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THE CULTURALLY DISADVANTAGED CHILD, ALTHOUGH VERY VERBAL
IN HIS LOCAL ENVIRONMENT, IS USUALLY VERBALLY DEFICIENT WITH
RESPECT TO SOCIETY AS A WHOLE. PART OF THE ANSWER TO
PROVIDING A MORE EFFECTIVE LANGUAGE EDUCATION TO THE
! CULTURALLY CEPRIVED YOUTH IS ENRICHMENT OR COMFENSATORY
PROGRAMS LIKE HEAD START. TO INVESTIGATE THE EFFECT OF THE
AUSTIN HEAD START PROGRAM ON THE LANGUAGE CEVELOFMENT AND
ABILITY OF PRIMARY GRADE FUFILS, A 15-1TEM ORAL LANGUAGE
DEVELOPMENT SCALE WAS CREATED TO EVALUATE THE LANGUAGE
i ABILITY OF 49 HEAD START AND 105 NON-HEAC START DISADVANTAGED
PUPILS IN THE FIRST AND SECOND GRAPCES. THE CHILDREN WERE
ASKED QUESTIONS BY A TEACHER, ANC THEIR SPONTANEOUS
EXPRESSIONS WERE TAPED. THESE TAFED EXFRESSIONS WERE THEN
INDEPENDENTLY EVALUATED BY 2 TEACHERS ON THE RATING SCALE,
AND THE SCORES WERE RECORCED. THE SCORES WERE CIVIDEC INTO 12
GROUPS REFLECTING THE CIFFERENCES IN CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
PARTICIPATING PUPILS ON 3 DIMENSIONS, NAMELY, (1) HEAD START
OR NON-HEAD START, (2) FIRST OR SECOND GRACE, AND (3) HIGH,
MIPDLE, OR LOW READING ABILITY. AN EXAMFLE OF A GROUF
| DENOMINATION WOULD BE "HEAD START FIRST GRADERS OF MICDLE
| READING ABILITY.” SCORES FOR EACH GROUP WERE OBTAINED IN THE
1 FALL OF 1966 AND AGAIN IN THE SPRING OF 1967. THE DATA SHOWED
‘ NO REAL SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE HEAD START AND
NON-HEAD START GROUPS OVER THE OTHER 2 CIMENSIONS. A %
3 COMPARISON OF THE FALL AND SPRING SZORES SHOWZD THAT ONLY :
MIDDLE ABILITY FIRST GRADE HEAD START PUPILS AND LOW ABILITY ;
| FIRST GRADE NON-HEAD START PUPILS MACE CONSIDERABLE
IMPROVEMENT IN LANGUAGE CEVELOFMENT FROM THE FALL TO SPRING
SESSION. THE INCONCLUSIVENESS OF THE RESULTS, A MATTER FOR
FUTURE IMPROVEMENT, WAS MOST LIKELY DUE TO THE TYFE OF
MEASURING PROCECURE USED. (WD)
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CHAPTER 1

LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT, CULTURE, AND THE FROBLEM

There has recently been increased attention to the impor-
tance of oral languege development in the educative process of lower
class children, Verious terminology has been used to describe
these children; the two most common descriptive terms are Yculturally
deprived" and "educationally disadvaniaged," However, these terms
have connotations of infbriority. While this mey be true, we prefer
to use the term "culturally different," that is, coming from e
culture which is different from middle class, white, Anglo, Americen
culture., As will be seen in this chapter, the main difficulties in
educating these youngsters stem from the cheracteristics of the
culture in which they live. It is, therefore, felt better to use

this term to describe the children whom we are discussing.

For the most part, the children who attend echools which
are entitled to aid under Title I of the 1965 Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (hereefter referred to as Title I schools)
and those who attendad classes of Operation Head Start are from the
lower clesses and culturally different, The characteristics
discussed below are those which may be taken as describing the
Title I and Head Start children, The terms veulturally different"”
and "Title I and Head Start" children are therefore here used

interchangeably,




A number of recent studies havs focussed upon the dife
ferences in verbal ability betwsen these children and those from
edvantaged homes, as well as the reasons for these differences,
This chapter discusses some of these writings and the conclusions
which have besn reached in an soffort to present language ability

es an integral part of educating the culturally different child,

£ a n Child D opment
There has been recognition of the importance of language

in child development for a great many years, Beginning in 1900,
Georgs Herbert Mead (1934), the social psychologist, developed
the view, which has bacome the basis of much sociological and
psycholegicel thought today, that languege must develop before
the self cen, In his view, the kind of self whieh develsps 18 a
funetien, in pert, of the kind of language whieh hes develesed,
This is beesuse it is through language that we communiecste with
others, The self as a social being cannot develep without this

vital eommunication,

Howsver, as Mukerji and Robison (1966, p. 460) point out,
language has two functionst "as socisl communication as well as
an indispanseble tool for conceptuelization," How it is used is
explained by Hutt and Gibby (1959, p. 155) in discussing a ehild's

third year of lifes




Through increased locomotion he is able to get

about more actively and independently and to

explore the physical world around him, Through
language he can do much more, He learns to under-
stand the world of immediate experience inépany
different ways, for once he has words to ¢ nceptualize
these experiences he can begin to differentiate them
more effectively, to compare them, and even to
summarize and to integrate them, He can also extend
his world beyond thet of immediate expsriencs, He
uses words to remember past events and to anticipate
future ones, He learns to differentiate experiences
from within (emotions) from experiences from without
(external stimuli) in ever more reliable fashion, He
used language to express his needs and to control the
behavior of others, In these and other weys, language
becomes a means of extending himself in time and
space, and of enriching himself through direct parti-
cipation with cultural experiences that cen be shared
with others,

It is evident, therefore, that language development is essentiel
{n fulfilling tha potential of each individual, An excellent exemple
§s the case oi Helen Keller who, until she waes able to develop some
form of languege with which te communicate and canceptuslize, wes

entirely without a social being.

nce of u n_School

Obviously, what we have said up to now carries over to the
sghool environment, But a gond start in languege ability hes related
aspects as well, A child sterts school with a certain level of oral
langusge development, This becomes the basis for whatever he achieves,
He cannot learn to read without it, as explained by Striekland

(1955, p. 12)3




In reading....0ne must do four things, One must
recognize patterns of symbols as standing for certain
words, One must put meaning into the words and

blend the meaning of individual words into lerger
units of meaning, One must react so that there is
active interpretation of meaning, And one must
integrate the meaning, the vicarious experience, into
himself,

If a child is deficient in language, whatever he tries to
learn is affected, This is true because so much of the education
process is taught by the written word and whatever is not is
communicated verbally, The importance of language to learning is
shown by Ruddell's (1986, p., 495) statemsnt:

The research reviewed indicates that oral language

development serves as the underlying base for the

development of reading and writing achievement, The
child's ability to comprehend written material through
reading anc to express himsslf through written communi-
cation appuars directly related to his maturity in the
speaking and listening phases of languege development.

Thus, we can see that oral language is vital in the learning

process, specificelly within the school, We now turn our attention

to the culturally different child in particular,

Oral Language in Culturally Differsnt Children

It is common oererality that culturally different children
are non-verktai---they simply do not talk! Riessmen (1963, p. 6)
says, "everybody in the school system, at one time or another, has
heard that these chiidren are inarticulate, and nonverbal," How=

ever, as we will see, this appears to be an oversimplification,




Basil Bernstein, the British sociologist, has divided the
language of the different into two aspects (1959), He distinguishes
between "formal language," or that of the written book, and “public
lenguege,” or informel, everyday language. As Reissman (1963, p. 6)
points out, it is in the formal aspect of language that the
culturally different are deficient: "There is no question in my
mind that there is a deficit in formal language," however, he
goes on to say (1963, p, 6) that their "public" or informel
language sppears to be quite highly developed, "Aren't thess

children quite verbal === in out=of=school situastions, for example?"

What Reissman says is borne out by studies conducted by
Martin Deutsch,* With a technique developed to elicit spontaneous
expression, whereby a toy clown's nose lights up when the child
talks (about anything), Deutsch found much more verbal expression
in this situatinn, Other findings of these studies ares

1, Deprived children eppear to be poor in the use of
verbs, but much better with descriptive adjectives.

2. Deprived children seem to understand more language
than they speek (their "receptive" linguistic
ability is much better than their "axpressive"
language).

3, Deprived children demonstrate & surprising ability for
phantasy (as seen in the cloun situation),

4, Deprived children express themselves best in
spontaneous, unstructured situstions,

*rhis discussion is based upon that by Frank Reissman (1962,
pp. 76=77), The studius were carried out by the Institute for
Developmental Studies, Department of Psychiatry, New York Medicel
ollege.

"




Thus, it is pnssible that the oft-stated conclusion on the
verbal impoverishment of the child from the culturally de-
prived home is mcst striking when he is presented with
highly structured tesks, and that verbal enrichment
techniques, which take advantage of his fresr flow of
languege in m>.:e unstructured situetions, may help him to
meet his language and scholastic potential,

6
Deutsch concludes:
|
h
Because the culturally different child is verbal, however,
does not mean that it is a misconception that his language ability
is a great problem in the educatives process, for wa must remember

J that he is verbel in terms of informal language, but that the

school enviromment utilizes formal language, This becomes a great

disadvantage to the Title I children, Riessman (1962, p, 74) saya,

“the greatest blec« to the realization of the deprived individual's

| Sl §

creative potential sppears to be his verbal inadequacies." Again,

| SaMnettey |

he says later on (1962, p, 80) "despite verious sources of latent
creativity, underprivileged children eppare~tly do not realize

their potential because of formal languagsz deficiencies,"

Let us now turn to 2n exemination of how these language

deficiencies come about,

Environment and Lanquage Development
Hutt and Gibby (1959, p. 196) point out the importance of

environment to languages "It has become increasingly clear that

e

language development is greatly influenced, once a sufficient

L S |

|




degree of maturation hhs been attained, by a varisty of environ-
mental factors," These factors include the kind of experiences
the child has and the kind of language used in the family and by
the peer yroup, Since the environment is so different between
middle class and lower cless homes, it is important to consider

them with regerd to lenguage devslopment.

Middle Cless, Middle class iomes, which are for the most
pert culturally advantaged, are essentially verbal homes, Because
of the values of middle class culture, perents play a major role
in teaching their young, so that by the time they reach school age,
these children have achieved e relatively high level of languesge
ebility, Their parents talk to them, read to them, and in general
foster a verbal give and take which helps them to develop their
potentielities, Bloom, Davis and Hess (1965, n, 15) put it this ways

.vee.the child in many middle-class homes is qiven a

great deal of instruction about the world in which he
lives, to use language to fix aspects of thhs world in
his memory, and to think ebout similarities, differences,
and relationships in this very complex environment, Such
instruction is individual and is timed in rslation to the
experiences, actions, and questions of the child, Perents
meke greet efforts to motivate the child, to reward him,
and to reinforce desired responses, The child is read to,
spoken to, and is constantly subjected to a stimulating
set of experiences irn a very complex environment, In
short, r¢ "learns to learn" very early, He comes to view
the world as something he can master through a relatively
enjoyabls type of activity, a sort of game, which is
learning, In fact, much of the aporoval he gets is
because of his rapid and accurate response to this informal
instruction in the home,




Lower Class, The lower class culture, from which most
Title I and Head Start children come, works to thwart the develop=
ment so prevelant in middle class homes, Bloom, Devis end Hess
(1965, p. 15) show hows

While all of this is not absent in the culturally

deprived home, it does not play such a central role

in child rearing in such homes, The size of the

family, the concern of the parents with the basic

necessities of life, the low level of aducational

development of the perents, the frequent absence

of a male parent, and the lack of a great deal of

interaction between children and adulte all conspire

to reduce the stimulation, language development, and

intellectual development of such children,

How this operates with regard to language development is
evident, Lower class children are not rsed to, soO that their woeld
is not enlarned beyond their immediate surroundings., When they
speak to their parents, the response is likely to be a nod of the
head, or monosyllabic, Bloom, Davis and Hess (1985, pp. 70-71)
say that, "When language is used, it is likely to be terse snd net
necessarily gremmatically correct,” Much communication is non-

verbal, and the peer group becomes very importent in sociealization,

In addition to these linguistic problems of the culturelly

different, there are certain specific ones with regard to the two

ethnic minorities which somprise most of our Titls I end Head Start

pepulation, the Nagroes and the Mexican-Amaricans, These diffie

cuities ere discussed below,

T N Sy




and that their speech is like a separatc language because much of
their vocabulery is differsnt from that of the white children
(and, of course, the teachers,, A study by Thomas (1963) found
that "Negroes used fewer mature sentence types and made more
specific gremmatical errors" than lower class white children,

One can ses that the lower class Negre child is at a more of a

linguistic disadvantage than his white counterpart,

Mexican-Americans, The bilingual child of Mexican-American
heritage has an even more accentuated problem, Thers have been -

several studies on bilingualism, some of which indicate the presance

of what Tireman (1948) terms a "dual language handicep." Quoting
from an early study by Barke and Williams (1938):

The inference is that these bilingual children,
aged ten and a half years, and drawn from two
adjacent schools in a mining district, are unable
to do justice to themselves in either language.
Neither in their mother tongue nor in their
second language did they have a vocebulary equal
to that of the monoglot,

9
Neqroes, Although the language of lower class Negroes is
| basically English, it can be regarded as a separste dialect,
Several teachers in the Austin Title I schools have told this
* author that they cannot understand some of their Negro students,
|
:

Again, from enother ocerly study vy Welters (1935), "....ths simul-
taneous learning of two languages produces a mental sbfuscation or

tangling which impedes the lsarning of other subjects.”
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The dual language handicap idea is supported and expanded
by Manuel (1965, p,?)

