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A PRELIMINARY REPORT
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PRESCHOOL PREPOSITION TEST

May Aaronson and Julie Phillips

The Ergéehaal Praﬁasiticn Tesc (1968) is a receptive lénguage test for
children ages 3 to 5., It is useful as a gross Séreeningrinstfument for
young children, including those with delayed language development or
tybehavior problems, and for older mentally retarded children. The test is
a brief, easy, and inexpensive test to administer. .Paraprofessionals and
volunteers can handle a testing program with minimal éfaining and
7§upérvisi@n. Because children find the testing materials appealing, a
high level of cooperation is typieal.

The PPT was first used in 1968 to evaluate the effects of home-tutoring
- on the intellectual functioning of three-year-olds. The test was developed
because knowledge of prepositions was found to correlate with verbal aﬁd
spatial abilities in the ear1§ years (Béyley, 1957); Pfeschaalers are not
typicaiiy evaluated for comprehension of a range of these terms. Ge@fge
Miller (1976) reviews the research invaliing prepositions associated with
spatial relations and remarks on their cognitive complexity. They are
sometimes called locatives or spatial locatives, he says, because their
grammar is too complicated to justify calling them simply pfepasitiéné;"
This is the category of words aﬁd’phraées which the Pfesghaél Preposition
Test examines.

Since our initial use of the'EPT the test ‘materials have been loaned

" to other researchers who have céﬂt:ibutéd much of tbe data réparted iﬂ this

- We wish to express our sincere appreciation to Darryl Bertolucci for assistance
with statistical and computer analysis of the data and to Doris Aaronson for
consultation in psycholinguistics and for eritieal comments on a previous .
_draft of this report. We wish to thank John Bartke for statistical consultation
~and-Earl Schaefer. for his suppartive rcle in the dEVElemEﬂt uf tﬁe Pres:ﬁgal ’
"Prepcsitian Test. o : :



paper. We are continuing to do research with this instrument.

METHODS

Testing Materials and Procedure

The PPT testing materials consist of four items: (1) a yellow metal
‘board, 12 by 20 inches, with slightly raised figures of a red boy facing a
green car; (2) a small, halved red rubber ball, with a magnetized flat

'Sﬁrfaég; (3) an Individual Test Record féfﬁ; and (4) a black and vwhite
Picture écg:e Sheet which is a replica Df,ﬁha testing board. For greaﬁef
accuracy in faznfding,'bath the yellow ﬁesting board and the Picture Score
Sheet have superimposed on them'a grid with two inch squares.

Each child is tested individually. The testing can take as little as
5 minutes with an exﬁéfienaad Examiner and a cooperative child. The
ﬁ%aﬁiner ﬂemaﬁstrates that the halved ball sticks firmly anywhe:e cn”tha'
 ﬁpEight test board and invités the child to plaéé‘the ball in various
pla;és. The Exaﬁinet ﬁheﬁ administers the test by reading the 23 items,&n
the pf@péf sequence frsm tﬁé Indiviﬂﬁal Test Record. Aiiawﬁééaré 1s aﬁtaiﬁéd;
with one point earned for each correct :espansé. The Examiner haé,;ga
;éptigﬁs for scoring the ﬁe;t_ (8)he can récardbpasélfai; judéménts diréctly :
;Gﬁtﬁ thé iﬂdividual.iest Regsrﬁ vhile testing. Alternatively, (s)he can .
paéiti@n an X‘aﬁd the item number on the pigtﬁrg score sheet caffégpénding
rrﬁa.thé ahilé?s placement'éﬁduiaﬁér 5ccr§'§asslfail judgments; The former
V—m&;had is more rapid. for an éxpéfienzeditestafg But the latter procedure
ié—geneﬁéllj‘raeﬂ@mendad for a number of reasons: (1) Itraliﬁinates tﬁe,

well-known "hale" éffe;t;vi,e,, the possibility that the Examiner's
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- impression of the thlé's ability will influence his/her scoring; (2) It
eliminates errors in judgment or recording which occur in the héét of
testing; (3) It provides a ﬁérmanent record of the child's placements,
making it possible for the same or another person to double-check the
scoring; (4) Ii makes iﬁ possible to run a large testing program with briefly
trained nonprofessionals, leaving tgg subsequent scoring to Prcfessiqﬁal
testers; and (5) It makes it possible to analyze the spaéific n§tu:e of the
errors for prescriptive purposes,

The PPT Indivi&ual Tesz Record is ﬂivided into two parts. fart I tesﬁ;
in a s; stematic way the thld's comprehension of the key nouns ~used with the
Pfépﬂ%ltlﬂns in Part II. Examples of Part I items are: (1) Show me the
boy's handg; and (2) Show me ﬁhe boy's head. The Examiner is dirgcéed to
teach the meaning of any nouns the child doesn't understand. The Examiner

then proceeds to Part II, the actual test, Examples of Part II items are:

=

(1) Put the ball into the bOy hands, into the boy's hands, and (2) Put the
ball up as high on the board as you ean, up as high on the board as you can.

