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The purpose of this study was to determlne If there Is a
statlstically slgnificant difference between the receptlve
vocabulary scores on the Stanford Achlevement Test of chlldren
having different blrth orders all of whom were ralsed with a
non-worklng parent In the home during thelr pre-school yvears.

This study examlned the effect of birth order on a child’s
. receptjve vocabulary., It analyzed the effects on a chlld’s
language development by environment, blrth order, parental
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, Sibling communications, schema and intelligence.
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Researchers agree that a child’s academic success is

-2 ~N vl
rrelated wi

(ad

h his/her lanoguage components. A child’s backaround
is an lmportant factor In the developmentrof his/her language
lexicons of llstening, speakling, writing and readlng. A child
does not have to be able to read to recognize and place meaning
.With a verbal utterance and he Is not limlted by his/her
experiences and éhvironment.

How does receptive vocabulary develop In the young child?
Where does 1t begin? Who or what affects Its growth? Research
Indicates that the famlly makeup and environment shapes much of
tthlis development. Thils study delved Into these prospects and
Investigated thelir Importance In language development.

The findings of this study clearly indicate that there Is no

statistically significant difference between-the receptlve
vocabulary scores on the Stanford Achlevement Test of chlldren
with different birth orders all of whom were ralsed by a

non-worklng parent In the home durlng thelr pre-school years.
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Chapter 1

Statement of the Problem

Purvose
The purpose of thlz study was to determlne | f
there s a statlstlically slaniflcant relatlionshlp
between the Stanford Achievement Test receptlive

vocabulary scores of children having different blrth

the home durlng thelr pre-school vears.

This study examlned the relatlonship of blrth
order on a child’s receptive vocabulary. It analyzed
language development within the parameters of a
child’s environment and birth order, parental
Involvement, sibling communicatlions, schema and ’

intelligence.

Question

Is there a statistically signiflcant
relatlonship between the 8Stanford Achlievement Test
receptlive vocabulary scores for second grade students

having dlfferent blirth orders vyet all of whom were




ralsed with a non-worklng parent In the home durlng

their pre-school years?

Need for the Study

Teachers and parents must remember that a child’s
oral language development 1s a cruclal aspect of
reading development. Speaklng, writing, llstenlng and
readling are four intricately woven aspects of
language. When one aspect breaks down or is not fully
developed, the other parts have dlifflculties
developing.

Most research in the area of language development
lends itself to reading, speaking and wrltlng
difficulties In chlldren. Reading and wrlting have
set curriculums In elementary schools, Chlldren are
often sent to readlng centers, wrlting centers and
speech therapists to help correct thelr language
problems. In the case of a listening difficulty, a
child’s hearing may be tested.

Students who dlsplay problems with receptlve

language or in listening comprehension yet do not have
a hearing problem may be lacking in oral language
development - more specifically, for the case of this

atudy, the receptlve vocabulary to understand what ls



belng sdld. Stewlg (1982) states that "1f chlldren do
not respond to directlons or questlions, 1t may well be
because the teacher has assumed they understand when
In fact they do not." Audlng, "the process of
listenlng to language and processing 1t for
comprehension" (Brown, clted In Anderson and Lapp,
1988), beglns In the very young chlld. "The chlld can
have pecullar |Islands of accuracy amld a sea of
confuslon" (deVilliers & deVilllers, 1979, p. 80).

As a chlld ages, |t becomes lncreaslngly more
Important to have a large llistening vocabulary. A
hlgher befcentage of hls/her day Is spent llstenling.
Placing meanlng on oral content becomes cruclal,
While one ls llstenlng, s/he 13 not afforded the
luxury of slowlng the pace of the lncomlng Informatlon
nor Is s/he allowed to go back over a. plece of
Informatlon. No matter what stage of development one.
s at, thls sophlsticated Ilstening skill does not
allow tlime for reconslderatlion or reflectlon of
Informatlon as needed. Listenlng for <content at

leisure does not exist as 1t does In readlng or

wrltlng (Stewlg, 1982).
How does receptive vocabulary develop In the
young c¢child? Where does 1t begin? Who or what

affects lts growth? Research Indlcates that the



family makeup and environment shapes much of this

development (May, 1986).

Receptlive Vocabulary - words that are recelved
from another person through hearlng or
listenlng and asslgned meanlng wlthout

context,

"Blrth Order - the order In whlich children are
born within a family unlt. The spacling of

chlldren can change blrth order labellng.

Flrst Born and Only Chlld - the flrst born chlld
to a famllyror the only chlld. Flve or more
vears between sliblings beglns another famlly

and another flrst chlld (Leman 1985).

Second Born and Mliddle Chlild - the second chlld.,
Thls chlld can be the second of three

children, the second or third of four, etc.

Youngest or Last Born - the youngest slbllng, even
1f there are only two chlildren, often

referred to as the baby of the family. The second



born could also be the last bqrn lf only twao

chlldren are in the family (Leman, 1985).

SAT - Stanford Achlevement Test, Primary 2 Form E.

Limitatliong of the Study

There are two maln Illmlitatlons to thls study.
The research was conducted on a group of students
whose pre-school years lIncluded a non-worklng parent
In the home. There are no quallflers for the tlme
spent wlth thls parent. Thé chlldren In the study
were screened -for learnling dlsablllities and other
learning abnormalltles. Sliblings of the subjects were
not screened. They may have mental or physlcal
handlcaps whlich demand constant parental attentlon
thus changling the parent-chlld relatlonshlp of the

subject.

