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Communication Development Report [CDR]:
A parent report instrument for the early screening
of communication and language development
in Greek-speaking infants and toddlers

ALEXANDRA Karousou'

KONSTANTINOS PETROGIANNIS?

This study aimed to explore the main psychometric properties of the CDR, a new
parent report instrument for the early screening of communication and language
development of Greek-speaking children. Based on a representative sample of
1391 children aged 7 to 30 months (M= 19.45, SD= 6.91), results are presented on the sensitivity, internal
consistency, and convergent and divergent validity of its two major scales (‘Preverbal behaviors’ and ‘Ver-
bal behaviors’) and their respective subscales (vocal and non-vocal preverbal communication, language com-
prehension, productive vocabulary, morphology and syntax). Results also illustrate the developmental pat-
terns of the dimensions of communicative/linguistic development assessed, as well as the high and signifi-
cant correlations among these dimensions of (pre)linguistic knowledge. Overall, results provide evidence
on the functionality, validity and reliability of the CDR, and point to its use as a tool for the early screening
of communication development in Greek-speaking children for clinical, educational and research purposes.
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fant, Toddlers.

1. Introduction

Early language development constitutes an
important milestone and a useful indicator of chil-
dren’s overall development. Most children pro-
duce their first words at some point between the
12th and 18th month, while by the age of 24

months they use more than 50 words and begin to
combine them in pairs to build their earliest sim-
ple sentences. By the age of 30 months, they nor-
mally have developed an extensive expressive vo-
cabulary, as well as several of the basic gram-
matical structures of their language (e.g., Clark,
2009; Fenson et al., 2007). Nonetheless, it is al-
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so known that individual differentiations in this de-
velopmental course are very significant, and im-
portant temporal deviations in the emergence and
development of those milestones are quite com-
mon in the early years (Bates, Bretherton, & Sny-
der, 1988; Bates, Dale, & Thal, 1995; Dale &
Goodman, 2005; Fenson et al., 1994; Fenson et
al., 2000; Hayiou-Thomas, Dale, & Plomin, 2012;
Shore, 1995). Disentangling the complex underly-
ing causes of early expressive language delay
and predicting the developmental course of each
individual late-developing child is an extremely
challenging task, both for health professionals
and for researchers of child language. However, it
is also a critical one, since recent research is
pointing to the significant benefits of early (prior to
3 years of age) intervention for those children that
would not spontaneously overcome this delay and
would be diagnosed with persistent language de-
lay or other communicative or developmental dis-
orders (e.g., Dawson et al., 2010; Girolametto,
Pearce, & Weitzman, 1996, 1997; Landa & Kalb,
2012; Webb, Jones, Kelly, & Dawson, 2014;
Whitehurst, Smith, Fischel, Arnold, & Lonigan,
1991). Various studies, thus, suggest the impor-
tance of a systematic early screening of children’s
communication and language skills for the earliest
possible detection of any significant delay (e.g.,
Damico, Muller, & Ball, 2010).

Important efforts have been made in this direc-
tion internationally with the standardization of psy-
chometric instruments based on parental reports,
which can be used as routine screening tools for
children younger than 3 years. They consist of ex-
tensive inventories of communicative and linguistic
behaviors, among which caregivers are requested
to recognize and mark those used by their children.
Parent report inventories are reported to present
several advantages in comparison to other clinical
or laboratory procedures of assessment. They con-
stitute cost and time effective tools, ideal for a brief
initial screening of young children’s communication
skills in educational, pediatric or research contexts.
They do not require children’s participation in long
sessions of direct observation, which are typically
required for the analysis of a representative com-

munication sample; neither do they involve their
participation in structured tests, whose administra-
tion to children younger than 3 years can prove
problematic due to young children’s difficulty to re-
spond to concrete instructions and procedures
(Paul, 2001). Perhaps the most important advan-
tage of parental reports is that the data collected
are based on the representative knowledge that
parents have of their children’s communication and
language (Dale & Goodman, 2005). This knowl-
edge is grounded on the extensive experience and
everyday observation of their children’s sponta-
neous communicative behaviors in a great variety
of contexts (Crais, 1995, 1996). Hence parent re-
ports are believed to be more ecologically valid,
even in comparison to naturalistic observations at
home or in a laboratory (Bates, Bretherton, & Sny-
der, 1988). Additionally, for the same reason, par-
ent reports permit the assessment of communica-
tive behaviors which are very difficult —if not im-
possible- to observe in a clinical setting (e.g., pri-
vate speech or vocalizations, everyday routines
and interactions). Finally, their interpretation does
not require specialized knowledge, so they can be
used by non-experts in early speech and commu-
nication development (e.g., teachers, pediatricians)
as a valid criterion for the referral of children to ex-
perts for further evaluation.

Naturally, parent reports are not devoid of dis-
advantages (Feldman et al. 2000; Fenson et al.
2000; Tomasello & Mervis, 1994). Particular em-
phasis is put on the risk of parental bias. A prereg-
uisite for the use of these tools is, therefore, to
demonstrate that parents, by answering their ques-
tions, can provide reliable data without overesti-
mating or underestimating their children’s skills.
Relevant research has shown that parents, under
certain conditions, can be reliable informants of
their children’s early communication and language
skills (Bates, Benigni, Bretherton, Camaioni &
Volterra, 1979; Bates, Bretherton & Snyder, 1988).
In particular, it is suggested that two basic condi-
tions must be met to enable the validity of parental
reports (Dale, 1991, 1996; Fenson et al., 1993): (i)
the assessment must be limited to current and
emerging behaviors - rather than past, and (i) par-
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ents must be asked to identify —rather than freely
recall- specific behaviors. Both conditions are
thought to facilitate the memory of the respon-
dents. For instance, as reported by Fenson et al.
(1993), parents seem to be very reliable when re-
quested to recognize the words that their child pro-
duces through a comprehensive or comparative
word list, whilst at the same time it can be very dif-
ficult for them to freely recall the same words.

Some of the most widely used parental reports
for the screening of young children’s communica-
tive development are: the MacArthur-Bates Com-
municative Development Inventories (MCDIs) (Fen-
son et al., 1993; Fenson, Marchman, Thal, Dale,
Reznick, & Bates, 2007) for children aged 8 to 37
months, which have been adapted in more than 15
languages (Dale & Penfold, 2011), the Communi-
cation and Symbolic Behavior Scales Developmen-
tal Profile (CSBS DP) (Wetherby & Prizant, 2002) for
children aged 6 months to 6 years, and the Lan-
guage Development Survey for children aged 18 to
35 months (Rescorla, 1989), which forms part of
the ASEBA (The Achenbach System of Empirical-
ly Based Assessment, - Achenbach, 2009) (for a
more detailed presentation of these instruments,
see: Karousou & Petrogiannis, 2014). To our
knowledge, the latter is the only relevant tool that
has been standardized in Greek population (18-35
months of age, N= 274) (Tsaousis, 2009).

