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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Children's language development is presently the object 

of many research studies. Generally, most normal children 

enter the first grade with the ability to use and respond to 

language appropriate to six-year-olds. This ability is 

apparently the results of listening to and speaking the 

language used within the family and neighborhood. 

There are many children in our society who cannot be 

considered normal in this respect. These are the disadvan-
< 

taged children for whom Project Head Start was designed. 

The environment of disadvantaged children consists primarily 

of relationship with immediate family members and contact 

with objects in the home. This, for the most part, comprises 

the whole world of disadvantaged children prior to their 

first year of school. Research indicates that an environment 

meager in stimulation can retard and warp a child's develop-

ment, including language development. 

During the summer of 1965, hundreds of communities 

throughout the United States took part in the Head Start 

Program. The basic purpose of the Head Start Program is to 



prepare culturally disadvantaged pre-school children for 

early adjustment to school. The Head-Start Program places 

major emphasis on the provision of activities and experiences 

designed to broaden the experiences of disadvantaged children, 

The results of many research studies indicate that a 

very positive relationship exists between socio-economic 

status of the family and the childTs language development. 

Meckel (£) summarized studies, including those reported 

earlier by McCarthy (7), relative to this evidence. There 

is unity of agreement that disadvantaged children as a group 

are markedly behind in language development. The Head Start 

Guide (3) lists statements relative to language development 

as follows: 

they tend to do poorly in language: they have small 
vocabularies and often seem unable to speak up and 
out: 
they sometimes don't know the names of things, or 
even that things have names: they may not have ex-
perienced any environment other than their own house 
or apartment: 
they may appear to feel uncertain of who they are, 
what they look like, how they fit into their world:' . , 
they often seem to be lacking in curiosity (3, p. 1). 

The Head-Start Program places major emphasis on the 

provision of activities and experiences designed to broaden • 

the horizons of disadvantaged children. Several studies 

reported by McCarthy (7) and Meckel (8) indicated that an 

environment which broadens a child's experience is also 



likely to increase his vocabulary and language development 

in general. 

Giles (2) reported a study in which the oral language 

development of Head—Start pupils with Non-Head-Start pupi.ls 

was compared at the end of the first grade. In his conclu-

sions he stated the following: 

Project Head Start activities did enhance the oral 
language development of participating students. Pupils 
having these experiences were more advanced in areas of 
length of sentences, use of word from the advanced 
vocabulary list, use of the Noun-Linking Verb Noun 
sentence pattern, lack of use of partial or incomplete 
sentences, use of expressions of tentativeness, and 
use of vivid and colorful expressions (2, p. 45). 

This study is designed to determine whether children 

who participated in Project Head Start during the summer of 

1965 are yet more advanced in language development than 

similar children who did not participate in the Head-Start 

Project. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to compare the written 

language development of two groups of disadvantaged children 

at the end of their fourth year of school. The two groups 

were comparable except for the fact that one group of thirty-

five disadvantaged children was selected from those partici-

pating in Project-Head-Start activities during the summer of 
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1965- The second group ox thirty-five disadvantaged children 

was. selected from those who were eligible and invited to par-

ticipate in Project Head-Start activities during the summer 

of 1965, but did not participate. Each student was a member 

of a group used in a study reported by Giles (2). 

The five aspects of written language compared were 

sentence complexity, sentence quantity, sentence relatedness, 

richness of detail, and precision of vocabulary. 

Hypotheses 

I. Compositions written by Head-Start pupils will 

show a greater sentence complexity than those written by 

non-Head-Start pupils. , 

II. Compositions written by Head-Start pupils will be 

greater in sentence quantity than those written by non-Head-

Start pupils. 

III. Compositions written by Head-Start pupils will 

show greater sentence relatedness than those written by 

non-Head-Start pupils. 

IV. Compositions written by Head-Start pupils will be 

greater in richness of detail than those written by non-Head-

Start pupils. 



V. Compositions written by Head-Start pupils will be 

greater in precision of vocabulary than those written by 

non-Head-Start pupils. 

VI. Compositions written by Head-Start girl pupils will 

show significantly greater written language development than 

those written by non-Head-Start girls on measures of 

a. sentence complexity, 

b. sentence quantity, 

c. sentence relatedness, 

d. richness of detail, and 

e. precision of vocabulary. 

VII. Compositions written by Head-Start boy pupils will 

exhibit significantly greater written language development 

than those written by non-Head-Start boy pupils on measures 

of 

a. sentence complexity, 

b. sentence quantity, 

c. sentence relatedness, 

d. richness of detail, and 

e. precision of vocabulary. 

VIII. Compositions written by average-intelligence Head-

Start pupils will show no significant differences when com-

pared with those written by average-intelligence non-Head-

Start pupils on measures of 



a. sentence complexity, 

b. sentence quantity, 

c. sentence relatedness, 

d. richness of detail, and 

e. precision of vocabulary. 

IX. Compositions written by low-intelligence Head-Start 

pupils will exhibit significantly greater written language 

development than those written by low-intelligence non-Head-

Start pupils on measures of 

a. sentence complexity, 

b. sentence quantity, 

c. sentence relatedness, 

d. richness of detail, and 

e. precision of vocabulary. 

Significance of the Study 

Project Head Start has been referred to as the country's 

biggest peace-time mobilization of human resources and efforts, 

Never in the history of public education in this country has 

anything comparable to the Head-Start Program been attempted 

with such great numbers of children. Few progi"ams have 

captured the interest and support of all segments of American 

life as this program. Verbal reports of summer Head-Start 

programs by directors, teachers, parents-and others suggest 
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that the program has been eminently successful. A review of 

the- literature shows that these claims can be substantiated 

by research. 

Research studies, for the most part, have been conducted 

after the eight-week program and at the end of first and 

second grades. The literature suggests that longitudinal 

studies should be conducted so that a more valid assessment 

of the Head-Start Program can be made. This study was a 

follow-up study to the one conducted by Giles (2). In the 

Giles study, students who participated in Project Head-Start 

activities were found to be more advanced in oral language 

development than similar students who did not participate 
( 

in Head-Start activities. This assessment was made at the 

end of the first year of school. The purpose of this pres-

ent study was to determine whether these differences yet 

exist at the end. of the fourth year of school among these 

same students and to assess the effects of Head-Start ex-

periences over a long period of time. The following refer-

ences are examples of similar studies that are related to 

this study. 

Giles (2) has reported a study in which the oral lan-

guage development of children who had attended Head Start 

was compared with similar children who had not attended Head 
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Start. This study was conducted at the end of the first 

gra,de. In his conclusions he stated the following: 

1. Project Head-Start activities did enhance the oral 

language development of participating students. Pupils 

having these experiences were more advanced in the areas of 

length of sentences, use of words from the advanced vocab-

ulary lists, use of Noun-Linking, Verb-Noun sentence pattern, 

lack of use of partial or incomplete sentences, use of ex-

pressions of tentativeness, and use of vivid and colorful 

expressions. 

2. Project Head-Start activities were equally effec-

tive in encouraging the oral language development of boys 

and girls. 

3. Project Head-Start activities were found to be more 

effective in encouraging the oral language development of 

low-intelligence pupils than high-intelligence pupils. 

Lewis (5) reported a study comparing the academic 

achievement of students having Head-Start experiences with 

similar students who did not attend Head Start. This com-

parison was made at the end of the first grade. In her 

conclusions she stated that with respect to academic achieve-

ment at the end of their first year in school, there is no. 



statistically significant difference between disadvantaged 

pupils having Head Start and disadvantaged pupils having 

neither Head Start nor kindergarten. 

Osborn (9, p. 11) reported a study in which no differ-

ence in oral language was found at the first-grade level 

between Head-Start and non-Head-Start children. Significant 

differences were observed between Head-Start and non-Head-

Start children at the second-grade level. These differences 

were in favor of children having Head-Start experiences. 

The findings of this study suggest possible latent effects 

of the Head-Start experience. 

Loban (6, pp. 11, 31-33) reported a study which made a 

major advancement in the procedure for analyzing and quanti-

fying language of children. The methods Loban used make it 

possible to study the semantic and structural aspects of the 

language of children scientifically. Normative data were 

presented on such questions as the size of children's vocab-

ulary, the use and control of sentence patterns, and the 

interrelationships of oral language and competence in writing, 

reading, and listening. 

Another important study related to this research is 

reported by Strickland (10, pp. 4~6, 104-106). She reports 

a descriptive comparison of the structure of sentences used 
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by children in their oral, language with the structure of 

sentences in selected samples of textbook material designed 

for their grade level. The spoken language of children in 

the elementary grades was recorded in a loosely structured 

situation. The spoken language was then analyzed to deter-

mine the syntactic structure of sentences, length of sentences, 

and frequency of occurrence of certain patterns of syntax. 

The frequency of use of the Noun-Linking, Verb-Noun sentence 

pattern was found to discriminate between high and low oral 

language development students. 

All signs indicate that Head Start is here to stay. It 

is one of the most popular anti-poverty.programs and the one 
? 

that many feel holds the most promise. Concerning poverty 

programs and help for the disadvantaged child, in general, 

Carton (1, p. 109) states that 

Data from research on the disadvantaged are needed 
badly to help improve the competence of educators in 
helping disadvantaged pupils reach their potential. 
Thus, there is widespread study in this area and fre-
quently abundant allocation of funds. 