Only scores of Part II are reported in this s paper. (See Appendix)

‘Subjects and Measures

Our data on Lhe PPT, gathered during the past 10 years, are based on
1,250 protocols collected on 1,170 chlldren agas 2 to 7 yaars, and oldér
: mentally retarded. Our sample represents Black and Caucasian, lowar—,
middle- and uppar—middle class and populations from rural, suburban and
' urban areas. The samples varyvgeagraphicailyrincluding the East Cﬂaiﬁéélv
Maryland New York State, Washington, D. C.), the Midwest (Kansas, Michigan),

the Sauth CNarth Carallna), and the West (U;ah) The data from 14 of the




samples are reported here in some detail. Included are all of the children
(N=985) evaluated in normal settings, and we refer to them as "Normal
children. Detailed deseriptive information of these subjects is contained
in Table 1. Data from four additional samples obtained from spacial settings
will be reviewed brieflﬁ later in the paper and are referred to as "Other
than Normal." They consist of homeless children in a residential insti-
tution, those with serious behavior problems, and gver-age mentally retarded.
Of the "Normal" samples, eight (N=328) were obtained from urban settings,
two (N=145) from suburban settings, three (N=218) from suburban to rural
settings, and one (N=294) from an extremely rural setting. Three of the
samples (N=452) are Caucasian, two (N=55) are Black, and nine (N=478) are
racially mixed. Five samples (N=392) are lower class, two g%aupg (NELSS) afé—
upper-middle-~class, and seven (N=435) are mixed socio-economic status.
Deternminations of SES have been made from global descriptions of the sampiés
and not from specific data collected on individual children. The children are
listed in three age groupings, the youngest (N=101, ages 23 35 mcnths) the
ages for which the PPT is recommended (N=612, 36-60 months), and the Qlﬂést
(N=272, 61-90 months).
For six of the samples no other forms of evaluation were used with the PEI.~
. were used
For aight of the samples, various vombinations of inatruments/(Table-1). Howvever
not every ahild in a sample was administered each instrument 1isted. Other | 7
ﬁaasures used were:. Stanford-Binet (S—E), Paah@dy Pigture Vocabulary Tas
(PEVT), Johns Hopkins Earceptual Test (JHPT), Classroom Behavior Descriptiom '

(CBD); Mother's Behavi@r with Tutor and Chlld and Pareﬁt aﬁd Child Togathgr

(PAGT). Additianal measures were typlcally obtained Eithar at the PPT

6




testing session or close to that time.

RESULTS FOR "NORMAL" SAMPLES

Subject Variables

For the 985 "Normal" children, rariging in age from 23 to 90 months in
14 Qiffstént samglésjra coerrelation coefficient of .63 (p <.001) vas o
théined b;éwaea Total PPT Scores and Agés in Months. Table 2 presents the |
ﬁa%n scores by six'mangﬁ'ageriniérvals for the "Normal' children. Tﬁa youngest
zhildréﬁ;“agé 23 méﬁthsg gaznéd a mean ég@re of 7 gutraf a possible 23 while

_the oldest at 90 months reached a mean score éf 21.5. The pragfesei on of
mean scores ﬁith agé cén be noted up to about "60-65" months at which time
_ there is a leveling off. This is a ﬁceiling effect” as there are only

iB items énrthe PPT.

A graph (Fig- 1) shows the breakdown of the "Normals" by sex, with a
comparison of the mgaﬁ'sgores for boys and for glrls ages 24-83 ﬁgnghsi As
the PPT board/picture depicts a male figure, the question arises ghgthér |
scores show a sex bias in favor of the boys. As can be seen by inspection
afkthézgraph; the sex ff erences are nefllngle and, if anythlng, ténd to-

Vfavarrthe females at the earlier ages. Othexr cagnitivé tésts genarally shéw

- female l;‘upar;u:x}:';ty during the earllef yag:: fMaccaby E.M. énﬁ Jackliﬁgvcgﬂé

1 1974). When one examines ﬁhe PTT s:gres by Socgal clafs3 dlffatgz es ,ﬁ;rg;{

- The graph in Figure 2 shaws'a cgmparisgn of mean scores from two-upper-middle
élaéé_urban aamples (N“lSB) with that of an EPSDT* Cﬂ?dlC;Ld 1973) lover-

g;ass rural sample (N=394) Only wh;te sampl;s,hava DEeﬁ thsen in order-to

%EPSDT = Early and ‘Periodic Screenlng, Dlagn331s and" TfeaLnant ?rcgram, a
B Hedjff’l : 'fgf chlldren englble fcr welf1re.;;f1' o




control for race. It can be seen that the higher SES samples have better

Item Analysis and Test Reliability

Item analysis of the 23.itams is reported for a total of 779 "Normal"
subjects, ages 23 to 90 months. This includes all item scores wade a%silablé
to us by users of the test. As a measure of internal consistency, scores on
every PPT item correlated 5igﬁifizaﬁtly with 525225 §nithéwtéstna5.a.whcle
(® ii?ﬂﬂﬁ); i.e., for each iﬂdividual test item, children with higher total
scarés more frequently passed the item thaﬁ children with'lawar scores.
Additianally, most PPT items correlated signifigantlyrwith one another and
- with Age in Ebﬂths. Tﬁg exceptions we:erztams 12, 15 and 22; and it is
planned to eliminate thesé three items from the PPT. Of the remaining
20 items, the average correlation coefficient with Total Test Séofe is .55,
with 10 of these exceeding .60. As an additiénal measure of iﬁterﬁal test
consistency, the KfR 20 réliabiliﬁy,ﬁcéfficiént alpha was computed and has
a value of ',86 {Kuder-Richardsom, 1937).

The Rénk Order of Difficulty of the items is reported in.Table 3. The
,tab;e ranks the order of difficulty éccﬂzdiﬁg to:the percentage of the ;étal»r'

- sample passing each item. The easiest preposition is Paft'cf the phrase

"in a car window'" (Item 23, Rank 1), and "between the car wheels" contains
the most difficult one (Item 10, Rank 23). Almost-20% more children vere

able to l@cate‘“yetwaggithe boy and the car'" (Item 13, Rank-20) than "berween

the car wheels." Between may be easier to locate when it 1s intermediate to

two different objects than two of the same. 'Aisa, prepositions that occur
more frequently in adult vocabulary; such as in, at, up and on tend to be




o

easier for the children than those that occur less frequently, such as

beneath, below, near, behind, above, under and between (Kucera, H. and

Francis, W. N., 1970).

