A COMPARISON OF WORD FLUENCY AMONG FIRST GRADE
CHILDREN WITHHEADSTART BACKGROUND AND THOSE

WITHOUT HEADSTART

by

Halene M. Weaver

A Thesis Submitted to the Faculty of the
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
For the Degree of

MASTER OF ARTS
In the Graduate College

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

1967



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR

This thesis has been submitted in partial fulfillment of require-
ments for an advanced degree at The University of Arizona and is
deposited in the University Library to be made available to borrowers
under rules of the Library,

Brief quotations from this thesis are allowable without special
permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment of source is made.
Requests for permission for cxtended quotation from or reproduction of
this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by the head of the
major department or the Dean of the Graduate College when in his judg-
ment the proposed use of the material is in the interests of scholarship.
In all other instances, however, permission must be obtained from the

author.
sionED: o lomss 0. Weamirs

APPROVAL BY THESIS DIRECTOR

This thesis has been approved on the date shown below:

et /Mi///—%u/ A7 /967

"R, VAN ALLEN / Dato
Professor of Education ’




ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The author gratefully acknowledges the help at-Id support of many
individuals who made it possible to collect the data required for this
report. Many others provided assistance with the analysis and writing
of the report.

Special appreciation is extended to the following pcople from
Tucson School District Number One: Dr. Charles Grubbs, Director of
Rescarch, for his advice and help in prcse'nting the nced for research
in this area; Mrs. Barbara Riley, Coordinator of Mcasurement and
Evaluation, for providing materials and time in gathering the data;
Mrs. Elinor Markert, Computer Programmer, for supplying the sta-
tistical analysis on the standardized tests; and to the nine classroom
teachers and their three principals who provided space in their
buildings for testing and interviews as well as time for the children
who participated.

Special thanks are in order for Dr. R. Van Allen, University
of Arizona, for time and advice which made this study possible.

From a personal standpoint, no statement of appreciation can
fully express the gratitude due my husband and three sons for their

understanding and support during the time the study was in progress.

iii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES . . .

CHAPTER
I INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . .
Statement of the Problem . . . . .
Significance of the Study . . . . . .
Hypotheses . . . . . . . . . .
Definition of Terms . . . . . . . .
Limitations of the Study . . . . . . .
Procedures for the Study . . . . . .
I REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH .
Literature on the Importance of Pre-
" school Experience
Literature on Designs for Pre school
Programs . . . .
Literature on Procedures for Ana1y515
of Pre-school Programs
111 COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE
DATA . . . . . . . . .
Collectionof Data . . . . . . . . .
Analysisof Data . . . . . . . . .
The Population Sample .
Results from Standardized Tests . .
Ratings by Teachers . . . . . . . .
Responses to Selected Test Items
v SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND

IMPLICATIONS . . . . . . . « « . « .

iv

Page

vi

—

O 00 Oy UV

12

12

14

15

17

18
19
19
21
24
26

32



TABLE OF CONTENTS--Continued

Summary

Conclusions .
Implications

APPENDIX A . . . .
APPENDIX B . . .
APPENDIX C . .
APPENDIX D . . . .

LIST OF REFERENCES

.

Page
32
33
34
37
38
39

41

42



LIST OF TABLES

TABLE Pagec
I Population Distribution of Boys and
Girls « . . ¢ 0 v 0 e 0 e e e e e e e e e 20
II Position of Siblings within Famil
Setting . . . . . . . o e 00w e e e 20
111 Employment of Parents . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
v Comparison of Means Fall MRT,
FormA. . . . . . . v 00 22
A Comparison of Means February
PPVT, Form A . . . . . . . e e e e e 23
V1 Comparison of Means Spring MRT,
Form A. . . . . . « ¢« ¢ o 0000 24
VII Teacher Appraisal of Children's
Progress . . . . . . . . . . 25
VIIiI Teacher Appraisal of Children's Attitudes . . . . 25
IX Teacher Appraisal of Children and
Headstart . . . . . . . « . .+ o o . ... 26
X MRT Item 9 - Children's Choices . . . . . . . . 27
X1 MRT Item 13 - Children's Choices . . . . 27
XI11 Children's Choices - PPVT - Item 51 . . . . . . 28
X111 Children's Identification MRT Item 9 . . . . . . . 29
X1iv Children's Identification MRT Item 13 e e 30
XV Children's Identification PPVT Item 51 . 31

vi



ABSTRACT

This study was an effort to determine the difference in word
fluency among sample groups of first grade children in a designated
disadvantaged area of Tucson, Arizona. Headstart experience for some
of the children was the independent variable.

Hypotheses which indicated children with Headstart experience
would show greater word fluency were not supported except in one area.
Children with a school year of Headstart experience showed a signifi-
cant gain over children with an eight-week summer program. . This
difference appeared after children had completed first grade.

Teachers evaluated children's school progress and attitude.
Analysis of this data did not support any of the hypotheses. Children's
oral responscs to unknown items indicated they had ability to cope with
school situations not reflected in standardized tests. There were strong
) implications for more carefully defined programs for Hecadstart and

primary grades, ‘

vii



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The focus of many recent research studies has emphasized the
importance of oral language in young children's intellectual development.
Evidence also has been presented that oral language skills are largely
non-ecxistent among certain children of low-income families ( Raph,
1965). These children appear to lack a basic vocabulary for ordinary
communication. They do not know the names of items they use frequent-
ly, somctimes being unaware that there arc labels for things. In addi-
tion to being unable to identify and label, these children often arc unable
to speak at all except in monosyllables or fragmented sentences which
are shyly expressed. Their home-rooted language is frequently under-
stood only by members of their immediate family ( Allen and Allen,
1966).