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions will aid in the understanding 

of the terminology significant in this study: 

Head-Start Pupils refers to pupils who participated 

in an eight-week pre-school enrichment program for children 
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lacking in socia3. tools-3 knowledge, and skills needed for 

entry into first grade. 

Non-Head-Start Pupils refers to pupils who did not 

participate in an eight-week pre-school enrichment program. 

3• Average-Intelligence Group refers to pupils who 

scored 90 or more on the Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Test, 

Seventh Edition Form D. 

Low-Intelligence Group refers to pupils who scored 

£9 or below on the Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Test, 

Seventh Edition Form D. 

$. T-Unit is a minimal terminable unit made up of one 

main clause plus the subordinate clauses attached to it or 

embedded within it (4> P- 49). 

6. Adjective is a single word that fits either or 

both slots: The noun is very . 

7. Movable is a word included in any of five classes 

of words (10j p. 20): 

a. The "there" group—an expression of place. 

b. The "how/so" group—an expression of manner. 

c. The "then" group—an expression of manner. 

d. The "because/if" group—an expression of purpose or 

cause. 

e. A preposition plus the indirect object. 
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Type-token ratio is the number of different words 

used in relation to total number of words (6, p. 22). 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was limited by the attitude of many parents 

toward the Head-Start Program. Many families who were eligible 

to participate in the Head Start-Program elected not to per-

mit their children to participate. Considering this factor, 

it was impossible to secure a sample representative of the 

entire eligible population. 

Basic Assumptions 

For this study, it was necessary to assume that students' 

written compositions would serve as a valid indication of 

their oral language development as well as their total 

language development in general. Another assumption was 

that the instrument used would prove valid and reliable for 

the purpose of this study. An assumption was made, also, 

that the film used would serve as a consistent motivating 

factor for all students. It was also necessary to assume 

that all subjects would respond and cooperate positively 

during the writing and viewing sessions. 
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Summary 

In this chapter, the problem of this research, the 

purpose and hypotheses are listed. A statement of the 

significance of the study is given and certain terms used 

are defined. -Limitations are enumerated and basic assump-

tions are listed. 
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CHAPTER II 

SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Many studies of children's language development that 

have some similarity to this present study can be found in 

the literature. Since this study concerns itself with the 

effect of Head-Start experiences on language development of 

children, the review of related research should include 

results of programs which operated to serve Head-Start 

children as well as studies in children's language behavior. 

Giles (10) compared the oral language development of 

Head-Start pupils with non-Head-Start pupils at the end of 

the first grade. Data were collected and analyzed according 

to procedures expound by Loban (17). In his conclusions 

section (10, p. 45) > Giles stated the following: 

1. Project Head Start activities did enhance the oral 
language development of participating students. 
Pupils having these experiences were more advanced 
in the areas of length of sentences, use- of words 
from the advanced vocabulary lists, use of the 
Noun-Linking Verb-Noun sentence pattern, lack of 
use of partial or Incomplete- sentences, use of 
expressions of tentativeness, and use of vivid 
and colorful expressions. 

2. Project Head Start activities were equally effective 
in encouraging the oral language development of boys 

15 
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and girls. Significant differences were found to 
favor boys and girls on the same number of variables. 

3. Project Head Start activities were found to be more 
effective in encouraging the oral language develop-
ment of low intelligence pupils than high intelligence 
pupils. 

Lewis (16) found no significant differences in academic 

achievement between Head-Start and non-Head-Start pupils 

at the end of the first grade, as measured by the California 

Achievement Test. She concluded that when Head-Start pupils 

and advantaged pupils having kindergarten were compared, 

there were statistically significant differences on all 

variables. The differences were in favor of the advantaged 

with kindergarten group. The advantages of having been in 
f 

a Head-Start program did not make a .difference when the two 

groups were compared. It appeared that the gap between the 

two groups was too wide to overcome in a six-weeks pre-school 

enrichment program. 

Stoia (24, p. 216) reported a study with Head-Start 

children using the Templin-Parley Articulation Piagnostic 

Screening Test. At the end of the eight-week program the 

median score for the Head-Start group had increased 3-2 points 

over the non-Head-Start group. She concluded that an eight-

week program at the pre-school level for culturally dis-

advantaged children can improve their articulation. 
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Principal findings, reported by Sugarman (26, p. 116), for 

Head-Start Programs in Nashville, Tennessee, were as follows: 

1. Children with Head Start experiences showed many 
signs of readiness to read. 

2. The percentage of all beginners who ranked as "poor 
risk" on the basis of Metropolitan Readiness Tests 
was reduced between forty and.sixty per cent to 
twenty-four per cent, 

3. Head Start children were more self-assured and 
poised in relationships with adults and others. 

4. Head Start children exhibited more purpose in 
what they did. 

Research reported by Eisenberg (9) showed that children 

participating in the Baltimore Head-Start Program in 1965 

made significant progress in attributes related to success 

in school. Raw scores on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 

of a control group who did not attend Head Start did not 

differ significantly from those of Head-Start children prior 

to their summer's experience. Significant gains were made 

by Head-Start children at the end of the summer program and 

these children scored further gains upon entering first grade. 

The greatest gains were scored by children with the lowest 

initial scores. Also there was a consistent trend toward 

higher scores in all quarters. 

Eisenberg (9> p. 41) concluded that Project Head Start 

appeared to have contributed to the initial adjustment and 

achievement in first grade of a large proportion of the 

children enrolled in this program. An eight-week summer 



experience, however, cannot be expected to overcome the 

limited cultural and language experiences of several years. 

Osborn (21, p. 11) reported a study in which no differ-

ence in oral language was found at the first-grade level 

between children who participated in Project Head-Start 

activities and those who did not. Significant differences 

were observed between Head-Start and non-Head-Start children 

at the second-grade level. The findings of this study sug-

gest possible latent effects of the Head-Start experience. 

The "Six Months Later" study conducted in the fall of 

1965 by Wolff and Stein (29) compared kindergarten children 

who had participated in the Head-Start program with their 

classmates who had not. Four measures of social and educa-

tional readiness for first-grade work were compared. Find-

ings in this study were as follows: 

1. Head Start children tended to be ranked high in 
their kindergarten classes in greater proportions 
than children who had not had Head Start. 

2. In an all-Negro school, the top 30 percent of the 
ranks held 33 percent of the Head Start children 
and only 26 percent of the non-Head Start children. 
Only 1$ percent of the Head Start children were 
found in the bottom 30 percent of the class, con-
trasted with 42 percent of the non-Head Start 
children. 

3. There was no significant difference between the 
scores of Head Start children and their classmates 
in kindergarten who did not have Head Start, as 
measured by the Caldwell .Pre-School Inventory six 
to eight months after the summer Head Start experi-
ence (29, p• 349)• 
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4. Head Start children's mean ratings in minority-
group schools were slightly better than those of 
non-Head Start children, with the reverse true in 
the mixed schools. 

A study conducted at Lubbock, Texas, by Cartwright and 

Stegtich (7) attempted to assess the effectiveness of the 

summer Head-Start program in that city. The performance of 

Head-Start children was compared with the performance of 

non-Head-Start children. Both groups were comparable in 

social characteristics. The reported findings are listed 

below. 

1. In general, the findings of the study do not show 
an overwhelming success of the Head Start program 
in its primary stage in Lubbock. Inconclusive 
results show a superiority of Head Start children 
on some items and superiority o£ non-Head Start 
children on others. 

2. Specifically, the outcome showed that (1) boys 
showed more gain from Head Start experiences than 
did girls (significant at the .05 level). (2) 
Minority group boys evidenced more gain than Anglo-
American boys. (3) Children of working mothers, 
especially Negroes, showed more gain than children 
from homes in which the mother does not work. 

3. One of the hypotheses of the researchers was that 
children from homes of higher status levels, as 
measured by the father's occupation would perform 
better than those of lower status levels. This 
was true in general, especially with the girls.. 

4. The boys who showed gain from Head Start were those 
from families in which the need for improvement 
is greatest, that is from families of the lowest 
income and lowest occupational level of the father 
(7, p. 32). 

Thomas (2&) reported a study in which fifty Negro and 

fifty white kindergarten children, all of whom lived in low 
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socio-economic areas, were compared on their oral language 

ability. The two groups were compared on length of sentences, 

structure of language, grammatical errors they made, and the 

parts of speech and vocabulary they used. The following 

findings were reported by Thomas. 

1. Negroes tend to be somewhat deficient in amount, 
maturity, and accuracy of oral expression. 

2. There was evidence of sex differences between 
Negroes, but not between Whites in accuracy and 
in sentence length (26, p. $97). 

Thomas inferred that children in the low socio-economic 

class, in general, committed more errors in verb-subject 

agreement, used more slangs and wrong word order, and omitted 

or misused parts of speech to a greater degree than did 

children not in the low socio-economic class. 

In a study reported by John (14), several patterns of 

linguistic and cognitive behavior in a group of Negro'chil-

dren from various social backgrounds were studied. Findings 

from that study revealed that children with lower-class 

backgrounds used shorter sentences in their communication 

than did middle-class children. Lower-class children dis-

played poorer articulation and more limited vocabulary than 

their middle-class siblings. Educators believe that these 

differences are in some degree caused by the limited environ-

ment in which lower-class children live. John stated that 
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the middle-class child is at an advantage when encountering 

a task requiring precision and abstraction (14> p.'$14). 

Anastasi and D'Angelo (1) cited a study in which the 

language development of Negro and white pre-school children 

was compared. Findings of this study indicated that overall 

race difference in mean sentence length was slight and in-

significant , but favored the whites. The language samples 

were also analyzed with reference to sentence structure. 

