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ABSTRACT
In order to evaluate the effectiveness of three

language development programs, 98 disadvantaged kindergarten children
were grouped by sex, language background (English or English and
Spanish), and language instruction (Distar, Peabody, or Standard) and
were pretested and posttested on the School Readiness Survey (SRS),
the Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test (WADT), and the Illinois Test
of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA). A two by three analysis of
covariance (covarying for pretest) was computed on each of the
subtests of the SRS, WADT, and ITPA. The results for each of the
subtests did not show consistent significant differences due to sex,
language background, or language instruction. However, t-tests for
correlated means indicated that irrespective of instruction, sex, or
background the children showed improvement from pretest to posttest
on almost all of the subtests of the SRS, WADT, and ITPA. Thus,
intensive language development programs in kindergarten appear to be
beneficial for disadvantaged children. (Author/JM)
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Ninety-eight disadvantaged kindergarten children %sere grouped by sex. language back-
N._ ground (English or English and Spanish). and language instruction (Distar. Peabody or

Standard) and were pretested and posttested on the School Readiness Survey (SRS), the
0-"Wepinan Auditory Discrimination Test (KNOT) and the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic
re-NAbilities IITPA). A 2 by 3 analysis of covariance (covarying for pretest) was computed

on each of the subtexts of the SRS, WADT, and ITPA. 1 he results for each of the subtexts
did not show consistent Figniticant differences due to sex. language background, or language

CJ.. instruction. However, t-tests for correlated means indicated that irrespective of instruction.
sex, or background the children showed improvement from pretest to posttest on almost
all of the subtexts of the SRS, WADT, and ITPA. Thus, intensive language development

C2Dprograms tri kindergarten appear to be beneficial for disadvantaged children.
L.L.j

As tired) (1969) has suggested, human language with its complex
and abstract structure is the best possible example of a species-
specific behavior if one can be found in the human race. However,
even if language is species-specific to the human race it certainly does
not develop without stimulation, practice, or enrichments. Witness
the clinical report (Davis, 1949, p. 204) of Anna who was raised to
age 6 in isolation and squalor in one room with minimal care and
attention. At that age she could not walk, gesture, or speak. Al-
though her hearing and vision were normal she did not really learn
to speak much until age 10. At that age she could call people by
name and she learned short sentences to express her needs. How-
ever, she did not carry on a conversation like a normally raised ten-
year-old. Davis points out that Anna could have been congenitally
retarded, but it is very likely that she would have been near-normal
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mentalIN and linguist icalIN ,..arlier age had she been raised in a
more enriched .0, III

Consequently, een less seNereIN disadvantaged children when
proNided an enriched Linguagc everience might develop faster lin-
guisticalIN and in other areas of their mental deNelopment. Jensen

1Q00. pp. i0-1-101)) in one of his most provocative articles points
out that where small intensive preschool programs, of at least one
Near duration. put emphasis on the cognitive and linguistic develop-
ment of children that there are small but real gains in IQ scores and
in scholastic achievement when the program emphasizes learning
such skills.

One of the ...,rk..atest deficiencies of disadvantaged children may be
their lack or vocabulary development. Frost (1907) found that
Arkansas nglo migrant children 01. age 15 or 1 had essentially the
;dine vocabulary level as ad\ antaged children of ages 5 or O. Luria
I low)) points out that in addition to the semantic and syntactic
function of speech in controlling one's intellectual behavior, words
also permit a child to control the behavior of others. Frequently,
the enNironment from which the lower socio-economic child comes
has not prepared !inn well for the verbal experiences of a linguisti-
call\ different environment such as the usual classroom. Cazden
1P00) reveiwed a large number of studies from the viewpoint of

the three major aspects of language development: vocabulary, phon-
ology, and grammar. The studies showed clearly that upper or mid-
dle socio-economic children are more advanced, on all measures,
than lower socio-economic children. however defined. Since most
public school classrooms and text materials tend to assume a middle-
class standard English language, it appears that children from low
socio-economic homes would have some difficulty unless some spe-
cial intervention was made. One intervention that could be made,
that is based upon principles of research mentioned above, is to pro-
vide a stimulating language learning program for children from lower
socio-economic areas."-.