When these children enter the public school systems at age six,
they find it extremely difficult to make their needs known to either
peers or teachers. They find language responses to most first-grade
programs an impossibility, and frequently retire in silent frustration
as the demands for orai response pile up. Raph (1965) cited studies
by Deutsch and others which indicated that class differences correclated
with language development, with the relationship clearer at fifth grade

1



level than.at first grade. -She suggested the importance of improving:
language skills.during.the crucial pre-school jyears.: ! Richmond (:1965)
emphasized the need for evaluating pre-school programs on the local
level to-avoid the pitfalls of having:children fail to develop language. . ..
because of.inadequate understanding and unrealistic programs. He
stressed .the.need for follow-up studies on children who had been in pre-
school programs_f_or',the culturally disadvantaged. School personnel in
Tucson School District;:Number Onc desired information concerning the
oral language pcrformance of .children who had attended Headstart pro-
grams du_ring:summq:/rl;sessions_and"dul_'ing a.full school:year. ...

Pre-school.expericence in the form:of Headstart programs for .
some children in.the district had been provided through federal funds.
Many observations had been made about:the children.as they. moved into
the primary grades. Reactions had been favorable from teachers and
administrators. . They.seemed.to have sensed a.positive change in-both
atti_tudq%anq;pro‘grqus among the children. . School personnel generally
had voiced satisfaction . with results of Hecadstart programs. .However,
t_h‘o“s_eiljgqunsi:blg for primary programming were vitally interested in
some means of quantitative.analysis which would provide, statistical
support for the apparent.changes they had been observing.

This study was an attempt to evaluate on a l'vocal\lcvcvl' the extent
tg.&«w\hi“ch.:children from Headstart programs did, exhibit gains in:lan-

guage fluency. It also had the purpose of assessing their attitudes and



their progress during their first year of school. The children studicd
were from thrce categories. One group had had no Headstart cxperi-
ence. A seccond group had been in summer Headstart programs of cight
wecks duration. A third group had been in Headstart programs of ninc
months duration. In the report of the study which follows, these groups
will be referred to in the following manner:
Groupl - Children with no Headstart
Group II - Children with summer Headstart
Group III - Children with winter Headstart
The three groups were comparable in the following respects:
1. All of the children were cnrolled in onec of three schools in
a designated poverty area in Tucson, Arizona.
2. The schools were all part of Tucson Elementary School
District Number Onc.
3. Classrooms were similar in size and all the children were
six years old by the end of December, 1966.
4., It wé.s the first formal school experience for all of the
children except for Headstart.
5. All the children remained in the district throughout the
year and there were no teacher changes.
6. Therc was a comparable number of boys and girls in cach

group, as well as a similar range in their sibling placement within

family groups (See Tables I and II).



Statement of the Problem

The problem of the study was to comparec the oral language

development of three groups of disadvantaged children in the first
grade. The independent variable was the Headstart experiéncc.

| Two problems were involved in the study in addition to the oral
language comparison as judged by standardized tests. The first problem
related to the children's attitude and progress during the first year of
school. This was done by teacher judgment and assessed by them as
to whether the Headstart experience had affected children's progress.
The sccond problem concerned the oral language behavior of children

as they coped with pictures of unknown items.

Significance of the Study '

A recent study concerning drop outs at junior high level in
Tucson School District Number One indicated that thesc young people
felt failure from their first grade experience right on through school
( Committee of One Hundred Report, 1964). They expressed the fcclin?;
that they had been placed in a low group in their first school encounter
and had been retained until they had no positive relationship to the school
cnvironment., They related that nothing connected with school was suc-
cessful or satisfying; in effect, they had become mental drop outs long
before reaching the legal age for leaving school. The citizen's com-

mittece surveyed the district schools and reported that the largest



percentage of drop outs interviewed stated that they had started their
school carcers as members of 1-C classrooms. These rooms were
established for six-year-old children who had no English fluency. For
these children, first grade began at age seven, or later if fluency was
not considered adequate to handle the curriculum required of all first
grade students (Committee of One Hundred, 1964).

School officials were concerned that many of these young pcople
connected school failure with their carly experience of having spent two
ycars at first grade level. Social and academic success after that be-
came increasingly difficult. The administration felt that a kindergarten
or pre-school expericnce might alter the attitude and progress of such
children enough to help them enter school at age six better cquipped to
function in a regular classroom. Inasmuch as there is no statc provi-
sion for public kindergartens in Arizona, this study was undertaken with
the support of the district in an effort to determine the advantages of a

kindergarten cxperience for these particular children,

Hypotheses

The study was based on the following hypotheses:
1. Children with summer Headstart cxperience will show a
significantly higher word fluency than children with no Hecadstart cxperi-

cnce.



2. Children with winter Headstart experience will show a
significantly higher word fluency than children with no Headstart experi-
ence.

3. Children with winter Hecadstart experience will show a
significantly higher word fluency than children with summer Headstart
experience.

4. Children with summer Headstart experience will show a
significant rate of increase during the year over children with no Hecad-
start expericnce.

5. Children with winter Headstart expecrience will show a signi-
ficant rate of incrcasec during the ycar over children with summer Hecad-

start experience.

Dcfinition of Terms

For the purposes of this study the following definitions were
applied:

Disadvantaged was considered as defined by the official Head-

start Bulletin ( Hecadstart Child Development Programs, 1965), The

term is used interchangably with impoverished and explained as follows:

The degree of poverty in a community can be measured
by the extent of persistent unemployment and under-
employment, by the proportion of a community's families
on welfare and the number of families with low incomes.
...It is essential to consider the number of people in a
household when making the determination. The chart
below gives income levels and houschold sizes to be used



in helping to measure the number of families which
are impoverished. ..
Non-Farm Houscholds
Persons Family Income
$1, 500
2, 000
2,500
3, 000
3,500
4, 000
4, 500
Above 7 5, 000

S ok w N

Fluency relates to the number of words used and understood in
English by the child.