Test Validitcy

aggregate of 985 "Normal" children, ranging in age frcn 23

For th

]

to 90 months in 14 different samples, a correlation Eagffigient of .63

(p £ .001) was obtained between the PPT Total Sé@re and Age in Months. A
vélid test of language development sh@#ld show increasing scores with aga_‘
The PPT's validity is also supported Ey higher test scores for ﬁpper middle~
class children who tend to receive greater and more varied opportunities

for 1aﬁguége development in the homes. Many of the iésults rapaﬁtad undér
""Behavioral Datiaﬁ add additional support to the validity of the PPT,

A majaf emphasis has been placed on comparison of the PPT scores Wi;h
those of thepPEVT,beéaﬁse of certain similarities beﬁween the two instruments.
They are both multiple-choice receptive language tests in which the child
makes a non-verbal "placing" or "pointing" response to a simple directive,

The PPT items, however, are based on pfépositiéﬁé; abstragtions associated
with space relations,; whereas the early PPVT items are bas%d on Egﬂcraﬁa

nouns or actiom verbs. Here are examples of the difference:

PPT PPVT

Put the ball gggé:ﬂéath the car. Show me teacher.
Put the ball between the car wheels. , Show me picking.

Dthé:riiff2fencas are that the PPT is #eryrﬁtiéf,-is suitébia énly for

preschool ages, and preseﬁ;s the items in scrambled order of difficulty;

‘whereas the FPPVT is a much longer test,'from preschool to adulthood, with
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items presented in oxder of inereasing difficulty, The PPVT isia widely
ac;eptéd developmental test with much validity and reliability data. Not-
withstanding the differences between the PPT and the PPVL, the similarities
remain impressive, and strong correlations between them should help to
establish the validity of the PPT.

For 122 suybjects who were administered both the PPT and the Peabody
Picture Vc:abulary Test, the following cnrrelatiau coefficients éereréggainedz
.72 with the PPVT Raw Score, .30 with the 1.Q., aﬁd .69 with the Haﬁtai Age,

- of thé two tests, the most logical one to make, pr@dﬁéed the higheét
correlation coefficient, ;72, -
In two Hcmééba,ed intervention projects in which the PPT, the PPVT, and
the Stanford-Binet were administered (Table 4) the PPT correlated about as

well (or better) with the eother two tests as they correlated with each other

(p < .001 or Z.005).

Behavioral Data

Teachers' ratings of the child's Eahafiaf were obtained for 122 subjects
in three of the Sampies on the Aaronson-Schaefer Classroom Behavior Descrip-
ﬁicn (EBD)i";ihe”CED génta@nsrlﬁ brief iﬁemg related ﬁ; glassraam.aijustmggt
and ability plus a glébal rating of classroom adjustment. Examples of the

items are: Is Considerate and Kind, Is Distractible and Hyperactive, Is

Able in Comprehension and Problem-Solving (Table 5). The PPT attained -
significant correlations (p <<.005) with 7 out of 10 items plus the glgbai

rating of classroom adjustment. The highest correlation coefficient, .57,

was attained with the only cognitive item, Is Able in Comprehension and

10




Problem~Solving. The Adjus_ment rating was .41 (p £ .005).

Ratings of Maternal Behavior were cbtained from the experimental groups
in two home-based intervention projects (Tables 6 and 7). ‘In both projects
correlations at significant or near significant levels were obtai&ed
between the PPT scores and ratings related to Mother's Nurturance and -
Vérbal Interaction with the child. In contrast, the S-B and PPVT scores

showed less or no relationship to maternal behavior on the same rating scales.

A

ome Tutoring and the PPT Scores

|

Tgblés 4a ané 4b compare the data acquired from the two home-based
intervention projects iésigned to raise the chiid's intellectual functioning
and social-emotional behavier thraugh ﬁram@tiﬂg increased verbal inﬁeragtiﬂn
and improving the nurturant cliﬁate in the home. The Washington, D, C.
project was child-focused. The mother was invited, but not required to take -
part. The Freeport, N. Yi’pfcjaetg hawe?ér, was fcgﬁsed Dﬁ:ﬁhé mother and
she wasrrequirad to participate. WNote in Table 4a that the PPT correlated
sigﬁifiéantly with the ?PVT and the 5-B in both projects as well or bettér

than the other 2 tests correlated with one another. Now-examine Table 4b.

there is a significant increase in scores on the 5-B and the PPVT for the

Experimental group over the Control, this is not true for the PPT. 1In the

Freeport Project the difference in scores for the S-B and the PPVT between
' : statistical '

the Experimental and Control groups do mot reach/significance, but at least

the increases are in the expected direction. 'Fcr the PPI, the Control

"éfaﬁp actually does a bit better than the Expefimental grcup. vaiéusly

the intervention made no difference in PPT scores for either projegt;

11




RESULTS FOR "OTHER THAN NORMAL" SAMPLES

As explained earllEf there are four samples of children tested in special

settings which we term "Other than Normal." There is no basis *or
analyzing these samples together; and a full reporting will have
to await larger sample sizes in the various categories