Typically, the Spanishespeaking child has to learn
English as a second language and then to use this
second language in his school work while his out-
of-school language is mainly Spanisk, Thc rasult
for a large number of children is lack of sufficiant
mastery of any language, This makes learning mors
difficult and tends toward further isolation,

He further suggests (1965, p. 117) that whatever language difficulties

we have discussed with rcgard te English apply as well to these
children's learning of Spanish, Thus,

Generally spesking, their home language is a poor
grade of Spanish, Even the fund of ideas which

words express is limited, In their homes they lack
the opportunity and stimulus to develop the concepts
which other children normally develop, In school the
growth of ability in their mother tongue is arrested
by lack of instruction in the written forms of the
language, and the development of English is retarded
by the lack of sufficient contact with English,

It is clear that these children will experience difficulties in

echool,

The Problem
What this all means in terms of education is well summarized in the

following paragraphs by Bloom, Davis and Hess (1965, p. 71).

Thus, the deprived child enters school inadequately
prepared for the typical language tasks of the first
grade, The greatest handicap seems to be a leck of
femiliarity with the speech used by teachers and in-
sufficient practice in attending to prolonged speech
sequences,
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In the long run, the lenguage which the deprived child

has learned at heme is likely tc be inadequate as an

aid and tool in conceptualization, Furthermore,

language serves as a means of social distinctions which

cen limit opportunities for mobility,

The purposs of the present research is to expand our know=
ledge of the specific language difficulties of culturally different
children, One of the specific goals of the Head Start program
is to provide and encourage basic language skills so that these
youngsters will not be as handicapped when they begin schoel. Thus,
the study of oral language development in Head Start and Title I
children is useful in determining the effect upon later languege
ability of a preschool program aimed at improving, among other
things, language skills, In other words, we heve found from the
above discussion that oral languege development is important in
educating Title I and Head Start children, This study is conducteo
so that we may know specific language deficiencies and use this
knowledge in a training program to minimize these deficiencies and

increase the learning potential of these culturally different

children,
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CHAPTER 11

METHODS

The study of the oral language development of graduates of
the Head Stert Program in Austin is being conducted as part of the
evaluation of Title I of the Fsderal Elementary end Secondary
Education Act in the Austin Independent School District, This
chepter describes the methods and procedures used in measuring
the oral language development of the children perticipating in

these programs,

Development of the Instrument
In the proposal for Title I, it was indicated that an

attempt would be made to improve reading ability, At first it was
assumad that reading ability could be measured by using standard
reading tests, Houwsver, because of the specific languaege difficulties
of the culturally different populetion, it was felt ihat these
standard tests were unsatisfactory. Under the assumption that

reading ability is a function of oral languege ability, it was
decided to measure the oral language development of the Title I and

Head Start children,

A number of instruments measuring oral language development
were available, However, they had been developed for specific

purposes and to be administered and evaluated by experts in the

12
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field of oral language, It was decided not to use these instruments
for two reesons: (a) we hSed no oral language experts; and (b) we
wanted a2 more universal type of instrument rather than one related

to any one specific purpose,

The reading supervisors in the schools, who ere those most
concerned, were then asked to submit an informal list of items which
they felt were descriptive of oral language development--=for example,
pronunciation, enunciation, etc, These lists were then organized,
condsnsed, and coordinated into one tentative list of items which
was submitted agein to the reading supsrvisors for comments and
corrections, These were then refined into the fifteen item Oral
Language Developusnt Scale, which can be found at tha end of this
chapter, It turned out that eight of the items of the scale refer
to mechanicel aspects of orel leng:age, and seven refer to

exprassiveness.1

lTha items referring to mechanical aspects ares: accurate
pronunciation, clear enunciation, correct use of verbs, correct use
of proncuns, use of expressive vocabulary, appropriate use of* complate
sentences, uses msaningful inton=tion, uses adjectives meaningfully.
The expressive items aret spontaneous expression, expresses idsas
verbally with facility, speeks self-confidently, responds appropriately
to qusstioning, interacts verbally with members of the group,
expresses judgments and inferences verbally, and relates facts and
ideas logically,
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Procedure

Semple Selection, The counselor at esch of the Title I
school:.2 was contacted in the Fall of 1966 and asked tu select
one classroom teacher in eac!: grade.3 Each teacher was then
requested to select two of her better students, two poorer students,
and two in between, Generally, these selections were made on the
basis of the reading group to which they had been assigned. This

yielded a sample of 180 children==90 in grade 1 end 90 in grade 2.4

After the sample was selected, the names were matched against
the master lists of all Head Start participants in Austin in order
to determine which of the children were Head Start graduates, The
numbers and percentages of Head Start and Title I children in the

finel sample are given in Table A,

2There are 16 Title I schools in the Austin Independent School
District but two of them have only three grades each == one has grades
1-3 and the other grades 4=6, Since our study is concerned with grades
1 and 2 only, this limits the number of schools to 15, The criterion
for schools to be eligible for aid under Vitle I of the Elementery
and Secondary Education Act is that 85«90 per cent of the family
income of the student body must be under the poverty level of $3,000
per yeer,

3This was done for all six grades, However, for this study
only grades 1 and 2 were used,

4For the Fall testing, one school was excluded so that the
semple size was reduced by six in sach grade for a total number of
168, Some children were lost to the sample during the school yeer,
The final sample consisted of 154 children,
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Obtaining the Tepe Recurdings., The decision was made to
obtain semples of the children's speech on tspe racordings for two
major reasonst (a) with the use of tepes, an independent jucgment
could be obtained, for example, by the reading supsrvisors, and
others; and (b) the tepes offered some measure of standardization
of procedurs among the teachers, In both grades, there wes a totsl
of 60 teachers (30 classroom teachers and 30 reading teachers-=this
will be explained below) and the use of tapes, while not guarantesing

absolute control, offered them some guidelires,

The teachers were instructed to obtain samples of the
children's speech in a spontaneous, unrehearsed manner ranging
from one to five minutss in length, This was to be done in such
a way, wherever possible, that all items on the scale could be
evaluated, For example, the teachers were to ask questions so that
they could rate the child on the item, "Responds appropriately to
questioning," Most of the teachers had at least one practice
session with the tape recorder to acquaint themselves and the

children with its use,

Evalustion of Tapes., Once the tepes were obtained, each
classroom teacher listened to the tepe for her class and rated sach
child on the Oral Languages Development Scale. A second teacher,

usually the special reading teacher for that grade, then listened
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Teble A, Numbers and Percentages of Head Start and Title I Children,
Grades 1 and 2, 14 Title I Elementary Schools, Spring, 1967
Final Sample

Head Start Title I Total
## 74 # % # %
i Grade 1 25 31,2 5 68,8 80 100,0
High achievement 5 19,2 21 80,8 26 100,0
Mmiddle achievement 13 46,4 15 53,6 28 100,0
Low achievement 7 26,9 19 73,1 26 100,0
{
Grade 2 24 32,4 50 67.6 74 100,0 i
High achievemsnt 8 30,8 18 69,2 25 100,0
Middle achievement B 29,6 19 72,4 27 10,0

Low achisvement 8 38.1 13 61,9 21 160,0
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to the seme tepe and rated eech child independently of the first
teacher, Thus, there are two separate ratings on each item for

each child,

Repatition in Sprina, The teachers followed the same
procedures with the same children in ottaining tape recordings and
evaluating them in the Spring of 1967, This would allow an evalua-
tion of the influence of school upon the oral lsnguage development
of deed Stert and Title I children, As yet, only the results of
the Fall testing have baen tebulated ard thus only these first

results are presanted in this report,

Stgtietizad luelysiz

Teacher Ag:sement, In order to determine the degree of
agresmen: between the two groups of rating teachers, a measure
of the degree of association between their ratings (coefficients

of correlation) are being computed for all subjects in the sampls,

Computation of Mean Scorss. Mean, or everags, SCOres are
computed for each of the fifteen items and total scele scores for
each group of rating teachers, These means are computed for each

subgroup in the semple es follouws?
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I. Grade 1

A, Head Start
1, High achievement students
2, Middle achievement students
3, Low achievement students

B, Title !
1, High achievement students
2, Middle achievement students
3., Low achievement students

11, Grade 2
A, Head Stert
1, High echievement students
2, Middle achievement students
3., Low achievement students
B, Title I
1, High achievement students

2, Middle achievement students
3, Low achisvement students

Statistical Significance, Because the data for this
investigation were based upon a sample of student ratings and not
the ratings of sll students in the schools studied, some account
had to be taken of the possibility that our results might have been
different with different students, This was done by spplying tests
of statistical significance to our findings, By means of these
tests (specificeally, the "t-test" for differences betwesn means),
the probability was determined that any differences found might
have bean a "chance" occurrence (that is, a result of variations
due tv sampling rather than e difference connected with the operea=
tion of the veriesbles under study), Fur example, if a difference
of 0.5 were found between the average scores of two subgroups on

a given item, the likelihood that this is a chance occurrence
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could be determined, If the likelihood were .1, the chences would
be 1 in 10 that the difference might occur by chance and, conversely,
9 in 10 that the difference would be related to the factors being

investigated,*

Taests for tha statistical significance of the differences
between two means were performed on item scores and total scele
scores for the following subgroups in each grades

Head Stert and Title I mesns, high achievement students
Head Start and Title I means, middle achisvement students
Head Start and Title I means, low achievement students
High end low achievement means, Head Start students

High and low achievement means, Title I students

NN
.

This will be repeated with the results of the Spring testing, In

eddition, computations will be made on the differences between the
Fall and Spring results for each subgroup to determine whether any

specific subgroups have changed significently over time,

The next cheptsr presents the results of the Fali, 1966

testing,

#This does not imply causaljty but does imply a relationship,




Date School

Student Grade

Reting Teacher (Please check): Classroom Title I (or other 2nd
teacher)

Reading Group Assignment (Please check): Top___ Middle Low

ORAL LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT SCALE

Each of the following statements describes a characteristic
of oral language development, Please identify your rating of each
aspect of the student's language performance in terms of the scale
below, In the space provided to the left of each item write the
number associated with the statement most descriptive of your judg-
ment, .Judgments are to be based on the typical performance expected
for the child's chronological age.

= Inferior

- Below average

Typical or averege for age group
. = Above average

o = Superior

(.nh.blNl—‘
]

Accurate pronunciation

Clear enunciation

[

Spontaneous expression

Correct use of verbs

Correct use of pronouns

UL

Use of expressive vocabulary

Appropriate use of complete sentences

L

Expresses ideas verbally with facility

Speaks self-confidently

L

Responds appropriately to questioning

Q
)

|a~




——-—-11.
12,

13,

15,

E!

Uses meaningful intonation

Interacts verbally with members of group
Expressas judgments and inferences verbally
Uses adjectives meaningfully

Relates facts end ideas logically

21
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CHAPTER I1I

RESULTS

Initial Testing, Fall, 1966

Overall Oral Lanquage Ability

Each item on the fifteen item scale measuring oral language

development was rated as follows:

Inferior
Below Average
Average

Above Average

a &~ B N -

Superior

Thus, an individual rated "inferior" received a score of 1, “"below

average" a score of 2, and so on.

In examining Tables 1-10, it is evident that none of these
students, not even the better reading students, were rated "above
average" (3.5 is the highest score received) on any aspect of oral
language ability. Most of the students have been rated "below
average" in both the first and second grades on many aspects. It
is therefore important to remember that regardless of the differences
that show up between the Head Start and Title I students they are,
for the most part, children who are culturally deprived, and who do

not meet the standards of most middle class children in the area

of oral language skills.