Headstart means a classroom experience with peers under
supervision of certified instructors with teacher aides, officially known
as Headstart Child Development Programs, a Community Action Pro-_
gram financed by federal funds and administered through the Office of
Economic Opportunity. For this study, the Headstart programs were
confined to those housed in public school classrooms or parochial
schools. The curriculum provided coﬁformed to the recommendations
made in the official Headstart bulletins,

Oral Language in the analysis of this study relates to verbal

identification of pictures used in the test items. It refers to naming of

items and to oral claboration as to function of the item pictured in the

test.



Pre-school in the analysis of data refers to any formalized
experience with peers in a classroom setting with adults as tcachers

or aides.

Limitations of the Study

This study is of a small sample of children who might reflect
the influences of éarly school experiences for a larger population.
Certain limitations forced the study to reflect information which must
be interpreted informally rather than for statistical significance. The
following limitations are recognized:

1. The study is limited to three groups of children in Tucson
Public Schools District One.

2. Three standardized tests were administered and results
anaiyzed.

3. The oral language responses were restricted to those made
in direct answer to questions asked by the interviewers.

4. The opinions of the tecachers were subjective responses
given in personal interviews after the tests were scored.

5. No attempt was made to confine teachers to direct "yes"
or '"'no'" answers if they preferred to elaborate.

6. Children for the study were selected from schools where

standardized tests had been given in the fall by school personnel.



7. Nothing was known in advance about teacher attitudes or
teaching methods.

8. It was not possible to match children from the same income
families. No cffort was made io do so.

9. In many cases it was not known if questions were under-
stood by children of Spanish speaking background. No translation was
attempted. The study was conducted only on the basis of their under-
standing of English vocabulary and testing was done on the basis of
manual directions in all the standardized tests. This may have placed
some children at a disadvantage.

10. There was no retesting to establish thc‘ reliability of inter-

view procedures.

Procedures for the Study

To carry out the study, the following procedures were used:

1. The study was conducted during one school year, 1966-1967.

2. Principals at Drachman, Mission View, and Ochoa schools
arranged for teachers to furnish background data on children in their
classrooms (Sce Appendix B).

3. Children were chosen on the basis of age, pre-school experi-

ence, enrollment during fall testing, and initial year in first grade.
4. Fall tests scores were supplied by the district for the

Metropolitan Readiness Test, Form A. Raw scores were tabulated.
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5. Children were classified into groups of 27 each for Groups
I, 11, and III.

6. In February, cach child was given Form A of the Pecabody
Picture Vocabulary Test. The testing was conducted by two members
of the school system's certified staff. Raw scores were tabulated.

7. In May, a retest was given to groups of five children ata
time. This test was the Metropolitan Readiness Test, Form A. Raw
scores were tabulated.

8. Individual interviews with each child were given by one
interviewer. The children were asked to identify the three pictures on
Items 9 and 13 on the word recognition section of the Metropolitan
Test. These items had been those with the most incorrect responses
in that Section. At the same interview, the children were asked to
identify Item 51 on the Pcabody Picture Vocabulary Test. This item
was seclected by the interviewer to represent those which children
answered correctly out of proportion to normal expectancy. It was
considered most unlikely that any of the children had had a recal experi-
ence with submarines. If they identified the item correctly, they were
asked how they knew, or how they had found out about it.

9. Interviews with each teacher were held by the same inter-
viewer. They were asked to rate the children on progress and attitude

using a four point scale. They also provided information concerning
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family income, sibling placement, and family concern about the child
in school. They evaluated the effect of Headstart experience for
children in Groups II and III.

10. The district Research Department provided the statistical
analysis fof the raw scores of the three tests. Means for cach test,
standard deviations, and comparison of means for group differences
were required. The table of t scores was used to determine statistical
significance at the .05 level (Sce Appendix A).

11. The children's oral responses to questions were recorded
and grouped according to label or function. Appendix C provides
samples of how children coped with unknown items. Appendix D pro-
vides samples of children's claboration concerning their knowledge of
one known item.

12. The summary was based on conclusions made from inter-
views, observations of the children in the test situation, and discussions

with the teachers.



CHAPTER 1I

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH

The first Headstart programs began in the summer of 1965.
School year programs were initiated in 1965-1966. Because of the
recent development of special programs for disadvantaged children,
there is limited literature on the effect of such programs on subsequent
school experiences. Those available are reviewed in terms of the
importance of early education to school success, the influence of pro-
gram designs, and the procedures for analyzing the follow-up of Head-

start programs.

Literaturc on the Importance of Pre-school Experience

There is much evidence that language developed in early years
relates to success in school achievement, but there is a lack of well-
designed experimental studies (Ching, 1966). One rescarcher summa-
rized all available evidence as supporting the prediction that the quality
of children's early linguistic environment is the most important external
factor affecting the rate of language development ( Harris and others
1960, p.b 749). Keliher and others (1965, p. 32) reached the conclusion
that language as an efficient way to store information becomes a vital

tool in early education.