Mature sentence types, including simple, compound, complex, 

and elaborated sentences, tended to occur more often among 

white children, while immature sentence types, including 

incomplete sentences and functionary complete but struc-

turally incomplete sentences, were more frequent among the 

Negroes. 

In 1952, Loban (17) initiated a longitudinal study of 

children's language abilities that was to follow the same 

subjects from kindergarten through grade twelve. The sub-

jects were stratified to represent variables in the population 

such as socio-economic status, racial background, intellec-

tual ability, and sex. Language samples were obtained 

through structured interviews recorded on tape. The lan-

guage samples were segmented into communication units. 

Loban summarized his findings in thirty-two brief 
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paragraphs (17, p. 82); Hi's generalizations that are closely-

related to this present study are given below. 

1. In each succeeding year of measurement, Loban found 
increases in the total number of words, the number 
of communication units, and the average number of 
words in communication units that were elicited in 
interviews. 

2. On an index of subordination, the high group used 
this grammatical complexity to a greater extent 
than the random and low group. 

3. Adverb and noun clauses were used by the total 
group much more frequently than adjective clauses. 

4. In the movable element of the patterns, the high 
group consistently showed a greater repertoire of 
clauses and multiples. 

5. The boys in the low group used consistently less 
subordination than the girls in the low group. On 
the other hand, the boys in the high group exceeded 
the girls in four out of the seven years of the 
study (17 j p• $2). 

Templin (27) reported a study in which she purported to 

describe the growth of four aspects of language development 

in children. The language areas studied were articulation 

of speech sounds, speech sound discrimination, sentence 

structure, and vocabulary. Only the area of language devel-

opment relative to this present study will be cited. 

The language samples of the 408 subjects were analyzed 

according to measures devised by McCarthy (20) and Davis (8). 

In her summary of the chapter on verbalization (27, pp. 102-

104), Templin stated the following: 

1. Few significant differences in the length of re-
sponses of boys and girls were found. 
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2. The upper socio-economic status groups use longer 
responses at practically every age level tested, 
and in some instances, the differences are sta-
tistically significant. 

3. There was no essential difference in the use of 
the various types of sentences by boys and girls. 

4. At all ages, and for both sexes and both socio-
economic status groups, the adverbial clauses are 
most frequent, the nominal next, and the adjectival 
clauses lest frequent. 

O'Donnell, Griffin and Norris (22) analyzed the language 

of 1$0 boys and girls from white middle-class families in 

Murfreesboro, Tennessee. Language samples were collected 

from childrenT s responses to a silent film, Typescripts of 

the oral and written responses were divided into T-units. 

The mean number of words per T-unit and the mean number of 

sentence-combining transformations per 100 T-units were also 

calculated. Some of the findings relative to this present 

study are listed below. 

1. Word-length of T-units increased in modes of expres-
sions with every advance in grade. 

2. There were steady but moderate increases from grade 
to grade in the use of adverbial constructions. 

3. The average word-length of T-units was significantly 
greater in the oral expression of boys than girls 
(22, p. 77). 

The investigators concluded that among the ISO repre-

senting six grade levels, there was no evidence of linguistic 

superiority of girls over boys at comparable ages. 

A study closely related to this present one was con-

ducted by -LaBrant ^15). LaBrant studied independent and 
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dependent clause development in children in grades four 

through twelve, LaBrant counted clauses simply by observing 

predicating expressions. She tallied separately each member 

of a coordinated series of predicating verbs or verb phrases, 

even when the finite element of the verb phrase was omitted. 

It was on the basis of such a census of clauses that she was 

led to report (15, p. 460) "an insignificant variation in 

the number of words per clause" in compositions of children 

at different grade levels, while advances in age and grade 

were clearly reflected in higher subordination ratios. 

LaBrant stated in her conclusions (15? p. 4^3) that it 

appears that the tendency to use increasing proportion of 

subordinate clauses is a mark of increasing language devel-

opment from grades four to nine. She further concluded that 

sex differences are insignificant except in one group girls 

wrote longer compositions than boys. 

Hunt (13) adopted a technique of segmenting student 

compositions into what he identified as minimal terminable 

syntactic units, to which he refers in abbreviated form as 

T-units. He describes these units (13, p. 20) as consisting 

of "one main clause with all the subordinate clauses attached 

to it." The T-unit is equivalent to a simple or complex 

sentence, but it seems a compound sentence would have two 

or more T-units. 
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Hunt found a steady, statistically significant increase 

in mean length of T-units from grade level to grade level. 

He concluded that length of T-units is a better index of 

maturity in writing than the subordination ratio, the length 

of clauses or the length of sentences. Statistical treat-

ment of results of the four measures as reported by Hunt (13 5 

p. 23) supported this claim that mean T-unit length was the 

best indicator of a student's grade level; the second best 

was shown to be mean length of clauses while the poorest was 

sentence length. 

Harrell (11) compared the development of oral and 

written language in the same children from nine to fifteen 
t 

years. The principal method of analysis of language samples 

was to tabulate frequency and use of subordinate clauses. 

Findings relative to this present study are listed below. 

1. There was a constant increase from one age level 
to the next in the mean subordination index. The 
subordination index at the highest age level was 
about twice that at the lowest age. 

2. Correlations of the subordination index with MA and 
with CA showed that subordination was more closely 
related to the latter. 

3. There was a slight relationship between the subor-
dination index and IQ. Correlation coefficients 
obtained for each group were all positive; only 
two were significant. 

4. Differences in the mean subordination index of boys 
and girls were small and were not found to be 
significant (11, p. 68). 
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Strickland's study (25) was partially concerned with 

language in elementary school reading textbooks. She based 

her investigation on twenty-five phonological units elicited 

by interviewers from each of her 57.5 subjects, who were 

enrolled in the first six grades of schools in Bloomington, 

Indiana. The identification of phonological units, frequently 

called, sentences in Strickland's report, is described in 

terms of modern structural linguistics. Mean word-length of 

phonological units was computed for each grade and for sub-

groups within the grades. Strickland made a two-level 

analysis of snytactic structures. On the first level, she 

classified and tabulated fixed slots and the items that filled 

them. These items were types and positions of movables. Mov-

ables are expressions usually regarded as adverbial. 

Strickland observed that while school age children at 

every grade level employed adverbial expressions of the 

various types, the incidence of movables increased with 

advances in grades. In'a special study of subjects in 

grades 1, and 6, statistically significant interaction 

in at least two grades was found between the use of movables 

and the variables of verbal intelligence mental age, and 

parents' education. Strickland presented no data on differ-

ences between boys and girls in the use of language. 
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Davis ($) analyzed 21,800 remarks of 436 children ages 

five and one-half to nine and one-half, using sentence length 

and sentence quantity as units of measure. She reported the 

critical ratio between the number of responses at five and 

one-half and nine and one-half years to be 4.06, which 

satisfies the criterion usually set up for statistical 

reliability. She further stated that sentence length and 

sentence quantity are highly reliable measures of language 

maturity in children and that the reliability increases with 

age. 

Summary 

Studies related to this research have dealt primarily 

with Head-Start programs and their evaluation. A review of 

the literature reveals that the Head-Start program has been 

eminently successful. Research studies, for the most part, 

have been conducted after the eight-week program and at the 

end of first and second grades. The literature suggests 

that longitudinal and follow-up studies should be made in 

order that a more valid assessment of the Head-Start program 

can be ascertained. It seems, therefore, that a follow-up 

study such as this present one is not only necessary, but 

also justified. 



28 

Other studies cited in.this chapter are concerned with 

language behavior and development in children. The litera-

ture has rich implications for this present study. It is 

suggested in the literature that much research is needed on 

the language development of children. Studies relative to 

this research reveal that the language of children can be 

scientifically quantified and analyzed. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

The problem of this study was to compare the written-

language development of two groups of disadvantaged children 

at the end of their fourth year of school. The purpose of 

the comparison was to determine the difference in written 

language development at the end of the fourth grade of 

pupils who attended an eight-weeks Head-Start enrichment 

program when compared with similar pupils who did not attend 

Head Start. 

All of the students in the study were subjects who 

were used in a study reported by Giles (5). One group of 

thirty-five pupils was selected, because the pupils had par-

ticipated in Project Head-Start activities during the summer 

of 1965. The other group of thirty-five pupils was chosen 

as a comparison group because the pupils were eligible and 

invited to participate in Head-Start activities during the 

same summer but did not participate. The two groups were 

further divided by sexes in order to compare the performance 

of Head-Start boys with the performance of non-Head-Start 

boys. A separate comparison of Head-Start girls with 

32 
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non-Head-Start girls was also made. The two groups, Head 

Start and non-Head Start, were also divided by intelligence 

scores to compare the performance of average intelligence 

Head-Start pupils with the performance of average non-Head-

Start pupils. A comparison was also made between low-intel-

ligence Head-Start pupils and low-intelligence non-Head-

Start pupils. 

Five aspects of written language development were 

measured and compared. The language areas measured were 

sentence complexity, sentence quantity, sentence relatedness, 

richness of detail, and precision of vocabulary. A survey 

of the literature did not reveal a study comparing Head-

Start pupils with non-Head-Start pupils at the end of the 

fourth grade as planned for this research project. 

