih‘other areas of
behavior. | |

. Overall mean age'equivalency Séores indicaté Fhat‘lO mon#ﬁs of pro;

gress was made during'the 8 month inter-test intefval‘(Overall-Mean)"

. With respect to individual subscales (pre-test scores precede and post-

.\)

test scores foilow the arrow), it appears that most progress was made

'in. Motor Development.while almost none occurred. in Perceptual Abilities.

.The profile in Figure 2 indicates‘that'another child made exceptional

‘gains in Daily Living skills and.Peréeptual'Abilities--but more modest

growth .in other areas.

ERIC -
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A comparison of the two Azusa Scale prdfilésm;ndicate that Child #3
(Figure 2) functioned at a higher developmeqtal‘level and made greater
progress overall than child #7 (Figuré 1)y. These differences in overall

- progress, however; can be reiated to a great extent to the marked

differences between the children in progress in Perceptual Abilities and

Daily Liviqg Skills. Examination of the results on individual performance

objéctives indicates that in some areas Child #7 (Figure l) made more

progresé than Child #3 (rigure 2).

Mean ége equivalency scores as sﬁdwn in Figures 1 and 2 are of'value
in briefly and quantitatively summarizing‘changes in’the child's function~-
ipg lgVel. Howevé;,.céution must be exercised in interpreting mean score

J{" ‘_since_they ére not‘directiy rélatable to normal devef%pment at the same

'ch:oﬁological age. Thus, .the mean age equivalency score of 16 months on

Socializationj(Figgre i).does not necessari%y.mean that'thisichild‘s
,socialization abiliti?s are charécteristic'af_a”l6 month“oldh

The‘lackﬂof corréépondence betWeen meanvage eqﬁiValency scdres_énd
devglopmental‘aé; may be éccounped.for by'tW6 factors. The first is thé ‘

'ffagmentafy-natufe of development often typicalfof'deaf—blind children.

For example, within the‘Sécialization sﬁbscale (Figure 1), a'deVelopmental

objectives. Second, theidesign of the scale is such that at higher develop-

mental levels, there ar: fewer intervening steps. Thué, on some performance
objectives‘a child functioning betweer the 36 and 60 month level must
- receive ‘an age equivalency score of éiﬁher'36vor'60. A change from one

" level tQ,tﬁe next Wiil”thusvtendcto exaggevate both progress and‘the

{ [ERJ!:‘ ; AR = S AT T .,f
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. apparen'. spread between age equivalency scores on ‘the performance

objective.

Another problem in interpreting meén age equivalency scores results
from the'age 1iﬁi£ations of the scale. "he maximum age_équivalency
scofe (Level 6) aﬁtaipable on gny perfdrménce objéctive is 72 months,
and for most performanceJobjectives, the maximum limit is soméwhat lower.
Since the chfonologiéal age of 75% of the children particiéat£ng in this
study is greater than 72 months, the abiliﬁieé ofysome childfén in spe=
cific areas exceed the measuring capaﬁil;ties—of the test instrument. :
For example, the‘Azusa'Scalé profile shown in Figure 3 indicates that at

pre~test, this child was rated at Level 6 in 16 of the 20 performance

: objeétives. Thus, developmental prdgress could be measured only in the

four remeaining performance objectives. Howevgr, even these_measures may

not adeqguately reflect progréss Sinée Leve} 6 st reached at post-test

in all but one performance objective. |
However,_dgspité‘the restrictions on interpretation of mean age~

eqﬁivaléncy scores, these data do provide useful infdrmation. Table I

shows the hean pre~ and postftést;age equivalency écsreg oﬁ the 5 suﬁscalés'

for 16 deaf-blind children. The asteriské indicate that the maximum score

was ‘achieved on the 4 performance objectives within the subscale. "The

scores in Table'I'show the heterbgeniety of deyelopment émong deéf-blind‘
children; ,This heterogeniety is evidént‘both between.cﬁildréﬁ oﬁ each
subscale and within inaividual<children across subscalesf> for example, £hé
subscéle indicéting higheét.aﬁd’lOWest:functioningllevel is‘to:a;large

extent dependent upon the‘individuél child. Likewise the age équivalency»

12
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scores on‘each subscéle.indicatc a wide Séread both wiﬁhin énd between
children. |

Heterogcniéty with respect to the areca ofggreatesﬁ and least
developmental progress‘during the school yeér?is demonstrated in Table
Ii. This table shows the farticular subséale where the cﬁildren

exhibited maximum and minimum developmeﬁt. Results from three children

(Numbers 11, 15, and 16) were not included in this tabie since they

received maximum Scores on two subscales in the pre-test. Table II

provides evidence that maximum or minimum developmental advancement can

oécur in almdst any aréa, although.in Language Developﬁént,.nearly half
the children exhibited minimum .and none maximum deyelopmental progress.
More extensive analysis_of resﬁlts on individual children will not
be reported:here sipéé such information is'pfimarilyrof interest to the
individual child's téacher,‘and a detailed ahalysis'can‘be adequately
made only Witﬁ éﬁnsiderable supplementary ipformation. However, the
mean data fér the Callier Pfogram‘will be explo;ed since it has bearing

on the'effectiVeness of the total pfogram,of services.

Evaluation -of Program Effectiveness _ 

The following provides.evidencé from Azusa Scale data.conéerning the

‘strengths,uwéaknesses,'and overall effectiveness of the Callier DeafaBiiﬁd

Mean (1) (Table I) shows mean pre= and post-teSt'age eéuivalency scores

on each subscalé for?tﬁe lG‘deaf—blind children. Mean‘(z)'is.a corrected.

.mean for Daily Living Skills'ahd‘MotOr Development which excludes data on

14



'ABLE II

Number of Children Showing Maximum and
Minimum Progress on Each Subscale

A

MAX IMUM PROGRESS

Subscale
soc. . D.L.S. Mot. v Perc. Lang.
3 2 o 3 : 5 0
MINIMUM PROGRESS
Subscale
soc. .. D.L.S. ~ Mot. ‘Perc: Lang.
o 3 L 3 6
~ . s 15.