12
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While many of the pre-school programs initiated during the
summer of 1965 are being evaluated, experimental data arc not com-
plete. Many longitudinal studics are still in process. The Early
Admissions Project in Baltimore began in 1962, and evidence here is
beginning to indicate that children have grecater verbal ability and fewer
adjustment problems if they have had kindergarten experience. They
also have a better start in reading ( Brunner 1965, pp. 180-184).
Benjamin Bloom (1964, p. 110) stated "We believe it is likely that
morc carecful investigations will reveal even larger values for the pre-
school period and the first three years of elementary school than is
suggested by the studies we have becen able to assemble to date.

Among the most recent publications, there are some more
cxtensive surveys of first grade children who have had Headstart.
Norton (1967) related parental education to possibilities for children's
success as well as the child's individual visual perception abilities. In
her section of disadvantaged elementary school children, Doris Nason
(1967, p. 199) stated that the onec handicap of an insufficient opportunity
to learn and understand and to spcak standard English was a major set-
back inhibiting all verbal school lcarning. Harvey and others (1966)
in their survey of teachers found that the pre-sc;hool atmosphere
affected children's learning, but in a very direct way related to the

teacher's belief systems. This survey listed teacher flexibility,
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attitude towards rules, encouragement of the children's independcence
and crecativity, teacher need fdr structure and her feeling towards
punitive measures as being factors which made a difference in the
ability of the children to relate to the school experience.

Minders and Keliher (1967), in reviewing research related to
the advantages of kindergarten, found studies stressing the nced for
stimulating environment and play situations. They cited the Wolff study
in New York, which reported that Headstart programs enriched the pre-
school experience of children so that there was less difficulty with both
social and speech adjustment. In addition they quoted the statistical
gains children in the experimental group had made at Peabody; these
included a gain in mental age of 6.6 months compared to a .9 gain for

the controls.,"

- Literaturc on Dcsigns for Pre-school Programs

At Staten Island- it was possible to have a program designed to
develop language because of a very small adult-child ratio, thus maxi-
mizing positive language expericence.: Headstart children here appear
to have made great gains, and testing and teacher rating data were in
preparation at the time . of the report by Silberstein (1966). Strang
and Hocker (1966, -p. 40) indicated that there is need to study children's
language patterns.and to restructure our curriculum to include these

spontaneous child-oriented expressions which are meaningful for them,
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and which they will recognize in written form. Children's other
language needs include more standard forms of syntax, enunciation,

and pronunciation (Robinson and Mukerji, 1965). Bernstein (Hess and
Shipman 1965, p. 871 ) identified two forms of speech in 1961 recports

as being restricted or elaborated. Most of the Headstart children would
be described as being confined to a restricted code of spcech which uses
general, easily understood terms of limited range. The nced for
teachers to strive for use of more precise vocabulary was made quite
clear. In particular, it was pointed out that there is a real demand for
tcachers to use sentences which will discriminate and individualize.
This would involve deliberate and careful planning to set up programs
and activities which would lend themsclves to much interaction of the

children with adult models for language.

Litcrature on Proccdurcs for Analysis of Pre-school Programs

One comprehensive study comparing Headstart students and
those without Headstart was made for the Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare by Giles and Daniel (1966). They reported refined
procedures for analyzing children's language as outlined by Loban in
onc study and Strickland in another. In a previous study, Giles had
devecloped a mecasure of comparison for six aspects of oral language
which were replicated both in collection and analysis procedures in the

study reported. In the detailed analysis of one hundred four children in
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Texas, scven aspects of twenty variables produced a significant
differcnce in the total groups, all favrpring_thc Headstart children. Al-
though differences were mca:surabl‘c on all variables, thosc on the
remaining thirtecen aspects did not reach a level of significance.

The study concluded that Project Headstart, an cight-week
summer program in this case, did enhance oral language development.
Pupilg expericencing the program used longer sentences with more
words from an advanced word list., They used fewer incomplete sen-
tences and made use of more vivid and colorful expressions. Included
in the summary were strong recommendations for the type of activities
and teacher-pupil interaction considered necessary to effect permanent
change in oral language and measured intelligence.

In reviewing the literature, it has become increasingly clear
that the nced for additional data exists. There are strong indications
that oral language development may be an csséntial prercquisite for
any formal school learning. There are comparatively -few follow-up
studies of children who have had specific language development experi-
ence before entering first grade. More definite statistical information
on such-children must be provided before curriculum changes can be

implemented in more than a relatively few experimental situations.



CHAPTER III

COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

" Data for this study to compare the fluency of language of
disadvantaged first grade children were collected for three groups of
children. Group I consisted of twenty-five children who had had no
pre-school experience before entering first grade in September of 1966.
Group II was composed of twcnty-ﬁvc; children who had been enrolled in
the summer Headstart program provided either by Tucson School
District Number One or by the local parochial diocese. ' Group III was
made up of twenty-seven children who had been enrolled in the Tucson
School District Number One Headstart program for the school year of
1965-1966. They had not attended the summer prokgram.

All groups uscd in the study were enrolled in threce schools
designated as being in the poverty arca of Tucson. The school
ncighborhoods were adjoining and were similar in population.. Teachers
had comparable educational backgrounds. Except for onec tcacher, who
was a first year teacher, all were experienced in teaching children

in low-income areas of Tucson.

17
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Collection of Data

Data for the study were collected in the following ways:

1. During the month of September, all children were given the
Metropolitan Readiness Test, Form A. These tests were administered
by teachers or other school personnel according to directions in the
test manual.

2. In Fcbruary, cach child was tested individually with the
Pcabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Form A,

3. The Metropolitan Readiness Test, Form A, was adminis-
tered in May.

4. Each child was interviewed and asked to identify all the
pictures in two items on the Metropolitan in the word recognition
section. These items had been marked incorrect the most number of
times.