Subjects 

The subjects were seventy fourth-grade Negro pupils 

from a large city in Texas. There were 32 boys (14 in the 

Head-Start group and 1$ in the non-Head-Start group) and 

38 girls (21 in the Head-Start group and 17 in the non-Head-

Start group) involved in the study. Only one elementary 

school was used. There were 35 pupils in each group. All 

of the students were subjects used in a study conducted by 

Giles (5). In the Giles study, 104 first-grade students 
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were used,. Fifty-two students served as the Head-Start 

gro.up and fifty-two students comprised the non-Head-Start 

group. The entire population of non-Head-Start children was 

used to secure the desired number for this group. Subjects 

in the Head-Start group were selected from the total popula-

tion of Head-Start students using the table of random numbers, 

Only seventy of the Giles' students were used in this follow-

up study because the entire Gil.es' population was not avail-

able. Names of pupils used in the Giles study were secured 

from the class rolls of the teachers involved in the study 

and from the official list provided by the supervisor of the 

Giles study. 

( 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

The subjects for this study were seventy fourth-grade 

Negro pupils. The pupils were divided into two groups with 

thirty-five pupils in each group. The two groups were com-

parable except for the fact one group contained pupils who 

participated in Head-Start activities during the summer of 

1965. The other group contained pupils who were eligible 

and invited to participate in Head-Start activities during 

the same summer but did not participate. • 

Permission to conduct the study in this school district 

was secured through.the administrative research committee. 
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It was necessary to submit written applications and a copy 

of the research proposal before permission was granted. It 

was also necessary to hold four conferences with the princi-

pal and teachers of the school in which the study was con-

ducted in order to complete details for this study. Arrange-

ments for collecting data were made with the classroom 

teachers. The teachers were provided a film and standardized 

instruction for the writing and viewing sessions {See Appendix). 

The subjects were shown a short film without narration. The 

pupils were asked to write a composition about what they saw 

in the film. The film (2), An Autumn Story—Mrs. Pennypacker1s 

Package, was furnished by Encyclopedia Britannica Educational 

Corporation, Dallas, Texas. 

In this particular school, films are shown on grade-

level basis and on specified days. It was necessary to 

schedule the showing of the film to fit the time and date 

for this grade level. Only one showing of the film was 

necessary because all fourth-graders view films at the same 

time. Witty and Martin (7, p. 162) demonstrated in their 

study that silent films are valuable instruments for stimu-

lating creative expressions. One composition was secured 

from each pupil. This method is substantiated by Diederich 

(3j P« 590). He stated that one composition can be a valid 
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test- of a student's writing ability. Compositions were writ-

ten during the Language Arts period under the supervision of 

the classroom teachers. 

The Kulmann-Anderson Intelligence Test, Seventh Edition 

Form D (6) was. used to divide the pupils into average and 

low intelligence groups. This test was administered by the 

classroom teachers. This procedure is supported by Ahmann 

and Clock, who state, "In most instances, however, the class-

room teacher administers the test to his classes. There are 

advantages to this procedure. Because the teacher knows his 

pupils he can more effectively motivate them" {1, p. 499). 

Procedure for Treating Data 

Statistical Technique 

The statistical technique used to treat the data was 

the simple analysis of variance between the groups. When 

significant differences were found in the analysis of vari-

ance, Fisher's _t was used to test the difference between the 

means. The groups were designated as Head-Start group and 

non-Head-Start group. The groups were further divided into 

subgroups in order to compare the performance of Head-Start 

girls with non-Head-Start girls and Head-Start boys with 

non-Head-Start boys. The groups were also divided by 
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intelligence scores to .compare the performance of average-

intelligence Head-Start pupils with average-intelligence 

non-Head-Start pupils. This same comparison was made between 

low-intelligence Head-Start pupils with low-intelligence 

non-Head-Start pupils. 

Compositions were analyzed by three language-arts 

teachers. Reliability coefficients were taken on ten compo-

sitions to attain accuracy of scoring. Reliability coef-

ficients yield scores of .96 for sentence complexity, .90 

for sentence quantity, .$9 for sentence relatedness, .95 for 

richness of detail, and .96 for precision of vocabulary. 

Each composition was analyzed to establish quantitative 

measures in five areas of language maturity (4, p. 436). 

1. Sentence complexity: 

A mean value for each composition was found by 

assigning numerical value to each sentence type. 

0 = unintelligible or incomplete sentence . 

1 = simple sentence. 

2 = compound sentence . 

3 = complex sentence . 

4 = compound-complex sentence . 

2. Sentence quantity: 

The number of T-units in each composition was counted, 
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3. Sentence relat.ed.ness: 

The average number of subordinate clauses per main 

clause was computed. 

4. Richness of detail: 

The number of different single word adjectives used 

in the first 100 words was counted.* 

The number of movables used in the first 100 words 

was also counted.* 

5. Precision of vocabulary: 

The type-token ratio was calculated for the first 

100 words.* 

*When compositions were less than 100 words, adjusted 
scores were calculated on the basis of words used. 

Statistical Steps 

All nine hypotheses required computing the separate 

means, the standard deviations, the differences in the means 

for each group, and the testing of the significance of the 

difference between the means of each group by means of the 

analysis of variance technique. 

Hypotheses I through V were tested by comparing scores 

of children from the Head-Start group with those from the 

non-Head-Start group on all five measures through a test of 

significance between means, using the analysis of variance 
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Hypothesis VI was tested by comparing scores of Head-

Start girls with those of non-Head-Start girls through a 

test of significance between the means, using"the analysis 

of variance technique. 

Hypothesis VII was tested by comparing the scores of 

Head-Start boys with those of non-Head-Start boys through a 

test of significance between the means, using the analysis 

of variance technique. 

Hypothesis VIII was tested by comparing scores of 

average-intelligence Head-Start pupils with those of average-

intelligence non-Head-Start pupils through a test of sig-

nificance between the means, using an analysis of variance. 

• Hypothesis IX was tested by comparing scores of low-

intelligence Head-Start pupils with those of low-intelligence 

non-Head-Start pupils through a test of significance between 

the means, using the analysis of variance technique. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

The statistical technique used to treat the data was a 

simple analysis of variance test for significant differences 

between the groups. If no significant differences were found, 

the null hypothesis was accepted and no further statistical 

steps were taken, If significant differences were found, 

the Fisher's t was used to determine the location of the 

differences. For the analysis of variance test, the .05 level 

of significance was used. Each hypothesis was tested with a 

one-tailed test. 

Hypothesis I 

It was stated in Hypothesis I that compositions written 

by Head-Start pupils would show a greater sentence complexity 

when compared with those written by non-Head-Start pupils. 

An analysis of variance presented in Table I was made on a 

comparison between Head-Start and non-Head-Start pupils on 

sentence complexity. The result showed that there was no 

significant difference at the .05 level between the groups. 

Since no significant difference was Indicated, further 
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statistical computations were unnecessary. Hypothesis I as 

stated for this comparison was therefore rejected.. 

TABLE I 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START 
GROUPS ON MEASURE ONE, SENTENCE COMPLEXITY 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.0537 
9.2340 

1. 
68. .0537 

Between 
Within 

Total 9.2377 69. .1357 .3959 NSD* 

*NSD indicates no significant difference, 

Hypothesis II 

Hypothesis II stated that compositions written by Head-

Start pupils will be greater in sentence quantity than those 

written by non-Head-Start pupils. Sentence quantity required 

the separate computation of total number of T-units and the 

average length of T-units. An examination of Table II will 

reveal the results of a comparison of Head-Start and non-Head-Start 

pupils on the number of T-units. An analysis of variance 

presented in Table III will indicate the result of a com-

parison of Head-Start and non-Head-Start pupils on the 

average length of T-units (see Tables II and III). 
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TABLE II 

A COMPARISON OF HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START GROUPS ON 
MEASURE NUMBER TWO, NUMBER OF T-UNITS 

Group Number 
Mean 
Scores 

Standard 
Deviation t 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Head-Start 35 12.486 5.551 
-2.337 

SD* 
.05 

Non-Head- 35 16.971 9.717 
Start 

^Significant difference at .05 level. 

In Table II a comparison of Head-Start and non-Head-Start 

groups on number of T-uriits shows a significant difference in 

favor of the latter group. The mean for the Head-Start group 

was-12.486, with a standard deviation of 5.551. The mean for 

the non-Head-Start group was 16.971? with a standard devia-

tion of 9.717. The difference is significant at better than 

the .05 level. 

TABLE III 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE'BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START 
GROUPS ON MEASURE NUMBER WO, AVERAGE LENGTH OF T-UNITS 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 2.840 1. 2.840 
Within 283.783 68. 4.173 .681 NSD 

Total 286.623 69. # # • * # # * 
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Table III revealed the results of an analysis of variance 

on measure two, average length of T-units. The result showed 

that there was no significant difference at the .0.5 level 

between the two groups. Since no significant difference 

was indicated, • further statistical steps were unnecessary. 

Hypothesis II as stated for this comparison was rejected. 

Hypothesis III 

It was predicted in Hypothesis III that compositions 

written by Head--Start pupils would show greater sentence 

relatedness than those written by non-Head-Start pupils. An 

analysis of variance made on this comparison is presented in 

Table IV. The result showed no significant difference be-

tween the groups. Since no significant difference was found, 

no further statistical steps were taken. Hypothesis III as 

stated for this comparison was therefore rejected. 

TABLE IV 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START 
GROUPS ON MEASURE NUMBER THREE, SENTENCE RELATEDNESS 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.049 
1.571 

1. 
68. 