22
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Grede 1, Hsad Start vs, 7itle I
Examination of Tables 1-3 reveals that in the first grade

there are few statistically significant differences between the
Head Start students and Title I (excluding Head Start) students.

In the high reeding group (Table I), there ars only two items which
show significant differences, in the middle reading group (Table 2),
only one, end in the low reading gzoup (Table 3), none, Only one
of the two groups of rating teachersl finds these differences.z

In all three instances of significant differesnces, the Title I
students are rated higher than the Head Start studsnis, Mereover,
the differences that do cccur do not appear in any one area of arel
language, either mechanics or expressiveness, There appears, on
the basis of these findings, tc be very little difference between

Head Start and Titls I students in the first grade,

lHeraaFter, when we say first or second rating teacher, we
are referring to the first or ssecnd arcunsg of rating teachers.

2When the two aqroups of teachers do not agrse on sither the
number of items or the specific items which show signifiezni differ-
ences, the question arises as to which set of findings, if any, ws
are to take as meaningful, or whether tc consider the finding of any
significant diffsrences as meaningful no matter who did tha scoring,
Of course, the results are considered the most meeningful in thoss
cases in which both groups of teachers agrssd on the dif'ferences,

AR 4 Bihitaiaheiniesiite inadithasieaaiate o askel
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Teble 1. High Reading Group, Grade 1, Mean Scores of Head Start
and Title 1 Students and Levels of Significence of Differences
Botween Means, Initial Testing

1st Teacher 2nd Teacher _____
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Developmunt Scale Head Stert Title ! p* Head Start Title I p*
Accurate
Pronounciation 3.0 2,8 ) 2,5 2.8 ol
} Cleer Enunciation 2,7 2,9 ol 2,5 2,8 3
Spontaneous
E Expression 2.8 3.3 3 2.8 3,0 o7
3
Correct Use of
Verbs 2,3 <o ol 2,7 2.9 ol
Correct Use of
Pronouns —eB 3.1 o4 2,8 2,9 .8
Expressive
Vocebulary 2.8 3.4 o2 2,8 2,9 o9
Appropriate Use of
Complete Sentences 2,3 362 o 0D ** 2,3 2,9 02
Expresses Ildeas
Verbally with
Facility 2,8 3.3 o2 2.7 3,0 .6
Speaks Self
Confidently 3.0 363 oS 2,8 3.2 4
Responds Appropriately
to Questioning 3,2 3.5 o4 2,7 3,5 ol
Uses Meaningful

hbaditail [

Intonation 2.5 3.0 3 2,2 2.8 3

Interacts Verbally
With Group 2.8 3.4 o Ol ¥¥ 3.0 3.1 .8

Expresses Judgments
& Inferences Verbelly 3,2 3.4 o6 2,8 2,7 o8




Table 1 (Continued)
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1st Teacher

2nd Teacher

Oral Lanquage Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Head Start Title 1 p*

Mean Score Mean Score
Head Start Title 1 p*

Uses Adjectives

Meaningfully 2,8 3,0 o6
Relates Facts &

Ideas Logically 3.2 3,5 «3
7otal Scale Score 42,5 48,3 i

2,7 2,9 o7
3.0 2,8 o6
41,0 44,1 D

P = Probability of chance orcurrence of the difference between the two
means, The smaller the probability, the less likelihood the differance

occurs by chancs,

**  Difference statisticelly significant,
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Teble 2, Middle Reading Group, Grade 1. Mean Scores of Head Start
and Title I Students and Levsls of Significance of Differences
Between Means, Initial Testinag,

lst Tsacher 2nd Teacher_
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score

Development Scale Head Start  Title I P _ Head Start Title I p

Accurate
Pronounciation 2,7 2.7 - 2.3 2.5 .4

Clear Enunciation 2,4 2,7 2 2.4 2,5 ol

Spontaneous
Expression 2.9 2,7 oD 2,5 2,8 e

Correct Use of
Veros

N
L
N

(8))

4 2.3 ol

Correct Use of
Pronouns 2,2 2,5 «J 2,3 2,7 o2

Expressive
Vocabulary 2,7 2,7 - 2,5 2,5 -

Complete
Sentences 2,3 2.5 N 2,3 2,6 .4

Expresses ldeas
Verbally with

Facility 2,5 2, 2,5 3.0 ol

-3
®
F -

Speaks Self=
Confidently 3,0 2,6 o2 2,8 2,5 e

Responds to
Questioning 3.0 2,9 .8 2,8 3.0 .4

Meaningful
Intonat ion 2.8 2,7 .B 2,2 2,9 JOL*

Interacts Verbally
With Group 3.0 2,8 0 2,7 2,8 o7

Expresses Judgments
& Inferences Verbally 2,6 2,7 ol 2,5 2,7 o5

T ewmmenT T T N T eeadded $Z]0 2 W NS 0 NIRRT SRR R T TR s e
T ITENTI =
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Table 2 (Continued)

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score

Development Scale Head Start Title 1 P Head Start Title I P

Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 2,3 2,5 o4 2,2 2,6 o2

Relates Facts &
Ideas.lLogically 2.8 2,8 - 2,7 2,7 -

Total Scale Score 39,4 40,0 9 37,0 40,0 3
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Table 3. Low Reading Group, Grade 1, Mean Scores of Head Start and
Title I Students and Levels of Significance of Differences
between Means, Initial Testing

lst Teacher 2nd_Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score

Development Scaile Head Start Title I P Head Start Title I p

Accurate

Pronounciation 1,7 2,0 o5 1.9 1,9 -
Clear Enunciation 1,6 2,0 oJ 1.9 1.9 -
Spontaneous

CXpLessicn 2.6 2.2 .4 2.6 2,4 oH
Correct Use

Of Verbs 1,9 1,9 - 2,0 1.9 .8
Correct Use of

Pronouns 1,7 2,0 o4 2,3 1,9 )
Expressive

Vocebulary 2,1 2,0 .8 2,1 2,1 -
Complete

Sentencss 2,0 2,0 - 2,1 2,0 .B
Expresses ldeas

Verbally with

Facility 1.9 1.9 - 2,1 2,0 o9
Speeks self=

Confidantly 2,4 2,2 ol 2,6 2,3 o5
Responds to

Questioning 1.9 2,3 ] 2,4 2,4 -
Meaningful

Intonation 2.1 2,0 .8 2.4 2,0 )
Interacts Verbally

with Group 2,3 2,4 .9 2,5 2,5 -

Expresses Judgments
& Inferences Verbally 1.9 2,2 o4 2,4 2.1 .4
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lst Teachsr 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score

Devel opment Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start Title I P

Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 1.9 1.9 - 2,0 1.9 .8

Relates Facts &
Ideas Logically 1,7 2,1 o4 2,1 2,0 .8

Total Scale Score 29,6 30,8 .8 33,4 31.1 .6
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Grade 1, High vs. Low,> Head Stert and Title I

Head Stert

Table 4 shows the comparison batwesn the high and low reading
groups for the Head Start students only, The first rating teacher
scored eight items and total scale scores with significant differences,
Four of these items referrsd to mechanics and four t. expressiveness,
The second rating teacher scored only one item with significant
differences. This item referred to expressiveness and was one of
those in which the first teacher also found significant differences,
Thus, it is difficult to drew any definite conclusions. Depending upon
which rating teacher one stresses, there may be some differences in
overall lanquege eability between the students with better reading

skills and those with poorer skills among the Head Start group,

Title I
Table 5 shows the comparison between the high and low reading

groups for the Title I students only, Here both rating teachers agree
in ell ceses, Significant differsnces are found on all items and on
tote! scale scores, Therefore, we can say with some confidence that
among the Title I students thers is a clear-cut difference in over-
all language ability betwssn the better reading students and the

poorer ones,

3In all of these hich vs, low comparisons, and in the second
grade as wsll, the high reading group scored higher than the low
reading group,
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lh Table 4. Hsx Start Students, Grade 1. Mean Scores of High and Low
Reading Groups and Levels of Significance of Differences
between Means, Initial Testing
1st Teacher 2nd Teacher __
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Scors Mean Score
Development Scale High Low P High Low P
Accurate
Pronounciation 3.0 1,7  0O1* 2,5 1.9 o2
Ciear
Enunciation 2,7 1,6 ,02* 2,5 1.9 o2
Spontaneous
Expression 2,8 2,6 L7 2,8 2,6 N}
Correct Use of
Verbs 2.3 1,9 .3 2,7 2,0 ol
Correct Use of
Pronouns 2,8 1,7 ,00L* 2,8 2,3 o2
Expressive
Vocabulary 2.8 2,1 .2 2,8 2,1 o2
Complete
Sentences 2,3 2,0 .5 2,3 2,1 ol
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 2,3 1,9 ,05* 2,7 2,1 o3
Speaks Self=
Confidently 3,0 2,4 .3 2,8 2,6 ol
Responds to
Quest ioning 3.2 1,9 ,01* 2,7 2.4 o6
Meaningful
| Intonation 2,5 2,1 .3 2,2 2.4 o7
a Interacts Verbally
With Group 2,8 2,3 .3 3,0 2,5 .4

Expresses Judgments
- ¢ Inferences Verbally 3,2 1.9 ,O1* 2,8 2.4 o2
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Tabla 4 (Continued)

ist Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mear Score
Development Scale High Low p High Low p
Uses Aujectives
Meaningfully 2.8 19 J02Z* 2,7 2,0 Y
Relates Facts and
Ideas Logically 3.2 1,7 JOL¥ 3.0 2.1 .05*%
Total Scale Score 42,5 29,6 JO1* 41,0 33.4 el

*Difference Statistically Significant
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Table 5, Title I Students, Grede 1, Mean Scores of High and Low
Reading Groups and Levels of Significance of Differences
between Means, Initial Testing

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale High Low P High Low P
Accurate
Pronounciation 2.8 2,0 JO1¥ 2,8 1,9 ~J01*
Clear
£nunciation 2,9 2,0 JOLl* 2,8 1.9 .001*
Spontaneous
Expression 3.3 2,2 ,001* 3,0 2,4 ,05%
Correct Use of
Verbs 3,0 1.9 .00L* 2,9 1.9 .001%
Correct Use of
Pronouns 3.1 2,0 J001* 2,9 1.9 ,001%
Expressive
Vocabulary 3,4 2,0 ,00L* 2,9 2,1 ,02*%
Complete
Sentences 3.2 2,0 ,001* 2,9 2,0 JO1*
Expresses ldeas Verb~
ally With Facility 3,3 1.9 ,001* 3.0 2,0 JOL*
Speaks Self=
Confidently 3.3 2,2 ,001* 3.2 2,3 JOL*
Responds to
Questioning 3,5 2,3 .,001L* 3,5 2,4 ,AG1*
Meaningful
Intonation 3.0 2.0 ,001* 2,8 2.0 LOL*
Interacts Verbally
With Group J.,4 2,4 L00L1* 3,1 2,5 ,02%

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 3,4 2,2 ,00L* 2,7 2,1 . 05*




Table 5 (Continued)
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1st Teacher

2nd Teacher

Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale High Low P High Low P

Uses Adjectives

Meaningfully 3,0 1.9 , 001 * 2,9 1.9 o 001*
Relates Facts &

Ideas Logically 3,5 2,1 .001* 2,8 2,0 JOL*
Total Scale Score 48,3 30,8 . 001 * 44,1 31,1 o 001*

*Difference statistically significant
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Srade 2, Head Start vs. Titla I

Examination of Tables 6-8 roveals a different picture in
considering the Head Start vs. Title I students in the second
grade, In the high reading group (Table &), there were no signif=
icant differences. In the middle reading group (Table 7), the
first rating teacher scored seven items and the total scale score
with significant differences, and the second rating teacher scored
eight items and total scale score with significant differences.
Agreement between the teachers occurred on three items and total
scores, In all instances of significant differences the Head Star.
students were rated higher than the Title I students (as opposec to
the situation in the first grade), Of the items with differences
found by the first teacher, one referred to mechanics and six to
expressiveness; of those found by the second teacher, three referred
to mechanics and five to expressiveness, [All three items on which

both teachers agreed referred to expressiveness.

In the low reading group (Table B8), the first rating teacher
scored one item and the second rating teacher scored eight items
with significant differences., The itam in which the first teecher
found differences referred to expressiveness and was one of thoss
in which the second teacher also found differances, Of the items

with differences found by the second teacher, three referred to

mechanics and five to expressiveness,

ey o
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Table 6, High Reading Group, Grade 2. Mean Scores of Head Start and
TJitle I Students and Levels of Significance of Differences

between Means, Initial Testing

bl anad

|

]

E .