5. Each child was asked to identify an item on the Peabody
which was selected by the interviewer as one representing thosc which
the child would not be expected to know from his experience at home
and school. If correct, he was asked how he knew or how he found out
about it.

6. Tecacher interviews were held individually and were all
conducted during May after the tests were scored and the children's

interviews completed. They were asked to rate each child's progress
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and attitudc during the school yecar and to state their opinion on the
cffect Headstart had made on the children in groups with summer and
winter experience. | Tij-ncy_wcre asked to give information about cach
child according to siblings in the home and employment of parents.
They were expected to comment on each child's attitude toward school

and to reflect information about parent attitudes and participation.

Analysis of Data

The statistical analysis was provided by the Rescarch Depart-
ment of Tucson School District Numbc‘r One. M;zans forb cach group,
standard dcviatioﬁs, and differences among the mecans were required.
The tablec of t scores was ﬁscd to test the significance of differences
in the mean scores of the thrce groups. The .05 level of significance
was used to determinec statistical significance.

The design of the sfudy was ~¢xperimenta1 and was not intended
to be usced with other groups unless similar situations and population
samples were available. It was an attempt to use existing instruments
to test first grade children in regular classroom environments. The

one variable was the Headstart experience.

The Population Sample

Table I indicates the group distribution of boys and girls. Each

sample group was found to have a comparable number of boys and girls.
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. Table 1

Population Distribution of Boys and Girls

- Sex Group 1 Group II =  Group III- Total
- Boys 12 13 S 12 37
Girls 13 . 12 : 15 40
Total . 25 25 . _ 27 = 77

- *Groups originally had equal numbers, but groups I
and II lost members during the year.

Table II shows the placement of the sample children within their
immediate families. - The largest number of children in each group fell

in the middle group of siblings.

Table II

Position of Siblings within Family Setting

Placcment Group 1 Group II Group III Total
Eldest 6 3 5 14
Middle = = - 15 16 14 45
Youngest 4 ' 5 8 17
Unknown » ’ 1 1

Total 25 25 C 27 77
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In Table III, family employment shows a comparable distribution
also. The largest number of families on welfare appearced in the sum-
mer group. However, the other groups had at least four families known
to be receiving .wclfarc funds. The;. eight families whose income was un-
known were thought- to bg on welfare. This decision reflected the
tcachers' opinions based on the children's spending patterns for school

requirements and activities, their dress and their medical records.

Table 111

Employment of Parents

Employment Group I Group 11 Group 111 Total _
Father only 14 10 15 39
Mother only 1 2 2 5
Both parents ' 4 1 2 7
Welfare Ce 4. . . 8 b6 18
Unknown 2 4 2 8
Total 25 25 27 11

Results from Standardized Tests

Tablc IV presents Athve data for the fall Metropolitan Readiness
Test, Fprm A, ’Comparison of the means did not produqq a stati_stical
difference for any group. "I"hcreforc the first hypothesis that summer
Headstart children would show a differcn_cc over the group with no Head-
start had to be rejected. The second hypothesis that winter Headstart
children would show a higher word fluency than children with no Hecad-

start experience was rejected. The third hypothesis was that winter
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Hecadstart children would show a greater word fluency than summer

Headstart children. This was rejected also.

Table IV

Comparison of Mecans
Fall MRT, * Form A

Group I Group II Group III

Mecan 31.32 30. 84 35.85
S. D. 11.04 10. 57 11.94
Level of Sta-

tistical

Significance

Group I 0.00 0.00 0.00

Group II 0:.00 ©0.00 0.00

Group 111 0.00 - - 0.00 t 0.00

*Metropolitan Readiness Test
The critical ratio was shown only if greater than 1.65 .

Rcsults of the Peabod_y Picture Vocabulary Test data arc con-
tained in Table V. Here too, cach of the hypotheses was rejected.
However, | the group of children who had had winter Headstart did show
a measurable differencc‘of 1. 90 over the group with no Headstart.
This difference d'id not reach the level of significance for this study,

which had to be 2.01 or better for the .05 level.
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Table. V

Comparison of Means
February PPVT, & Form A

Group 1 - _Group-11 - Group III

Mecan >4l8. 72 48.48 52.81
S. D. 8.67 12.17 6.79
Level of Sta-

tistical

Signifiqanco

Group I 0. 00 0.00 1.90

Group II 0. 00 0.00 0.00

Group III 1. 90 0.00 0.00

Eea_body Picture Vocabulary Test

Table VI présonts the data for the spring testing, which was a
retest of the Metropolitan Readiness Test, Form A. A significant
difference of 2.24 was recorded for the winter Headstart children over
the summer Headstart children. Since no measurable difference
5ppeafcd on the fall test, the rate of increase showﬁ in Table VI applies
to hypotheses four and five. Hypothesis four stated that summer Head-
staft children would show a significant rate of increasc duriﬁg the year
over children with no Headstart experience. This 11y§othdsis was rc-
jected. The fifth hypothesis stated that children with winter Headstart

cxpericnce would show a significant rate of increase ‘during the year over
children with summer Headstart experience. This hypothesis was

accepted. -
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Table VI

Comparison of Means
Spring MRT, Form A

Group I Q;’oug 11 Group III

Mean 56. 04 52.36 60.41
s. D, 11.44 13.68  12.26
Level of Sta-

tistical

Significance

Group 1 0.00 0.00 0.00

Group II 0. 00 0.00 2,24

Group III © 0.00 2,24 ©0.00

*2.01 was required for significance at the .05 level,
2.68 for significance at .01 level.