.049 

.023 2.116 
Between 
Within 

Total 17520"" 69. # * • NSD 
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Hypothesis IV 

- It was stated in Hypothesis IV that compositions written 

by Head-Start pupils will be greater in richness of detail 

than those written by non-Head-Start pupils. This measure 

required separate computation of single-word adjectives and 

the number of movables in the first one hundred words. 

Table V reveals a comparison between Head-Start and non-Head-

Start groups on the number of single-word adjectives. The 

result showed that there was a significant difference between 

the groups at better than the .05 level. This difference 

was in favor of the non-Head-Start group. 

TABLE V 

A COMPARISON BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START PUPILS ON 
MEASURE NUMBER FOUR, NUMBER OF SINGLE-WORD ADJECTIVES 

Group Number 
Mean 
Scores 

Standard 
Deviation t 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Head-Start 35 .914 1.223 SD 
-1 .823 .05 

Non-Head- 35 1.543 1.592 
Start 

In Table VI, a comparison between Head-Start and non-

Head-Start groups on the number of movables in the first one 

hundred words is presented. 
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TABLE VI 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START 
GROUPS ON MEASURE NUMBER FOUR, MOVABLES 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.670 
1412.572 

1. 
68. 

.670 
20.773 

.0336 NSD Between 
Within 

Total 1413.242 69. • • # * • » * • • 

The result showed no significant difference at the .05 

level between the groups. Since a significant difference 

was indicated in the comparison of single word adjectives 

and no significant difference in the comparison of movables, 

Hypothesis IV as stated for this comparison was rejected. 

Hypothesis V 

It was predicted in Hypothesis V that there would be a 

significant difference between compositions written by Head-

Start pupils when compared with those written by non-Head-

Start pupils in precision of vocabulary. An analysis of 

variance is given below for measure number five,, precision 

of vocabulary. This measure required the calculation of the 

type-token ratio for the first one hundred words of each 

composition. Table VII presents the result of this analysis. 
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TABLE VII 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START 
GROUPS ON MEASURE NUMBER FIVE, PRECISION OF 

VOCABULARY 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.0014 

.4973 
1. 

68. 
.0014 
.0073 .1998 NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total .4992 69. • * i * 0 m * • • 

The result showed no significant difference at the 

.05 level between the groups. Since no significant differ-

ence was found, further statistical procedure was unnecessary. 

Hypothesis V was .therefore rejected. 

Hypothesis VI 

Hypothesis VI stated that there would be significant 

differences between compositions written by Head-Start girls 

and those written by non-Head-Start girls on measures of 

sentence complexity, sentence quantity, sentence relatedness, 

richness of detail, and precision of vocabulary. Tables 

VIII through XIV contain an analysis of variance for each 

measure. 

Table VIII reveals an analysis of variance between Head-

Start girls and non-Head-Start girls on the measure of 
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sentence complexity. The result showed no significant dif-

ference at the .05 level between the groups. Since no 

significant difference was found, no further statistical 

steps were required. 

TABLE VIII 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START GIRL PUPILS 
AND NON-HEAD-START GIRL PUPILS ON MEASURE 

NUMBER ONE, SENTENCE COMPLEXITY 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.0247 
3.1505 

1. 
36. 

.0247 

.0375 .2323 NSD 
Between 
Within 

Total 3.1752 37. • * * * * • * « 

Table IX reveals an analysis of variance between Head-

Start girls and non-Head-Start girls on measure number two, 

number of T-units. The result showed no significant differ-

ence between the two groups at the .05 level. Considering 

the fact that no significant difference was evident, further 

statistical procedure was unnecessary. 

Table X reveals an analysis of variance between the 

groups on measure number two, average length of T-units. 

The result showed no significant difference at the .05 level 

between the groups. Since no significant difference was 

found, no further statistical steps were required. 
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TABLE IX 

AN' ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START GIRL PUPILS AND 
NON-HEAD-START GIRL PUPILS ON MEASURE NUMBER 

TWO, NUMBER OF T-UNITS 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

24-7973 
2002.0457 

1. 
36. 

.0247 

.0875 .2823 NSD 
Between 
Within 

Total 2026.8430 37. 0 0 0 • * • * 0 

TABLE I 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START GIRL PUPILS AND 
NON-HEAD-START GIRL PUPILS ON MEASURE NUMBER 

TWO, AVERAGE LENGTH OF T-UNITS 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

6.0505 
117.0035 

n 
J- • 

36. 
6.0505 
3.2500 1.8616 NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total 123.0540 37. * * * 0 0 0 * 0 

In Table XI, an analysis of variance between the groups 

on measure number three, sentence relatedness, is presented. 

The result showed no significant difference at the .05 level 

between the two groups on measure three, sentence related-

ness. Since no significant difference was found, no addi-

tional statistical steps were taken. 
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TABLE XI 

AN .ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START 
GIRL PUPILS ON MEASURE NUMBER THREE, 

SENTENCE RELATEDNESS 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.0190 

.6700 
1. 

36. 
.0190 
.0186 1.0239 NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total .6891 37. * * 0 0 0 0 • * 

Table XII reveals an analysis of variance between Head-

Start and non-Head-Start girl pupils on measure of richness 

of detail, adjectives-movables. The result showed no sig-

nificant difference at the .05 level between the two groups. 

Since no significant difference was found, no further statis-

tical steps were necessary. 

TABLE XII 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START 
GIRL PUPILS ON MEASURE NUMBER FOUR, NUMBER OF 

SINGLE-WORD ADJECTIVES 

Source Sum 
Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate 

F 
Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.8919 
57.0028 

1. 
36. 

.8919 
1.5834 .5632 NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total 57.8947 37. * « • 0 0 0 • « 
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Table XII lists an analysis of variance between Head-

Start and non-Head-Start girl pupils on measure number four, 

number of single-word adjectives. The result showed no 

significant difference at the .05 level between the two 

groups. Since- no significant difference was found, no 

further statistical steps were required. 

Table XIII reveals an analysis of variance between Head-

Start and non-Head-Start girls on measure number four, number 

of movables in the first one hundred words. The result 

showed no significant difference at the .05 level between 

the groups. Considering this result, no additional statisti-

cal steps were taken. 
f 

TABLE XIII 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START 
GIRLS ON MEASURE NUMBER FOUR, MOVABLES 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate 

F 
Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

7.S339 
666.4319 

1. 
36. 

7.3339 
IS.5133 .4231 NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total 674.315S 37. * • * » # • « • * 

In Table XIV, an analysis of variance between the groups 

on measure number five, precision of vocabulary, is presented. 
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To establish precision of vocabulary, the type-token ratio 

for' the first one hundred words was calculated. 

TABLE XIV 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START 
GIRLS ON MEASURE FIVE, PRECISION OF VOCABULARY 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between .0000 1. .0000 
Within .2232 36. .0062 .0003 NSD 

Total .2232 37. • » • 9 # # • • 

The result showed no significant difference at the .05 

level between the two groups. Since no significant differ-

ence was found between the two groups, no further statistical 

steps were necessary for this comparison. An analysis of 

variance indicated no significant difference on all measures 

in Hypothesis VI. Therefore, Hypothesis VI as stated for 

this comparison was rejected. 

Hypothesis VII 

Hypothesis VII stated that there would be significant 

differences between compositions written by Head-Start boys 

and those written by non-Head-Start boys on measures of 

sentence complexity, sentence quantity, sentence relatedness, 



53 

r 

richness of detail, and precision of vocabulary. An analysis 

of variance was made on each measure. The results are pre-

sented in Tables XV through XXI. 

Table XV reveals an analysis of variance between Head-

Start and non-Head-Start boys on the measure of sentence 

complexity. The result presented in this table showed no 

significant difference between Head-Start and non-Head-Start 

boy pupils at the .05 level on the measure of sentence com-

plexity. Since no significant difference was evident, further 

statistical steps were unnecessary. 

TABLE XV 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START 
" BOYS ON MEASURE NUMBER ONE, SENTENCE COMPLEXITY 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.0311 
6.0811 

1. 
30. 

.0311 

.2027 .153^ NSD 
Between 
Within 

Total 6.1122 31. * » • • * • • * 

Table XVI lists the result of a comparison between Head-

Start and non-Head-Start boys on sentence quantity. Sentence 

quantity required the separate calculation of the number of 

T-units and the average length of T-units. Table XVI lists 

the result- of the groups compared on T-units. The result 
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showed that there was a difference at better than the .05 

level between the groups. This difference was in favor of 

the non-Head-Start group. 

TABLE XVI 

A COMPARISON BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START BOY 
PUPILS ON TOTAL NUMBER OF T-UNITS 

Group Number 
Mean 
Scores 

Standard 
Deviation t 

Le\rel of 
Signifi-
cance 

Head-Start 14 10.357 3.S47 SD 
Boys -2.610 .05 

Non-Head- id 13.333 10.541 
Start Boys 

Table XVII lists the result of a comparison between 

Head-Start and non-Head-Start boys on the average length of 

T-units. The result indicated that a significant difference 

at better than the .05 level existed between the two groups. 

This difference was in favor of the Head-Start group. 

In Table XVIII an analysis of variance is given for a 

comparison of Head-Start and non-Head-Start boys on sentence 

relatedness. The result showed no significant difference 

between the groups. Since no significant difference was 

found, no further statistical steps were necessary. 
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TABLE XVII 

A COMPARISON BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START BOY 
PUPILS ON AVERAGE LENGTH OF T-UNITS 

Group Number 
Mean 
Scores 

Standard 
Deviation t 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance. 