All these instruments have been subjected to
systematic explorations regarding their reliability
and validity, which have produced sound results
(Dale, 1991; Dale, Bates, Reznick, & Morisset,
1989; Feldman et al., 2005; O'Toole, & Fletcher,
2010; Rescorla, 2005b; Thal, Jackson-Maldonado,
& Acosta, 2000; Wetherby, Allen, Cleary, Kyblin, &
Goldstein, 2002; Wetherby, Goldstein, Cleary,
Allen, & Kublin, 2003) and, thus, are systematical-
ly used internationally both in research and in clin-
ical practice.

The preceding review of the relevant literature
illustrates the necessity of the development and
provision in the Greek context of a standardized
and validated screening instrument targeting on
the linguistic and communicative skills of very
young children. Such an instrument would provide

the necessary information to the experts for the ear-
liest possible intervention in the case of potential
delay or impairment.

Aim of the study

The general aim of this research was the devel-
opment and standardization of a new parent report
instrument which would (a) enable the screening of
communication and language skills of very young
children (7-30 months) growing up in a Greek-
speaking environment, (b) be completed by parents
independently of their educational background, (c)
be highly reliable and valid, (d) cover various di-
mensions of communicative and language devel-
opment, and (e) fully meet the particular character-
istics of Greek language and culture.

In particular, the present paper aims to exam-
ine the functionality and the basic psychometric
properties of the CDR by exploring the develop-
mental sensitivity and the internal consistency, con-
vergent and divergent validity of its scales and sub-
scales.

2. Method

A cross-sectional design was used, with “chil-
dren’s age (expressed in months)” as a key crite-
rion for forming 24 distinct age groups, with initial
age the 7th month (level 1) and terminal age the
30th month (level 24). Overall, 61 communicative
and linguistic behaviors were the principal variables
of the study (grouped into two main scales and six
subscales) that were assessed by means of the
Communication Development Report (CDR), a
structured parental report which was the main psy-
chometric instrument of this empirical research.

Participants

The sample consisted of the caregivers of 1391
children covering the age range from 7 to 30
months (M= 19.45, SD= 6.91) (Table 1 presents
the distribution of the sample by month and gen-
der). With regard to their birth order, 45.2% of the
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Table 1
Distribution of the sample by age (in months) and gender
Age Gender
(in months) N (%) Boys N (%) Girls N Total
7 20 (43.2%) 21 (56.8%) 41
8 4 (60.3%) 26 (39.7%) 60
9 1 (54.4%) 26 (45.6%) 57
10 2 (43.1%) 29 (56.9%) 51
11 0 (50.0%) 20 (50.0%) 40
12 3 (48.9%) 24 (51.1%) 47
13 8 (62.2%) 7 (37.8%) 45
14 8 (43.9%) 23 (56.1%) 41
15 3 (56.9%) 25 (43.1%) 58
16 6 (56.5%) 20 (43.5%) 46
17 1 (50.8%) 30 (49.2%) 61
18 2 (50.0%) 32 (50.0%) 64
19 35 (57.4%) 26 (42.6%) 61
20 6 (40.6%) 38 (59.4%) 64
21 9 (53.7%) 25 (46.3%) 54
22 9 (52.7%) 26 (47.3%) 55
23 7 (50.0%) 37 (50.0%) 74
24 1 (56.9%) 31 (43.1%) 72
25 2 (52.5%) 29 (47.5%) 61
26 8 (47.5%) 31 (52.5%) 59
27 2 (36.7%) 38 (63.3%) 60
28 0 (41.1%) 43 (58.9%) 73
29 9 (57.0%) 37 (43.0%) 86
30 0 (48.4%) 32 (51.6%) 62
Total 706 (50.8%) 685 (49.2%) 1391

children were first-born, 33.8% second-born and
21% were third- or fourth-born. Furthermore, 43.9%
of them were the only child in the family by the time
their caregivers filled in the CDR. According to the
information provided by their caregivers, all chil-
dren were healthy, with no diagnosed sensory,
physical or mental impairment. Children at risk for
language delay (i.e., children with prenatal or peri-
natal complications, premature low birth-weight <
2.200 kg, or repeated otitis) were excluded from the
sample. Finally, a basic requirement for taking part

in the study was that Greek should be the main lan-
guage spoken in the children’s homes.

The majority of the questionnaires (86.6%)
were answered by mothers, while the remaining
were completed either by fathers (7.8%) or both
parents (2%) or by grand-mothers (1.7%). With re-
gard to maternal educational level, taken as an in-
dicator of the family’s socioeconomic status (Heil-
mann et al., 2005; Jackson-Maldonado et al., 2003;
Lépez Ornat et al., 2005) 35.7% of the mothers held
a University degree, 29.7% received Technical Pro-
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Table 2
Scales and subscales of the final standardized version of the CDR
and basic developmental indexes included*.

Preverbal

Non-vocal preverbal
communication (8)

Eye-gaze, different gestures, actions,
play, routines

communication

Vocal preverbal
(18) s
communication (10)

Different types of vocalizations, vocal
imitations, private vocal behaviors

Language
comprehension

)

SCALE |
Non-verbal behaviors

Non-verbal, behavioral responses to words and language expres-
sions, which imply their understanding.

Syntax (10)

P i . . .
roductive Vocabulary size and semantic categories of the words
8 Vocabulary it contains
=3 (23) '
- 3 Basic morphological variations
°
S Grammar Morphology (6) pholog
] of number, gender, person, tenses.
5 (16) : :
> Morphosyntactic complexity

of the sentences

* Examples of the questions included in each subscale of the CDR can be found in Karousou & Petrogiannis (2014).

fessional/Vocational education, 29.3% completed
secondary education (Lyceum), 5.1% completed
the compulsory 9 years education and a remaining
1% had a lower educational background. Finally,
out of the nationally-driven sample, 53% of the fam-
ilies were living in big cities (population >40.000),
14.9% in smaller cities (pop. 10.000 — 40.000),
17.6% in towns (pop. 2.000-10.000), and 14.6% in
villages (pop. < 2.000).