The samples eonsis; of (1) 84 low SES

urEan black children ages 24 to 71 ménthé, housed in a city iﬁgtituticn for
manﬁhs, in a day treatment center for moderate ly emot 1anally disturbed,

hospital nursery schaal for saverely emotionally disturbed, and (4) 74_ 
children of mixed SES and race, ages 5 to 17 years, inra school for

mentally retarded students. |

Ihé PPT mean scores for the institutionalized children in Sample 1,

arranged ln six month age- groupings, show a similar pf éssian of sgéfés
with age as the "Normals;" hawavar,'ﬁha mean scores lag from six months to a
year behind those of the "Normals." In cantrast,'for the emotionally
-disturbed children in Samples 2 and 3 many of the individual scores compare
favorably with those of the "N@rmals,r Their behavior prohlems did ﬂot :
Vprevent thém frﬂm :ompletlng PPT3s and demanstratiﬁg a mastery of the
rpregasitions, although thertastigg time per subjégt_was generally greater.
Findingérfér Sampla 4, thérﬁlder meﬁtélly rétafdei‘SEHQEBCS,'ara Eased on
their Mental Age Scores on tha PPVT, grouped in six=mon§h iﬂtervals from

24 to 95 months. Ihere is a progression gf mean scafes with Hegtal Age but’h

with ,bgu, a six month lag when compared with the "Nofmalsi' For the MR

12




‘ftgtﬁiféamplciéf}?é’SS,”EEE PPT'chrEiaté; 1ganlc4nLly vth the PPVl dev’“

ﬂ=,

: chre;;ﬁg (?;éi;DDE).V HGWEJEI; thair Clasgrcam Bahav1ar Ratln“EE thaiﬂgdﬂan-

'ﬁufthg CBD dg ﬂat ccrrc]ata very well Wth PPT sc

;,?gLat; tlcal Elgﬂ;fLLﬂﬂCE,! 40 (p DGS),V is ched thh tha anly cagnlt;va 7;'

'1tem; Is Ablc 1n Camprehan51nﬂ and Prab]amq301v1ng., Ccﬁ@ailsan Df the

ﬁk Drdar af lechulty 01 the 1Eam3 far th; MRs w;th those of the "Ncrﬁ ls

' It must be Emphagizad that flndln&s W1th the PPT fof ‘the "Dther than

”Nozmal"_éamples are presently af a tEﬂuOuS ﬂaturei~ Hawaver, they are

f-f,suff;&ientlyVprﬂmisiﬂg,ta‘engcufage further'rgsearch in the aféas describéd.

DISCUSSION

o

_Preliminary investigations with the PPT dindicate that the tést's :

Tfgteétest;ﬂis§riminatgry Powers are in relation to thé identifiza";n of the

. poorer scorers at p hcol agesi,7its usefulnegs as an 1nstrumant caasaa,_

~at the péintrﬁha: a~¢hild'acﬁiéves'éih gh level of mastery of the prepositianS {g€

“din the EEEE; Thls palnt is typlcally feazhed at abaut f;va to six yaats gf

7}age far Nmrmal papulatlans, althaugh from amaﬂg them it miy be re ched

'Q*éaﬁewhat latar fﬂr lGWESGClG;ECGHEmlt statu BY 7 and earllef Ear uppar' C

?’5, m¢dd12=cla$s groups. Ulthln these limitations the PPT can play an 1mpcrﬁant,j

”rgle in tha early 1dent1flcatlon Df davelapmentrg_ﬂ y, notably in-languaga o

- jﬂEVé1o?m§nt§7anﬂ passibly inrgther areas.as well.

'= 7Iﬁé PEI‘S—validityféﬁd'féliabiliti thus far are based on (1) its consis-"- -

tent significant progression of scores with age for 14 separate "Normal

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



‘Plés and Ear the 93; subje;ts, aaes 23 to QD manth , ﬁhé'ééﬁsﬁiﬁﬁﬁgvtﬁérlnyF

v’iagﬁrcgatg papulatlan of the samples (2) 1tq con51vcent signifiganiiéorrelaa"~f*
1 t1ons vlth well—astablished develapmental Lestq ’uch as thg anfurd Elnet

1.and tbe Peabgdy Plcture Vncabulary Tgst and (3) the 1nterna1 con , ncy

Amﬁof tha test LGDSEIUEtIOH w;Lh all 23 items CfoElatlﬂg Wlth Iﬂtal Tﬁgt

,'Scare and mast or th ) éms Drrelatlng 51gnlflcant1y w1th one another

>17;Add;t;onally, for several samples the e‘is a h;gh corfclat1a1 betuaen tha‘

fVPPT‘and tea§Eer's ratlngs af Able in Camprehan51on and Erﬂblema501V1ﬁ" and ,

"égf, ;;Es gen rally regazded as related to s;haol 'tf

Stméﬁtr along w1th Othef tra

adjustméﬂt;u No 31gﬂ1flzanz sex dlffgrences have been found hﬁwever saclal

Vclass dlfferencas ate apparent; 259521ally fgr two wh1£e uppar mlddle-class

= ‘A . N

Whlle no clalms are made that the PPT is ‘an 1nte11lgence EESE the tast

bltEmS are- tapplng some aspects of‘c@gﬁiti@;;iﬁil ty, perhaps relatad to verbaliff%

'compfehen51on ‘abstlaﬁt reasan;ng, and gpatlal relatl ons.’ This is pp ted by*f
Vthe Qanslstent Slgnlflcaﬁt carrelatlans Wlth rgzoﬁnlzad ﬂavalcpment&l t

The tuc@flﬂg 1ﬁ tWE small hgme—basaﬂ PFQJECES dld not 1ncraasa tha scareslri?

';gn the FPT EVEﬁ thcugh there were hlgh carrelatlons batwean the PPT and the:'f

, othef deveicpm&ntal tests used but ﬁoEe that the EPT s&ores aghleved the  ,f7

VhlghESE correlatlcns among tha three -tests w1§h NatefnaliNuzturance and=Verbalgiii

InteractiQES\firh the chlld What we have here is “ h 1 ren's EPT sgofes

'related ta Mother 5 nurturange and verbal behaV10f but not lnfluenced by thnkjf;?