Head-Start 14 10.3500 2.1346 
Boys 

Non-Head- IS $.3500 1.8166 2.7362 SD 
Start Boys 

TABLE XVIII 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-
START BOY PUPILS ON SENTENCE RELATEDNESS 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between .0321 1. .0321 
Within .8985 30. .0299 1.0732 NSD 

Total .9306 31. f * 1 * * * * » • 

Table XIX presents data from an analysis of variance 

between Head-Start and non-Head-Start boy pupils on the use 

of single-x-rord adjectives. The use of single-word adjectives 

and the use of movables in the first one hundred words of 

each composition comprise the measure of richness of detail. 
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TABLE III 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-START 
BOY PUPILS ON THE USE OF SINGLE-WORD ADJECTIVES 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 6.0019 1. 6.0019 
Within 77-3730 30. 2.5957 2.3122 NSD 

Total S3.3750 31. # # 0 « # 0 • • 

The result showed no significant difference between the groups. 

Since no significant difference was found, no further statis-

tical calculations were required. 

In Table XX, data from an analysis of variance between 

Head-Start boy pupils and non-Head-Start boy pupils on the 

use of movables are presented. The results showed no sig-

nificant difference between the groups. Since no significant 

difference was found, no additional statistical computations 

were required. 

TABLE XX 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-
START BOY PUPILS ON THE USE OF MOVABLES. 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 1.6116 1. 1.6116 
Within 727.3572 30. 24.2452 .0064 NSD 

Total - 723.9683 31. » * • 1 . . . « « 
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An analysis of variance was made between the Head-Start 

and. non-Head-Start boys' group on precision of vocabulary. 

These data are presented in Table XXI. The result showed 

that there was no significant difference at the .05 level 

between the groups. Since no significant difference was 

indicated, no further statistical steps were taken. 

TABLE XXI 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN HEAD-START AND NON-HEAD-
START BOY PUPILS ON PRECISION OF VOCABULARY 

Source Sum 
Squares 

1 Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate 

F 
Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.0030 

.2726 
1. 

30. 
.0030 . 
.0090 • 3302. NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total .2756 31. 1 
* * * • • * « • 

Hypothesis VII stated that there would be significant 

differences between Head-Start boys on measures of sentence 

complexity, sentence quantity, sentence relatedness, richness 

of detail, and precision of vocabulary. Significant differ-

ence was found only in one measure, sentence quantity. This 

difference was found in number of T-units favoring the non-

Head-Start group and in average length of' T-units favoring 

the Head-Start group. Hypothesis VII as stated was therefore 

rejected with this one exception. 
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Hypothesis VIII 

Hypothesis VIII predicted that there would be no. sig-

nificant difference between compositions written by average-

intelligence Head-Start pupils when compared with average-

intelligence non-Head-Start pupils on measure of sentence 

complexity, sentence o^uantity, sentence relatedness, richness 

of detail, and precision of vocabulary. Tables XXII through 

XXVIII reveal analysis of variance for each measure. In 

Table XXII an analysis of variance is made, comparing average-

intelligence Head-Start pupils with average-intelligence 

non-Head-Start pupils on the measure of sentence complexity. 

TABLE XXII 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN AVERAGE-IQ HEAD-START 
PUPILS WITH AVERAGE-IQ NON-HEAD-START PUPILS 

ON SENTENCE COMPLEXITY 

Source Sum 
Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.0241 
6.0897 

1. 
53. 

.0241 

.1149 .2100 NSD 
Between 
Within 

Total 6.113S 54. * * # 0 « # • • 

The results showed that there was no significant differ-

ence at the .05 level between the groups on this measure. 

Since no significant difference was evident, further statis-

tical computations were unnecessary. 
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Table XXIII lists a comparison between average-intelligence 

Head-Start pupils and average-intelligence non-Head-Start 

pupils on the number of T-units. The result indicated that 

there was a significant difference between the groups at 

better than the .05 level. This difference was in favor of 

the average-intelligence non-Head-Start pupils. 

TABLE XXIII 

A COMPARISON BETWEEN AVERAGE-IQ HEAD-START PUPILS AND 
AVERAGE-IQ NON-HEAD-START PUPILS ON 

NUMBER OF T-UNITS 

Group Number 
Mean 
Scores 

Standard 
Deviation t 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Average-IQ 30 12.633 5-794 SD 
Head-Start -2.416 .05 
Average-IQ 25 17.840 9.694 
Non-Head-
Start 

An analysis of variance in Table XXIV will reveal data 

from a comparison between average-intelligence Head-Start 

pupils and average-intelligence non-Head-Start pupils on 

average length of T-units. The result showed no significant 

difference between the two groups at the .05 level. Since 

no significant difference was indicated, no further statis-

tical steps were taken. 
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. TABLE XXIV 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN AVERAGE-IQ HEAD-START GROUPS 
AND AVERAGE-IQ NON-HEAD-START GROUPS ON 

AVERAGE LENGTH OF T-UNITS 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.14^ 
193.533 

1. 
53. 

.143 
3 .656 .040 NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total 193.681 54. * • # • # « * # 

Table XXV lists an analysis of variance between average-

intelligence Head-Start groups and average-intelligence 

non-Head-Start groups on the measure of sentence relatedness, 

The result showed that there was no significant difference 

at the .05 level between the groups. Since no significant 

difference was found, further statistical steps were un-

necessary. 

TABLE XXV 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN AVERAGE-IQ HEAD-START PUPILS 
AND AVERAGE-IQ NON-HEAD-START PUPILS ON 

SENTENCE RELATEDNESS 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.010 
1.217 

1. 
53. 

.010 

.023 .4179 NSD 
Between 
Within 

Total 1.227 54. # « • • * « • • 
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In Table XXVI, data from an analysis of variance between 

average-intelligence Head-Start pupils and average-intelligence 

non-Head-Start pupils in the use of single-word adjectives 

are presented. The result showed that there was no signifi-

cant difference at the .05 level between the groups. Con-

sidering this result, no further statistical computations 

were necessary. 

TABLE XXVI 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN AVERAGE-IQ HEAD-START PUPILS 
AND AVERAGE-IQ NON-HEAD-START PUPILS IN THE 

USE OF SINGLE-WORD ADJECTIVES 

Source 
Slim 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

6.002 
77.873 

1. 
30. 

6.002 
2.596 2.312 NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total S3.875 31. • * • • * * • • 

Table XXVII reveals the result of an analysis of vari-

ance between average-intelligence Head-Start pupils and 

average-intelligence non-Head-Start pupils on the use of 

movables. The result showed that there Was no significant 

difference at the .05 level between the groups. Since there 

was no significant difference between the groups, further 

statistical steps were not taken. . 
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TABLE XXVII 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN AVERAGE-IQ HEAD-START PUPILS 
AND AVERAGE-IQ NON-HEAD-START PUPILS ON 

THE USE OF MOVABLES 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

• Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between ' 1.6116 1. 1.6116 
Within 727.3572 30. 24.2452 . 0664 NSD 

Total 728.9633 31. • • « • • # * # • 

Table XXVIII lists an analysis of variance between 

average-intelligence Head-Start groups and average-intelligence 

non-Head-Start groups on precision of vocabulary. The result 

indicated no significant difference between the two groups. 
i 

Since no significant difference was evident, no further sta-

tistical steps were necessary. 

TABLE XXVIII 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN AVERAGE-IQ HEAD-START GROUPS 
AND AVERAGE-IQ NON-HEAD-START GROUPS ON 

PRECISION OF VOCABULARY 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level' of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between .0030 1. .0030 
Within .2726 30. .0090 .3302 NSD 

Total .2756 

i—1 • * * m m m • • 
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Hypothesis VIII stated, that there would be no signifi-

cant difference between compositions written by average-

intelligence Head-Start pupils when compared with average-

intelligence non-Head-Start pupils on measures of sentence 

complexity, sentence quantity, sentence relatedness, richness 

of detail, and precision of vocabulary. Significant differ-

ence was found on only one measure, number of T-units. This 

difference was in favor of the average-intelligence non-Head-

Start group. Hypothesis VIII as stated for these comparisons 

was accepted with this one exception. 

Hypothesis IX 

Hypothesis IX stated that compositions written by low-

intelligence Head-Start pupils will exhibit significantly 

greater written language development than those written by 

low-intelligence non-Head-Start pupils on measures of sentence 

complexity, sentence quantity, sentence relatedness, richness 

of detail, and precision of vocabulary. An analysis of var-

iance for each group comparison is presented in Tables XXIX 

through XXXV. 

Table XXIX reveals an analysis of variance between low-

intelligence Head-Start pupils and low-intelligence' non-Head-

Start pupils on the measure of sentence complexity. The 

result.showed no significant difference at the .05 level 
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between the two groups. Since no significant difference was 

evident, no further statistical steps were taken. 

TABLE XXIX 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN LOW-IQ HEAD-START PUPILS AND 
LOW-IQ NON-HEAD-START PUPILS ON SENTENCE COMPLEXITY 

Source Sum 
Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate 

F 
Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.0038 
3.0190 

1. 
13. 

.003^ 

.2322 .0165 NSD 
Between 
Within 

Total 3.0226 14. • * • # • • • « 

Table XXX reveals an analysis of variance between low-

intelligence Head-Start pupils and low-intelligence non-Head-

Start pupils on sentence quantity. Sentence quantity involved 

the calculation of number of T-units and the average length 

of T-units. 