: 1st Teacher 2nd Teacher

E Oral Lanquage Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score

: Development Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start itle 1 P

% Accurate

; Pranunciation 3.0 2,7 3 2.9 2,9 -

|

| Clear

§ Enunciation 2.6 2,7 .B 2.8 2,7 .9

! Spentaneous

' Expression 3.3 3,1 .6 3,1 3.1 -
Correct Use of
Verbs 3.0 2.8 .6 2.9 2,9 -
Correct Use of
Pronouns 2.9 3,1 .4 2.9 3.0 .8
Expressive
Vocabulary 3.1 3,0 .8 2,9 2,9 -
Complete
Sentences 3.1 % 16! S 2,9 2.9 -

Expresses Ideas Verb=-

Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.3 3,3 - 345 3,4 .8

l ally with Facility 3,1 2,9 oD 3.3 3.1 o6
Speaks Self-
l Confidently 3,3 3.2 .8 3,0 3.4 03
Responds to
Questioning 3,3 3.3 - 3.1 J.4 e
] Meaningful
Intonation 3.0 2,7 4 2,5 2,7 o6

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 3,3 3.1 o5 3.3 2.9 .4

A |
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Table 6 (Continued)

lst Teacher 2n__Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Maan Score Mean Score
Development Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start Title I P

Ideas Logically 3.3 3.3 - 3.3 3.5 o6

Total Scale Score 46,1 45,6 9 45,5 45,8 1.0

l Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 2,8 2,8 - 3,0 3,0 -
Relates Facts &
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Table 7. Middle Reading Group, Grade 2, Mean Scores of Head Start and
Title I Students and Levels of Significance of Differences
between Means, Initial Testing,

lst Tgacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Lanquage Mean Score Mean Score Mean Scors fMean Score

< Nevslopment Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start Title 1 P

Accurate

Pronunciation 2,6 2.4 o5 3,0 2,4 ol
Clear

Enunciation 2.6 2.4 oD 3.0 2,5 ,05*
Spontaneous

Expression 3.4 2.8 c02% 3.4 2,3 JO1*

Correct Use of

Verbs 2,8 2,5 o2 2,8 2,3 05*
Corract Use of

Pronouns 3.0 2.5 ,05*% rN: 2,4 3
Expressive

Vocabulary 3.3 2,7 .05% 3,1 2,4 02%
Complete

Sentences 2,9 2,6 o4 2,9 2,3 .05*%
Expresses Ideas Verb-

ally with Facility 3,4 2,6 JO1% 3,1 2,7 o2
Speaks Self-

Confidently 3.4 2,7 .05* 2,9 2,6 A4
Responds to

Questioning 3.3 2,9 .05* 3.3 3,0 o2
Meaningful

Intonation 3.1 2,8 o3 3.1 2,5 ol

Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.1 2,7 o2 3.3 2,6 . 05%

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 3,4 2,5 JOl* 3,3 2,5 ,02*




Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 2,6 2,5 B 2,9 2,4 .

Relates Facts and
Ideas Logically 3,3 2,8 ol 3.3 2,6 . 05%

Total Scale Score 46,0 39.2 J02% 45,9 37,2 JO2%

*Difference Statistically Significant

39
Table 7 (Continued)
lst Teacher 2nd__Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Head Start Title I P _ Head Start Title I P
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Table 8, Low Reading Group, Grade 2. Mean Scores of Head Start and
Title I Students and Levels c© Significance of Differences
between Means, Initial Testing,

1st Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score MlMean Score Mean Score Mean Score

Development Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start Title 1 P

Accurate

Pronunciation 2.3 2.1 .0 2,6 2,1 o2
Clear

Enunciation 2,4 2.1 3 2,8 2.3 o3
Spontaneous

Expression 2.8 2.6 .6 3.1 2,2 ,05*
Correct Use of

Verbs 2.6 2.3 A 2.7 2.1 o2
Correct Use of

Pronouns 2.8 2.4 o3 2.8 2.1 ,05%
Cxprasscive

Vocabulary 2,7 2.3 o3 2.8 2,1 ol
Complete

Sentences 2,3 2.4 .8 2.8 1.9 J05*

Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 2.4 2,3 .8 2,9 2,0 .05*

Speaks Self-

Confidently 2,7 2.5 6 3.0 2,3 o2
Responds to
Questioning 2.8 2.5 4 3,1 2,6 .1
Meaningful
Intonation 2,7 2,3 o3 2.8 2,1 o2

i1t |

Interacts Verbally
{ with Group 3.0 2,3 ,05* 3,2 2,7 02*

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 2.6 Z.,4 .6 3.1 2,1 JOl1¥
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Table 8 (Continued)

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score

Development Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start  Title I P

Uses Adjectives

Meaningfully 2,4 2,1 ] 2,8 1,9 02%
Relates Facts ¢

Ideas Logically 2,7 2,6 .8 3.1 2.3 .05*
Total Scale Score 39,1 55,1 .4 39,3 32,7 o2

*Difference Statistically Significant
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It appears, therefore, that some differences are beginning
to show up between the Head Start and Title I students, but that
these differences lie mostly in the area of expressiveness, The
differences are sharpest, moreover, within the middle reading
group and less clear-cut in the low reading group. The top reading

group is not affected at all,

Grade 2, High v Low,. Head Start and Ti

Head Start

P

Table 9 shows the comparison between the high and low reeding
groups for the Head Start students only, Here, only the first rating
teacher found two items with significant differences and total scele
scoras, Both itsme referred to mechanics, Thus, there was less

differsnce here than in the first grade between the better end poorer

reading students,

Title I

Table 10 shows the comparison between the hich and low reading
groups for the Title I students only, The first rating teacher found
significant differences in total scale scores and on twelve items,
five of which referred to mechanics and seven to expressivensss.

The second rating tsacher found differences in total scale scores

and on thirteen itams, five of which referred to mechanics and eight

to expressiveness, The two teachers agreed on eleven items,
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Table 9. Head Start Students, Grade 2, Mean Scorgs of High and Low

Reuding Groups ard Levels of Significance of Differences

between Means, Initial Testing,

1st Teacher _2nd_Teacher

Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Develooment Scale High Low P High _Low P
Accurate
Pronunciation 3.0 2.3 02* 2,9 2,6 5
Clear
Enunciation 2,6 2.4 o5 2.8 2,8 -
Spontareous

Expression 3.3 2,8 o2 3,1 3,1 -
Correct Use of
Verbs 3.0 2.6 o3 2,9 2.7 o7
Correct Use of
Pronouns 2,9 2,8 o7 2.9 2.8 8
Expressive
Vocabulary 3,1 2,7 o3 2.9 2.8 9
Complete
Sentences 3.1 2.3 L05* 2,9 2.8 9
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 3.1 2,4 o1 3.3 2.9 .}
Speaks Self-
Confidertly 3.3 2,7 o2 3,0 3.0 -
Responds to
Questioning 3.3 2.8 o1 3.1 3.1 -
Meaningful
Intonation 3.0 2,7 o5 2.9 2.8 .9
Interacts Verbaily
with Group : 3.3 5,0 .4 3.5 3.2 » 3

P“
Expresses Judgments &

B inferences Verbally 3.3 2.6 . 3.3 3.1 5




44

Table 9 (Continued)

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mear Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Develocnent Scale High Low p High Low p ’
Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 2,8 2.4 o3 3.0 2.8 N
helates Facts &
Tde-s Logically 3.3 2.7 o2 3.3 3.1 6 3
lotal Scale Score 46,1 39,1 J05* 45,5 39,3 o2

*Difforence Statistically Significant




45

Table 18, Title I Students, Grade 2, Mean Scores of High and Low
Reading Groups and Levels of Significance of Differences
between Means, Initial Testing

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Ural Language Mean Score Mean Scors Mean Score Mean Score
Developnent Scale High Low P High _Low P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2,7 2,1 .05* 2,9 2,1 JO5*
Clear
Enunciation 2,7 2,1 JU5% 2,7 2.3 3
Spontaneous
Expression 3.1 2,6 ol 3.1 2.2 05*%
Correct Use of
Varbs 2,8 2,3 ol 2,9 2,1 05%
Correct Use of
Pronouns 3,1 2.4 JOL* 3.0 2.1 .001*
Expressive
Vocabulary 3.0 2,3 5% 2,9 2,1 J05%
Complete
Sentences 3.3 2,4 .001* 2.9 1.9 JOL*
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 2,9 2,3 05*% 3.1 2,0 JOOL*
Speaks Self-
Coniidently 3.2 2.5 .05% 3,4 2,3 JO1*
Responds to
Juestioning 3,3 2,5 ) Ry 3.4 2.5 +01%
Meaningful
Intonation 2,7 2.3 o2 2.7 2,1 ol
Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.3 2,3 ,001* 3.4 2,7 JO1*

9

Expresses .Judgments &
Infarences Verbally 3.1 2.4 5% 2,9 2,1 JO1*
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jable 1U {(Continued)

lst Teacher . Z2nd Teacher
Oral Language igan Score [Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scals digh __Low s High Low P
Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 2.8 2,1 .05* 3.0 1.9 ,001* 3
Relates Facts &
Idess Logicelly 3,3 2,6 .001* 3.5 2,3 .001%
Total Scele Score 45,6 35,1 OL1* 45,8 32,7 JO1*

*Difference Statistically Significant
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Therefore, although slightly less so than in the first grade, we
still found definite differences in language ability between the

better reading students and the poorer ones in the Title I group,

Summary and Conclusions
While there is little difference in the overall average

scores betwsen the Head Stert and Title I students in the first
grade, the Head Start group is more homogeneous in their language
ability than the Title I students, regardless of their reading group
assignments, Furthermore, this appears to be true of all aspecte
cf oral languege development, since the differences which occur in
both the Head Stert and Title I groups are divided evenly betwsen

the mechenical and expressive items on the scale,

In the second grade there is even more homogeneity among
the Head Stert students, while thers still exist definite differences
between better and poorer students in the Title I group, When we
consider that the Head Start students were rated significantly
higher on several items than the Title I students, we begin to
see an improvement in the quality of verbal skills among those who
heve perticipated in the Head Start program. We must remember two
points, thought (1) the superior performance among Head Start
students has more to do with the expressivenass nf thsse students

than with the mechanicel aspects of language ability, 1n other
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words, they seem to be expressing themselves more, but there is less
difference in how well they do it; (2) this superior performance in
expressiveness shows up among the middle and, to a lesser extent,
the poorer students, not among the better students who have a

relatively high level of cral language development to begin with,

On the basis of these findings, there appears to be a rela=
tionship between the Head Start program and the ability to express
themselves of those participating children who would be assumed to
heve a relatively pcor psrformance otherwise, This reletionship is
more evident ir the second grade than in the irst, If these con=
clusions are accurate, we sxpect them to be borne out by the

results of the final testing in the Sprinag, 1967,

FINAL. TESTING. SPRING, 1967

Correlation Between Teacher Ratinas
2ero-order correlations were tabulated for the post-test
ratings betwssn teachers on each of the 472 subjects in the total
sample, grades one through six, Space does not permit presenting
all of the results hece, However, all of these coefficients of
correlation were sxtremely high, There were none below ,99, Thus,

there was a high degrce of agreemant between two teachers when rating

a given child in the sample,
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Table 11. High Reading Group, ~cade 1. Msan Scores of Head Start
and Title I Students and Levels of Significance of
Dif ferences Between Means, Final Testing.

__1st Teacher 2nd_Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score f'ean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Head Stapt Title I P Head Start Title I p
Accurata
Pronunciatioii 2.6 3.4 .05% 2.8 3.5 o3
Clear
Enunciation 2.4 3,3 .06 2.8 3,2 N
Spontaneous
Expression 2.9 3.6 ol 3.2 3.7 o3
Correct Use of
Verbs 2.6 3.5 .03* 3.0 3.1 o7
Correct Use of
Pronouns 2.8 3.7 ,005* 3,2 3.1 .8
Expressive
Vocabulary 3.0 3.8 07 3.2 3.6 o7
Complete
Sentences 3.0 3.7 ol 3.2 3.1 o9
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 2.8 3.7 .06 3.2 3.5 o6
r Speaks Self-
| Confidently 2.8 3.8 .05 3.4 3.7 W5
,
: Responds to
! Questioning 3.4 3.8 .6 3.8 3.6 .6
% Meaningful
Intonation 2,8 3.6 ol 3.0 3.5 o2
Interacts Verbally
withk Group 3.0 3.5 o2 2,6 3.4 o2

Expresses Judgments &

Inferences Verbally 2.8 3.