"1ntervent;an. Ehls phencmenon requ1res some attempt at 1nter9ratatlon.. We

'“hava pQSltEd tha .certa rules of grawmar cannacted w;th p epo '  ﬂng may ba

e 1nternallzed much earl;er than at 15 24 months of ‘age whaﬁ thesg Ewa,interﬁ

:fivgntlons were baguﬂ and that the Mather'* behav1or at eazliérfégés is:

SDT - Early and Eefiagig's¢rgéﬁing Dlagn051g and Treatment Praﬁram
oo for children eligible for welfare

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



F’jﬁhcing the outcomea.  Remenbar thaL hdgLfn'L Bﬂhﬂvgul r thgﬂ \hﬂn thaf i

iighiiﬂ Eéé only. 16 months of aga; in'thEgHashinnrnn, D.C. PtQJLCt Cizb]e G)

S ere good predictors of the Child's Ppr qcnrg% ar age thgei=bG§ang HillEE;_;“‘

Eaﬂkglaﬁgu§gc~and Pctte?tiéﬁ (1976) 1DndF soi2 support to ﬁur,PfQﬁiEEg

'L.;'néi,gian out: thaL tﬁe 1@3;& of = ace is com 1axiénd'tﬁaﬁ “thlﬂrénkac ﬁiféﬂ
e p P Pl tn e q €.

ce -in infwrﬁv as they 12atn tn

"gf,mnﬁgrabgut,and Lo construct a atablé thr3¢ dLﬁEHELGﬁﬂl P;fCEPLuil walld,"”?f“”'

. This ﬁauldllend Suppértvtg having;gatenz%fo; 1ssed inﬁérvantians vhich would -

ikﬁééiﬁ Qarller than l5—24 nmnth; Df age- ’

1h5 "Gﬁher than Ncrﬁal gamplésg ﬁct»teééféeé'héff f ﬂetall b&zgua& Qﬁ

‘leLdtLVEJy,aﬁall gample fiseﬁéﬁsuﬁgest the usefulnass Df the PPl far enotio 511?;

“3ﬂL$;ufbéd and 1ﬂstttug;analjged chlldten and for ﬁlst &antaljy Igtgrdéﬂ'

gLudanL fu ning at the pleachaml 1;?&1. lnr 74 mﬁntﬂljy reLarﬂad stuﬂent&; i

~ages 5 to 17, statistically significant Eﬂff?lﬂtl@ﬁa vere obtained bat tween Lhe

PPI,gnd the’ PPVI: and PPT scores show a ggéﬂ pfaﬁtaﬁfién‘nf sco rea ULEh'L'Tr;':

: Hgﬁzgl A&‘ aé’détérmiﬁad ﬁﬁ'thé PPVT. Alsc, soma af the chLl&rgn HDtULtﬁQL#QLa- C
'Ti$ﬂ" hﬂdcr1te to sevare behaVLDr Prgbiem§ were able to d2301gLfat§:a§e:aﬁérérrf

- ﬁbﬂvg ﬁvezagé ﬁa%ﬁ3f$ of . tha PET-, Reseatchar; rgpart thaL tﬂﬁ?léteiPPrq ¢;u >
j: u5udl1y be obtained for Qhler?ﬁ Wlth behav;cr prﬁblcﬂg bu; thag the t;st;nﬁ ,f:}j

sessions take lgngef_ RESEELEh is cant;nu;nﬁ ﬁLEh furthzr féjpia& af msnLaljy“

 :r:c?1ded :h;ldren, and thﬁ usefulﬁess of tha rr1 far phy ;caily hﬁﬂd;capﬁad

~and autistig 'hillfen is Bélﬁﬁ exﬁlated- R ,7 : ;:'.f: . L vi‘w T,
Iha data reparted din th;g p;ilimlrary r;pa;t prav;ﬂa Fu:h EVLdEﬁEE ta

*ﬂ”iﬁrta th; patgntial uqefulﬂas Df tha PFI-V The PET cauld Pla} a. valuqblc-— 7

1312 in the eatly 1dentlflcat;@n of daveltpmaﬁthl Lclay in 1anﬁujgﬁ'gompr§héﬂ$i§ﬁ*

¥ #QJ PD ,bly in some areas relatad to soclal—amaLlcna1 develcpmgnt. It~13ﬁd§—

hlf taf;',"??mfg gl &fDES Sg EEﬂLﬁﬁ praﬁfﬁﬁs ln Uhlch a rﬂpld -Eiﬁy LQ
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N *Staﬁfnrd-Blnet

" DESCRIPTION

At;gg'-;,‘
ST Urban -+ -
- No. of ~- -Suburban -.

. Race:

1 Bi&EE

or PBESCHDGL_PREEDSITIDﬁWTEST

SES-'

- Lower. 'y

‘ Upper Middle .. ..
L Age In’

“NDRPML" %AHFLE

Auxlliar"'

'l:§g§§$aﬁple” Subjects - -Rural-

S ;26 v

W i+ ~
] [
= =

o

66

“ni

294 R

~ White o .

"R

Ty

o

Mix

Mix -

'l:‘HnﬁEhs ;;; -Da

36-38

- 36-38

- 30-65.

3065

" 36-71
| 4B-65
26-89

23-41

4054

T 43-52

© '§~B,.PPVT, JHPT, MB "

None
None =~

CPEVT -

“PPYT; CB -

None

§<B, PBVT, MB - -

§-B, PPVT .