ERIC
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the three children who achieved maximum scores in the pre—test in

these subscales.  Means (l) and'(Z) indicate that exceptional progress

was made by the group particulquy'in the arcas of perceptual abilities

~and socialization while somewhat less growth took place in the develop-

meént of languageﬁ Using the more conservative Mean {l), the results 

‘show that an average 12 months developmental progress in the average 7

mdnth ihﬁérval between the pref‘and‘post—tests. This suggests that
overalivthe children in the Caliiér Program méde progress at 'a rate
exéeeding that which might be expected among Qnimpéired chilaren.

Ind ofder to determine the areas of behavior'where gréatest and
least progress écéﬁrred, mean age eéuivalency.spores on the subscales
were.broken down into meén‘scores on each éerférmance objecti§e. Thesé
results are‘éresented in.Figure 4 $nd Table iiI.

Mean'perfofmance.objective scores provide inforﬁétioh concerhing
the extent of developmentai pfogress in pafticular areas as well as a
profile of tﬁe abilities and handicaps of these chi;dgen; For eﬁample,
in Socialization, élﬁost équai proéresé wés made in ail.performance
bbjectives; Howéver; the éhildren_ténded to be réted;hiéhest in reépondf
ing to othér$ (L2), 5ut sdméWhat.iowér in skills inﬁolviﬁg interpersbnal
intéraetions‘or codpératién (1.3,‘1.4).‘

‘In Daily Livihg Skills, the results appear to reflect the emphasis

" of the Cailief Program.on the acquisitidn of feeding skills. A mean 13

-months progress was made witﬁ réspeét‘to this performance?objective.

. TOileting-skiilsr(2.4)} élso emphas ized within'the-prdgram, shcewed. marked:

progress. Less time, however, was devoted to traihihg in dressing (2.1)

16
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TABLE III

Pre~ and Post-Test Mean Age Eguivalency -
scores on Individual Performance Objectives |

SOCIALIZATION
1.1 DeVeloping.séif-identification
17 —Y 29 |
1.2 'Reséonding to adults; children, and‘objects
22 ey 37 B f, ; D e
1.3 Interécting with éthers
15 ===p 29
1.4 Cooperating yith oFﬁefs
.il -~ 25" |
- Mean

16 =~=» 30

DAILY LIVING'$KILLS
2.1 Undressing and dressing -
17 mm-d 25
:2;2l Washinélhands and face
17 === 24
2.3_»Eéting.solid foods) usihg utensils;énd‘drinkiﬁg cﬁps
2.4 Toileting
L‘f;éa};§1> 38

Mean 18

22 ===} 32



3.4

Mean

TABLE III--~Continued

MOTOR DEVELOPMENT
Périorhihg gross body movements in plaée
33 s==d 40 |
performing fine, manipu}ative movemen;s
25 ——=3 37

Performing locomotor activities

36 ———) 44
Moving in space_and sensing spatial relationships .

35 === 46
32 '---)- 42

PERCEPTUAL ABILiTIES
RecogniZing, acéepting and'initiatingftéctilelstimuii
33 ~—=) 53
Atténding,‘discriminéting and resppndiné'ﬁo,auditory sfhnuli

5 —==) 22

Atﬁending,,discfiminéting and_responding to visual stimuli

26 —-—} 33

Identifying'ahd disgriminating between Odors,,and between
food tastes - : ’ ' :

(=) (=)

él'é—— :36 o

19



5.4

Mean

CPABLE III=—Continucd

LANGUAGE !)Ij‘;V.ELOPMEN'I‘

Déveldbing memory and functiéns of inner language
22 ===) 37

Déveloping.perceptioh”and functions of receptive langu:;e
6 ~—> 9 |

Developing functional communication in expréssive language
Y

Developing cqnceptﬁalization through communication

23 ===d 34

15 ——» 24



and waghing (2.2) and the least progress was . observed in thesco

arcas.

. Results bn Motor Development indicate that these children were
closér to age leQel in gross motor activities (3.1; 3.3, 3.4) than
in fine, manipulative movements (3.2). ?régress in fine motor:activities,
however; occurred at a more rapid rate during the intér—test interval

than did development of gross motor skills.

In Perceptual Abilities, it appears that these children are
most competeht in the use of téétile stimuli'(4fl) and least ;om—
petent in the‘use of.sounds (4.2). The higher ratings on tactile
uéage are expected since this sense is presumably unimpaired.
.However, the extremely low'ééofeg in audition (4.2) even relative
to Qision (4.3) sugéest tﬁét these children are making miniﬁal use‘
of residuél hearing; |

Greatest progress in Perceptual Akilities was made in tactile

‘usage. This, in part, result§ from the performance objecfivek(4.l)
.item§ which weighf acCepﬁancé'of novel food'textﬁres’highly. Since
the program'emphasized developing feeding skills, it is ﬁqtlsur4
prisiﬁgjﬁﬁat'tactile aécegténée improved considerably.‘ Use of
auditory stimhli (Q12) also‘improved markedly,'probably reflecting
.both-céncentfation on auditory training and the extrgmely low pre-
test scores. Viéual.efficiency (4.3) improved only moaerately,,
pbssibly‘bécause the requiremgnt of vision’qu mobility haa all!

along resulted in maximal use of residual vision.