-]

.06 3.2 3.5 S
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Tasle 11 (Continued)

1st Teacher 2nd Teacher

Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean %core
Development Szale Head Start Title 1 P MHead Start Title I P
Uses Adjectivas

Meaningfully 2,8 3.4 o2 3,0 3,4 ol
Ralates Facts <

Ideas Logically 3,0 3.8 04* 3.4 3.3 .9
Total Scale Score 42,6 54,2 L02% 47,0 51.2 o6

*Difference Stetistically Significant
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Table 12, iliddie Reading Group, Grades ', Msan Sco

and Title I Students and Levels of Significance of
Differences Between Means, Final Tasting,
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l1st Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral l.anguage Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start Title I P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2.8 2,9 9 2,9 2,8 o6
Clear
Enunciation 3.1 2,6 ol 2,9 2,5 .05*
Spontaneous
Expression 3,2 3.1 o9 3.1 2,5 o3
Correct Use of
Verbs 2,8 3,0 o6 2,9 2,4 JOLl*
Correct Use of
Pronouns 3,1 2.8 o2 3,0 2,5 J04%
Expressive
Vocabulary 3,2 3,0 o6 3.2 2,6 JO1*
Complete
Sentences 3.1 3.2 o6 3,0 2,5 JO3*
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 3.1 3,0 8 3.0 2,7 .06
Spoaks Self -
Confidently 3.3 2,9 ol 3,8 2,8 9
Responds to
Questioning 3.3 3.1 o6 3.2 2,9 .05*
Meaningful
Intonation 3.1 3.0 o7 3,0 2,7 ol
Interacts Verbally
with Group 3,5 3.0 04* 2.9 2.5 o3
Expresses Judgments &
Inferences 'Yerbally 3.3 2,9 ol 3,1 2.5 J00L*
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(Table 12 (Continued)
_1st Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
DCevelopment Scale High Low P High _Low P
Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 3.0 2,7 o2 2,9 2,4 .003*
Relates Facts &
Ideas Logically 3.6 2.7 J02* 3.2 2,6 02*
Total Scale Score 46,2 43,7 o6 45,2 39,3 .001*

*Difference Statistically Significant
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Table 13, Low Reading Group, Grade 1, Mean Scores of Head Start
and Title I Students and Levels of Significance of
Differences Between Means, Final Testing.

____1st Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Meen Score
Development Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start Title I P

Accurate

Pronunciation 2,6 2,4 N 2,3 2,3 .9
Clear

Enunciation 2,4 2,4 - 2,1 2,4 6
Spontansous

Expression 2,6 2,6 9 2,6 2,6 9
Correct Use of

Verbs 2,4 2,3 o7 2,6 2,2 o2
Correct Use of

Pronouns 2.4 2.4 .8 2,6 2,5 .8
Expressive

Vocabulary 2,6 2,5 .9 2,3 2,5 o6
Complete

Sentences 2,3 2,4 .8 2.0 2,3 o3
Expresses Ideas Verb-

ally with Facility 2,3 2,2 .8 2,3 2,5 N
Speaks Self-

Confidently 2.7 2.4 .6 2,7 2,5 6
Responds to

Questioning 2,7 2.5 o7 2,6 2,6 .8
Meaningful

Intonation 2.9 2,6 .6 2.6 2.7 o7

Interacts Verbally
with Group 2.9 2,7 .6 2,4 2.7 oD

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbzlly 2,3

N
°
()
®
O

2.4 2.5 9
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Table 13 (Continued)

1st Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start Title 1 P
Jses Adjectives
Meaningfully 2,3 2.4 6 2.3 2,3 .9
Relates Facts &
Ideas Logically 2,3 2.5 6 2,4 2,6 .5

Total Scale Score 37,6 36,6 .8 36,1 37.2 .8
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Crade_l, Head Start vs. Title I

Examination of Tables 11-13 reveals some significent dif-
ferences between Head Start and Title I students. In the high reeading
group, there were five items and total score with significant dif-
ferances found by one group of rating teachers. On all of these
items the Title I students were rated higher than the Head Start
students, Three of the items had to do with mechanical aspects of
oral language development and two were related to sxpressive aspects,
In the middle reading group, one group of teachers found two items
(both relating to expressiveness) and the second group of teachers
found nine items and total scors with significant differences, with
agreement between teachers on one item, In all cases of significant
differences, the Head Start students were rated higher than the Title
I students. Of the nine items with significant differences as rated
by the second teacher, six had to do with mechanics and three had to
do with expressiveness, In the low reading group there were no
significant differences. Thus there had been soms improvement in
the high and middle reading groups. In the high group, the Title 1
students did better than the Head Start students, and this sppeared
in both mecharical and expressive aspects. Among the middle group,
the Head Start students were rated significantly highser on several

items, but most of these differences were in mechanical aspects,
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FINAL REPORT ON HEAD START EVALUATION AND RESEAKRCH--1966-67
TO THE INSTITUTE FOR EDUCATIONAL BEVELOPMENT. SECTION IV, AN
EXPLORATORY STUBY OF ORAL LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT AMONKG
CULTURALLY DIFFERENT CHILDREN.

BY- HUBBARD, JAMES L. ZARATE; LEONORE T.

TEXAS UNIV., AUSTIN,CHILD DEVELOP.EVAL.AM, €E€S.CTR

REPORT NUMBER IED-66-1 PUB DATE 31 AUG 67
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.50 HC-$4.28 105P.

CESCRIFTORS- *LANGUAGE CEVELOFHENT) ORAL EXPRESSION, *VERBAL
ABILITY, CULTURALLY DISADVANTAGED, PRIMARY GRACES,
*COMPENSATORY ECUCATION PROGRAMS, RATING SCALES, READING
ABILITY, ABILITY GROUPING, *STUDRENT IMPROVEMENT,
*DISADVANTAGEC YOUTH, HEAD START, AUSTIN, TEXAS,

THE CULTURALLY DISADVANTAGED CHILD, ALTHOUGH VERY VERBAL
IN HIS LOCAL ENVIRONMENT, IS USUALLY VEREALLY CEFICIENT WITH
RESPECT TO SOCIETY AS A WHOLE. PART OF THE ANSWER TO
PROVIDING A MORE EFFECTIVE LANGUAGE EDUCATION TO THE
CULTURALLY CEPRIVED YOUTH IS ENRICHMENT OR COMFENSATORY
PROGRAMS LIKE HEAD START. TO INVESTIGATE THE EFFECT OF THE
AUSTIN HEAD START PROGRAM ON THE LANGUAGE DEVELOFMENT AND
ABILITY OF PRIMARY GRADE FUFILS, A 15-1ITEM ORAL LANGUAGE
DEVELOPMENT SCALE WAS CREATED TO EVALUATE THE LANGUAGE
ABILITY OF 49 HEAD START ANC 105 NON-HEAC START DISADVANTAGED
PUPILS IN THE FIRST AND SECONC GRACES. THE CHILDREN WERE
ASKED QUESTIONS BY A TEACHER, ANC THEIR SPONTANEOUS
EXPRESSIONS WERE TAFED. THESE TAFED EXFRESSIONS WERE THEN
INDEPENDENTLY EVALUATED BY 2 TEACHERS ON THE RATING SCALE,
AND THE SCORES WERE RECORCED. THE SCORES WERE CIVIDEC INTO 12
GROUPS REFLECTING THE CIFFERENCES IN CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
PARTICIPATING PUPILS ON 3 DIMENSIONS, NAMELY, (1) HEAD START
OR NON-HEAD START, (2) FIRST OR SECOND GRACE, AND (3) HIGH,
MIDDLE, OR LOW READING ABILITY. AN EXAMFLE OF A GROUF
DENOMINATION WOULD BE "HEAD START FIRST GRACERS OF MICDLE
READING ABILITY.” SCORES FOR EACH GROUP WERE OBTAINED IN THE
FALL OF 1966 AND AGAIN IN THE SPRING OF 1967. THE DATA SHOWED
NO REAL SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE HEAD START AND
NON-HEAD START GROUPS OVER THE OTHER 2 CIMENSIONS. A
COMPARISON OF THE FALL AND SPRING SZORES SHOWCD THAT ONLY
MIDDLE ABILITY FIRST GRADE HEAD START PUFPILS AND LOW ABILITY
FIRST GRADE NON-HEAD START PUPILS MACE CONSIDERABLE
IMPROVEMENT IN LANGUAGE CEVELOFMENT FROM THE FALL TO SPRING
SESSION. THE INCONCLUSIVENESS OF THE RESULTSs, A MATTER FOR
FUTURE IMPROVEMENT, WAS MOST LIKELY DUE TO THE TYFE OF
MEASURING PROCEDURE USED. (WD)
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Table 14, Head Start Students, Grade l. Mean Scoras of High and Low
Reading Groups and Levels of Significance of Differences
between Means, Final Testing

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher

Oral Language Mgan Score Mean Score fean Score Mean Score
Development Scale High Low P High Low p
Accurate
Pronunciation 2,6 2,6 - 2.8 2.3 )
Clear
Enunciation 2.4 2.4 9 2.8 2.1 .09
Spontaneous
Expression 2.8 2,6 o7 3,2 2,6 o2
Correct Use of
Verbs 2.6 2.4 6 3.0 2,6 o6
Correct Use of 2
Pronouns 2.8 2.4 o2 3.2 2.6 o2
Expressive
Vocabulary 3.0 2,6 3 3.2 2.3 .07
Complete
Sentences 3.0 2,3 .06 3,2 2,0 ,003*
Expresses ldeas Verb-
ally with Facility 2,8 - .09 3,2 2,3 4
Speaks Sel’-
Confidently 2,8 2.7 o9 3.4 2.7 JLa*
Responds to
Questioning 3,4 2.7 o2 3,8 2,6 .01
Meaningful

3 Intonation 2,8 2.9 o9 3.0 2,6 N

: Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.0 2.9 .8 2,6 2.4 .8

i Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 2.8 2,3 .09

()
.
N

2.4 ol
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Table 14 (Continued)

1st_Teacher 2nc_Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Scorz Mean Score
Development Scale High Low p 4igh Low P
Uses Ao jectivas
Meaningfully 2.8 2,3 .09 3.0 2,3 .06
Relates Facts &
Ideas Logically 3.0 2,3 .05 3,4 2.4 J04#*
Total Scale Score 42,6 37,6 o3 47,0 36,1 05%

*Difference statistically sionificant
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Grade 1, High vs. Low., Head Start and Title 1

Head Stert

Table 14 shows the comparison betwesen the high and low
reading groups among Head Start students only, The first rating
teacher scored no items with significant differences, while the
second teacher scored four items with significant differences,

Three of these items referrsd to expressiveness and one to

mechanics, Thus, even if we were to stress the ratings of the
second teacher, there were few differences between the better and
poorer reading students in the Head Stert group., In any cass, there

were fewer differences than were found in the Fall,

[itle I
Table 15 shows the comparison between the high and low

reading groups among Title I students only, The first teacher rated
all items and total scores with significant cdifferences, and the
second teacher rated 14 of 15 items and total scores with significant
differences, (It is interesting to note that the remaining item
borders on statistical significance,) Thus, there were definite
differences between better and poorer reading students in the Title

I group and this applied to both mechanical and expressive aspects

of oral lanqguage desvelopment,




Correct Use of

Expressive

Complete

Exprasses Ideas Verb-

Speaks Self-

Responds to

Meaningful

Irteracts Verbally

Expresses Judgments &

p
,001*
.008*
,00L*
.00L1¥
Pronouns 3,7 2.4 g% 3.1 2.5 .07
Vocabulary 3.8 2.5 .0002* 3.6 2.5 .0002%
Sentences 3.7 2,4 .001* 3.1 2.3 .03
ally with Facility 3.7 2,2 ~0001* 3.5 2.5 ,302%
Confidently 3.8 2.4 .0001* 3.7 2.5 .0001*
Questioning 3.8 2,5 L,001% 3.6 2.6 .0004*
Intonation 3,6 2.6 LOCL1* 3.5 2,7 .,001%
with Group 3.5 2,7 .001* 3.4 2,7 03*
.0002*
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Table 15, Title I Students, Grade 1. Mean Scores of High and Low
Reading Groups and Levels of Significance of Differences
between Means, Final Testing
lst Teacher 2nd _Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Masan Score
Development Scale Hiah Low p High Low
Accurate
Pronunciation 3.4 2.4 LO001* 3.3 2,3
‘ Clear
Enunciation 3.3 2.4 003* 3,2 2.4
Spontanaous
Expression 3.6 2,6 .002% 3,7 2,6
Correct Use 2Ff
Verbs 3.5 2.3 .0001* 3.1 2.2
f Inferences Verbally 3.7 2,3 .0001* 3.5 2.5
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Table 15 (Continued)

Y TR T el W GRS R R TR

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Yiean Score Mean Score
Development Scale High_ Low P High Low p
Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 3.4 2,4 .Onl* 3.4 2.3 .0001*
Relates Facts &
Ideas Logically 3.8 2,5 o* 3.3 2,6 .009*
Total Scale Score 54,2 36,6 o* 51,2 37.2 .0001*
*Difference Statistically Significant




| o |

61

Grade 1, gre—test VS. gost-test. Head Start and Title 1

Head Start

Tables 16-18 show the differences between pre- and post-
tests for Head-Start students, In the high reading group, only
one teacher rated one item (mechanical) with significant differences,
Thus, there had been little improvement in oral language development
within this group. 1In the middle reading group, the first teacher
rated seven items (five mechanical and two expressive) with signif=-
jcant differences. The second teacher rated 13 items (eight
mechanical and five expressive) and total scores with significant
differences, These items ircluded the seven items of the first
teacher. Thus, there had been considerable improvement in this
group, with most of it coming in the mechanics of oral language.
In the low reading group, the first teacher rated five items
(four mechanizcal and one expressive) and total scores with
significant differences, while the second teacher found none.
Thus, there had been little or no improvement (depending upon the

teacher) in this group, and what improvement there was showed up

in mechanical aspects.