U- 328
R - 294
5- 145

SR 218

5 ss

“W 452
BHY 478

UM 158
L3
Mix 435

Peahgdy P;:ture Vacabulary Tegt

: Johns Hopkins Perceptual Text, Mate *'I—EehaVLQr Fazlngs,
‘Child Behavior (Classroom Behavior Desgz;pﬁlan)

NEEE'

**Hgmz Eased Pfagrgm, Experlmental GEDup

‘:***Hame—Easad Pfagram, Gantrﬁl Gfaup

- 93-35-101 -
36-60 612
61-90 272

Nat all subgec:s in.a glVEﬂ sample r2231ved eaeh measure.
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PPI Sccres by Age far "N@rmal” Subja:ts s
Highest Passible EET SEDTE is 23 (Raw S;azg)

N= 935

" in Months N . . Mean Score

23 4700

T 24-29 30 . 7.83

S30-35 . 671 - 12,09




i‘fﬁéﬁgﬁ L |
R .DIFF'*‘RTNCES R e e 2
Negn P:gschaal Prepasitmn Test Sr:nz:es by Six Hﬁnth Age Gfuupiﬂgs
‘ “‘Fgr Hale and Fermla "Nnrmal" Subjents - ‘_.l
1='- Malc nqstﬁ |

Ff;ml& N-éSl

A ulToxt Provided by exic JR8




' SOCIAL CLASS DIFFERENCES

" Mean Preschool Praposition Test Scores by Six-Month Age Groupings

For White Upper-Middle Class Urban Subjects:(Subsamples 3 and 7, Table 1) -
o - Aﬁﬂ?at White Lower-Class ‘Rural.Subjects (Subsample 11, Table 1) . -

| =-- Upper-Middle, N=157

 Lower; N=231

ERIC
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| Table 3

" Item

Percentage of Sample Passing Each Item . _N=779

' PRESCHOOL_PREPOSTTION TEST

Vﬂiffiéﬁié?:fﬂf "Naﬁﬁiiﬁ Sﬁﬁjgeﬁg: -

" Order of.
: Difflculty

Items iﬂ Df er Difiiculty

Rank Order of Difficulty of

- Passing

19

Items and ~".

_Ages 23-90 Months™ =

v

23i,.,PutrthE

.21, Put the

- the _boy’

"4, Put the

ball in a ear w1ndﬂw in a. Ea: w1ﬁdgw....,.................’ 1

ball a;ﬁche top afrthe bDY'S hesd,,;E the ;@E of

5 héad!liiiliiiiiiiiii-ili!’iiiiiiililiiiili!’iil.i!ii!-!iii! 2

ball iﬂSLdE the window of the ear, inside the

windaw Qf the car.......i...............i.;..............s..--...-, 3

2. Put the

7. - Put Ehef

‘Put . the
3. Put the
19, Put thE

;5. .A?ut tht‘

" on the baard as yau Ean..........._-.,..._......-.-...a.,a..---..;;vlﬁ -

-15.  -Put the.

8.  Put the

V18, Put the

11,  Put Ehé

13,  Put the
* and the

ERIC
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17, Put the I

1;'f:Eut_Ehé

20. MEﬂm'
9. - Put thér

16. . Tut the

CAT . sssansss

“the ball between the car wheels, betwcen the car wheels........ 23

ball v ;g askhigbﬂaﬂ the board as yau‘cﬂﬁ, ;E as h’gh

. T tha bﬂald 85 YOU CON.starssmarsassaesorsnsasssnsaasssnsssessansis _g,m_,,",!w,,

> ball on the boy's shoe, on the béy's SHOB.cvarasansnsesaass B

ball underne

ball.a yxheza on’ the car, on the CAT..eiuasvasnnasiasnniins T

ball under the éat,iundét the eat,f._i.i;‘;-.ii.;;!....;..i= a

ball near éhe béy'g Shéé; ﬁgg;rthg bgy‘sxshGE,.-;;._;‘,..;; 9 v

bail doun as lo n the board as you can, dawn as low

wm
H

ballragainst the, bey's head; apainst the:bay's'head!;s..;!;rll

bal Qnrthe ta"nf the eaf, gﬁ'ﬁhg'té'

ball hehlnd Ehe hDy, behlnd thg bﬁy-ni-!i?!;iii;iqu!i';}li 13,7

ball lnta the bay hand:, iﬁtﬂ the boy's s hands...avinnass. 14

ball above the boy's ; head, 3@@f§ Ehg~bgy‘s Bead....eeneres 15

L]

ball in bﬁak of the bag’s shag, in | béck'af chg bay's shaef?TIE'

ball next ta a wheal'af the aar, ne;t to a. whcel mf EhE car. 17

all in ffnnt Df the bﬂy, in

ball bgnea;ﬁrﬁhe car, ?gﬁéath theiEag..!gi.i_;ag;....g;__,. 19 -

ball betw ‘the Sﬂy and thé';gfsiﬁgﬁ'gggrthg bay"‘

e ball in back of the car, in back of the caf.i...iisasssii..s 217

;Eallbei;g the caEQ Eg;gg zhc.éafi;,ii;;g;g;..;;;;.!..;-a,;; 22‘

96,9

ath the caf, ﬁnjgfneath'ﬁhé :afi;;i.g;-;.i;;.i. 6"

-of the car.vivesssnes 12

‘ront gﬁ the bpy,......fas_... 18

;'V-V---igéié?sa-;-i':ig-- 20 .
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. Washinpgton, D;G;:E?Diégt : s

Exeeport, N.Y.Project

_-,-* p -é:iﬂcl * P -;:: .005 (Twa—Talled Test)