Instrument

The Communication Development Report
(CDR), a structured parental report questionnaire,
was developed, validated and standardized for the
screening of communication and early language
skills of Greek-speaking children aged 7-30
months. Its development was based on recent re-
search findings in the field of developmental psy-
chology and psycholinguistics, as well as on a thor-
ough review of other standardized psychometric
tools used internationally for the early screening of
young children’s communicative and linguistic

skills. It includes a variety of developmental index-
es which are grouped into two main scales and six
subscales, according to the dimension of commu-
nicative development they assess; namely: the
“Non-verbal Behaviors” scale, which includes sub-
scales on “Non-Vocal Preverbal Communication”,
“Vocal Preverbal Communication” and “Language
Comprehension”, and the “Verbal Behaviors”
scale, which includes subscales on “Productive Vo-
cabulary”, “Morphology” and “Syntax” (Table 2).
The psychometric properties of the CDR were
established through a series of preliminary, pilot
and exploratory studies. Initially, a pre-pilot version
of the CDR was administered to a convenience
sample (N=42) of parents of varying educational
levels, aiming at detecting difficulties in under-
standing the questions that were included in the ini-
tial version of the instrument. As a result, the word-
ing of some questions and instructions were mod-
ified (e.g., various examples have been introduced
for greater clarity) for the subsequent version. A fur-
ther sample was collected with the reformed pre-pi-
lot version of the instrument (N= 148), whose anal-
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Table 3
Concurrent validity and test-retest reliability results

Developmental dimension

CDR score*
direct measures score
correlations (Pearson’s r)

Test-retest correlations
(Pearson’s r) within a
two-month interval

Preverbal communication .92%* .85%*

Language understanding T2%* T2%*

Productive Vocabulary .83** .88**

Morphology .92%* T2%*

Syntax .89** T4**
**p < .001

ysis led to a substantial modification of the Lan-
guage Comprehension and Productive Vocabulary
subscales. Then, an extensive pilot study (N= 354)
led to the exclusion of 9 items from the “preverbal
behaviors” scale, which were proven to have no
discriminative value or showed a very early ceiling
effect (Karousou & Petrogiannis, 2014). Its results
also led to the extension of the lower age limit of
the CDR by one month, starting at 7 months of age.
A concurrent validity study empirically established
the reliability of caregivers as informants of their
children’s early language development through the
CDR (Karousou & Nikolaidou, 2015). More specif-
ically, direct measures of the spontaneous com-
munication of 54 children video-recorded based on
a semi-structured observation protocol were com-
pared to the scores of the CDR filled in by their
caregivers on the same day. An agreement be-
tween the two independent measures (parental vs.
observational) was calculated for each commu-
nicative behavior. The correlations between the
CDR scores vs. the direct measures scores was
ranged quite highly for all dimensions of commu-
nicative/linguistic development (see, Table 2).
Finally, a test-retest study (Antoniadis &
Karousou, 2013) was performed with 45 children
initially aged 7-28 months with a two-month peri-
od interval. The analysis revealed high and very
significant correlations for all the subscales of the
CDR, establishing the measuring stability of the
psychometric instrument, as well as a very good

short term predictive validity (Table 2).

Structure of the instrument: The final version of
the CDR consists of two main scales comprising a
number of subscales each, which enable the as-
sessment of specific dimensions of communica-
tive/linguistic development, such as preverbal com-
munication (vocal and non-vocal), language com-
prehension, productive vocabulary, morphology
and syntax (see, Table 3). The instrument also in-
cludes a general information section concerning
demographic characteristics of the family, the
child’s health, contact with other languages,
schooling, etc.

All questions included in the CDR are close-
ended. Following the validity conditions proposed
by Dale (1991, 1996) and Fenson et al. (1993), par-
ents are invited to recognize the current or emerg-
ing communicative behaviors of their children. In
order to facilitate the understanding, recognition
and recall of these behaviors, instructions and/or
questions are accompanied by specific examples
or refer to specific communicative contexts in
which the particular behaviors are likely to occur.
Particular attention is also given to the wording of
the instructions and questions so that they can be
understood by parents independently of their ed-
ucational background.

Scale | - Non-verbal behaviors. The first scale
of the CDR assesses communicative behaviors
which do not require the capacity for verbal com-
munication (i.e., production of conventional lan-
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guage). It includes questions about the various
preverbal means used by young children to com-
municate, as well as questions regarding chil-
dren’s behavioral responses to words and expres-
sions of their language, which indicate their com-
prehension.

(a) Preverbal communication: The items in-
clude questions on non-vocal ways of communica-
tion (e.g., establishing eye contact, gestures [pro-
to-referential, proto-imperative, symbolic], commu-
nication through actions and rhythms, communi-
cation within interactive play, pretend and symbol-
ic play), as well as questions on vocal commu-
nicative behaviors (various types of prespeech vo-
calizations, vocal imitation, private vocalizations).
Caregivers are asked whether they have noticed
their child communicating in any of these ways of-
fering them a choice among the following answers:
“Not yet” (0 points), “Rarely” (1 point) and “Often”
(2 points).

(b) Language comprehension: Due to the
methodological difficulty of assessing children’s
comprehension of particular words and expres-
sions through parent reports (see, Feldman et al.,
2005; Tomasello & Mervis, 1994), questions of this
subscale aimed at presenting caregivers with ev-
eryday situations or communicative contexts in
which their children respond behaviorally indicating
their understanding of words and linguistic expres-
sions. Parents are asked under which of the four
proposed circumstances their child responds, and
they are offered a choice among the following an-
swers: “Not yet” (0 points), “Rarely” (1 point) and
“Often” (2 points).

After the completion of the “Non-Verbal Behav-
iors” scale, caregivers are asked whether their chil-
dren have ever spontaneously used any words
(even if pronounced in a “wrong” way). Those who
answer “not yet” are invited to omit the completion
of the “Verbal Behaviors” scale.

Scale Il - Verbal Behaviors. The second scale
of the CDR assesses communicative behaviors
which assume children’s ability for verbal commu-
nication / conventional word production. More
specifically, it includes an assessment of produc-
tive vocabulary, of basic morphological variations,

as well as of the morphosyntactic complexity of the
sentences produced by the children.