TABLE XXX 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN LOW-IQ HEAD-START PUPILS AND 
LOW-IQ NON-HEAD-START PUPILS 

ON NUMBER OF T-UNITS 

Source Sum 
Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

34.1334 
956.8000 

1. 
13. 

34.1334 • 
73.6000 .4637 NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total 990.9334 14. * • « • • • * • • 
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Table XXX compares the groups on the number of T-units. 

The- result showed no significant difference between the two 

groups. Considering this result, no additional statistical 

computations were made. 

In Table XXXI, the result of a comparison between low-

intelligence Head-Start pupils and low-intelligence non-Head-

Start pupils on the measure of average length of T-units is 

presented. The result showed a significant difference at 

the .05 level between the groups. The difference favored 

low-intelligence Head-Start pupils on this measure. 

TABLE XXXI 

A COMPARISON BETWEEN LOW-IQ HEAD-START,PUPILS AND LOW-IQ 
NON-HEAD-START PUPILS ON AVERAGE LENGTH OF T-UNITS 

Group Number 
Mean 
Scores 

Standard 
Deviation t 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Low-IQ Head- 5 10.140 3 .114 
Start 1.734 SD 
Low-IQ Non- 10 7.S70 1.605 .05 
Head-Start 

Table XXXII lists the result of an analysis of variance 

between low-intelligence Head-Start pupils and low-intelligence 

non-Head-Start pupils on sentence relatedness. The result 

showed no significant difference between the two groups at 
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the .05 level. Since no significant statistical difference 

was. found, no further statistical steps were necessary. 

TABLE XXXII 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN LOW-IQ HEAD-START PUPILS AND 
LOW-IQ NON-HEAD-START PUPILS ON SENTENCE RELATEDNESS 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.0360 

.2632 
1. 

13. 
.0360 
.0206 1.7473 NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total .3042 14. * * # # * 0 * • 

Table XXXIII lists an analysis of variance between low-

intelligence Head-Start pupils and low-intelligence non-Head-

Start pupils on the use of single-word adjectives in the 

first one hundred words of each composition. The result 

showed no significant difference between the groups at the 

.05 level. Since no significant difference was found between 

the groups, no additional statistical computations were made. 

Table XXXIV reveals an analysis of variance between 

low-intelligence Head-Start pupils and low-intelligence non-

Head -Start pupils on the use of movables. The results showed 

no significant difference between the two'groups. Since no 

significant difference was evident, further statistical steps 

were not taken. 



67 

TABLE XXXIII 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN LOW-IQ HEAD-START PUPILS AND 
LOW-IQ NON-HEAD-START PUPILS ON THE NUMBER OF 

SINGLE-WORD ADJECTIVES 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

1.6333 
18.1000 1—

' 1 .6333 
1.3923 1 .1731 NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total 19.7333 14. • • • . . . • • 

TABLE XXXIV 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN LOW-IQ HEAD-START PUPILS AND 
LOW-IQ NON-HEAD-START PUPILS ON THE NUMBER OF MOVABLES 

Source Sum 
Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate 

F 
Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.5333 
315-2000 

1. 
13. 

.5333 
24 .2461 .0219 NSD 

Between 
Within 

Total 315.7333 b-
J 

•
 

1 

• * « * » * 1 * * 

Table XXXV lists an analysis of variance between low-

intelligence Head-Start pupils and low-intelligence non-Head-

Start pupils on precision of vocabulary. The result showed 

that there was no significant difference between the two 

groups. Since no significant difference was evident, further 

statistical steps were not required. 
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TABLE XXXV 

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN LOW-IQ HEAD-START PUPILS AND 
LOW-IQ NON-HEAD-START PUPILS ON PRECISION OF VOCABULARY 

Source 
Sum 

Squares 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 

Variance 
Estimate F 

Level of 
Signifi-
cance 

Between 
Within 

Total 

.0009 

.0369 
1. 
13. 

.0009 

.0066 . 1440 NSD 
Between 
Within 

Total .0873 14. « * • * # • 

Hypothesis IX predicted that compositions written by 

low-intelligence Head-Start pupils would show significantly 

greater written language development than those written by 

low-intelligence non-Head-Start pupils on measures of sen-

tence complexity, sentence quantity, sentence rel&tedness, 

richness of detail, and precision of vocabulary. An analysis 

of variance made on each measure showed no significant dif-

ference on all measures at the .05 level between the groups. 

Hypothesis IX, as stated, was therefore rejected. 

Summary of Findings 

An analysis of variance has been made on five areas of 

language maturity for all groups involved in this study. 

Significant differences were found between one or more groups 

Therefore, it was necessary to examine the means of the 
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groups to determine the locations of the differences in six 

of the group comparisons. 

The results of testing the hypotheses considered in this 

study can be summarized briefly in the following manner: 

1. The Head-Start group showed no significant differ-

ence when compared with the non-Head-Start group on sentence 

complexity. Therefore, Hypothesis I as stated for this com-

parison was rejected. 

2. When a comparison was made on sentence quantity, which 

required the calculation of number of T-units and average 

length of T-units, the Head-Start group showed no advantage 

over the non-Head-Start group. However, a significant differ-
t 

ence was found in the number of T-units. This difference was 

in favor of the non-Head-Start group. Hypothesis II as stated, 

for this comparison was rejected, with this one exception. 

3. There was not a statistically significant differ-

ence between the Head-Start group and the non-Head-Start 

group on measure of sentence relatedness. Hypothesis III 

as stated for this comparison was therefore rejected. 

4. When a comparison was made on richness of detail, 

which required the separate calculation of number of single-

word adjectives and the number of movables in the first one 

hundred words, there was a statistically significant difference 
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between the Head-Start and non-Head-Start groups on the number 

of .single-word adjectives. This difference was in favor of 
10 

the non-Head-Start group. Hypothesis IV as stated for this 

comparison was therefore rejected. 

5. When a comparison was made on precision of vocabulary, 

there was no statistically significant difference between the 

Head-Start and non-Head-Start groups. Hypothesis V as stated 

for this group comparison was therefore rejected. 

6. When Head-Start girls were compared with non-Head-

Start girls on all measures, there were no statistically sig-

nificant differences between the two groups. Hypothesis VI 

as stated for this comparison was therefore rejected. 

7. When Head-Start boys were compared with non-Head-

Start boys on all measures, there was a significant differ-

ence between the groups on one measure, sentence quantity. 

All other measures showed no statistically significant dif-

ferences. Hypothesis VII as stated for this group comparison 

was therefore rejected with this one exception. 

$. When average-intelligence Head-Start pupils were 

compared with average-intelligence non-Head-Start pupils on 

all measures, there were no statistically significant differ-

ences, except on one measure. A significant difference was 

found between the groups on the number of T-units. This 
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difference was in favor of the non-Head-Start group. 

Hypothesis VIII as stated for this comparison was therefore 

accepted with this one exception. 

9. There was a statistically significant difference 

between low-intelligence Head-Start and low-intelligence 

non-Head-Start pupils on one measure, average length of 

T-units. All other measures showed no significant differ-

ences. Hypothesis IX as stated was therefore rejected. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSION 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to compare written compo-

sitions of pupils who attended an eight-week Head-Start pro-

gram in the summer of 2.965 with those of similar pupils who 

did not attend the program. Each composition was analyzed 

with respect to five areas of language maturity as reported 

by Frazier (3). Compositions were written and analyzed 

during the months of April and May, 1969. 

Subjects included in this study were 32 boys and 3$ girls 

in the study population. There were 35 pupils in the Head-

Start group and 35 pupils in the non-Head-Start group. Only 

one elementary school was used in the study. Each pupil was 

a member of a study conducted by Giles (4). The language 

areas measured were sentence complexity, sentence quantity, 

sentence relatedness, richness of detail, and precision of 

vocabulary. All subjects wrote one composition. The compo-

sitions were written in response to a short film without 

narration. 

73 



74 
r 

The data were programmed with the IBM computer in the 

North Texas State University Computer Center. The statisti-

cal technique used to treat the data was the simple analysis 

of variance between the groups. FisherTs t was used to 

determine where significant differences occurred within the 

groups compared. 

The following hypotheses were formulated and investi-

gated by statistical analysis in- this study. 

1. Compositions written by Head-Start pupils will show 

a greater sentence complexity than those written by non-Head-

Start pupils. There was no significant difference in sentence 

complexity between compositions written by Head-Start and 

non-Head-Start pupils. Hypothesis I was therefore rejected. 

2. Compositions written by Head-Start pupils will be 

greater in sentence quantity than those written by non-Head-

Start pupils. Sentence quantity required the separate cal-

culation of the number of T-units and the average length of 

T-units in each composition. A statistically significant 

difference at better than the .05 level was found in the 

number of T-units. This difference was in favor of the non-

Head-Start group. Hypothesis II was rejected, with this one 

exception. 
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3. Compositions written by Head-Start pupils will show 

greater sentence relatedness than those written by non-Head-

Start pupils. There was no statistically significant differ-

ence between the two groups. Hypothesis III was rejected. 

4. Compositions written by Head-Start pupils will be 

greater in richness of detail than those written by non-Head-

Start pupils. Richness of detail required the separate cal-

culation of the number of single-word adjectives and the 

number of movables in the first one hundred words. There 

was a statistically significant difference at the .05 level 

between the two groups on the number of single-word adjectives. 

This difference was in favor of the non-Head-Start group. On 

the use of movables, no significant difference was found. 

Hypothesis IV was therefore rejected. 