The primary purpose of this study was to evaluate the effective-
ness of three language development programs for disadvantaged
kindergarten children. The three language programs were: (1) Distar;
(2) Peabody: and (3) Standard. The secondary purposes of the study
were: II ) to determine if monolingual (English) or bilingual (English
and Spanish) children do better with any of the three language devel-
opment programs: (2) to determine if boys ofgirls do better with
any of the three programs: and (3) to determine if there were gains in
language development irrespective of sex and language background.

2. Of course, an entirely different accomodation that could be made is to
provide instruction and teaching materials in n rn- standard English, and
have educational goals that are in keeping with the abilities and interests
of the children.
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METHOD

Design

The design of the study was a 3 ( language instruction) by 2
(monolingua? or bilingual) by 2 (boys or girls) analysis of covariance
with pretest scores as the covariate, The pretest and posttest vari-
ables consisted of measures obtained on the School Readiness Survey
(SRS), the Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test (WADT), and the
Illinois Test of l'sycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA). The SRS consisted
of 7 subtests and a t IA score; the WART of 2 subtest scares; and
the ITPA of 10 subtests and a total score. The data on each of the
21 dependent variables were then subji-:ted to a 3 by 2 by 2 analysis
of COVarialICV with a correction for unequal sample size in the cells of
the design. The covariance design adjusts each child's posttest score
depending upon the magnitude of his pretest score and the correla-
tion between the pretest and posttest scores for each variable. In
effect, the covariance design attempts to equate the children on the
pretest.

Subjects

The S's were 98 children from economically and educationally
disadvantaged neighborhoods in a small city-rural school district.
Fifty-three of the S's were boys and forty-five were girls enrolled in
the kindergarten in 7 elementary schools. Fifty-five of the pupils
were monolingual (English) and forty-three were bilingual (English
and Spanish). Any child who was not enrolled for the entire school
day w,is eliminated from the study. As a result, 20 other children
could not he included in the study.
Materials and Pr(wedures

The children were in 11 classrooms with 11 monolingual experi-
enced teachers and 6 experienced bilingual teacher aides who spent 2
hours a day in each classroom. Each teacher was able to select and
use one of the three language development programs that she pre-
ferred. This arrangement should have made it possible for each
teacher to work at her best.

The Distar Language Program at the Kindergarten level consisted
or 180 thirty-minute daily lessons that concentrates on 22 basic
language concepts. These concepts are then used in a systematic way
in the storybook. At the end of each of the 180 lessons there were
pictures that were given to the children to take home. A coloring
hook was used to teach. in addition to the basic colors. various geo-
metrical shapes and patterns. The Distal- method also stresses positive
reinforcement from the teacher both verbally and nonverbally.

The Peabody Language Development Program consisted of 180
lessons of about forty-minutes duration. These lessons stress a total
language program rather than specific training in selected psycho-
linguistic processes. The three aspects of oral language were stressed:
expression, reception, and conceptualization, Expression covers
both verbal and motor. Reception is provided through sight, sound
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and wuch lonceptuali/ation includes convergent. divergent.
and as.4ocia t ivy thinking

['he Standard Nlethod 1.anguage1)evelopment incorporates lan-
guage skill into daily activities of the, language arts areas of speaking.
leading (readiness), listening, and writing (readiness). Teachers use
their professional training.' and knowledge to capitalize on numerous
situation; during the day to assist children in these skills.:
the teacher considered how to develop these skills as she planned the
activities of the la the emphaSis is on Offering activities' that enable
children to develop skills each individual's rate.of:deVelopment.
Sample activities as. garneti, stories, exercises. etc...for all the
language concepts are included' in the kindergarten teaCherS' guide:
'file Standard method is pabably the least structured and the Disiar
is probably the most struct

All or the children were pretested in September and postested 11

\lay on the SRS. WADI. and ITI'A. The teachers, teacher aides. and
other school personnel adininistered all the tests. A descriptive name
for each subtest is presented in -I able I