21 =
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Resulls on Language Developnenl suggest that aspcctslof
Longuage davelupmenﬁ rogui ring active involvement with others, for
éx?mple, expressive and receptive language (5.2 and 5.3L are at a
lower ie&el and proéress_at a slower rate than memory, inner
language, and conceptualization (5.1 and 5.4) which can:occur re-

latively independent of others. These data parallel findings on

the Socialization subscale where the children scored higher +in

simply responding to others (1.2) than in interacting or cooperat-
ing with them (1,3, 1.4), It should be noted, hbwever, that the

maximum age eguivalency score on the receptive language performance

‘objective (5.2) is only 12 months. Thus, the mean score is probably

artifically depressed. Nonetﬁeléss, onl& three children in the pre-
test anad five children.in the post-test Tsee Table Vf achieved
Level.6 on this pérformance objective. fherefore, it may be assumed
that among these children receptive'languagé is, in general,lat a
very low lévél.

Doéumentation of deQeloémental progress among éhildren in the

program can be made in aﬁothér'way. Table IV shows the number of

children who scored at the lowest leVel;(Level "0") on eacﬁ of the

pe:formaﬁce objectives. It .can be Seen that -in the pre-test, 20%

(61.out of 304) of the scores were at the minimum level while only

6% (18 out of 304) of the post-test scores were at the minimum level.

These findings indicate the success ofi the program in initiating

growth among children functioning at the lowest,develdpmentai levels.

" Using this measure, success was most noticeable in Socialization,

22
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TARLE IV

Number of children Receiving Minimum
Scores in the Pre~ and Post Tests.

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES Total

Socialization 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 23-38
751 150 531 1096 '

Daily Living 2.1 . 2.2 2.3 2.4 Swip 1
Skills 050 230 030 3>l :
Motor 3.2 3.2 3.3 g;g 5-30

Development 220 0»0 10 250

Perceptual 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 1334

Abilities 20 633 2»1 330 g

Language 5.1 5.2 5.3 5.4 15-35

Deve lopment 120 452 51 . 532

Entire Profile =—- . N ‘ » 61->18

23
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followed by Perceptual Abilities and Language Developrient.

Table V p:esentsvdata which may be interpreted to show program
success in encourajing growth among children at the hiqﬁest déveloph
mental.level; On the_pfe—test, 18% (54 of 304} ofithe itéms Qére
scored at Level 6 while on the post-test, 38% (LOLl of 304) yére
scored at Level é‘ The subsﬁﬁle on which the greatest increase

in Level 6 scores occurred was again Soéialization_while the greates

total number of J.evel § scores were found in Motor Development.
The figures and tables presented all indicate that distinct
developmental progress was made by most children in the Callier

Program. However, in the absence of a control grbup of " deaf-blind

P
(]

children who received no services, establishment of relationships

between participation in the Callier Program and developmental

- ‘ : | . o
progress must be made indirectly.

The following evidencer suggests that Hevelopmental,progress
among_the'children is ‘related to participation in the Calliex
Program. First, development in nearly all areas amony most

- . | | . ‘ ‘ oY T
children prior to entry into the Callier Program was markedly

delayed. THowever, in the course of a school year, overall develop- . -

mrent took -place at a rate‘gregter than»hormal'(greater Months -

Progress than Test Interval, Table I) for 12 of the 16 parti¢ipafing~

»

~ children. This sudden onset of growth cannotfbé,atﬁribuﬁed sQlely
‘to the child's attendance in.a prpgxém since many of the childreni g 

were receiving services prior to the establishment of a deaf-blind

v

24




Munhere o Children roceiving Maximur

Scores in tne Pro= and rost Tests.

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES: Total
socialization 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 5=318
235 295 13 Jd
paily Living 2.1 2.3 2.4 L3-m2]

Skills 353 436 356

Motor, 3.2 3.3 3.4 15~»25
pevelopment - 320 330 4206 557
Percéptual 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 14220

Abilities 537 032 : 455 S-%0

Language 5.1 5,2 5.3 5. 7=-217

pevelopment TG 335 052 354

Entire Profilce =—-= 54~>101
Q 25
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rrogrom at U%l]ier. in udditibn, the significant growth occurxing .
among both the lower and higher functioning level children (Tables
IV and V).sdggests.that the overall development increases were not
due simply té raising the functionihg level of the lowest childrer,
those for whom exposure to even a minimwun of sérvicés might be
expected to result in some initial gains.

The extent of progress among the children was, in fact,; re-
lated £o the actual number of days in attendance in the program.
Table VI shows the ranxing of tha children with respect to Months
Progress (Table I) and number of days attending the:piogram. A
Spearman Rénk Order Correlation performed on the data yielded a
correlation éogfficient of 474 between the two rankings. This
suggests that frequency of atﬁendénce determines, at least, in_
paft, the e#tent of 5evelopmen“ made,

Finally, results on the overall means for performance ob-

H
|

foeding, toileting, anditory training and socialization, areas
which received primary emphasic in programming for individual
children. This again indicates that .the Callier Program had an

impact on the developmental change in the:children'and'that\progresé

would be less clear and, in fact, might not have occurred in the

‘absence of the program.



PABLE VI

Rank Order of Children with Respect to
Progress and attendance in the Program

child . . Progress o : Attandance

12 | o ias R

10 - T 4.5

BN

4 o 105 T s

spearman rank order correlation coefficient = .474

:_Note: Only ph1ldren in attendance in tHe proglam at Least
’ seven monthq are lncluded 1n the Lannlngs. L

4
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"Regicnal Study

‘The regional. >1un305 are still in progrcvl and: will not bea

. B | v CTe .
completed until data’from'the May, 1973, re-evaluations of the

children. are available and analyzed.. It is, however, of value <o

" present preliminary results nhlcn'*eveal general: characteristics

of the children served within each program and provide! evidence
concerning the validitngf the'AZusa Scale both as a descriptive
device and as a tool Lnr anSdC!ﬂg progress in_deaffblihd children.

FigurGS'S'and\G shOW mnean age equanienc1 25 on Azusa scale

pefformance objectlvr for six programs. EaCh data~point in the

figures:is a mean of 2 tb:37 children (see;Methods).