5. Compositions written by Head-Start pupils will be 

greater in precision of vocabulary than those written by non-

Head-Start pupils. There was no statistically significant 

difference at the .05 level between the groups. Hypothesis V 

was rejected. 

6. Compositions written by Head-Start girl pupils will 

show significantly greater written language development on 

measures of sentence complexity, sentence quantity, sentence 

relatedness, richness of detail, and precision of vocabulary 
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than those written by non-Head-Start girl pupils. There was 

no .statistically significant difference between the groups on 

all measures. Hypothesis VI was rejected. 

7. Compositions written by Head-Start boys will exhibit 

significantly greater written language development on measures 

of sentence complexity, sentence quantity, sentence related-

ness, richness of detail, and precision of vocabulary than 

those written by non-Head-Start boys. Statistically signif-

icant difference at the .05 level was found between the two 

groups on the measure of sentence quantity. This difference 

was in favor of the non-Head-Start boys on number of T-units. 

All other measures showed no significant difference; therefore, 

Hypothesis VII was rejected, with this one exception. 

8. Compositions written by average-intelligence Head-

Start pupils will show no significant differences on measures 

of sentence complexity, sentence quantity, sentence related-

ness, richness of detail, and precision of vocabulary when 

compared with those written by average-intelligence non-Head-

Start pupils. A significant difference was found between 

the two groups on the number of T-units. This difference 

favored the non-Head-Start group. All other measures showed 

no significant difference between the groups. Hypothesis • 

VIII, as stated for these comparisons, was accepted, with 

the exception mentioned above. 
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9. Compositions written by low-intelligence Head-Start 

pupils will exhibit significantly greater written language 

development on measures of sentence complexity, sentence 

quantity, sentence relatedness, richness of detail, and 

precision of vocabulary than those written by low-intelligence 

non-Head-Start pupils. There was a statistically significant 

difference at the .05 level of significance between the two 

groups on the measure of sentence quantity. This difference 

was in favor of the Head-Start group. On all other measures 

no significant differences were found. Hypothesis IX as 

stated for this comparison was rejected. 

Findings 

1. With respect to sentence complexity, Head-Start 

pupils showed no statistically significant advantage over 

non-Head-Start pupils at the end of the fourth grade. 

2. At the end of the fourth grade non-Head-Start pupils 

showed a difference that was statistically significant in 

the use of total number of T-units over Head-Start pupils. 

3. When compared with non-Head-Start pupils on sentence 

relatedness, Head-Start pupils showed no difference that was 

statistically significant. 

4. With respect to richness of detail, non-Head-Start 

pupils showed a difference that was statistically significant 
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when compared with Head-Start pupils on the use of single-

word adjectives. 

5. At the end of the fourth grade, there was no statis-

tically significant difference between Head-Start and non-

Head-Start pupils when compared on precision of vocabulary, 

6. When Head-Start girls were compared with non-Head-

Start girls on measures of sentence complexity, sentence 

quantity, sentence relatedness, richness of detail, and 

precision of vocabulary, no statistically significant dif-

ferences were found between the two groups. 

7. There was a significant difference between Head-

Start and non-Head-Start boys on the measure of sentence 
t 

quantity. This difference was in favor of the non-Head-

Start boys on the number of T-units, but favored the Head-

Start boys on average length of T-units. All other measures 

showed no significant differences between the groups. 

When a comparison on intelligence was made, average-

intelligence non-Head-Start pupils showed a statistically 

significant advantage over average-intelligence Head-Start 

pupils on the number of T-units. On all other measures, no 

significant differences were found between the two groups. 

9. When low-intelligence Head-Start pupils were com-

pared with low-intelligence non-Head-Start pupils on all 
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measures, a statistically significant difference was found 

between the two groups on average length of T-units. This 

difference was in favor of the Head-Start group. All other 

measures showed no significant differences between the two 

groups. 

Discussion 

When Head-Start pupils were compared with non-Head-Start 

pupils on all five measures, a significant difference was 

found between the groups in the use of T-units. This dif-

ference was in favor of the non-Head-Start group. T-units 

are thought units, or as what Hunt (6) defined as being 

equivalent to simple or complex sentences. It was found 

that non-Head-Start pupils used less complicated sentences 

than did Head-Start pupils. This probably accounted for the 

difference between the groups on this measure. The use of 

short statements and predominantly simple sentences is an 

indication of immaturity in language development. John (7), 

Thomas (12), and Anastasi and D'Angelo (1) all agree that 

the use of predominantly simple sentences is typical language 

behavior of culturally deprived children. 

Head-Start pupils had a higher mean score than- non-Head-

Start pupils when compared on sentence relatedness. Sentence 

relatedness involved the use of subordinate clauses. It was 
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found that Head-Start pupils used more subordinate clauses 

than did non-Head-Start pupils. LaBrant (8) and Harrell (5) 

both agree that the use of subordinate clauses is a marked 

indication of written language maturity in children. 

When Head-Start girls v/ere compared with non-Head-Start 

girls on all measures, no significant differences were found 

between the groups. In Giles' study (4)> when Head-Start 

girls were compared with non-Head-Start girls, differences 

were found on only two of twenty variables. These differ-

ences were in favor of the Head-Start girls. The variables 

on which differences were found were use of partial or in-

complete sentence and use of vivid and colorful expressions. 

In this present study, no significant differences were ex-

hibited by the subgroups of girls on all five measures. 

When Head-Start boys were compared with non-Head-Start 

boys, a difference at the .05 level or better was found c-n 

the measure of sentence quantity. This measure included 

number of T-units and average length of T-units. On the 

number of T-units the difference was in favor of the non-Head-

Start boys. The results showed that non-Head-Start boys and 

non-Head-Start pupils in general used more T-units than did 

Head-Start pupils. Although non-Head-Start pupils used more 

T-units than did Head-Start pupils, average length of T-units 
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was in favor of the Head-Start pupils. In Giles' study (4)> 

Head-Start boys exceeded non-Head-Start boys in the use of 

expressions of tentativeness and use of vivid and colorful 

expressions. Giles stated that these measures are definitely 

indications of-language maturity. It can also be pointed 

out that the use of a large number of short T-units or simple 

sentences, according to Loban (9)} is definitely an indication 

of immature language development. On the other hand, Hunt (6), 

Strickland (10), Davis (2), and Templin (11) all agree that 

mean length of T-units is a valid index of language maturity 

in writing. It can be safely stated that although signifi-

cant differences were not found on all five measures, the 

t 

Head-Start boys showed more language maturity than did non-

Head-Start boys. 

When average-intelligence Head-Start and average-intelli-

gence non-Head-Start pupils were compared, a significant 

difference was found on the total number of T-units. This 

difference was in favor of the non-Head-Start group. In the 

Giles' study, significant differences were found on four of 

twenty variables. These differences favored the non-Head-

Start group. Considering the results of this comparison, it 

appears that when average-intelligence Head-Start and average-

intelligence non-Head-Start pupils are compared, the Head-

Start experience made little or no difference. 
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When low-intelligence Head--Start and low-intelligence 

non-Head-Start pupils were compared on all five measures, a 

significant difference was found between the two groups on 

average length of T-units. This difference was in favor of 

the low-intelligence Head-Start pupils. When this same group 

comparison was made in Giles' study, significant differences 

were found on three of the twenty variables used. These 

differences favored the Head-Start pupils. Results of other 

studies made on Head-Start programs show that low-intelligence 

pupils seem to gain more from Head-Start activities than do 

average-intelligence pupils. 

On all group comparisons, Head-Start pupils showed no 

overall advantage over non-Head-Start pupils that was sta-

tistically significant. On the measure of sentence related-

ness, which involved the calculation of subordinate clauses, 

Head-Start pupils had higher mean scores than did non-Head-

Start pupils in all group comparisons. According to LaBrant 

(S), Harrell (5), and Loban (9)> the use of subordinate 

clauses is definitely a marked indication of written language 

maturity. Head-Start pupils also had higher mean scores on 

average length of T-units in three group comparisons than did 

non-Head-Start pupils. Hunt (6), Templin (11), and Strickland 

(10) agree that length of T-units is a valid index of written 

language maturity in children. 
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In Giles' study (4)> Head-Start pupils were found to 

show greater oral language development when compared with 

non-Head-Start pupils at the end of the first grade. In 

this present study, 70 of the 104 pupils used in the Giles' 

study were compared on their written language development. 

The results showed no overall statistically significant dif-

ferences between the two groups at the end of the fourth 

grade. It appears that the advantage held by Head-Start 

pupils over non-Head-Start pupils at the end of the first 

grade had been lost during their tenure in the primary grades 

Conclusion 

When Head-Start and non-Head-Start pupils were compared 

on five areas of language maturity, no overall significant 

differences were found between the two groups at the end of 

the fourth grade. 
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APPENDIX 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE VIEWING AND WRITING SESSIONS 

Instructions for Showing Film: 

You are going to view a short film entitled An Autumn 

Story—Mrs, Penny Packer's Package. It is not like most 

film you have seen because there will be no narration in it. 

You will have to make up the story as you view the film. It 

is very necessary that you watch carefully so that you can 

write the story of the film when it is over. 

Instructions for the Writing Session: 

I would like for you to write a story about what you 

saw in the film. This is not a test, and your papers will 

not be graded. I am primarily interested in your ideas. 

Do not worry about your spelling. Spell the words as best 

you can or raise your hand and I will come around to spell 

words for you. Write only on the front side of the paper. 
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