Ratings by Teachers

Tecachers commented favorably about the advantages of Head-
start programs, especially the winter Headstart experience of children
in their classes. However, when'asked to rate children in terms of
school progress, the responses reflect no significant differences in
children with no Headstart, summer Headstart, and winter Hecadstart.
When ''good' and "excellent' ratings are combined, the results show
Group I with twenty-three, Group II with twenty, and Group III with
twenty-one. Tl'w number of ""excellent" ratings (12) given children with
winter Headstart can be interpreted as a reflection of the strong feeling

teachers verbalized for progress which r}uight not have been possible
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without winter Headstart. No evidence was gathered to support or to

reject the strong positive feeling of teachers, as shown in Table VIL

" Table VII

Teacher Apprais‘al of Children's Provgres‘s

Rating Group 1 Group 11 Group III
Poor 2 ‘ 5 | | 3
Fair o \ | | | | 3
‘Gobod | 14> 1-0. | | | | | ‘9
| Exc‘ellent 9 | o l10 | 12

The teachers' appraisal of-the‘ children's attitude was similar
to that on their 'school progress.. Téacﬁer c<ommentsl fdf children in
Group iII, those with the winter Headstart, indicated that these children
entefed scﬁhool >in the fall with more confidence and maintained this posi-
tive atti'tude toward themselves. Table ’VIII does not reflect this rating
by tcachefé. Whe‘n.ask‘ed to rate each child, teachers tended to give
similar ratings to children in all three groups with only a slight advan-

tage to those in Grbups II and III.

‘Table VIII
» TevacﬂherAPpraisal of Children's Attitudes
Rating Group 1 Group II Group III
Poor 3 5 3
Fair 1 ' 3
Good 13 8 9

Excellent 9 11 12
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Teachers were quite positilvc in the feciin‘g that Headstart

during the winter had helped the children in Group III. Twcnty-fivc of
the twenty-seven children in the group were judged by teachers to have
been helped alr.1d oﬁc _qther had bcen helped some. Tlig tcachers were
divided in Lheir fe(.;lings about thé summér Headstart g.roup.' They fclt ‘
that eight children had been helped and six'ot};crs helped some, but that
eleven of the childre‘n} had not been hcl'ped. Oﬁe chéld not in Headstart

was mentioned as needing the experience. Table IX tabulates this

distribution.
Table IX
Tcacher Appraisal of Children and Headstart

Rating ' Group 1 Group II Group III
Needed HS 1

Were helped 8 25
Helped some ' 6 : 1

Not helped 11 1

Responses to Selected Test Items

In the remaining tables ( X-XV), tabulations are madec of the
rcsults of the item analysis of children's language used to identify
pictures in the tests administered. For purposes of this analysis, the

tables show the total group of seventy-seven children.
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Tables X and XI indicate the choices children made on the two

items most frequently marked incorrect on the Mctropolitan Readiness

Test.

Table X o : Table XI
MRT Item 9 - Children's Choices MRT Item 13 - Children's Choices
Picturcs No. choosing Pictures No. choosing
Compass* 14 Spectacles® 15
Easel 16 - Rocking chair 7
Hammock 47 : Spinning wheel 55
Total 77 ’ Total 77

*correct response

The two words '"compass'' and '"'spectacles' were not known to the
children, but the pictures were positively identified as '""clock' and
"glasses'", respectively. The children used deductive processes to make
the choice in many instances, somectimes saying "It's not that, or that -
it must be this," .

Table XII tabulates the results of Item 51 on the Peabody Picturec
Vocabuléry Test. Here the item to identify was submarine, and the
correct answers were out of proportion to expectancy. The children
choosing the submarine usually did so immediately, frequently saying
"TV'" or "It goes in the water' or something to indicate where they had

seen a similar picture.
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Table XII

Children's Choices
PPVT-Item 51

Items - No. choosing
Train on track 5
Automobile jack 15
Bicycle 1
Sublﬁa;‘ineﬂ; | 53
No response ' 3

*correct response

In analyzing the oral language of the children, the _tgblcs show
clcar;y' Fhe n'umber‘of labels children applied when they were confident
that t]1¢y knew the item. In cascs where labels of items were unknown
to thcrp, the choices jump to a much greater proportion of answers indi-
cating function. Table XIII reflects the number of positive answers
which label a‘n‘d those which must be considered function. The answers
do not ‘nc‘cessgrily infer corxfcct responses as judged by the test, only
positive identification ‘uvsing the child's criteria to cope with pictured
items.

AOnc} child. uscd the word compass. The other children were
equally positivc that the picture was that of a clock or watch. The
children whq dcscrib‘cd the function were correct except for onc child

who gave it the function of a clock. The word "easel' was given once
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Table XIII
: Children's Identification MRT Item 9
Correct label Children's labels
Labels Functions Don't Know No Responsc
Compass 70 4 3
Easel 61 13 2 1
Hammock 35 41 ' 1

and one child identified it as an ""cagle." The others labeled it "picture, "
"painting, ' 'sign, " o‘r "board." Thos'e.’whic.h used function for the most
part described it as a way to painf or make pictures.

In responding to the picture of the hammock, the correct label
was used one time in the seventy-seven answers. This answer was
given by a child who had marked it for compass during the testing. The
other labels were "bed'" or '"'sleep, ' indicating a knowledge of the cor-
rcgt function of the item. Functions were fclated to laying or slceping
in a bed, or in some casecs rocking. ‘While thc.two previous items
were identificd quickly the hammock brought slower response, and fre-
quentl y‘ requiréd 1;wo questions. If the childreﬁ did not respond to
"What is it? ", théy were asked '""What would you do with it? . The
answer to the sccqnd quecstion was mofc often function, .but sometlimes
was a lébel.

| Table XIV'provides thg same breakdown of answers fof another

item on the Mectropolitan. The answers for this item indicate an even
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more positive response for items the children knew. - All but one child
identified the spectacles as glasses, and that child responded with
"Put them on'' and gestured with her hands to indicate putting glasses
over her eyes. The rocking chair was identified as chair, rocking
chair, or rocker; ‘in. the two fuvn’cbti‘c')ﬁ answers, the responses were ''to

sit'" or '"'to do like that'" while the child rdcked his hands.