RESULTS

Ethic I presents the means and standard deviations on the pre-.
tests.. posttests. and gain scores for the subtests and total scores of
the SRS. WADT. and ITPA. for all oti,children. Notice that for each
subiest and .total score there was a gain.-.althbugh small in some in-
stances. 'in the mean scores front pretest to posttest: That was ASO

TABLE 1

\ leans and Standard Deviations on the Pretest. Post test and Gains for I he,
Scoris On the School Readines, Survev,:the Wepman Auditory t ion

esLand the Illinois Test of PsycholinguiStie,'Abilitie.
Teri & treiR.11_ Pc tens .ti

Subierts Mean 5.0 Moan SO. Wan 5.11E

Sch. Read. Sur.
Nom. Cone. 7.04 2.67 8.91 1.63 1.88 2.13
Form Dia. 8.28 2.43 , 9.86 1.51 1.50' 2.45
C0101 N3r1. 5.04 2.^,5 6.33 1.16 1.74 1.97
Sym. Match. 13.39 2.10 is.ie 2.1;4 1.7! 2.53
5caa. Voc. 12.66 3.11 14.11 2.7S 1.48 2.61
1itar. Voc. 8.01 2.39 9.86 1.79 Lel 2.44
Gen. Info. 12 BO 4.01 15.62 333 2.83 2.65

Toile Score 67.24 12.28 79.86 1 1 . 3 8 12 61 .9.37

Wee. A61. r.,i.e.
Error DIM 13.49 7.14 9.44 6.85 .4.26 9.39
&tier Sim. 4.73 3.81 2.50 3.39 .2.24 4.6? '

1 T. P. A. ,

Aud. Recap. 17.17 5 68 20.20 6.39 3.03 5.70
Vis. Recce.. 1%.11 4 47 , 17.7.5 4,52 3.53 5.06
Aod. AMGC.: 14.10 6.03 i602 5.07 3.34 4.23
Vie. Also:. 15.09 . 4,58 19.20 7.70 4.!1 4.38.
Verb. 6,ei 11.55 4 77 15.40 641 3.35' S.23 ;
Man. Expr. 17.51 . ' 1.50 19,08 4.50 1. 28' 43..6241::

Gram. Clos 8.37 4 62 11.13 ', 4.66 2.75
VII. Pine.. ' ' 13.58 4.07 t.. 18 94 8.36 5.66' 4,37',
Arid. Seq. , , 18.67 , 7.91 71.34 8.04 2.66 3.75
VLs, Seq. , 10.33 , 5 02 15.1! 3.67 5.07 4.93

Too.' Score 140 71 39 175.13 711.12 34.42 17.41

.05
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true for the WAI)T since there was a reduction in the number of
errors. All LiIthe mean gains are statistically signineant except for
Manual pression, and manual ex pression was not emphasized in
the language instruction programs.

Table 2 shows the posttest means on all 21 measures when all the
children were classified by sex, method of instruction, and language'.
background. These were the means used in the 2 by 3.by 2 analysis
of covariance performed on each of the test scores. Only those
means that were statistically significant will he interpreted in the
text: the non-significant mean differences will not he mentioned.

TABLE 2

Posttest Means by Sex. Method. and Language Background for the Scores on
the School Readiness Survey, the Wellman Auditory Discrimination Test. and
the Illinois Vest of Psycholinguistic

Met hod Lan euaee
Sithicsts Male Female Stand. Peabody Maar Mono[. Bil.

Sch. Read Sur.
bum. Conc. S.42 9.49 9.29 8.31 9.03 8,93 8.58
Form. rhs 0.68 10.07 10.00 Q.52 10,00 9.75 9_98
Color Nam. 6.04 6.67 6.56 6.17 6.23 6.36 6.28
Sym. Match. 14.st 15.44 15.29 14.66 15.20 15.00 15.23
Speak. Voc, 15.43 I 3.80 14.41 12.69 15.03 14.66 13,49
I ear. Voc. 10.00 9.69 10.12 9.38 10.00 10.07 9.58
Gen. Info. 15.30 16.00 15.15 14.28 16.23 16.36 14.67

Total Score 78.42 81.56 81.97 75.03 81.80 81.06 78.33

Wep. Mid Dis.
Error DM. 9.95 8.84 6.77 13.03 9,06 9.76 9.02
Error Sim. 2.88 2.02 1.68 4A5 1,66 2.47 2.51

1. r. H. ,..f..