,F amjnation of fho prowram pto;i s‘lndicates similarities

,between arograms on aJl oub caTeb. In,Socializationﬂ.with the
: Pre S :

cxceptlon oﬁ one program, thr children we rc at a hlghel level in

espondihg to’other'(l.Z)Jthaﬁ in intéracting,(l,3) or cooperating“

Sy, Dovao mnni of self-idéntification (1.%), passibly a critical

factor in motor“development'as’well as socialization, was also low.

of" Ieedlng bklll '(2 ]Was an exception. In thls program, _eedl

Results in Daily Living Skills appear to ¥efliect the ‘emphasis -

‘ofvthe various{programs on_attaining thesefparticular'abilities; For

cywmple, thc mean age equ1va19ncv fo-_L011et1ng (2 4) waLs - generally

~h1gh°st pOSSlblj ouc Lo Lhe 1mportance placed on acqu191t;on of thls

shlll However, thc Calller Program whlch stresseo the oevelopment .

i '
i

f

R

bl;skill. snowed thc h:gheek QCOfDS.4 Dreee:ng (2 l) and washlng (z 2),

28

QORI S




2

&4 prk. Cpildren's . Col, . )
g fustin R Ctr. o

N.C. Child- Study Cir.
kg Pinecrest - P

5 San Anfonio

| (M-O NT HS)

M

N
foN

EQUIVALEMN

AGE

AR I 21222324 3032 5349

SR, e DLS T SO




riy. o

'LANG.

51 5253 54

Cir.
S

Bntonio

Austin C.P

)
o< Calller
~ SUBSCALE

Yo—ait Plngcrast
&-—=&  San

s 4w
D Aemrmemar sy smn 2}

it

 g——>b Ark, Children’s Col.

 (SHLNOW) ADNITWAINOS 39V




~which are usually deemed of lE€sser importance to child,; teacher, .
and parent, uniformly received the lowest scores.-

Motor Devalopment scores prasented the greatest’ inter-program

variability. -The reasons for this are not known, although it may'
reflect the frequency of Occurrence and severity of .orthopedic and
neuromuscular disabilitics among children in the individual programs.

It does appear, however, that ﬁéafabiind,éhildren are at-a lower:

level in fine mo:or control and usage (3.2) than grogs motor skills

T

(3.2, 3.3, 3.4).

Results on Perceptual bilities show highest functioning in

1

tactile'abilitiés7(4h1§ﬁin:spite of the frequently described occur-

rence of tactile resistance and defensiveness. Usé of the auditory

-

sense (4.2) was lower than use of vision (4.3) in four programs, but

in two programs, use of visicn was -lowest,

s

in LanQUaQe.Developm5ht, éimilar prdfiles were séen_fpi'éllv
.Hsix PrGgramsﬁ 'ih'eaéh'caéé,,feceptivé 15;2)'and éxpressive‘(5;3)
flapgﬁagé;ﬁaféés-requiring-dirgéé inﬁgﬁéétiﬁﬁ'Qithiéthéisé’wére.iéw
‘whiié memqry~én§ inﬁérj;ap§ﬁage {5,1)'and,conqépﬁgalizatioh f5.4),‘
‘argas nof'requiring ?ﬁ?gi;pérsoﬁal iﬁteféctiqé,wére relaﬁivély hiéh.
Difféq@nces-betWéén érég#amé éppeér to be éiimérily reiétéa'to 
difﬁérencgs:iﬁ dVe:alilie§gl Q§ funétioninq..,The réiétiyé:positionf

“of the mean scores from each:program are roughlysthe same across

the ‘five subscales. These differénces in overall functioning . .pro- -

s¢t both the extent of handicaps and pricr exposure of

‘bably ref

B

“the children *o intensive educational and rehabilitative programs.

FRIC.
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It must also be taken intp account that some differences
between programs may reflect different strategies in administering
the Azusa Scale. .However, it is believed that the instructions

were sufficiently éxpliqit to rule this out., TIn ad&dition,.teachers

from the Callier Program who were familiar with the use of the Azusa

Scale aidéd.téacﬁeis in other_grbgrams iﬁ-qdmihiste;ing the scaie. o

The AiqséVScaie Qas ais§ adminiStéréd to_unimﬁéiféd'nurSery
school-Child#en‘and:a gfoup?who wér? best defined_as fléafning

. _>ihpairec" deaf children. .Thiﬁ'étudj_was;conaﬁctedfto determine‘:

‘roughly how cﬁildreﬁ othex than deaf—bligd would.gé'ratéd.' Thése

! rgéuits'pfo§ide useful, althqﬁgh tehtétiﬁe informati@ﬁ-rélevéntf

to the interpretation of mean Azusa Scale profiles. -

]

"‘Mean performance objective scores from normal, hearing impaired,’
énd[the'total sample of deaf-bliud children are shown in Figure 7.
_These .profiles are somewhat similar-in configuration, a finding with

two possible‘interpretatibns. Oné'intérpretatiop“is-thatgthe simila-

rities indicate that i the areas. of behavior covered on the Azusa’

-

'Spale,‘deafabliﬁd, ﬁearihg.impairédr.anq normal'childrén'aéveiob
similarly, thg primaxy dixference béﬁﬁeen the groups.béing‘devélop~
meﬁtél éelay'roﬁéhly.estimétédnby subtfaqtiﬂq ﬁean age.éQUivaleﬁcy
score from meah”éhfqnblogicai”ége.; Thé second intéipréfation,>
deeVef, is*£hat'siﬁiiéritiéé:aré due. to déficiéhcieg;ig éesg»"
»édnsttuc#iqﬁ or in thélménnér Of“assigﬁiﬁg ageveqﬁ;Qa;enciééiwbicﬁf::
reSpltrinrceftaih>péffgrmaﬁcé obje¢tiﬁ¢s_iéﬁéing:fb\reéeiVe;higﬁ:orv1
- Low rétihgé} | . |
[;::?}IE:i§ not3Qettposéibig_to:déééfﬁiﬁé Whiéﬁ:aiéefﬁaﬁgye i§fmds§T '   8 jcf