(a) Productive vocabulary: it constitutes an in-
dex of children’s productive vocabulary size,
whereas it informs on the semantic categories of
the words it contains. This subscale includes word
lists organized into 23 semantic categories (e.g.,
everyday expressions, people and their names,
toys, food, clothes and accessories, home parts,
furniture and objects, properties, questions, time,
etc.). These categories cover a large amount of the
concepts that form part of the everyday experience
of Greek young children and, consequently, are
very likely to be included in their vocabularies. For
every category, caregivers are asked to estimate
the number of words that their children produce
(None [0 points], 1-5 [1 point], 5-10 [2 points], >10
[3 points]) by recognizing them through an exten-
sive list of words.

(b) Morphology: it includes questions on the
basic morphological variations that are likely to
appear in the speech of Greek children of the age
range covered by the CDR. More specifically, the
items included concern the number, the gender
and the case of nouns and adjectives, and also
the verbal person and three basic simple tenses
(present, past and future). Caregivers are offered
many examples for each item and are asked
whether their children use similar variations. The
answers among which they have to choose are:
“Not yet” (0 points), “Rarely” (1 point) and “Often”
(2 points).

(c) Syntax: this subscale constitutes an index of
the morphosyntactic complexity of the sentences
produced by the children. More specifically, each
of the 10 items it includes consists of an imaginary
dialog with three (3) sentences of varying develop-
mental complexity. Parents are asked to choose
the sentence that sounds closer to what their child
would say in a similar situation, that resembles the
most in their child’s “way of speaking”. All the ex-
amples of the sentences used in this subscale,
have been constructed based on real speech sam-
ples of children of this age range, which have been
pooled from research data of the first author, as
well as from the child language database of
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Table 4
Mean scores and standard deviations of Scale | “Non-verbal Behaviors” and its subscales*.

Non-vocal preverbal| Vocal preverbal Language SCALE I:
Age communication communication comprehension Non-verbal
group | (Max. score = 16) | (Max. score = 20) | (Max. score = 8) Behaviors
M SD M M SD M SD

07-08 42.88 21.34 32.38 18.49 38.74 2491 37.35 16.78
09-10 55.38 20.01 41.11 19.12 42.71 24.18 46.59 16.36
11-12 72.77 19.16 52.64 20.30 68.97 27.42 62.93 17.08
13-14 83.07 22.36 63.72 25.02 79.65 27.12 73.65 21.19
15-16 87.80 15.61 70.10 22.47 85.70 18.22 79.37 16.52
17-18 91.15 10.95 77.72 21.94 89.80 17.63 84.80 15.03
19-20 93.55 10.93 84.68 15.03 94.56 10.96 89.70 10.32
21-22 94.55 8.68 88.03 14.22 95.64 11.71 91.78 9.85
23-24 93.54 9.89 90.68 16.93 97.17 7.45 92.90 11.01
25-26 95.31 9.56 91.67 12.44 97.08 8.84 93.98 8.91
27-28 94.22 9.66 91.50 12.11 96.24 9.61 93.35 9.00
29-30 95.65 7.31 93.28 12.50 96.88 11.47 94.79 8.28

* The mean scores are expressed as a percentage over the maximum score of each scale/subscale.

Stephany in the “Child Language Exchange Sys-
tem” or CHILDES (MacWhinney, 2000; Stephany,
1997). Parental answers are scored from 0 to 3, ac-
cording to the morphosyntactic complexity of the
sentence they chose.

Procedure

For the standardization study, participant fam-
ilies were recruited through contacts with nursery
schools and pediatricians, as well as personal con-
tacts of the researchers and the students of the De-
partment of Education Sciences in the Early Years
- Democritus University of Thrace from all the re-
gions of the country. Once caregivers gave their in-
formed consent to participate in the study, they
were offered instructions as to how they should fill
in the CDR. The general instructions stated explic-
itly that questionnaires should be filled in by the
parents or caregivers of children aged 7 to 30
months (asking for a careful completion of the
child’s date of birth and the answering date), only if

Greek language was spoken in the child’s home.
Caregivers were encouraged to read the specific
instructions, explanations and examples offered for
each group of questions very carefully and, in case
of any particular doubt concerning an ability of the
child, to discuss it with another person who also
spends many hours with him/her or to directly ob-
serve the child. They were also encouraged to ad-
dress any questions or doubts regarding how to
answer the CDR to the person that provided it to
them.

The return rate of the questionnaires was very
satisfactory (approximately 90%). The average time
for the CDR completion ranged from 10 minutes for
younger preverbal children whose caregivers com-
pleted only the Preverbal Behaviors subscale, up to
20 minutes for older children whose caregivers
completed both scales. Finally, a question con-
cerning the caregivers’ experience of completing
the questionnaire yielded very satisfactory and en-
couraging comments, with no particular difficulties
reported.
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Table 5
Mean scores and standard deviations of Scale Il “Verbal Behaviors” and its subscales *

Productive Morphology Syntax SCALE II:_
Age Vocabulary (Max. score = 12) | (Max. score = 30) Verbal Behaviors
group (Max. score = 69) (Max. score = 111)

M SD M M SD M SD
07-08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
09-10 0.60 2.74 0.00 0.00 0.31 3.21 0.46 1.93
11-12 2.18 6.30 0.29 1.99 0.92 5.79 1.64 5.40
13-14 7.40 15.98 2.23 11.53 2.95 12.21 5.64 13.72
15-16 14.76 20.36 5.53 16.49 6.09 14.68 11.42 16.97
17-18 28.45 27.48 12.93 26.06 13.36 20.06 22.70 23.46
19-20 35.32 24.99 12.50 23.80 18.90 21.92 28.41 22.24
21-22 49.01 28.39 27.75 35.34 24.59 27.71 40.11 26.92
23-24 57.48 25.76 38.81 35.28 37.72 24.91 50.12 24.46
25-26 70.79 19.68 52.29 33.09 52.00 22.61 63.71 19.78
27-28 74.39 23.88 63.10 31.20 58.50 25.21 68.56 22.94
29-30 80.35 20.33 72.13 29.54 68.90 23.93 76.36 19.98

* The mean scores are expressed as a percentage over the maximum score of each scale/subscale.

3. Results

The analyses targeted at examining the func-
tionality of the CDR regarding: (a) the develop-
mental sensitivity (discrimination of children’s
achievements per age group), (b) the internal con-
sistency of the scales and subscales, and (c) the
convergent and divergent validity of the scales’
structure. In addition, results on the correlations be-
tween the scales and subscales are presented.