Aud. Recp. 20.93 19.36 21.32 18.97 20.14 21.69 18.30
Vis. Recep. 17.15 17.36 16.82 17.62 17,34 17.31 17.16
Aud. AiSOC. 18.34 17.64 i 9.71 16:86 17,34 19.66 16.93
Vis. Assoc. 19.42 18.96 19.56 18.76 -19,23 19.06 -19,40
Verb. Expr. 15.03 15.91 15.97 16;52 13,01- 17,29 12.9.8
Man. Ex pr. 19.23 1",.91 22.29 18.76 17.20 19.78 1'8.19
Gram. Clos. 11.21 11.04 12.65 10.14 10.49 10.82 8.98
Vis. Cos. 18.00 20.04 18.50 17.83 20,29 18.35 19.70
Aud. Seq. 20.17 22.71 22.68 20.01 21,09 21.70 20.88
V is. Seq. 15.07 15.80 15,12 15.93 . 15,26 14.82 17.16

Total Score 173.85 176.64 182.12 171.79 171.09 182.47 165.74

There was a significantly higher mean score for boys than girls
on the variable Speaking Vocabulary (F = 4.55: df = I & 86, p < ,b5).
However, the girls had a slightly but not significantly better score on
almost all of the other variables on the SRS and \VADT. There were
no reliable differences, nor even consistently slight differences, favor-_
ing either the girls or boys on the ITPA scores.

On methods of language instruction there was a significant differ-
ence in favor of the Standard and Distar programs on the variables
Speaking Vocabulary = 7.83: df = 2 & 86; p <.05), errors in
Auditory Differences (F I= 7.83: df = 2 & 86; p <.05), and errors in
Auditory Similarities (F. = 10.74; df = 2 & 86; p <.05). Generally.
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the scores on the other variables of:the SRS and WADT were SlightlY
lower fo-r the Peabody than the other programs. There was one
reliable difference 011: the 1TPA due to method of language instruc-
tion and that one favored the Standard program on the measure of
Manual Expression (/ = 3.52; df = 2 & 86; p<.05). Also. there Were
no slight but consistent mean differenCes favoring one method or the
other on the remaining variables of the !TPA,

For the main effect due to language background there were no
significant E nor even consistently small mean differences favoring
either monolingual or bilingual children on the SRS or the WADT.
On the ITPA there were reliable differences favoring the monolingual
children on Verbal Expression IF = 7.43; df= 1 & 86; p <.05) and
the bilingual children on Visual Sequencing (1' = 4.08; df = 1 & 86,
p < .05). For most of the other variables of the 1TPA there was a
very slight difference favoring the monolingual children.

As far as the two-way interactions were concerned, on the sex by
method interaction, the boys did significantly better with the
Standard and Peabody programs on the variable Speaking Vocabu-
lary than did any of the other 5 groups (F = 4.04; df = 2 & 86;
p < .05). On the variable Errors in Auditory Differences the girls
made reliably fewer errors on the Standard and Distar while the boys
made fewer errors with the Peabody (F = 5.41; df = 2 & 86; p c05).
On the variable Errors in Auditory Similarities the sex by method
interaction indicated that the girls, did better with the Standard than
any of the other sex by methods groups (F = 8.28; df = 2 & 86,
p <.05):

On the sex by, language interaction none of the differences were
significant. On the interaCtion of method by language background,
one of the significant differences favored the Standard program:for
the bilingual: group, over the other groups on the'variable Errors in
Auditory Differences (F = 5.28: df = 2 :& 86; :p <.05). A second
methOds by language interaction favored the Peabody with the
bilingual children where there was fewer Errors in Auditory Simi-,
larities than for any of the other five groups (F= 7.19; df = 2 & 86;
p < .05). The third significant method by language interaction
showed that the monolingual children with the Standard : and
Peabody' programs did better in Verbal Expression :than, the other
groups lF = df = 2 & 86 p <.05). The three7WLiy interactions
for the SRS; WADT, and ITPA were :based.upon so few children in
some of the subgroups :,:and were so diffieult to interpret: that ,'no
attempt was made to make sense out of them.