Cfitical. 'HoWevér,iciose eiaminatiohfbf‘thé déta‘$ﬁ9gést5'that

:CJERJ!:%T
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despite the similarities in profiles, important .differences exist

between the groups in mean age cguivalency scores. TFor example,

among normal children, self-identification (1.1) received the

highest age. equivalency scores on the Socialization subscale while

among the,sengorily impairea groups, responding to'oﬁher (1.2)

received the highest score. In Motor Developgment, the hearing

impaired group scored unusally low on the rperformance objective

concerned with balance {3.1) and in Perceptual Abilities, dif-
R o R R - .
ferences between the groups accurately reflected the sensory

impairments characteristic of the .group. Finally,’ip Language

Development, it is apparent that while the receptive language

objective (5.2) is low for all groups due to the maximum attain- -

ablé'age'equiValency'score of 12 months, the relatively_lbw 

expressive language scores (5.3). wi¥h respect to other Tanguage

'Devéldpmeht objeétives%is{probably real since normal children-

“score relatively high on this objective.

The data in TFigure 7 also reveal some difficulties in inter—

pretation of age equivalency scores. Since the mean chronological . . .
‘age of the unimpaired children is 28 months; oné might expect to
see the mean age eguivalency scores centered arcund 28. However,

~in-only one’perfqrmance objective (2;l)ﬂ,exCludingﬁobjgctive‘5.2}'

did>tﬁe mean score fail_below‘28.'rThis may be at léééf partially‘

' due to sample bias since the normal-children:vere of middle and
‘upper middle class backgrounds. However, -the broad range of mean’
' age equivalency scores actoss performance objectives on each sub— -

" “scale and across the éhtixéfééaléfsuggesﬁs_;haﬁrthéiaéé;éQﬁiGaienéy Tk




;scorés.are notvdirectly-cgmparablebtc chronolo@ical age;» Tt should
be ﬁbtéd,~though,:£ﬁa£’the largest sampie_(deafnbliﬁé).showed‘thel
least'vériétion in age eguivalency scores aéross pérfdrﬁance ob-
jécéiveé; A fuil déterﬁination'of'thevuséfulness éf'mean age

" equivalency scores, therefore, must await a more systematic attempt

* to gather normative data.




 DISCUSS ION

The'cupfeht sﬁud& indiéétes éhaﬁ the Azﬁéa Scale is a
"quéﬁtifiablé aévelopméhtaL’cﬂegk%iisfbwhich is”éagykté administer-
ahd.pré§idés-inf§rmétipn uSefuIlfdr'piénning aﬁd.eyaiuaﬁing‘prpgramSL‘
fér deaﬁ~blind §hiidrenfbbth'ét,theviéQéi éfbthé‘individuél éﬁild.
énd'at tﬁe‘level of thé:total érdgram of:serﬁices;biAzﬁsa Scale -
’Profiles ;u§h‘as those showﬁ”iﬁ Figu;gs:l and 2,_for éﬁample,‘
.pdint'éut to ;héftéaqhéré‘ééééiﬁic'areas whérélprqqreés;&as and_
;was‘hotimade iﬁlthé.coursé of thé SCHopl‘yed;‘by the éhild;: Thésg]
fiﬁdihés can’bé'used b?iﬁhéiééaché?s,topméa§qre the éffeéti&epess:
:éfyépecifié'téaéhihg ahd’?ehébilitativé:ﬁééhﬁiqﬁes ana £o.aia in’
futur¢ pla§hing of*aeyelqpmén£gll§;appropriéte prqéféms;- Meah
' aéé‘equivalénpy séégeé}:ébta;ngalby_sﬁﬁﬁigg;thé é§e é§ui§ai§hcy41
';:5¢§rc%ﬁacro§s chi;é#éﬁifég'éégh‘éﬁﬁ%éalé:éha.c&Chﬁperférman¢§:5_'
"”objéétiQéy‘pxévidélévidéncéftﬁaﬁ fﬁé C;llie; pr§gréﬁ,Wééiééfticuiarly7
-sutcéééful in,indUcihé-aéveloeméntél'pfdéféssfémoﬁé.déaffbliﬁd:
éhildrgn'ahd tha£ éome érégggséréééﬁfféd*iniail béhayiofai areas"
(Figufé;é; ?able$ it?iII;-IQ)l  i':f:'l . 'v | |
| Subééaléiméah'agé,équigaiéﬁcy;aété!fo£ ;ﬁaiyia#éiféﬁiidf;n:; ;.3
(TabLe i$;inaicéfe‘thaﬁ:wﬁilg‘thé}éﬁeésggf.geﬁé§i6£‘éﬁiﬁéﬁqiné   A l 

f:':;:.g;eates?fan&jléaSﬁudévéldpméntalféd&aﬁéeﬁentfdifféfédfbetweéﬁ;;‘f” S

- children, most children made some progress -in all areas,.and no = . -




. ’children-regressed.to lower levels. Greatest progress tended to
S - .

loccur in Pefcoptual Abl]ltlrr while least pvogress most commonly

took place.in Languaqc Dcvelopment (Table II)

In terms ofvgroup mean age4equlvalency scores (Table I), 15

months progressvoocurred in Perceptual Abilities and'lé-mohths

progress in-Socialization during-the mean 7 month inter-test

interval. Minimum development on any subscale was g months .and =

.occurred in Language Development.