For a most effective treatment, organization
and presentation of the data, results are present-
ed by grouping the 24 monthly age levels to 12 bi-
monthly groups. Moreover, given that the various
scales and subscales of the instrument include a
different number of items and are scored different-
ly, scores have been expressed as percentages
over the maximum score (100%) of each scale or
subscale in order to permit more direct compar-
isons among the children’s achievements in the
various dimensions of communicative develop-
ment assessed. The basic descriptive statistics per

age group for the scales and subscales of the CDR
are presented in Tables 4 and 5.

(a) Developmental sensitivity

Based on the mean scores of the subscales
per age group, as they appear in tables 4 and 5,
clear developmental trends for the various dimen-
sions of communication and language develop-
ment are revealed. These trends are further sup-
ported by additional analyses of variance and post-
hoc tests between age groups using the Bonferroni
procedure. Overall, these findings suggest that the
CDR can provide a valid assessment of young chil-
dren’s communication and language skills, since
it appears to reflect their developmentally diversi-
fied level (sensitivity to change) in all its subscales.
More specifically:

1. The main scales of the CDR: “Non-verbal”
and “Verbal Behaviors”

The behaviors included in the CDR reflect sig-
nificant developmental changes both in the “Non-
verbal Behaviors” scale (Fy 139= 236.18, p <
.001), as well as in the “Verbal Behaviors” scale
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Mean score (expressed in % of the maximum score) for the subscale
of ‘Language Comprehension’ per age group

(Fi41, 1300 = 251.64, p < .001). More specifically, as
reflected in Figure 1, the “Non-verbal Behaviors”,
as expected, emerge and develop earlier: already
in the 07-08 age group their mean score begins
with a 37% of the maximum score of the scale
(max.= 44), while the most important progress
takes place between 7 and 16 months of age when
the most significant changes are reported in the
post-hoc (Bonferroni) tests. Subsequently, the
scores follow a slow ascending trend to reach, at
30 months, a 94.79% of the maximum score.

On the other hand, the mean score in “Verbal
Behaviors” during the first months of the study (7-
12 months) practically tends to zero. Then, children
gradually start using increasingly more linguistic
means to communicate. The most important
progress is recorded from 17-18 months of age
and until the end of the developmental period stud-
ied (30 months) when the mean score reaches a
76.36% of the maximum score (max.= 111).

2. The subscales of the CDR

2.1. Non-verbal behaviors: “Preverbal commu-
nication” and “Language Comprehension”. The de-

velopment of the two components of “Preverbal
Communication” (Vocal and Non-vocal) is pre-
sented in Figure 2, and the development of the
subscale “Language Comprehension” is presented
in Figure 3.

All three dimensions of communicative behav-
iors that do not require the ability for word produc-
tion appear already at 7-8 months with a mean
score of 33-43% over their maximum score (“Non-
Vocal communication”, max = 16; “Vocal commu-
nication”, max = 20; “Language comprehension”,
max = 8) and develop mostly during the early
months of the study. Children’s age has a very sig-
nificant effect both on “Non-vocal” (F;; 1490 =
168.36, p <.001) and “Vocal communication” (F,;
1300 = 162.00, p <.001), as well as on “Language
Comprehension” (F ;; 15 = 166.70, p < .001).

Some interesting differences are noted be-
tween “Non-vocal” and “Vocal Communication”
based on the post-hoc tests: whereas in “Non-vo-
cal Communication” the most significant progress
is recorded from the lowest age limit of the CDR un-
til 13-14 months, the development of “Vocal Com-
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munication” appears to be slower since significant
changes continue until 19-20 months of age. Fur-
thermore, “Non-vocal Communication” reaches a
mean score higher than 90% at 17-18 months. “Vo-
cal Communication” reach the same mean score 6
months later (at 23-24 months).

With regard to the subscale of “Language
Comprehension”, its most significant progress is al-
so recorded from the lowest age limit of the CDR
until the 13-14 months age group. Then, its devel-
opment follows a slower pace, reaching a mean
score higher than 90% by the age of 19-20 months.

2.2. Verbal Behaviors: “Productive Vocabulary”,
“Morphology” and “Syntax”. The development of
“Productive Vocabulary” (max = 69) is illustrated in
Figure 4, and the development of the two gram-
matical subscales “Morphology” (max = 12) and
“Syntax” (max = 30) is depicted in Figure 5.

All three subscales making up the “Verbal Be-
haviors” scale, during the first 4 months of the
study, appear with a mean score of zero, or close
to zero. The effect of children’s age is very signifi-
cant in “Productive Vocabulary” (F 59 = 243.27,
p< .001), as well as in “Morphology” (F ; 130 =
131.21, p <.001) and “Syntax” (Fy; 1390 = 187.13,
p <.001).

Some interesting differentiations in their devel-
opmental course are recorded. As expected, “Pro-
ductive Vocabulary” emerges earlier and develops
generally faster than the two grammatical dimen-
sions (“Morphology” and “Syntax”). More specifi-
cally, the earliest indications for children’s word
production are documented at the 11-12 month in-
terval with a mean score of 2.18%, while the most
significant changes in “Productive Vocabulary” are
recorded between 15 and 26 months of age. By the
highest age limit of the CDR, “Productive Vocabu-
lary” reaches a mean score of 80,35% over the
maximum score for this subscale.

Morphological and syntactical skills, as report-
ed by caregivers, are practically inexistent until the
age of 13-14 months. A significant progress is
recorded starting at 17-18 months and continuing
until the higher age limit of the CDR (30 months)
when they reach a mean score of 72% and 69% re-
spectively. Overall, the developmental curves of the

two grammatical subscales appear impressively
similar. In fact, a paired-samples T-test revealed
significant differences between the two patterns on-
ly until 15-16 months; after that age and until the
last age group of the study, the developments of
morphology and syntax are practically identical (p
= n.s., for all age groups).

(b) Convergent and divergent validity of the
CDR

The convergent validity of the items included in
the CDR has been established by calculating the
Pearson’s r correlation coefficients between each
item and the total score of the subscale it belongs
to. Following the psychometric procedures widely
used in this type of research (e.g. McHorney &
Ware, 1994; McHorney, Ware, Rachel, & Sher-
bourne, 1994; Scientific Advisory Committee, 1995;
Stewart, Hays, & Ware, 1992), sixty-one item-sub-
scale intercorrelations have been explored in order
to estimate the degree of convergence and dis-
crimination of the items as for the dimension of
communicative/linguistic behaviors represented by
each subscale.