. Tablg hb

3
 ~Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test  86.6 10.8 L7629,
.- Starford-Binet 1Q - - 195_3 10,5 - 90.1 10

Ffé%ﬁé?EE'N,Y;FfajggE

. Preschool Preposition Test - 14,3
-~ Peabody-Picture Vocabulary Test - -/90.3

i ;piéfﬁ@ffélitinﬂsvﬂf Three Tests for Experimental and Control Groups o o

" -in Two Home=-Based Intervention Programs

Eﬁpefimgntal Group N=29 Gnﬁtfal Gfﬁup 0]

-3
PPT_ PPVT __ S-B__ -~ _PPT _PPVT _ §=B

PEESChGDl Pfepcsiﬁian Test ST TR o 1

~ - Peabody Picture-Vocabulary Test S61% 1 52% 7 ii ,
Stanford-Binet 1Q. , 60wk . 5gk 1 .52k .55% 1

Experimental Group N=26  Contyol Grou
_PPT__PPVT ~ S-B __PPT__PPVT

Preschool Erepasitiaﬁ Tast 1 . a
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test.....,46% ... . 1 .. ... . .. .. ,53% -
Stanﬁa;d -Binet IQ ST [/ - Y -1 L S T 7L

Effects of llome-Based: Intervéntion on Test Scores

Hisih;lnf;tﬁpi D.C. Prejeet » ) o C

T = C O N=29 - . N=30_
EﬁpéleEntil Group Canqul Groun
Hean §.D. - - Mean 5.D.-

Preschool Preposition Test ~ 13.2 3.5 . 12.3 0
2

6

N=26 U UNe17 A
, EhpE11WEﬂEd1 Crﬁupr Cnnttal Graup
§5.D... . Hean . 5.D.

= '
[ % ]
"

0oy O
Wml—“

5
4,
99

b~ 0

2.
16.
14,

-

9
Z
G-

Stanford-dinet IQ - .. 105.5




3. - self-reliant and -Self-Suffieient . .. - .49% .. . .20 .

CF
o

- Sg'tWellvAdjﬁséedrr S  ;41* A"f' T 37w

g
L]
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CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR RATINGS :
- Correlations of Preschool Preposition Test and PPVT" IQ
‘. with-Selected Items of Aaronson-Schaefer Classcoom Behavior Description

N =116" . Ages 24 = 6C Months

‘Classrcoom Behavior Item -~ - - . Preschool . . PPVT

_Preposition . - IQ

"1, Able in Comprehemsion < - -

.and :Problem Selving s BN B VL

2. ’A;teativé and Persevering .t 58k B B

L]

istractible and Hyperactive -~ #47% . 415
“Considerate and Kind < : T3k 30%
7. Gregarious and Vefbally Expressive BRI - L W24

8. Dependent, Wants gal? Constantly » £32% Tell

i

S . _
 Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
~%p.&L 005 (Iwo-tailed -Test) i




Tableb

'_MATEENAL BEHAVIDR RAIINGS
Washington, D.C. Erajact

avj‘}'—"'

Car:elatlons between I@tal Test chres for -3 Iests'aﬂd Bahéviéfal Ratings:
For Sampla of Black Low. SES Mﬂles, N =.28 . S

Preschool - . PPVI . ., o o
. | SRR . |Preposition Iest IQ - . - |Stanford-Binet':
- S |36 months 136 months - 11Q, 36 months"

- Materna1 Behavior at 16 ‘mos.
1 WithdraWal of . - B . B N P
S - Relationship |~ : | o =eB5%a . | 130 = 40%
‘ﬁ*52 Punishmaﬁt R » T = 4T - : .08 - C=40% 0
"3 'Use of Fear to antral : =.50%% ) .02 Co=.38% 0 -
4- Irritability L C=.46% 046 ) =026
Punitlvenessv : L . - = 60FE% g =12 L=.27

4Lﬂ\

_-Matarnal Bahavior at. 30 mnsgﬁﬂT‘wTva,;,?gfh;;,M»; e
1- Hostile Involvement - -~ -~ - - T =.38% : =.12 , :
-+ 2 Hostile Detachment . = -l = =.46% - -.24 .} =31
“7'3. Low Interest in Child's SR o - o Lo
i Education - - ‘ o= 4% =11 L =.27
“‘Low Verbal Exprassiveness e = 60%k% =,36 s =042
'Low Involvament . - 49%%

Ln v

Haterual Behavior at 36 mos. : : :

»;;1irHostile Involvement -~ o o= A1F
~: .. 2. Hostile. Detachment . . .. : - = 40%
"3 Low Interest: in Child' - o E

77 'Educatien™ 7 -.30 .. -
*'Low. Verbal- Expressivene s ' . =,53%k%
'*1Law Involvament o b =-.36

lPaadey Pictu:e Vogabulary TESE,
Ak 5« 005 :
ok P <. Q1o
Q»* p== Q5Q ) -
f(Two—tailad test)
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MAEERNAL HEHAVIDR hATINCS
F:eepnft “N. Y Prajezc J

"jf' Items ﬁf Levenste;n s PACT (Pargnt and Chlld Tagether)

23

VParent Behavior Variable Pfeszha§1'73“ A:t_‘ ' ’ 175:71;7 e
'£rom PACT '”t' .~ " preposition . ;j',;.'PPVT 7 Stanford-Bine
e B ;ETESE oo e . iq',i, B Lt ?71Q :; .