Mean. age equiv31en¢y;data.for the total group with respect
to the individual performance objectives again indicates sub-

.stantial~developmental'progress.ih nearly_all_areas of behavior

[(Table III). IhﬂSocialiZatiOn,»nearly equal progress occurred_
,fion the four pprformance objectlves, although pro— and post Lcst

meanlage equivalency,scores-mefereo markedly. Progrtss also

took place in all-areas of Daily Living Skills but was most -

' evident ih eatihg'and toileting} Ih Motor Development,'greatest.
.'progless took placo in-fine motor contlol whllc gross motor skllls

'wclc at a higher levcl pro— and p05L~test Substantlal progress

¥was also noted 1n Perceptual Abllltles, partlcularly ln the use -
':of tactalc and audltory stlﬁull altnough use of‘tﬁe audltory
modality,was_qpserved to_be‘egtremely.low. Flnally,‘Ln‘Lanéuage -
'fDevelopmeﬁt; orogress?oocurred‘iﬁﬁall éfegs, but“expresslvedaﬁa:t
greceptlvo language Qere Verv.low both P¥é‘ énd éost—test |
| The.mean age equlvaleney datallndlcate that ln all but one
f_rpclformanCe objeotlve,ﬁthe group of cnlloren as- a wholeﬂmade

lf;developmental progress at least equal to the tlme 1ntcrval in.
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.months separating the pre- and‘post-tests; This'findlnglsoggests’
' that.tho deaf-~blind chi]drﬁn in the)Callier prOQram progressed.at g
rate qroattr than wuuld btlcxpcrtcd from norﬁall/ ucveloplng '
chlldren. Uniortunatcly, hownvor, the unlmpalred chlldren to whom :
the Aapsalsoale‘was administeredrhavevnothyet beeh:re—tested.
Thusl lt is'not'known whether.the?'will show age equivalencg changes‘.
onl? eqoalkto the actual ihter-test;interval;‘:Nonetheless;-the }
results:suégest that-the'deafébllndbchlldreﬁ:lh.the Callier'orogrmnt
are heginhing the process of'"oatching op"vto‘their hormally
»developihg'peers; h
The Azusa.Scale,has been~ﬁsed‘onoe.previously.to_assess.proe
'gress aﬁong’multihandicapped and deaf-blind ohildren}f The p10v1ous;.’
‘study, conduthd by Tnomas (l} at the East San Gabllel Valley
:Schoolllor Multl-ﬁandlcapped Chlldren in Azusa, Callfornla,lpro_"
lduced some dltferencesiln flndlngs from'those-obtained‘at callier.
The'primary,differencesabetween the‘two-prograMS‘were in the
-substale areas show1hg grnatest and.least developmental proqress.
At the Ea st San Gabrlol Vallev Scnool .greatestxgains were;reporteao:*»

1n Language Development and least plogress in Porceptual Abllltles

»whlle for Calller, grcatest galns were in Soc1allzatlon and Per—:

<

AN ceptual‘Abilities and least progress in Langnaqe DeVelopment.

K The dlffelences between programs aro ln part due to the fact

,V‘tnat the data from the East San Gabllel Valley School were presented

R (l)lhomas, 1. 3. Phase 5 Dlssemlnatlon of an Educatlonal P
-~ Program for Multlhandlcapped Cnlldren, ;0ffice of the ILos. Angelcs “'-1@
R .County superlntendent of Sohools, DlVlSlon of Speolal Educatlon, B
[V ; .
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as mean leével score  while those for the Callier Program werc pre-
sented as mean age eguivalency.  When the Callier data are converted
to mean level scores, the results are more similar (Table VII). FPor

example, 117 one ranks the pre- and post-test subscale scores within

cach program,_itlis evident thatégxcept for Socialization, ﬁighest

and ldwcs£ functioning lovels arc in essenﬁially'thc same ‘arcas for
both programs. Overall, however, the children at the East.San Gabriel
valley School tend to be fundtioning at a higner level. Maximum and
miﬁimum progress as measured by mean level differences also occurred
in>essentiall§ the same area; for both pfograms; although greater
progress'0verall_appeared to take place émong Callier children.

The differences in estimates of pfogress dgpcndiﬁg on the type
of mecan daté used (medn levél’or'mean age ecuivalency) mus§ bc
resdlved before_valid conclusions can bé reacbe@ cdncerning actual
dovelobmcntal advancchent among the ¢hildren. Héwcvcr,»it appears

that mean age equivalency scores are the most meaningful method

of ieduciné the data sinée they permit developmehtal change td

be eqﬁated both betwecen and within performance objectives. This -
"is important since the structure ‘of the‘Azusa Scéle required that
greater dévclopmental advances be made in order to show progress
at h;gher'leveiskthan at lerr levels on the scale. fhus,'méan
le;el scofés,ténd to penalize'pfograms serViné higher functioning
‘thldren."The>mbre’limited progreés among the. East San Gabriei,
.Valley Schbol children compared to the Cailier childrenvwith

respect to mean- level sbore-may'tﬁereforer be due to the initially

) T R S ‘39 e -
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TABIE VII

Pre- and Post-Test Mean Level Scores

ESGVS* S CALLIER

K R IR
=8 a a at
. _ nl o n n ln
subscale Pre ki Ppost {Diff. (Kl Pre k| Posc | D Ef. |k
socialization 3.5a (2] 4.37 lo.83 l2ll 1.04 Is| 3.36 |1.42. [2]
baily Living skills | 3.30 |4 4.07 {0.77 |3{] 2.78 |3] 3.92 |1l.14 |4

Motor Development - | 3.64 |1{ 4.38 |0.74 [4|| 3.73 11| 4.53 ]0.80 |5

i

perceptual Abilities |3.45 |3l 4.18 0.73 2.86 o | 4.06 |1.20

1w

lLanguage Development |2.93 5| 3.87 Jo.94 |1]| 1.97 |4 3.25 [1.28 }?

Overall Mean ‘ 3.37 4,17 0,80 ' 2.66 3.82 1.16

#Thomas, I. J. .Phase 5: Dissemination of an Bducational. Program
for Multi-tandicapped Children. "Office of the Log Angeles county. . .
superintendent of Schools Division of Special Edudation,'l972, p. 6.