All CDR items presented very high correlations
with their corresponding subscales (Table 6). The
correlation coefficient of only one item has been
found lower than .45. Overall, all the correlations
were ranged in high levels and much higher than
the value of .40 which is considered as the mini-
mum sufficient value signaling the convergence of
each item with the dimension it is thought to ex-
press, and thus, its convergent validity (McHorney
& Ware, 1994; Ware, Snow, Kosinski, & Gandek,
1993).

With regard to the divergent validity of the
items, all the correlation coefficients between each
item and their corresponding subscale’s total score
were higher than all the correlations of the same
item with any other subscale of the instrument
(Table 6).

Additionally, the divergent validity of the CDR
has been explored at a higher level by comparing
the mean scores of the “Non-verbal Behaviors” &
“Verbal Behaviors” scales through all age groups.
In a paired-samples t-test the mean scores of the
two main scales presented significant differences
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Table 6
Convergent and divergent validity
ltem analyses Scale analyses
- . . Internal
Scales Subscales Convergent validity Divergent validity consistency
Correlations | Success | Success | Correlations Cronbach a
ranged? (%)° (%)° ranged¢
Preverbal
SCALE I: communication 0,47 - 0,81 100 100 0,25-0,71 | 0.93
NON-VERBAL L 0.95
BEHAVIORS | -anguage 0,47-0,67 | 100 100 | 041-075 | 0.82
comprehension
Productive 0,60-092 | 100 100 | 0,45-0,89 | 0.98
SCALE IR Vocabulary ’ ) 3 y .
VERBAL Morphol 0,74 -0,90 100 100 0,74-0,83 | 0.96 0-99
BEHAVIORS orphology 74 -0, 74-0, .
Syntax 0,85-0,93 100 100 0,73-0,87 | 0.98

@ Correlation coefficients of the mean value of each item with the total score of the subscale it belongs to.
® Percentage of correlation coefficients item-subscale with a value >.40
¢ Percentage of items that show a higher correlation with the total score of the subscale they belong to, than with any

other subscale of the instrument.
d Correlation coefficients between the items of the same subscale.

Table 7
Differences between the means of t:: r:ain scales of the CDR per age group
SCALE I: SCALE II:
agegroup | N | e | peavos | T s
M M

7-8 101 37.35 0.00 100 27.11 .001
9-10 108 46.59 0.46 107 29.22 .001
11-12 87 62.93 1.63 86 33.13 .001
13-14 86 73.65 5.64 85 26.13 .001
15-16 104 79.37 11.41 103 34.13 .001
17-18 125 84.80 22.70 124 66.25 .001
19-20 124 89.70 28.41 123 31.87 .001
21-22 109 91.78 40.11 108 21.55 .001
23-24 146 92.90 50.12 145 21.64 .001
25-26 120 93.98 63.71 119 16.68 .001
27-28 133 93.35 68.56 132 12.93 .001
29-30 148 94.80 76.36 147 11.76 .001
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Table 8
Intercorrelations between the main scales and the subscales of the CDR
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VERBAL

BEHAVIORS 0.60

Non-vgcal preverbal 0.91 0.47

behaviors

Vocal preverbal 0.95 0.63 0.76

behaviors

Language 0.88 0.51 0.80 0.75

comprehension

Productive 0.64 0.99 0.50 0.66 0.54

vocabulary

Morphology 0.46 0.89 0.35 0.49 0.39 0.85

Syntax 0.49 0.94 0.38 0.52 0.42 0.87 0.88

throughout the entire developmental span covered
by the CDR (Table 7).

(c) Internal consistency reliability

In order to explore the reliability of the CDR, we
have estimated the internal consistency of all its
scales and subscales by calculating the coefficient
Cronbach a. Results revealed that both the main
scales, as well as all of their subscales have a very
high internal consistency (see, Table 7). Concisely,
the “Non-Verbal Behaviors” scale produced a
Cronbach a of .94 and the “Verbal Behaviors” scale
yielded an a of .99.

(d) Intercorrelations between the scales and
subscales of the CDR

The intercorrelations between the main scales
of the CDR (“Non-verbal Behaviors” and “Verbal
Behaviors”) and their subscales are presented in
Table 8. The Pearson’s correlation coefficient be-
tween the two main scales were in a moderate lev-
el (r = .60, p < .001). However, the correlations
among the subscales belonging to the same main
scale, as well as the correlations between each

subscale and its corresponding main scale, were
ranged in a high and very high level.

4. Discussion

The aim of this study was to explore the func-
tionality and the main psychometric properties of
the “Communication Development Report” (CDR),
a new parental report instrument for the early
screening of various dimensions of communication
and language development (preverbal communi-
cation, language comprehension, productive vo-
cabulary, morphology and morphosyntactic com-
plexity) of children aged 7 to 30 months living in a
Greek-speaking environment. The CDR has been
developed so as to cover important needs of the
clinical and educational practice in Greece; to be
used as a valid and reliable criterion for the early re-
ferral of children presenting a slow communicative
development to speech and language specialists
for an appropriate evaluation; for the early detec-
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tion of potential communication or/and language
difficulties or delays, and thus, for the prevention of
any adverse consequences these may have in chil-
dren’s general development (e.g., Girolametto et
al., 1996, 1997; Guralnick, 1998; Snowling et al.,
2001, 2006). Due to the clinical dimension that the
use of the CDR entails, a primary requirement for
its adequate use was to prove that it fulfills the psy-
chometric properties that will guarantee the validi-
ty and the reliability of its measurements; in other
words, that its use will lead to safe conclusions re-
garding the communicative/linguistic level of each
child, as well as regarding how this level is related
to the achievements of other children of the same
age. The current paper presented evidence con-
cerning some major psychometric properties of the
CDR, based on its norming administration in a
quite wide and representative sample of children
aged 7 to 30 months (N = 1391).