7 'i;L7 ﬁjﬂV élrhu:turan;é
+Subseale - Score IR o Lo T e e
(Sum af Items 1=5) S Va9 T .06

2., Lufturan:e Eubscale-f :
‘Item 4 YSeems: CamEan;ng _
" to Child" - :

'”BfAWPéfEﬁE‘§”VE§E§1:InL ietion T o
w;zh ch;ld Subsc;lg Seore  .46% - . 13-

k. Nuftufiﬁﬁe %Lbscale It on

V"SatlsﬁLes Child‘srﬂead, 7';43* o S VAQJ' ) i, L ;: 518L :T fﬁirr

5. hurturan:é aubsgale Item 5

' "UsesrPgsgzlv; Reinforcement".42% e T30 - NS C

6. ngtﬁt3n§e<sﬁb5¢élg Item 1 o T,
“"shows Warmth to Child"- - .40 ' : 22 a9
"3; HNurturance Subscale Ttem 2 -
-7 < MYgrbalizes Aifecﬁimn tg : e ST T
chila" = STy e T19 T 10

*.p < .05 :(wo-Tailed Test) - -

-1 Peabody Picture Vocabi

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



PRESCHOOL PREPOSITION TEST

May Aaronson and Earl S. Schaefor 1
: Individual Test Record '
) (APPENDIX) Case No.
Total Score--Part I .
Total Score--Part II -
Name - _ o o o ] _ Sex 7
Birth Date . Age L __Date of Test"
Yrs., Mos., Days
Examiner _ o ) : - Testing time
-a. Z Easy tc: tési;
Examiner's comments (continue on reverse 51d3) Chlld was b. {1 Average to test
: E c. {1Hard to test
Read items to child. Score one point for each pass. Put your finger on,"
"point to" or "touch" can be used instead of "show me,’
Part I
(whan Part I is :Qmpleteﬂ teach items that vere failed.) Score
1.  Show me the car.
2. Show mavcheibégi
3. 7 Show me the b@s*d that the car anﬁ the boy are on.
771(Tea:h that bcafd is all the "’ellaw pgz;} . .
&, -Shaw me the wheels Df thg car. B R & _

7L(Ch11d shcuid "shaw" or "flﬁger" bﬂth tlres)

Whigh one is Gpéﬂ?

5. Shnw me the w1nﬁcwa af the car.-
6. Show me the boy's face-
,,(Chlld should "shaw or "f;nger" the face but not the head) 3
_?{ ,'Sh0w me the boy's haﬁds- , D o —
o VVCQh;ld shmuld,"shaw" or "fipgér",bcth;haﬁﬂs);; B _ - 3
8. Shaw me the bcy g fegt.« R : o
: VWCChlld shculd "shgw" or "finger" both feet) I 8
. Show me tha bay 8 heaq ‘ = L )
"“(Chlld shauld "shaw" or "flnger themﬁaadrbgg'gg;‘thgfﬁgge)ﬁ N

: Ehnw me the bﬂy 8 shaes.

(Ehlld should "shgw" W' or "finger" bqﬁh:shégs}'”

-standardization copy.’

" Total Score .

~Not - far use .

tation w 'tircnseng nf—thELauthgrs~':fr o




"Part IT

« For scoring Part IT, cansult Rules and Diagrams for Scori

1. '?igigﬂéibali iﬁE§fthéuﬁby‘égﬁéndgg into the boy's h

2. Put the ball up as high on the board as you can, up
o the board as you can, ) . o
3. Put the ball under the car, under the car.

4, Put the ball inside the window of the car, insids t
- of the car.
5. Put the ball dawn as 1GW on the board as yau Ean, d
_on the GLoard as you can. - e
6. Put the ball in back of the car, in back of the car

7. Put the ball underneath the car, underncath the car

8. Put the ball on _the top of the car, on the top of ti

9.  Put Egégbéii iﬁ;fréﬁﬁ afiéhe_bafgfinAfféﬁt gf the b

lb;ir Put tharball betwaén the car wheels, between the ca

11. Put the ball in bick of the boy's Sh@E,ilﬁ hack af t

%12,  Put the ball anywhere gg‘thevcazgigg the car.

13. Put the ball between the boy and the car, bEtWEEH tF

14;‘7ﬁfﬁfrthaiﬁéiifbgiéwjEﬁergéfgrﬁéiéwrfhé cac,

%15, FutifhéAﬁéilraigiiét the bay head, E?ELHSE tha bcy

16. Pﬁﬁrchg‘ﬁéii:béﬁg§§hrthe‘éér, bencath the car.

~ 17.  Put the ball >chind the boy, behind the boy.

18. Put the Eaiiﬂabgygftheibéy'sfgéa&; above the boy's h

19. Pdtrthe1ﬁéiiwﬁgaﬁf£ﬁé boy's shoe, near the boy's sho

20. Put the ééiiﬁﬁéitgﬁé a wheel of the car,igégffgéja W

21; Put the géiiﬁgﬁ the top of the boy's head, aﬁ'théi;§

'%22.  Put the ball on the boy's shoe, on the bcy'sﬁéﬁae_ 7

23, Put the ball in a car window, in a car window,

: 10 68 R

jtems tﬂ be Ellmlnatea




. S —— i
els. — o
éYi‘_Sishaé; =

y and théiéat;" )
aa,d —

of the car. -

‘the boy's haad,

TOTAL SCORE .-
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30

X . Pcint of plawn*ﬁn’c. L e R Diﬂdiﬂ‘? ]inato segara.ta o] o 32
4 s X0 placopents,

XlB ) I*oem i e o poluf of Plﬂﬂ@f"‘n’ﬁ .'.-5,' . Feut of 1 to conteet plotere a*’ obj=cv, -  -
f}(,—C,ma Point af placemant far ! items i N 5 - 48 plaseaant fchos 0% |

S i

~ Y 4o overlap-Lingy oneirclad b y , - 1‘
if placemant overlaps cb;;uct i