Title I

Tables 19-21 show the differences betwesn pre~ and post-
tests for Title I students, Tn the high group, the first teacher

found seven itaems (five mechanical and two expressive) and total
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Table 16. Head Start Students, High Reading Group, Grade 1, Mean
Scores of Initial and Final Testing and Levels of
Significance of Differences between Means,

1st Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mgan Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initial** Final P Initial** Final P
Accurate
Pronunciation 3,0 2,6 o6 2,4 2,8 o3
Clear
tnunciation 2,6 2,4 .8 2,6 2,8 .6
Spontaneous
Expression 3.0 2,8 .8 3,0 3.2 .8
Correct Use of
Verbs 2,4 2,6 o7 2,6 3,0 o2
Correct Use of
Pronouns 2,8 2,8 - 2,8 3.2 o3
Expressive
Vocabulary 2,8 3,0 1.0 2.8 3,2 o6
Complete
Sentences 2,4 3,0 o3 2,4 3,2 W
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 2.8 2.8 - 2,8 3,2 o7
Spaaks Self-
Confidently 3,0 2,8 .B 3,0 3.4 o4
Responds to
Quaestioning 3,2 3.4 o7 3,4 3.8 o3
Meaningful
Intonation 2,4 2,8 o3 2,0 3.0 .05 *
Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.0 3,0 - 3.0 3.2 o7
Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 3.2 2.8 .3 2.8 3,2 5
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Table 15 (Contirued)

lst Teacher 2nd_Teacher
; Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Scors Mean Scors
| Development Scals Initial** Final P Initial** Final p
i Uaes Adjectivas
i Meaningfully 2.8 2,8 = 2.6 3.0 .6
Relates Facts &
] Ideas Logically 3.2 3.0 7 3.0 3.4 .2
1 Total Scale Score 42,6 42,6 - 40,6 47,0 o3
*Differance statistically significant
i »#Discrepancies between these means and those reported for initial test

due to exclusion of some of the original sample because of attrition,
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Table 16 (Continued)

1st Teacher 2nd_Teacher
Oral Language Mgan Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initial** Fipal P Initial** Final P
Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 2,8 2.8 - 2,6 3,0 N
Relates Facts &
Ideas Logaically 3,2 3,0 o7 3,0 3.4 o2
Total Scale Score 42,6 42,6 - 40,6 47,0 o3

sDifference statistically significant

«*Digcrepancies between these means and those reported for initial test
due to exclusion of some of the original sample Caceuse cf attrition,
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Table 17. Head Start Students, Middle Reading Group, Grade 1, fMean
Scores of Initiul and Final Testing and Levels of
Significancs of Differences between Means,

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher _
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initial** Final P Initial** Final p
Accurate
Pronunciation 2,7 2,8 .6 2,3 2,9 001 *
Clear
Enunciation 2,4 3.1 .02% 2,4 2,9 .003*
Spontanaous
Expression 2,9 3,2 o3 2,5 3.1 J02%
Correct Use of
Verbs 2,2 2,8 .03* 2,4 2,9 JO0l*
Correct Use of
Pronouns ’ 2,2 3.1 L001* 2,3 3.0 .002*
Expressive
Vocabulary 2,7 3.2 o1 2.5 3.2 0l*
Complete
Sentences 2,3 3.1 L02*% 2,3 3.0 JO05*
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 2,5 3.1 ,02% 2,5 3,0 J03*
Speaks Self=
Confidently 3,0 3.3 o 2,7 2,8 o5
Responds to
Questioning 3,0 3.3 o2 2.8 3,2 ,05%
Meaningful
Intonation 2,8 3.1 o3 2,2 3,0 .003*
Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.0 3.9 .07 2,5 2,9 .05*
Expresses Judgments &
Inferences /erbally 2,6 3.3 .03* 2,5 3.1 JO1*
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Table 17 (Continued)

1st Teacher 2nd_Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Developrmsiit Scale Initial** Final P Initigl#* Final P .
Uses Adjectivss
Meaningfully 2,3 3,0 .006* 2,2 2,9 ~01%
Relates Facts &
Ideas Logigally 2,8 3,6 .06 2,7 3.2 .08

[

Total Scale Score 39.4 46,2 .07 36,8 45,2 .002%

#Difference statistically significant 4

*% Discrepancies between thzse means and thoss reported for initial test
due to exclusion of some of the original sample because of attrition,
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Table 18, Head Start Students, Low Reading Group, Grade 1. Mean
Scores of Initial and Final Testing and Levels of
Significance of Differances between Means,

1st _Teacher 2nd Teacher
Orel Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Meen Score

Development Scale Initial** Fipal P Initial** Final P

Accurate

Pronunciation 1,7 2,6 .02% 1.9 2.3 .08
Clear

Enunciation 1,6 2.4 J001%* 1,9 2.1 .0
Spontanesous

Expression 2.6 2,6 - 2.6 2,6 -

Correct Use of
Verbs 1,6 2.4 .1 2.0 2,6 o2

Correct Use of

Pronouns 1,7 2,4 .05*% 2,3 2,6 .6
Expressive

Vocabulary 2,1 2,6 o2 2,1 2,3 o7
Complete

Sentences 2,0 2,3 D 2,1 2,0 o4

Expresses Ideas Verb=-

ally with Facility 1,9 2,3 o2 2.1 2,3 .6
Speaks Self-

Confidently ? 4 2,7 .6 2,6 2,7 o7
Responds to

Questioning 1.9 2,7 .08 2.4 2.5 o7
ffeaningful

intonation 2,1 2,9 .05* 2,4 2,6 .6

Interacts Verbally
with Group 2,0 2,9 .04* 2,1 2,4 N

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 1,9 2,3 3 2,4 2,4 -
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Taeble 18 (Coritinued)

1st Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Szale Initial** Final P Initial** Final P
Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 1.9 2.3 .08 2,0 2,3 o6
Relates Facts &
Ideas Logically 1,7 2,3 o3 2,1 2,4 5
Total Scale Score 29.3 37,6 .02* 33,1 36,1 o

*Diffarence statistically significant

»#Digcrepancies between thase means and those reported for initial test
due to exelusion of some of the original sample because of attrition,
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Table 19. Title I Students, High Reeding Group, Grade 1, Mean
Scores of Initial and Final Testing and Levels of
Significance of Differences between Means,

lst Teacher 2nc Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score flean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development. Scale Initial** Final P Initial** Final P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2.9 3.4 ,02% 2,9 3,3 ol
Clear
Enunciation 3.0 3.3 2 2,9 3.2 i |
Spontaneous
Expression 3.3 3.6 ol 3,0 3.7 .006*
Correct Use of
Verbs 3.0 3.5 .04* 2,9 3.1 .6
Correct use ¥
Pronouns 3.2 3.7 J02% 3.0 3.1 ol
Expressive
Vocabulary 3.4 3.8 .09 2,9 3,6 JO1*
Complete
Sentences 3.2 3.7 ,02% 2,9 3.1 .6
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 3.3 3,7 .04* 3.0 3,5 o2
Speaks Self-
Confidently 3.3 3,8 .02% 3.2 3.7 .08
Responds to
Questioning 3.6 3.8 oS 3.5 3.6 5
Meaningful
Intonation 3,0 3.6 .005* 2,8 3.5 .001*%
Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.1 3.5 .07 2,6 3.4 4%
Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 3.4 3,7 ol 2,7 3.5 JO1%
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Title 19 (Continued)

lst Teachsr 2nd_Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Davelopment Scale Initial** Fipal P Inicial®* Final P
Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 3,1 3.4 o2 3,0 3.4 J04*
Relates Facts &
Ideas Longically 3,5 3,8 .09 2,8 3.3 .04*
Total Seale Score 48,3 54,2 . 003* 44,0 51,2 JOl¥

*Difference statistically significant

*#Djscrepancies between these means and those reported for pre-test due
to exclusion of sons of the original sample because of attrition,




Scores of Initial and Final Testing and Levels of
Significance of Diffarences between Mezas,

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Miean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initial** Final P Initial** Final P

Accurats
Pronunciation 2,7 2,9 oS 2¢5 2.8 02

Clear
Enunciation 2,7 2,6 ol 2.5 2,5 ol

Spontanesous
Expression 2,7 3.1 02 2,8 2,9 .7

Correct Use of

Verbs 2,5 3,0 .07 2,4 L1

N
.
[#3]
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Table 20, Title I Students, Middle Reading Group, Grade 1, Mean

Correct Use of

Pronouns 2,5 2,8 o2 2,7 2,5 .5
Expressive

Vocabulary 2,7 3,0 .05* 2,5 2,6 .6
Complete

Sentences 2,5 3,2 .007* 2,6 2,5 .6
Expresses ldeas Verb-

ally with Facility 2,5 3.0 .05% 3,0 2,7 .1
Speaks Self=

Confidently 2,6 2,9 o2 2,5 2,9 1
Responds tu

Questioning 2,9 3.1 o6 3.0 2,9 7
Meaningful

Intonation 2,7 3,0 a2 2,9 2,7 o2

Interacts Verbally
With Group 2.5 3,0 0l1* 2,3 2,5 .5

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 2,7 2,9 o3 2,7 2,5 .5
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Table 20 (Continued)

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher

Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initial#* Final P Initial** Final P
Uses Adjectives

Meaningfully 2,5 2,7 o2 2,6 2,4 .6
Relates Fects &

Ideas Logically 2.8 2,7 o6 2,6 2,9 -
Total scaele Score 39,4 43,7 JO1¥* 39,5 39,3 .9

*Difference statistically significant

**Digcrepancies between these means and those reported for initial test
due to exclusion of some of the originel sample because of attrition,
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’ Teble 21, Title I Students, Low Reading Group, Grade 1, Mean
Scores of Initial and Finmal Testing and Levels of
Significance of Differences betwsen Means,
1st Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initial** Final P Initial** Final P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2,0 2,4 . 05% 1.9 2,2 ,002%
Clear
Enunciation 2,0 2,4 J02% 1.9 2.4 ,004*
Spont sneous i
Expression 2,3 2.6 .07 2.4 2,6 .6
Correct Use of
Verbs 1.9 2,3 .05*% 1.9 2,2 L2
Correct Use of
Pronouns 1.9 2,4 .25% 1,9 2.5 L04*
: Expressive
Vocabulary 2,1 2,5 JOL1* 2,2 2.5 .2
Complete
Sentences 2,0 2,4 .04% 2,0 2,3 .1
' Expresses ldeas Verb=-
E ally with Facility 1.9 2,2 o2 2,1 2,5 ,03*
Speaks Self-
Confidently 2,2 2.4 o3 2.4 2,5 5
!
: Responds to
Questioning 2,3 2,5 oD 2,4 2.6 .1
f Meaningful
Intonation 2,0 2,6 .002% 1.9 2,7 ,0002%
Interacts Verbally
with Group 2,3 2,7 ., 05* 2,2 2.7 .1

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 2,3 2,3 - 2,0 2,5 LO01*
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Table 21 (Continued)

1st Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Wean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initial** Final P Initial** Final P
Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 1.9 2,4 .008* 1.8 2,3 LO1*
Relates Facts &
Ideas l.ogically 2.1 2.9 .09 2,1 2,6 ,04*
Total Scale Score 31,2 36,6 .004% 31,2 37.2 L,U0S*