DISCUSSION

Irrespective of Methods of language instruction, sex,- or language
bziekground. the children showed some imprOvernent on almost every
one., of the 21 niefisures On. the SRS,:WADT, and the ITPA used in
this:. study. Thus,. intensive language instruction in ,kindergarten
appears to be beneficial for economically disadvantaged children in
term's of school rtNidiness, auditory' discrimination, and psycho-

,
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lingifiN1IC .11,11111t:1 \ N ltl intCHNi \ C language development
programs for young disa,kantage,1 children (hive been N110 \111 to he

tiperior to those empliasuing NociAl or motor doelopment
as tar as immediate intellectual development and school readiness is
concerned !Ilodges Spielser. lot)-: Jensen. 1060: Karnes. Teska
I lodgins. 10-11). I his is what one would expect. On the other hand,
they,: arc reviews of the brief e 'deuce and arguments available that
early ..:1111,1hood education. stressing intellectual actkities, does not
liae any long lusting beneficial effect, at least, for economically
advantaged children (Flking, 1060: Rohwer, 1071 ). Whether or not
,:conomically ard educationally disadvantaged children would receke
lasting benefit from intensive intellectual developinymt programs
reed' to be researched more fully in terms of its longitudinal or
long -term effects.

flow eer. liarat, and liaritt/ I 10-0). Hamilton 11008). and
tiroule 0-0) have ,irgned why .lo economically disadvantaged and,
particularly ethnic minorities. have to conform to More middle-class
,hitc standards with regard to educational goals, language, and
cultural ha.1,,!round. One answer is that these middle class standards
should not L. imposed upon all lower-class or ethnic minority
peoples. 1 lowewr, ethnic groups Iwhite included) that are bilingual
and hteultnral liae the potential for a richer quality of life than
those who are monolingual and monoeultural peoples. regardless of
their race of ethnic backs round. The result might be a reduction in
eeonomic deprivation because of better education, training, and
eommunication :nnong all groups. Ideally, another result would be
the elimination of the concept of culturally disadvantaged and the
substitution of the concept of culturally different.

The results of this study indicated that the Distar and/or
Standard programs were only slightly better than the Peabody pro-
gram on a few measures dealing with Speaking Vocabulary, Auditory
Discrimination, and Manual Expression. Actually, it does not appear
that either the Distar, Standard, or Peabody language development
program is uniformly superior for educationally disadvantaged kin-
dergarteners when their performance is measured on the subtests of
the SRS, WADT. or ITPA.

As far as language background is concerned, the monolingual
children did reliably better on Verbal Expression while the bilingual
children did better on Visual Sequencing. Thus, it appears that the
pledominant use of English by the monolingual children facilitates
their performance in verbal communication. On the other hand,
training in two languages appeared to facilitate performance in
visually processing graphic stimuli for the bilingual children. In
general, the monolingual children did slightly. but not reliably,
better on most of the other measures of the ITPA. Thus, it appears
,that although the monolingual children did a little better, the bi-
lingual children did practically as well. Consequently. the three
language programs appear to he suitable, in the hands of an exper-
ienced kindergarten teacher, for disadvantaged children who are
monolingual or bilingual.
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The results of this study indicated that the, boys were reliably
hieher than the girls in Speaking Vocabulary. This result is out of
keeping with the usual finding that more advantaged boys and girls
show, in general, very similar scores on most vocabulary tests (Tyler,
1965, p. 2444. The girls had slightly but not significantly better
scores on almost all of the other measures on the SRS and WADI
bUt not on the ITPA.

None of the interactions between method. language background;
and sex were consistently significant on enough :of the criterion
measures to warrant any interpretations or conclusions.
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