Initially, we explored the “sensitivity” of the
scales and subscales of the CDR to the expected
developmental changes along all age groups. In all
cases, clear developmental changes per age group
were detected suggesting that the CDR can capture
children’s developmentally differentiated levels in all
the dimensions of communicative and linguistic de-
velopment explored by the CDR. The concrete de-
velopmental course of all these dimensions, as cap-
tured by the CDR, is consistent with the findings of
recent psycholinguistic research on the emergence
and development of these communication and lan-
guage skills. More specifically, the data provided by
caregivers suggest that children, several months
before the emergence of their earliest words, have
already developed a quite ample repertoire of pre-
verbal communicative means (both vocal and non-
vocal). Already at the age of 7-8 months, the mean
score in the subscale of Preverbal Communication
reaches a 37% of the maximum score for this sub-
scale (42.9% for non-vocal preverbal communica-
tion, and 32.4% for vocal preverbal communica-
tion). It can be assumed, thus, that some of these
communicative behaviors emerge earlier than the
age of 7 months, as it is suggested by recent re-
search on infant preverbal communication (for re-
cent reviews, see, Karousou & Lépez Ornat, 2013;

McCune, 2008). From the 9th month onwards, all
non-verbal communicative behaviors for which
caregivers are asked (e.qg., different kinds of ges-
tures and vocalizations, imitations, interactive play,
rhythmic movement, etc.) are gradually added to
children’s communicative repertoire. The most sig-
nificant progress in preverbal communication is re-
ported to occur between 7 and 14 months, for the
non-vocal behaviors, and between 7 and 20 months
for the vocal behaviors. The development of non-vo-
cal preverbal communication, thus, appears to be
somewhat earlier than the development of the com-
munication with vocal means. These findings are
consistent with recent observational research re-
sults which define the developmental course of the
preverbal behaviors included in the CDR and char-
acterize them as precursors and prerequisites for
a normative language development (e.g., Chiat &
Roy, 2008; Iverson & Goldin-Meadow, 2005;
Karousou & Lépez Ornat, 2013; McCathren, War-
ren, & Yoder, 1996; McCune, 2008; McCune & Vih-
man, 2001; Oller, Eilers, Neal, & Cobo-Lewis, 1998;
Stoel-Gammon, 2011; Watt, Wetherby, & Shumway,
2006; Yoder & Waren, 2004).

Moreover, results indicated that children’s
ability to understand words and expressions of
their maternal language also appears to be earlier
than the emergence of their earliest words. More
specifically, “Language comprehension” appears
at the age of 7-8 months with a mean score of
38.7% over the maximum score for this scale.
Consequently, and in consistence with recent ex-
perimental findings (e.g., Bergelson & Swingley,
2012), it can be assumed that the understanding
of some basic words and expressions emerges
earlier than the age of 7 months. The most signif-
icant progress in this subscale occurs by the age
of 13-14 months. This finding is interesting as it is
linked to the age of the emergence of “Productive
vocabulary”.

More specifically, the first indications for chil-
dren’s earliest words, as reported by parents
through the respective subscale of the CDR, are
detected at the age of 11-12 months with the most
significant changes in expressive vocabulary tak-
ing place in the 15 to 26 months age period. Thus,
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the precedence of language comprehension over
language production, which is attested in all rele-
vant psycholinguistic research (e.g., Bates, 1993;
Fenson et al., 1994), is also confirmed by the CDR
results.

As for the development and the relationship be-
tween the two grammatical dimensions, Morpholo-
gy and Syntax, they are reported to emerge 2-4
months after the emergence of the earliest words,
with Morphology being somewhat earlier than Syn-
tax. This finding reinforces discussions regarding
the earlier development of morphological variations
in morphologically rich languages (Gagarina, 2014;
Xanthos et al., 2011), such as Greek, as compared
to languages with a mainly syntactic grammar,
such as English, where the development of syn-
tactical phenomena appears to be earlier (see, e.g.
Kati, 1992). Both morphology and syntax follow a
slow and practically linear development until the
age of 30 months. The parallel and almost identical
development of morphology and syntax is an in-
teresting finding, given the very different psycho-
metric characteristics of these two subscales (num-
ber of items, different nature/way of evaluation and
scoring), which reinforces previous results on the
close developmental relationship between these
two dimensions of grammatical knowledge (e.g.,
Fenson et al., 2007; Jackson-Maldonado et al.,
2003; Lépez Ornat et al., 2005).

Overall, the developmental course of all the di-
mensions of children’s communication and lan-
guage development, as reported by children’s par-
ents through the CDR, is consistent with the find-
ings of observational and experimental research -
some of which were mentioned briefly- regarding
the development of the communicative and lin-
guistic behaviors included in the CDR. These find-
ings, consequently, constitute a first indication of
the CDR’s construct validity.

We must also point out that in all the develop-
mental dimensions studied, but mostly in the sub-
scales belonging to the “Verbal Behaviors” scale,
at the age groups where the corresponding be-
haviors emerge and present their most important
progress, the standard deviations to the mean
score are quite large. As suggested by earlier stud-

ies (e.g., Feldman et al., 2005; Fenson et al., 2000;
Jahn-Samilo, Goodman, Bates, & Sweet, 2000), the
important size of these standard deviations does
not seem to be due to psychometric limitations of
the parental report instruments. Conversely, it
seems to reflect the actual important individual dif-
ferences that characterize language development
during these early transitive stages (Bates et al.,
1988; Dale & Goodman, 2005; Fenson et al., 1994,
2000). This interpretation is further reinforced by
the results of the concurrent validity study of this
concrete psychometric instrument (Karousou &
Nikolaidou, 2015). By comparing the results of the
CDR with those of a direct observational evaluation
of the same children’s communicative and lan-
guage skills, confirmed the CDR'’s ability to provide
valid data regarding children’s communicative de-
velopment.

In an additional series of analyses, we explored
the functionality of the CDR as for the convergent
and divergent validity of its main scales and indi-
vidual subscales, while we also examined their lev-
el of internal consistency. Overall, analyses showed
very satisfactory findings, reinforcing the psycho-
metric properties of the CDR. More specifically, all
questions (developmental indices) included in the
CDR showed very high correlations with the total
score of the subscale they belong to. Additionally,
all the correlation coefficients between each item
and the total score of its respective subscale were
in all cases higher than the same item’s correlation
coefficients to the total score of any other subscale.
The involvement and importance of each particular
question in assessing the specific developmental
dimension which it represents was, thus, con-
firmed. Moreover, it was found that the mean
scores of the two main scales (Non-verbal and Ver-
bal behaviors) show very significant differences
throughout the developmental span of the study,
establishing the discriminant validity of the CDR at
a higher level of analysis.