Table XIV
Children's Identification MRT Item 13
Correct Liabel Children's Labecls
Labels Functions Don't Know No Responsc
Spectacles 76 1
Rocking chair | 75 2

Spinning wheel 24 40 11 2

When idéntifying the spiﬁning whécl, the children uscd a great
vari'éty of answers b.c;t}.1 in labels anc‘l m fuﬁétion. Only in two instances
was bthe item dcscril;éd corrcctly; both beinlg dcscriptions Vofl ma;king
thread (sce Aépcndix C). For this item, two questions were offcn ré-
quliréd vto get aﬁ o‘iral :rcsponse.

| For the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, the item choscen was
the submarine. The children wlcrc ask;:d to find the cor.rcct pi.ct\‘1rc
a second time. 1".1‘110 correct responsés increased from the original 53

to 67. For the remaining children, seven chose the automobile jack
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and thirtcen gave no oral response. Table XV tabulates only the 67
correct responses and indicates the gencral categories which the chil-

dren used.

Table XV

Children's Identification PPVT Item 51
Recason given No. of choices
Teclevision 39
Real thing 14
Book, picture 4
Guesses K
Don't know 3

The children used the term "TV'" most often in telling where they

had found out about a submarine. They identificd Sca Hunt or Voyage to

the Bottom ‘Qj ‘thc Sca, wﬁich are tv;/o prograrﬁs popuiar with children
which featufc submarines. The fourteen children who were rated as
knowing about the real submafin.e described trips to the ocean or to
water in sufficient detail that the account Qas accepted ( sec Appendix
D).

Although it iléd been suspcct;:d thatl tcle\.rision would rate high
among the reasons givén, it ﬂyas- felt to i)e éf value to tabulate the chil-

dren's answers to seec how many children would respond orally with this

reason.



CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary

This study to compare the oral language of children who had had
no Headstart, those with a summer Headstart experience, and those
with a winter Headstart experience yieldéd test data which rejected the
follb‘w'ing hypofhcs cs:

1. Children with summer Headstart experience will show a
significantly higher word ﬂuency than children with no Headstart
experience.

* 2. Children with winter Headstart experience will show a
significantly higher word fluency than children with no Headstart
experience.

3, Children with winter Headstart experience will show a
significaﬁtly higher word fluency than children with summer Headstart
experience.

4. Children with summer Headstart experience will show a
significant rate éf increasc dxéring the yéar over children with no

Headstart experience.

32
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Test data supported only onc hypothcsis. Children with a winter
Headstart experience showed a gain over children with a summer
Headstart experience in the rate of fluency during the first grade.
Standardized tests indicated that the three groups were the same at the
beginning of the first grade so that the difference reflected in results
had to occur during the school year of first grade.

Tcacher interviews yielded data which reject all hypotheses.
After onc ycar in first grade they rated children who had had Headstart
and those who had not as having made about the same school progress
and having developed positive attitudes toward themselves and school in
similar proportions. At the same time they rated Headstart as having
been a valuable experience for the children who had been in the program
for a school year.

When children were given an opportunity to make personal
responses to test items as contrasted to "right' answers in the test
manual, there was ample evidence that children in the sample groups
were much better prepared to use language to cope with school situ-

ations than the standardized tests reflected.

Conclusions

The following conclusions were reached concerning this study:
1. Standardized tests arc not valid tests for disadvantaged

children.
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2. General conversations about valucs of Headstart are not
supported by individual evaluations.

3, Disadvantaged children demonstrated ways of coping with
unknown test items when given a chance to make personal responses.
These responses indicate a level of ability to perform school tasks which
is not indicated by standardized test scores.

4. The type of Headstart experience which these children had

did not give them any advantage in the type of first grade they had.

Implications

With regard to this study, four implications are in order:

1. If Hecadstart has any contribution to make to the oral lan-
guage development of disadvantaged children, its program must be
clearly defined and followed up in the primary grades.

2. Children from poverty arcas who arc sent to Headstart
programs which arc only loosely reclated to primary programs and
cvaluated by traditional standardized tests are at no advantage over
children who do not attend Headstart and who are cvaluated by traditional
standardized tests.

3. If school programs are to take aclﬁntagc of children's
ability to use oral language to cope with unknown situations, curricu-
lum must be re-designed and evaluation procedures must be sclected

to test the goals of oral language deveclopment.



4. There is a nced for future studies which arc designed to
comparc methodology and materials used in the Headstart programs

and followed up in the primary grades.

35



APPENDICES

36



APPENDIX A

Standardized Tests Used in Collecting Data for the Study
1... Metropolitan Readiness Test, Form A
by Gertrude H. Hildreth, Ph. D,
Nellie L. Griffiths, M. A..
Mary E. McGauvran, Ed.D.
Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc.
New York, New York
2. Pecabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Form A
by Lloyd M. Dunn, Ph.D.
American Guidance Service, Inc.
720 Washington Avenue, S. E.