L




h

higher functioning level'ofithe zast san Gabllel Valley SChOOL

“chlldxen (Table le) in faCf the~callier children'made least

.progless 1n WOtor Development the subsca]e on whlohkﬁhéy scored

';hlgncst in thc ple;Lest._-'
Although hean age equ1va]cnc1cs appear preterable’to mearn

'level soo1es for the 1nterprctatlon ot progress, thc:o are scvorili

'potentlal ploblnms 1nhcrcnt in tnelr ﬁbc 3 One pxoblem 1srthat

forx consistency:in.thisvstody‘onlxﬁthe mlnlmum age equivaleQCy

providea on;the'scale waslconsidered‘in calculatingvthe'mean age

.équlvalenoy. Thus, the mcanISLore mayrbe somcwhaL lower than

wohld}beaexpeotedvih normal deyelopﬁent. However, the rosults

from thevsample.of uhimpaired"children,(Figure 7)..sug§estg that,

vlf anythlgg, the " age equva]enoles provrded on Lne scalc were too

hlgh ‘since thL mean agc oéulvaltnCJ scores of the unlmpalrod l

chlldlcn wcrc gnnerally well above thelr ﬁoah chronologlcal agci

»(Plgure 7) Y~Another'problem.ls that ‘in some cases;'advancemehtj

vln dtvclopmcntal loveliwas not lcflechd ln tho ago equltalenoyhy FL_;

fscore slnce‘thc same ﬁlnlhum age eéultaloncy occurred for ﬁore. |

:than one’ level 1h the developmental sequonce.L ThlS élobleﬁ canf

'_often be avoldea.by us1ng the ﬁldpolnt ofathe age equrvalehoy |
4'l_rﬂnge for attalnment o£ Lhathpartlcular leveli‘ ThlS would howﬁi{PQ'Vf'--

'cver, tend to 1ncrease Lhe llkellhood of demonstratlng progrcss.*

_'between pre— and post tests, and lt was relt that at thls tlme,'?;;._

“ilt would be preferable to retaln a c0nservat1ve blas in order to vf.

ﬁ:l.ibe more confldent o£ llndlngs Wthh lndltatod subscantlal devclop~7;

b ‘imentffx.lgepr.qgr-es's ariorig the. Chveldf.e.n o

FullToxt Provided by ERIC. .
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' k;i nd l:ﬁr;}; 'lfm;t)rn roeion=w il L:{Illll,l]j.::i;r‘ul't'it)Il-.g)‘F :1§lac1:-i\;4lrr;ax l&(;:ll,(:.
';‘lr SVENIE l”- et imi u.l‘r ,f i nl.‘m mo L LOn chnecrn ne Lhe '.‘-i;.n aches g _i_al
bhe. population Al et bl Lt (.:h i‘c.i_r.l:rfcn s ;/r;(l'. A Vn:umj_.nn.i.f:on ol
pro~ »et resu]ts from major p]Ogldm s-~indicate that the profiles
‘:madc up of the mean pcrformance objcctlves‘ale marxedly elmllar.
(Flgures 5 and 6) | This cuggests that the cnlldren w1th1n each
uﬂproglam Ohhlblt baelcally similar develonmcntal characterlstlcs,
although tho children mag be func tlonlng o1 qllferent overall
. developmental levels.:
| Intcr—program dlllercnces‘in Aéusa Scale'profile configura_f
tiOns, when they appear; are often relatable‘to the specific
Femphasls or lackfof‘emphasle wlthln'programSionIpartdculariareas‘_
v,of‘deuelopment.:”Eorﬁeéample}?onlytthejCallierrchildren-exhioit

~a mean age equivalency<score;for feediny which‘exceedsﬂtherscore'

\,.

: for all otncr Dally L1v1ng Skllls per[ormance ob]cctlves (Flgurc'S); p
f Tnls plobably leleCt Lhc tmpha51s and succ05o (Table III) of “the
'lCallleJ proglam in. dcveloplng Lecdlng skllls In'other caseSV‘

f‘fplofllc alfforches paltlcularly 1n Motox Development and Per=

'uceptual Abl]ltleb are; probably related to the typc and extent o£ =

' handlcap most prevalent among cnlldren in the program although '
there has not yct been an opportunlty to compare thL Azusa Scale

data w1th the medlcal rccords of 1nd1v1dual chlldren.;”

Whlle the conflguratlon of the Azusa Sca]c profllcs are 51mlla1 o

‘ jbetween plograms marked and con51stent 1nter—progran dlffcrences *%q'

-f}_do ex1st 1n the age equlvalency scores for lndlv1dual pcrformunce

'7Qob]ect1ves (Flgures 5 and 6) mhese results suggest *fomlexample,45el_

;?that chlldrcn 1n the Oklahoma tlty‘thlld_study Center arc at a.