*Difference statistically significant

*#Dgscrapancies between these means and those reported for initial test
due to exclusion of some of the original sample because of sttrition,
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scores with significant differences, The second teacher rated seven
items (three mechanical and four expressive) and total scores with
significant differences, There was agreement between teachers on one
item, Thus, whils it is difficult to draw conclusions about which
items show improvement, there is a definite indication of some
improvement among this group, In the middle reading group, the first
teacher found significant‘Fifferences on four items (Lwo mechanical
and twc expressive) and total score. The second teacher found none,
Thus, there was less improvement among this group, In the low reeading
group, the first tuccher rated nine items (eight mechanical and one
expressive) and total score with significant differences and the
second teacher rated eight items (five mechanical and three expressive)
and total scores with significant differences, There was agresment

on five items, Thus, the low group was the one among Title I students
which showsd the most improvement in oral language development, mostly

in the area of mechanics,

Grade 2, Head Start vs. Title I

Tables 22-24 give the comparisons of Head Start and Title I
students in the second grade for the post-test. Among the high
reading group there ere no significant differences, It is
interasting to note, however, that on most of the items the Head
Start students are now scoring higher than Titls I students; this
may indicate a trend, but should be viewed with caution since none

of the diffarences are statistically significant, In the middle
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reading group, again the Head Stert students are scoring higher,

The sacond teacher found three items with significant differences

(two mechanical and one expressive), Thus, thers is little difference

between Head Start and Title I students in the middle reading group,
although there is some difference in tha pre-test, In the low
reading group, the firat teacher rated one itam (mechanicel) and
the second teachsr rated one item (expressive) with significant
differences, Again, the Head Start students are scoring higher,
Here, also, there is little difference betwsen Head Start and

Title I students,

Cre 's 2, High vs, Low, Head Start and Title I

Head Steart

Table 25 shows the comparison of the high and low reading
groups emong second grade Head Start students, The first teacher
rated two items (one mechanical and one exprissive) and the second
teacher rated one item (expressive) with significent differences,
Thus, the secord grade Head Start group wes fairly homogeneous with
regard to orsl lenguage development, This result confirmed one of

the findings of the Fall testing,

Title I
Exeminat ion of Table 26 reveals that, among Title I students,

the first teacher found eight items (seven mechanical and one
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Table 22, High Reading Group, Grade 2, Mean Scores of Head Start
and Title I Students and Levels of Significance of
Dif ferences Between Means, Final Testing,

1st Teacher 2nd acher

Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start Title I P

Accurate

Pronunciation 3.0 2.9 .8 3.3 3.0 .0
Clear

Enunciation 2.9 2,8 .9 3.0 2.8 .6
Spontaneous

Expression 3.4 3.1 .6 3.3 3.2 .8

Correct Use of
Verbs 3.0 2,9 .2 2.1 3.1 =

Correct Use of

Pronouns 3.3 3.1 o5 3.3 3.2 .8
Expressive

Vocabulary 3.4 2,9 ol 3.4 3.3 B
. mplete

Sentences 3,4 3.4 - 3,0 3.2 .5
Expresses 1deas Verb=

ally with Facility 3.1 2,9 .6 3.5 3.2 .7
Speaks Self-

Confidently 3.3 3.2 .8 3,6 3.3 .2
Responds to

Questioning 3.4 3,2 o5 3.5 3.4 7
Meaningful

Intonation 2,9 2,9 B 3.3 3.1 .6

Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.6 3.2 o2 3,4 3.3 .9

Exrnresses Judgments &
Jnferences Verbally 3.3 3.1 o7 3.5 3.4 7
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Table 22 (Continued)

1st Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start Title I _P
Uses Adjectives
Maaningfully K 2.9 o6 3.0 3,0 =
Relates Facts &
Ideas Logically 3,0 3,3 o3 3,6 3.5 .7

Total Scale Score 47,9 45,9 N 49,6 47,9 0
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Table 23, Middle eading Group, Grade 2, fisan Scores of Head Start
and Tit.* 1 Students and Levels of Significance of
Dif ferences Between Means, Final Testing,

1st Teacher 2nd Teacher

Or-1 Language Mean Scorea Mear. Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start Title I P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2.6 2.8 .6 3.3 2,8 ol
Clear
Enunciation 2.8 2.6 6 3.0 2.9 .8
Spontaneous
Expression 3.3 2,8 ol 3,3 2,9 L2
Correct Use of
Vaerbs 2,5 2,7 o5 3.3 2,7 03*
Correct Use of
Pronouns 3,0 2,8 D 3.4 2.8 ,02%
Expressive
Vocabulary 3,3 2,7 ol 2,9 2,8 .8
Complete ’
Sentences 3.1 2,9 . 3.3 2,8 ol
Expresses Ideas Verbe ;
ally with Facility 3,0 2,8 o5 3.3 3.0 .6

h Speaks Self=-

; Confidently 3.4 2,9 e2 3.8 3.1 .05*

B Responds to . :

L Questioning 3,3 3,2 5 3.4 3.2 oD
Meaningful
Intonation 3.0 2.6 3 3.1 2,8 J

3 Interacts Verbally

j with Group 3.3 3,2 .8 3.4 2,9 .2

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 3,3 2,9 o3 3.3 2,9 .3
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Table 23 (Continued)

; 1st Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Languags Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Head Start Title I P  Head Start Title I P
L Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 2,6 2,8 o5 3.1 2.7 .1
Relates Facts &
Ideas Logically 3,1 3.2 o7 3.4 3.1 .6
Total Scale Score 45,4 42,9 b 48,9 43,4 ,09

#Difference statistically significant
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Table 24, Low Reading Group, Grade 2, Mean Scores of Head Start
and Title I Students and Levels of Significance of
Differences Between Means, Final Testing,

N e e R g e e ek el i e e e ek

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Head Start Title I P Head Start Title I P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2,6 2.1 .09 2,6 2,4 .b
Clear
Enunciation 2,9 1.9 .004% 2,8 2,3 .3
Spontansous
Expression 2.6 2,8 o7 3.1 3.0 .7
Correct Use of
Verbs 2.8 2,3 .1 2,9 2.5 .2
Correct Use of
Pronouns 2,6 2,5 .0 3.0 2,4 06
Expressive
Vocabulary 2.9 2,5 o3 2,6 2.5 .B
Complete
Sentencses 3,0 2,7 O 2.9 2,86 .8 }
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 2,8 2,6 o7 2.5 2,5 .9
Speaks Self= ;
Confidently 2,9 2,8 1,0 3.1 2,9 .7 ‘
Responds to
Questioning 3.0 2,8 .6 3.4 3.1 .6
Meaningful
Intonation 2.6 2,3 .5 - 3,0 2.5 .3

Interacts Verbally
with Group 2,6 2,8 5 3.3 2.9 .1

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 2,8 2,4 ol 2,9 2,5 .6
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Table 24 ({Continued)
lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Head Start Title 1 P

Devslopment Scale Head Start _ Title I p
Uses Adjectives

Meaningfully 2,5 2,2 5 2,6 2.3 L6
Relates Facts &

Ideas Logically 3.0 2,8 o5 3.4 2,6 .0CA*
Total Scale Score 41,5 37.7 .6 44.0 38,8 .2

*Difference statistically significant
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Table 25, Head Start Students, Grade 2. Mean Scores of High and Low
Reading Groups and Levels of Significance of Differences
between Means, Final Testing

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Languaqe Mean Score Mean Score Mean Scors Mean Score
Development Scale Hidh Low P High Low P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2,9 2,6 o7 3.1 2,6 o2
Clear
Enunciation 2,7 2,9 .S 3.0 2,8 .5
Spontansous
Expression 3.3 2,6 o3 3.1 3.1 -
Correct Use of
Verbs 2,9 2.8 .6 3.0 2,9 o7
Correct Use of
Pronouns 3,1 2,6 .05*% 3.3 3.0 .6
Expressive
Voc abulary 3.3 2,9 o1 3.3 2,6 .1
Complete
Sentences 3.3 3,0 o5 3.0 2,9 N
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 3,0 2,8 .6 3.4 2,5 .03*
Speaks Self-
Confidently 3,1 2,9 .6 3.6 3.1 o3
Responds to
Questioning 3,3 3.0 .6 3.4 3.4 .9
Meaningful
Intonation 2.9 2,6 o1 3.3 3.0 .6
Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.6 2,6 03* 3,3 3.3 .9

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 3.1 2.8 O 3.4 2.9 .09
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Table 25 (Continued)

lst Teacher 2nd_Teacher

Oral Langu-ya Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale High_ Low P High Low P
Uses Adjectives

Meaningfully 3.0 2,5 o3 2,9 2,6 «9
Relates Facts &

Ideas Logically 3,0 3.0 - 3.7 3,4 «3
Tctal Scale Score 46,4 41,5 o 48,9 44,0 o2

*Difference statistically significant

—J | bt
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Table 26, Title I Students, Grade 2, Mean Scores of High and Low
Reading Groups and l+vels of Significance of Differences
between Means, final Testing

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale High Low P High Low P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2.9 2,1 .002* 3,0 2,4 .03*
Clear
Enunciation 2,8 1.9 .003% 2,8 2,3 .08
Spontaneous
Expression 3.1 2.8 ) 3,2 3,0 o7
Correct Use of
Verbs 2,9 2,3 J02% 3.1 2,5 J03%
Correct Use of
Pronouns 3.1 2,5 02* 3.2 2,4 .007*
Expressive
Vocabulary 2.9 2,5 .09 3.3 2,5 .06
Complete
Sentences 3.4 2,7 .02% 3.2 2,8 o2
Erpresses ldeas Verb-
ally with Facility 2,9 2,6 o2 3.2 2,5 L01*
Speaks Self=-
Confidently 3.2 2.8 6 3.3 2,3 o3
Responds to
Questioning 3.2 2,8 o2 3.4 3.1 .2
Meaningful
Intonation 2,9 2,3 .06 3.1 2,5 o1l
Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.2 2.8 . 3.3 2,5 J02%

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 3,1 2,4 J0l1% 3.4 2,5 ,01*
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Table 26 (Continued)

lst Teacher 2md Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score [ean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale High Low P High Low P
Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 2.9 2,2 J02% 3,0 2,3 .02%
Relates Facts &
Ideas Logically 3,3 2,8 J02% 3,5 2,6 .003%
Total Scale Score 45,9 37,7 . 008* 47,9 38,8 JOL¥

*Difference statistically significant
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expressive) and total score, and the sscond teacher found eight items
(five mechanical and three expressive) and total scores with signi-
ficant differences, There was agreement on six items (five mechanical
and one expressive), Thus, the Title I group was still less homo=
geneous than the Head Start group, This appearad most in the

mechanical aspects of oral language ability,

Grade 2, Pre~test vs, Poste-test, Head Start and Title I
Head Start

Tables 27=29 show the differences Fetween pre= snd poste
test results for Head Start students, In the high reeding group,
only the second teacher rated two itams (both expressive) with
significant 4ifferer~es, In this o w1, thersfore, there had
beer .ittie improvenant during the school year, This held true

for ¢che middle and low reading groups as well, In the middle

group, again only the second teacher found two items (one mechanical

and one expressive) with significant differences, In the low

B gzoup, only the sscond teacher found one item (mechanical) with

h significent differences, Thus the level of oral language devel~

' opment for second arade Head Start students had remained essentially
the seme throughout the school year,
Title I

Tables 30-32 show the differences bstwsen pre- and post-

.
E test results for Title I students, In the high reading group, there
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Table 27. Head Start Students, High Reading Group, Grade 2. Mean
Scores of Initial and Final Testing and Levels of
Sigaificance of Differences between Means,

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Scorse
Development scale Initial** Final P Initial** Final p
Accurate
Pronunciation 3,0 3,0 - 2,9 3,3 o2
Clear
Enunciation 2.6 2,9 4 2,8 3,0 5
Spontaneous
Expression 3.3 3.4 o7 3.1 3.3 .6
Correct Use of
Verbs 3,0 3,0 - 2,9 3,1 .5
Correct Use of
Pronouns 2,9 3,3 .08 2,9 3.3 .08
Expressive
Vocabulary 3,1 3,4 o5 2,9 3.4 o2
Complete
Sentences 3,1 3.4 o9 2,9 3.0 ol
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 3.1 3.1 - 3,3 3,5 iy
Speaks Self=
Confidently 3.3 3,3 - 3,0 3.6 .05*%
Responds to
Questioning 3.3 3.4 Wb 3.1 3.5 o2
Meaningful
Intonation 3,0 2,9 .6 2,9 3.3 o2
Interacts Verbally
with Group 3,3 3,6 .08 3,9 3.4 .6

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 3,3 3,3 - 3.3 3,5 o4
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Teble 27 (Continued)

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher

(lral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initial** Final P Initial** Ffinal P
Uses Adjectives