Minneapolis, Minnesota

55414
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APPENDIX B

Participating Schools and Teachers

Drachman Elementary School
549 South Convent Avenue
Tucson, Arizona

Mission View Elementary School
2600 South Eighth Avenue
Tucson, Arizona

Ochoa Elementary School
101 West 25th Street
Tucson, Arizona

Principal
Carl E. Lopecz

Teachers
Miss Martha Bautzmann
Mrs. Prudence Botz
Miss Julia Reilly

Principal _
Miss Dorothy Chamtecrlain

Teachers
Mrs. Jane Buck
Mrs. Constance Fairbanks
Mrs. Rosalec Smith

Principal
Edwin B. Appleman

Teachers
Mrs. Era Horsky
Miss Eunice McGregor
Mrs. Edna MacLachlan
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APPENDIX C .

Samples of the Oral Language Children Used to Cope with an Unknown

Item
Spinning Wheel
Group I - :
bike
the wheel that go round
you put the thing like that when you sce a movie
a sickamo machine you make something go
I don't know - make some coat
turns it around so we can make gold
wheel-put dirt in it
make it run - the motor
a turn around
make cxercise
a cooler
you sew-knitting
wheelbarrow
to the water
when you fix tires
sew
tire
Group 1I
bicycle
wheels
a rug

sew with it

hard name - sece a movie

make a bike

you can make a bike

sewing machine

turn it around

turn the wheel

sharpen a knife

a bicycle that exercises ladics

it could be making some monecy or it can be cutting woods
I didn't know that one - to weaving that makes sewing string
I don't know - forgot the name of it - sew - put some stuff
take off the lamb - the fur - put it on this

sew

39



Group IiI

APPENDIX C--Continuecd

bike or bicycle

scw

wheclbarrow

wheels

bicycle rider

you put it right there and the wheel goes around
picture show them in a thing - a paper that hangs down
it's a wheel and somcthmg runs the wheel

that you show a show

a turn around

stecering wheel

you fix tires on it

you work with that

40



APPENDIX D

Sample of Elaboration Children Made When Explaining How They Knew

About a Submarine

Group I
the ocean when I had five years old, my grandmother and my
" uncle and my aunt took me to Kino Bay _
' my brothers tell me - they see it in a picture in their books
my father took me over there to sce it in the water
when I went to my friends I saw onc because it's a boat in

the U.S. A.

Group o

' because I went to see my daddy in the army

I took my brother to the navy in California - it goes under
water o T -

I saw onc before - a sailor - over there (pointed west)

Group III o _

when we went some place to see my brother over there - he
~ * was a sailor in the submarine -

‘cause it's long and it goes under water in the ocecan
" in California 'causec we went to see my friend

I know it's the Navy - my father took me and my sister -

it was in Navyland - it was a bus took us

my father took us to see it once - far away - it had a stove

~ in'it - a ship, a boat " :

41



LIST OF REFERENCES

Allen, R. Van and Claryce. Language Expericences in Recading, Tcacher
Resource Book, Level I. Chicago: Enclycopacdia Britannica
Press, 1966. 290 pp.

Bloom, Benjamin S. Stability and Change in Human Characteristics.
New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964. 237 pages.

Brunner, Catherine '"The Deprived Child, " Grade Tcacher, 83 ( Sep-
tember, 1965), pp. 74-79, 180-184.

Ching, Doris C. '"Mecthods for the Bilingual Child," Elementary
“English, 42 (January, 1966), pp. 22-27.

Committec of One Hundred Report, Unpubli‘shcd survey of Tucson Public
Schools, District One. Tucson: Supcrintendent's Office, 1964.

Giles, Douglas E. and Artic A Danicl. A Comparison of the Oral Lan-
guage Development of Headstart Pupils with Non-Hcadstart
Pupils. Denton, Texas: 1966, 48 pages.

Harris,: Chester W. {ecd.) Ehcyclopcdié of Educational Rescarch. New
York: The MacMillan Company, 1960. 1569 pages.

Harvey, D. J. and others '"Teacher Belief System:s and Pre-school
Atmosphere," Journal of Educational Psychology, 57 ( December,
1966 ) pp. 373-381.

Headstart Child Development Programs, Washington, D.C.: Office of
Economic Opportunity, 1965. 64 pages.

Hess, Robert D. and Virginia C. Shipman. "Early Experience and the
Socialization of Cognitive Modes in Children," Child Develop-
ment, 36 ( Dccember, 1965), pp. 869-886.

Keliher, Alice V. (ed.) '"Language and Learning, ' Childhood Education,
42 (November, 1965) pp. 132-136.

42



43

LIST OF REFERENCES--Continued

Minders, Mary and Alice V. Keliher. "Review of Research Related
to the Advantages of Kindergarten, ' Childhood Education, 43
(May, 1967) pp. 505-512.

Nason, Doris E. 'Trends in Elementary Education,' Educational
Horizons, 45 (Summer, 1967) pp. 195-199.

Norton, M. Scott. "After Project Headstart - What Next?', Elemecen-
tary School Journal, 67 (January, 1967) pp. 179-183.

Raph, Jane Beasley. ''Language Development in Socially Disadvantaged
Children, ' Review of Educational Resecarch, 35 ( December,
1965), pp. 389-400.

Richmond, Dr. Julius. "What's Ahecad for Projcct Headstart? ', Grade
Tcacher, 83 (December, 1965), pp. 63-68.

Robison, Helen F. and Rose Mukerji. '"Language Concepts - and the
Disadvantaged,' Educational Leadership, 23 ( November, 1965),
pp- 133-136, 141, 142.

Silberstecin, Richard M. 'Can Head Start Help Children Learn?!', The
Reading Teacher, 19 ( February, 1966), pp. 347-351.

Strang, Ruth and Mary Elsa Hocker. "First-Grade Children's Lan-
guage Patterns," Elementary English, 42 (January, 1966)
pp. 38-41.