FullText Provided by enc [



“higher déVélopmgntal ;évéI £ha5 ch;ldrén in-other aeafébliﬁa programs .
in ﬁﬁe Regioﬁ.' Théylaiéé indicaFéfthat children at'Pine¢rest State.
 School}éna thc‘A?kansas Cﬁildreﬁ'é Colony tend-to-be at.lower lé%els.. :
.Thesg,diﬁfereéges most likgiy refiect the.gXtent‘of.handicapé aﬁbﬁg
the>chi1drén-ahd:possibly the'aégreé-Of éxposure of thesQ'child:en 
,.£o‘edﬁéatibnai and x¢ﬁgbilitdtive p:dgrams.' such findings may(a
f:thérefore,:have impiiéations-for.region;wide;impleméhtation”af
specific eduéatiéﬁ#l aﬁd rehabilitﬁtive,programs.'
| Progrcés on a regionallgaéisjhaS'not‘beeﬁ_deterﬁingd Since.
post~test data aré hot-yét availéﬁle, Post~tes£ results wiil,;
ﬁo&ever, provide uséfuljinforﬁation'concé?nihg theféxtent oﬁc
deveibpméntaifprogreﬁé to be expected.among cﬁild;éﬂ_inithé &a:iqus
‘ ﬁypeS éé‘ﬁrbgrams.“rhié inﬁofmgtiong too; Qhen.¢§ﬁpared with:
,iﬁfafmétioh éonc;£niﬁ§‘chétacteristicsf§£’théléhilﬁreﬁ ser?ea ﬁéy..
',hav§‘§hp;i¢ationslfor’thé intfoaﬁcﬁion of.ééecific techniqgés
'reéi§n~wiaé. “ y-  | | o
 _C5ﬁﬁﬂéti6ﬁ'6f'ﬁhé Azﬁé$‘S¢$1éJb§%£%ﬁésﬁ4Qiil‘élsogpravidé: 
,jdata oﬁ é épfficiéntly iérgg:Sémple Of_§éaf~b;inq bhiidfeﬁA£qf
permit{én aﬁpgmpt atuénSWééing qﬁestiénS:éénéé#qinglprogfésé:among
subgroups of dé;f~51ihq'éhiidfeh; ”THug,{iﬁﬂﬁéykbe p6§sibié.£of, "j
agtéﬁﬁipé Lh§,ef£éé§ of intéhéivévedﬁcé?i&néli §e£ab£}itéti§g; and .
the?épé#ﬁiéfih£¢£veﬂtioﬁ'én'cﬁilﬁ#ehvéxﬁ@;ééftgvpﬁdgraﬁ$ féfnfhé}?ﬂ ?*:51:f;5 ;]

first tiﬁe,,_It_iS'offintérestn:for'GXamplé,‘;bfkhow if the rate - ..

w:ofldéVélépmentélfp;ogteésrih’thé‘firstfyeaf,isﬁfOIIowed‘by aflevel%)'“'

_ing-off or an acceleration in subsequent years or if, in.fact; -

"a,deyeiopméﬁtliﬁgthéffirSt1year&in'a;progréﬁ;is'aﬁ’ailiprédiétiQe;bﬁfa

1 ‘advancement. -’
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chetvqgestions‘whicﬁ may be apsﬁeréd coricexn the proénosiév
for aeveiépmenﬁal progfesé és a function of etioiogY% type, and
: sévérity Qf handicaps, as wéll‘as-the value of'éafiy-iﬁte;vention
,and'the'particular pro@faﬁming most effect;ve for.spécific sub-
.grdupsiof deaffblihd children. The_déta wiil_also‘cdﬁprise'a
.'regibn~wide‘:egistry 6f_ééaf—biihd*éhi}§reh With respect to
developﬁental levél and‘devéiopmental_progress'iﬁ discfété‘be4
haQioréi ageaé._.This4informé£ibﬁ will péfmiE spebifinsqbg;oupé
of_dhi}drén t§ be pinpointed fér'thé applicatioﬁ Qf specific:m'
educatiohallﬁechniqﬁes.énd~$er§icgs and for iden£ific§tidn and
inqlusipn‘iﬁ-futﬁre reséaréh studiés.

Thergfis_one’ﬁajor'drawback‘tégthé use of_tﬁé Azusa scale;
:itg usefqlngsé for mé%sﬁ¥ing prégreSs is limited to aide§elppméntal
‘agé,gquiﬁqien¢y‘of:sior:G yéégé;'irhus;‘the %Caie is §£ iegs yaiué,"
'lfor igai§idg;i;highér leyel'éhiidréﬁ éndﬁf§t pfograms‘sérving
B primafil? highef‘iéVeildhiLAfén,‘:it'is'ﬁ§ébd, héWévér, tﬁaf iﬁ_‘i
Lhojuture Lhc scalc wm “be c>pandcd so t_hra"t_' a];ilj.ﬁies‘ dcvclopcd
.,b;fﬁqrmél‘ghilﬂfén:at:aﬁ'égézélaeg tha#lélor;G yeéré?wiii_bé £ﬁ; ‘
.éiudéa{iéwheh ;ﬁis iéjqéﬁg,ﬁﬁﬁe'A;qs§‘Scélé‘w?ll bécoh@'eveﬁg_
mére.épbliéébleias ; £6olfor;é§élﬁ;tiﬁg_dé&éiééﬁeﬂéaivé%qérésé.
Cih.su?mér§,~fh¢.hzgéa‘Séal§ abpéa?s{£§ bé é{§sefﬁl aéviéé ”
“ﬁvfdf_méésﬁriﬁg éeﬁélébﬁpntéi;pragﬁe$$fpayti¢uigfi§;émoﬁg hi§hif,
. inv§}5éavmﬁi£iﬁén§i¢a§p¢d:éhildféﬁf. fhefqur;e5;,ngefiengegin‘,
.f;admiﬁigtéfiﬁg thé*Kzﬁsé:SC%iéjAQQZin é§aly;ipg_thé fésﬁlt§ ihd;ééﬁéé i:¢' \7
’7£Hét5im§§fﬁaﬁ£ i§f§#ﬁg£ibﬁéb%ﬂ;ééfééﬁﬂéﬁéajagafiﬁﬁe:pféﬁéd;in a{f 

- minimum of ‘time.. This permitéffapid‘app}icaﬁion'o£ th¢'ﬁihdinjs-ﬁ6
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bring . about improvements in programming for individual children

as well as for‘ideniifVing'the-strengths and weaknesses oi-a pro-

‘gram as- a whole. Thc data alqo p ovide documentation that the

16 chlldren in Lhc Calliier Deai-Bllnd ProgLun-uade olganlcant
devclopmcntal progress in all behavioral areas dur1ng the course

of the 1971-72- bChOOl ycar The extent of progress suggcsts

‘Lhat tane chlldren are beglnnlng to catch up with their normallv'

developing peers.