Meaningfully 2.8 3,1 o3 3,0 3,0 -
Relates Facts &

Ideas Logically 3.3 3,0 ! 3,3 3,6 o3
Total Scale Score 46,1 47,9 oD 45,5 49,6 .07

#*Difference statistically significant

**Digcrepancies between thesec means and those reported for initial test
due to exclusion of some of the original sampla because of sttrition,
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Table 28, Head Start Students, Middle Reading Group, Grade 2, Mean
Scores of Initial and Final Testing and Levels of
Significance of Differences bstween Msans,

1lst_Teacher 2nd_Teacher
Oral Language Mean 5core Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initial** Einal P Initial** Final P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2,6 2,6 - 3,0 3.3 .4
Clear
Enunciation 2.6 2,8 o4 3.0 3,0 -
Spontanecus
Exprassion 3.4 3.3 o1 3.4 3,3 .6
Correct Use of
Verbs 2,8 2,5 o5 2,8 3.3 J03*
Correct Use of
Pronouns 3.0 3.0 - 2,8 3.4 .09
£, Jressive
Vocabulary 3.3 3.3 - 3.1 2,9 oD
Complete
Sentences 2,9 3.1 oD 2,9 3.3 .08
Expresses ldeas Verbe
ally with Facility 3,4 3.0 o2 3,1 3,3 .4
Speaks Self=
Confidently 3.4 3.4 - 2,9 3,8 .006*
Responds to
Questioning 3,3 3.3 - 3.3 3.4 el
Mearingful
Intonation 3.1 3,0 o6 3.1 3.1 -

Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.1 3.3 o6 3.3 3.4 .4

Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 3.4

(N
.
«\
.
~3

3,3 3.3 -
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Table 28 {Continued)

__1st Teacher 2nd Teacher

Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Scorse
Development Scale Initial** Final P Initial** Final P
Uses Adjectives

Meaningfully 2,6 2,6 - 2,9 3.1 o2
Relatses Facts &

Ideas Lcgically 3,3 3,1 o7 3,3 3,4 o7
Total Scale Score 46,0 45,4 .8 45,9 48,9 ol

*Difference statistically significant

**Discrepancies between these means and those reported for initial test
due to exclusion of some of the origimal sample because of attrition,
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Table 29, Head Start Students, Low Reading Group, Grade 2, Mean
Scores of Initial and Final Testing and Levels of
Significance of Differences between Means,

lst Teacher 2nd Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mea. Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initial** Fipal P Initial** Final P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2,4 2,6 o2 2,0 2,6 ., 05*
Clear
Enunciation 2,5 2,9 o2 2,6 2,8 ol
Spontaneous
Expression 2.8 2,6 .8 2,9 3.1 b
Correct Use of
Verbs 2,6 2,8 ol 2,4 2,9 ol
Correct Use of
Pronouns 2,8 2,6 ol 2,8 3,0 o2
Expressive
Vocabulary 2,8 2,9 N 2,3 2,6 .4
Complete
Sentences 2,4 3,0 .09 2,6 2,9 .8
Expresses Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 2,5 2,8 .6 2,5 2,5 -
Speaks Self-
Confidently 2,8 2,9 ol 3,3 3,1 ol
Responds to
Questioning 2,8 3.0 o4 2,9 3,4 o3
Meaningful
Intonation 2,6 2,6 - 2,4 3,0 02
Interacts Verbally
with Group 3.0 2,6 o2 2,8 3,3 ol
Expresses Judgments &
Inferences Verbally 2,6 2,8 ol 2,8 2.9 7




™
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Ideas Logically 2,6 3,0 3 2,9 3.4 02
Total Scale Score 39,5 41,5 o5 20.4 44,0 o2

#Difference statistically significant

*#Discrepancies between these means and those reported for initial test
due to exclusion of some of the original sample because of attrition,
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Table 29 (Continued)

1st Teacher 2nd _Teach:er_ A
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initial** Final P Initial** {inal P
Uses Adjectives
Meaningfully 2,5 9 - 2,4 2,6 o9 ~
Relates Facts & 4
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Table 30, Title I Students, High Reading Group, Grade 2, Maan
Scores of Initial and Final Testing anc Levels of
Signif icance of Differences between Means.

1st _Teacher 2nd_Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development Scale Initiel** Final P Initiel** Final P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2,7 2.9 o2 2,9 3,0 N
Clsar
Enunciation 2,7 2,8 o2 2,7 2,8 oS
Spontanesous
Expression 3.1 3.1 N 3,0 3,2 N:]
Correct Use of
Verbs 2,9 2,9 ol 2,9 3.1 3
Correct Use of
Pronouns 3.1 3.1 - 3,0 3,2 o3
Expressive
Vocabulary 2,9 2,9 - 2,9 3.3 ol
Complete
Sentences 3,3 3.4 09 2,9 3.2 02
Expresses Ideas Verb=
ally with Facility 2,9 2,9 .8 3.1 3,2 oD
Speaks Selfe
Conf idently 3.2 3.2 - 3,3 3.3 .B
Responds to
Questioning 3,3 3,3 +0 3,3 3.4 .6 ;
Meaningful
Intonation 2,4 2,9 .06 2,6 3.1 .07
Interacts Verbally
with Group K 3,2 ol 3.2 3.3 .6
Expraesses Judgnents &
Inferences Verbally 3.1 3,1 - 2,9 3.4 .07
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Table 30 (Continued)
lst Teachsr 2nd Teacher

Oral Language Maan Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Development_Scale Initial** Final P Initiel** Final P
Uses Adjectives
Maaningfully 2,8 2.9 o6 2,8 3,0 .6
Relates Facts &
Ideas Logically 3.3 363 - 3.3 3,5 .6
Tetal Scale Scorse 44,8 45,9 .S 44,7 47,9 o2
*Difference statistically significant
»*Discrepancies betwsen these means and those reported for initial test
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Table 31. Title I Students, Middle Reading Group, Grade 2, Mean
Scores of Initial and Final Testing and Levels of
Significance of Differences between Means,

lst Teacher 2nd_Teacher_
Oral Langquage Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Develozmant Scale Initial** Final P Initial** Final P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2.5 2,8 +1 2,5 2,8 ol
Clear
Enunciation 2.5 2,6 o3 2.4 2,9 .04%
Spontancous
Expression 2,7 2,8 .B 2,3 2.9 JO1*
Corroct Uss of
Verbs 2,8 2.7 o2 2,3 2.7 .05%
Correct Use of
Pronouns 2,85 2,8 .1 2,4 2,8 .06
Expressive
Voczbulary 2,8 2,8 - 2.4 2,8 .07
Complete
Santcness 2.7 2,9 .6 2,3 2.8 JO1*
Cxnneoces Ideas Verb-
ally with Facility 2,5 2,8 o2 2,7 3.0 »3
Spocks Self=-
Confidantly 2,7 2.9 o2 2.7 3.1 o2
Pospends to
Qusstioning 2.9 3.2 .1 3.0 3.2 S
Meaningful
Intonction 2,8 2,6 o3 2,5 2,8 o7
Intoracts Verbally
with GCroup 2,7 3.2 .004* 2,6 2,9 o2

Expresses Judgasnts &
Inferences Verbelly 2.6 2,9 .05* 2.5 2,9 ol




96

Table 31 (Continued)

lst Teacher 2nd_Teacher
Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score

Development Scale Initigl** Final P Initial** Finsi P
Uses Adjectives

L -

Meaningfully 2.6 2,8 o3 2,4 2,7 o3
Relates Facts &

Ideas Logically 2,9 3.2 o1 2,7 3.1 .08
Total Scale Score 9.7 42,9 .06 37,7 43.4  .03*

*Differsnce statistically significant

»*Discrepancies between these meens and those repurted for initial test
E due to exclusion of some of the original sample because of attrition,

I ]

| ikl
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Table 32. Title I Students, Low Reading Group, Grade 2, Mean
Scores of Initial and Final Testing and Levels of
Significance of Differenc:s between Means,

_1st_Teacher 2rd Toacher

Oral Language fiean Scores Mean Score Mean Score Msan Score
Development Scale Initial** Final P Initial** Final P
Accurate
Pronunciation 2.0 2,1 o7 1.9 2,4 .05%
Clear
Enunciaticn 2,0 1.9 o7 2,2 2.3 .6
Spontaneous
Expression 2.6 2.8 .6 2,2 3.0 L02%
Correct Use of
Verbs 2,3 2,3 - 2.1 2,8 .05*
Correct Use of
Pronouns 2,4 2,5 .6 2,2 2,4 )
Expressive
Vocabulary 2.2 2,5 e 2,2 2.5 o3
Complete
Santences 2,5 2.7 .6 1.8 2.8 .005*
Expresses ldeas Verb-
ally with Facility 2,2 2.6 .08 1.9 2,5 o1
Speaks Self=

N Confidently 2,5 2.8 .1 2,3 2.9 .08

i

_f Responds to

Questioning 2.4 2.8 03* 2.6 3.1 LO5*
2 Meaningful

u Intonation 2,3 2,3 - 2,0 2.5 o2
Interacts Verbally
with Group 2,4 2,8 .05* 2,6 2,5 .8

| Exprasses Judgments &
L Inferences Verbally 2,3 2,4 o7 2,2 2,5 .05*
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Table 32. (Continued)

lst Teacher 2nd_Teacher

Oral Language Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score Mean Score
Devslopment Scalse Initial** Final P Initial** Final P
Uses Adjectives

Meaningfully 2.2 2,2 - 1.8 2,3 .08
Relates Facts &

Ideas Logically 2.5 2,8 .6 2,2 2.6 o1
Total Scale Score 34,8 37.7 o2 32.4 38.8 ,02*

*Difference statistically significent

*#Discrepancies betwesen these means and those reported for initial test
due to exclusion of some of the original sample because of attrition,

‘J,.,
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were no significant differencas, In the middle reading group, the
first teacher found two items (both expressive) and the second
teacher found four itewms (three mecheanical and one expressive)

and total score with significant differences. There had bee.

slight improvement in this group. In the low reading group, the
first teacher found two items (both expressive) and the second
teacher found six items {three mechanicel end three expressive)
and total score with significant differsnces, There was agreement
on ons item (expressive), Thus, there has been some improvement

in this group; just how much depends upon which teacher one chooses,

Summary and Conclusions

In the first grade, we begin to see some differences between
Head Start and Title I students, In the top reading group, the
Title I students show some superiority, but in the middle group,

the Head Start students show a higher level of language ability,

{ Since there is so little agresment between the teachers regarding

3 wh’sh items have significant differences it is difficult to interpret
these results. However, we do ses the extension of a trend which
was noticeable during the initial testing, The Head Start group

again shows up as much more homogeneous than the Title I group=-

even more co than in the fall,

i
i
y !
1
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In the second grede we find little, if any, difference
between Head Start and Title I students on any reading level, The
Head Start group is still more homogeneous than the Title I group,
although the latter is more so than it was in the Fall, The
differences in the Title I students between high and low reading
groups now show up in the mechanical aspects of oral languege
ability, whereas previously they were found in both mechenical

and expressive aspects.

When we compare pre-post test results, we find in grade
one that the Head Start group has mede most of its gains in the
middle reading group, especially in the mechanical aspects of
language ability, Most of the improvement for Title I youngsters
is found in the low reading group, again in mechanical aspects,
There is less improvement for any of the children in the second
grade, although more for the Title I children than for Head Start

children,

From the results of our study, there appears to have been
somewhat of a reversal of the positions of the two grades curing
the course of the school year, It will be remembered that in the
Fall we found little difference betwsen Head Stert and Title I
children in grasce one, while there were definite differences

between the two groups in grade two, In the 5pring we find
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differences (albeit on differant reading levels and in different
aspects or oral language) oetween Head Start and Title I children

in the first grade but essentially no differences in the second
grede, It is difficult, therefore, to draw any definite conclusions
about trends in where the differences lie between Head Start and
Title I children, The most clear-cut distinction we can ¥ind be-
tween the Head Start and Title I groups is that the former is much
more homogeneous with resgard to oral language ability than the
latter, Even this distinction, though, appears to begin to fade

out by the end of the second grade,

These observations suggest the possibility of more accurate
determination of the development of oral language proficiency of
Head Start and Title I children by future follow-up studies. For
example, what happens when these children reach the third, or even
fourth, fifth and sixth grades? Does the hetorogeneity of the
Title I group fade out even more than it does by the end of the
second grade? Ace more recent Head Start programs, sucn a5 the
current one and future ones, more effective in promoting oral
language development than the two early ones? Since so little is
known in the field of the oral language development of culturally

different children, it would be worthuhile to try to find the answers

to these questions,
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