The reliability analyses also indicated that both
main scales of the CDR and all their individual sub-
scales present an exceptionally high internal con-
sistency (Cronbach’s a is .95 for the “Non-verbal
behaviors” scale and .99 for the “Verbal behaviors”
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scale). Finally, additional information concerning
the functionality of the CDR resulted from the in-
tercorrelations between the main scales and the in-
dividual subscales of the instrument. In summary,
the relationship between the two main scales
(Non-verbal and Verbal behaviors), though very
significant, was rather moderate. This finding was
totally expected given that these two scales were
designed from the outset to include behaviors that
emerge and grow in different developmental phas-
es (before and after the emergence of conven-
tional language, respectively). The most interest-
ing finding, however, concerns the particularly
high correlations (a) of each subscale with the
main scale it belongs to, and (b) between the sub-
scales belonging to the same main scale. These
very high correlations reinforce the consistency of
the scales and subscales of the CDR. Moreover,
they constitute a strong indication of the construct
validity of the instrument as they indicate that the
subscales are measuring aspects of children’s
communicative/linguistic development which
seem to be representative of each developmental
dimension. They are also consistent with relevant
research findings (e.g., correlations of the order of
r = .90 between expressive vocabulary and gram-
mar, but also between morphological and syntac-
tic development, as reported in many versions of
the MacArthur-Bates CDIs - e.g., Fenson et al.,
2007; Jackson-Maldonado et al ., 2003; L pez Or-
nat et al., 2005).

5. Conclusions

All the results of the current analyses provide
strong evidence for the functionality of this new
psychometric tool, for its capacity to measure de-
velopmental changes at many dimensions of com-
municative development from a very young age,
and for providing accurate information on the de-
velopmental level of each child in each of these di-
mensions.

A longitudinal study, which is planned to be
concluded in the near future, will provide addition-
al information on a different aspect of the validity of

the CDR and more specifically its mid and long-
term predictive validity (i.e., its ability to predict chil-
dren’s later language development based on an
initial screening of their communication and lan-
guage skills with the CDR). Particularly interesting
would be the longitudinal follow-up of children
whose initial screening situates them in the lowest
percentiles for their age group.

However, the empirical evidence presented
herewith constitutes strong evidence for the valid-
ity and reliability of this new psychometric instru-
ment, suggesting that it can be used for an accu-
rate early screening of the communication and lan-
guage development of Greek-speaking children
for the age range of 7-30 months. In that sense, we
believe that the CDR can meet important needs of
the clinical, educational and research practice in
Greece.

As mentioned earlier, the CDR can be used by
non-experts in child communication development
(e.g., pediatricians or preschool educators) for an
accurate evidence-based identification of possible
communication and/or language delays or disor-
ders, serving as a reliable criterion for deciding on
the need of referring children to specialists (i.e.,
speech therapists) for further evaluation. In that
sense, the CDR will contribute to an earlier diag-
nosis and treatment of possible language disorders
and, thus, to the prevention of the adverse effects
they can have on children’s overall development.
Moreover, given the high ecological validity posed
by parental reports, as well as the multiple dimen-
sions of communication and language develop-
ment that the CDR explores, it could also be an im-
portant instrument in the hands of the relevant spe-
cialists. In conjunction with other laboratory or clin-
ical evaluation methods, it could provide valuable
information and be used as a useful criterion for the
diagnosis, the identification of the specific difficul-
ties and “strengths” of every child, the tailoring of
specific intervention programs, and the regular
monitoring of their results.

The CDR can also be a valuable tool for re-
search on child development since it can be used
as a criterion for controlling the characteristics of re-
search samples based on their communication/lan-
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guage level. Finally, by permitting an easy and eco-
nomical data collection from large populations, the
CDR can foster research in early communication
and Greek language development (typical and
atypical), as well as research in the multiple rela-
tionships between communication development
and the various factors that may affect it (e.g., cog-
nitive, emotional, social, demographic, cultural,
etc.).
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Teot Emxkoivoviakyg Avantuéng [TEA]:
"Eva pguxopetpiko epyaleio yla TV np@ijy eKtipnon
TI)G EMIKOIVAOVIOKN G Kol YAWOOIKN G avantuéng
eAAnVopevev mudinv fpe@iknc Kol vimokng nlikiag

AAE=ANAPA KAPOY3OY'

KQNSTANTINOS TETPOIMANNHE2

21dX0G TNG apouoag epyaciag eival n dlepelvnon Twv BATIKWY PUXOUETPIKWOV Xa-
MEPINHWH POKTNPELOTIKWY Tou TEA, evOG VEOU £pWTNIATOAOYIOU YOVEWV YLA TNV TIPWLLN EKTI-
HNOT TNG EMIKOWVWVIAKAG KAl YAWOOIKAG avamTuéng eAnvopwvav nadiwv. Ma-
pouatdlovtal anoteAéopara, BAcet evdg avtimpoowneuTikoU defypatog 1391 nadiwv nAikiag 7 éwg 30 un-
vav (M.O.= 19.45, T.A.= 6.91), OXeTIKA He TNV euatodnoia Tou epyaleiou oTig avarTtuElakég alayég, T
€0WTEPLKN aglomioTia, Kat TNV ouykAivouoa kat anokAivouoa eykupdtTa Twv SUo BACIKWV KALUAKWY TOU
TEA («[TpOAEKTIKEG CUUMEPLPOPEG> KAl «AEKTIKEG TUUMEPLPOPEG») KAL TWV QVTIOTOLXWV UMOKAIUAKWY TOUG
(PWVNTIKY) KAl [N GWVNTIKY TOOAEKTIKN ETIKOWVWVIA, YAWOTIKY|] KATavONnon, eKPPATTIKO AeEINOYLO0, LOPPO-
Aoyia kat oUvta&n). Ta anoteAéopata eniong avadelkviouv Tnv avartu&lakr nopela Twv Slapopwv dia-
OTACEWV ETIKOWVWVIAKNG/YAWOOIKNAG avarTuEng mou a&lohoyouvTtal, KaBwe KAl TIG ONUAVTIKEG METAEY TOUG
dlacuoxeTioelq. Ta euprjlata oto oUVOAS TOUG TIPOCPEPOUV ONUAVTIKES EVOEIEELG YIa TNV AEITOUPYIKOTNTA,
TV eyKUPATNTA KaL TNV a&lomioTia Tou véou autol YuXoUeTPIkoU epYAAEiOU WG ECOU YL TNV TIPWLUN KT
MNoN TOU EMKOWVWVIAKOU/YAWOTIKOU ETUMEDOU UKPWV TTASIWV, YLd KAVIKOUG, eKTAdEUTIKOUG 1} EpEUVNTL-
KoUg okoroug.

NE&elg-kAELdId: ETIKOWVWVIOKY Kal YAWOOIKA avarmTtugn, EpwtnuatoAdylo yovéwy, Mpaiun ektiunon, EANN-
VIKN) YAOOOQ, Bpe@ikn kat vnriaky) nAwkia.
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