Summary

Researchers agree that a child’s academlic success
Is correlated wlth hls/her language compoﬁents. A
chlld’s background Is an Important factor In the
development of hls/her language lexicons of llstenling

speaklng, wrltlng, and reading. A vyoung chlld



recelves messages aurally and comprehends wlthout the
benefit of added cues. A child does not have to be
able to read to recognlze or place meanlng with a
verbal utterance and he Is not limited to a llst of
words but Is llmlted by 'hls/her experlences and
environment (May, 1986).

A.deeper understandlng of preschool language
development |s necessary lf educators are to know and
understand the "gaps" that exlst between chlldren In

thelr receptlve language development.




Chapter II

Review of the Literature

Purpose

The purpose of.this study was to determine 1If
there 1s a statistically slignlflicant relatlonship
between the Stanford Achievement Test receplive
vocabulary scores of chlildren having different birth
orders who were raised wiith a non-worxking parent in
the home during their pre-school yvyears. |

This study examlined the relationship of birth
order on a child’s receptlve vocabulary. It analyzed
language development wlithin the parameters of a
child’s environment and birtﬁ order, parental
involvement, sibling communications, schema and

intelligence.

Lanauage Development

Almost from the moment newborn lInfants are laid In

their c¢ribs, they are Intently at work taking 1In

information -through human beings’ most-used recepfive
channel - the ears. Though this first listening Is
crude compared with the sophisticated, inferentlial
listening adults do, it is a beginning. As children
grow, their listening abilities develop as the children
zense, sort, and begin to act upon the aural slonals
they receive., (Stewlg, 1982, p. 61>



Research has shown that there I[s a correlatlion
between environment, culture and receptlve language
(May, 1986). Receptlve language Includes both readlng
and llstening. Loban (1964) completed a longltudinal
study on readlng achlevement of students In grades
four through elght. These students were evaluated In
klndergarten for oral language ~competency using a
vocabulary test adminlstered orally and via a ratlng
by thelr teachers on (a> the amount of language (b}
guallty of vocabulary (c¢> sklill In communlcation <(d>
organization, purpose, conircl! o©
of ldeas (f) quallty of Illstenling. Loban (1964>
reported results lIndicating a *“strong relatlonshlp
between oral language ablllity 1In klndergarten and
subsequent reading ablility." He further Indicated
that "the relatlonshlp grows with Increases In grade

level, whlch ls consistant wlth the expectation that '

auding and readlng test performance wlll be -more
hlghly correlated after some skill In learning to read
has deveLoped. This study |Is conslstant with the

theory that auding abllity 1s Indicatlve of reading

potentlal, Thls research lead Loban (1964) to suggest

that audlng rate be used as an lIndlcator of reading
rate before a c¢hlld has the ablllty to read.

Preschool oral language skllls have been correlated



wlith readlng achlevement upon enfering school. Loban
states that the ablllty for “audlng® s strictly
related to the ablllity to read. Stewlg (1982) wrlites
that a chlld’s Introductlon to a culture 13 through
hiss/her Infteraction wlith adults using language as a
form of action. Research Indicates that a chlld galns
a slgnificant amount of informatlion from the
environment (McElroy, 1972). As the need for language
arrives, words are acqulired, therefore relatlng
language expansion to environmental experiences.
Kenneth Goodman (1975) states:
Language !5 always a mean and never an end In Itself.
Nobody ever learned to talk because he wanted to;
nobody ever learned to talk because it’s fun to talk.
Language 1Is learned because you have ldeas to
communicate and because other people have ldeas to
communicate to you and also because 1t’s a very
convenlent useful medium for manipulating experliences
and developlng concepts and representing them to
yourself and to other people (p.628).

A flrst born chlld’s envlronmenp ls stlmulated
malnly by hlis/her parents, His/her language
development |s modeled after that of hls/her parents
more than anyone else. The middle and last chlld’s
receptlvé llanguage development 1Is more apt to be
influenced by the Immature language of hls/her older

slblings (May, 1986). "Children spaced no more than a

vear apart tend to develop language at a slower rate

11



then chlldren who are spaced further apart" (ZaJonc &
Markus, 1975).

“In order for language to be functlonal, a chlld
should expand his world both physlcally and mentally.
A c¢chlld gears his language to his/her needs.”
(McElroy, 1972, p. 186>, A chlld’s listenling
vocabulary, Iin the early months, develops as rapldly
or as slowly as his/her experiences demand.
Comprehenslon Improves wlth meaningful experlences
(McElroy, 1972). As a chlld’s attentlon and memory

e -

g and obhservatlen ablllitles

expand, his/her listeni vatlion
also expand.

From blrth to approxlimately flve years of age, a
child communlcates as a speaker and llistener. McElroy
(1972) writes that a chlld’s ‘“progression- through
those years depends on hls needs and on the varlety of
experlences offered hlm by hls environment" ¢ p. 186>, °
Loban (1975) studled language development by tracklng
students from klndergarten through grade twelve. He
concluded that students who entered klndergarten wlth
superlor oral language patterns were exceptlional
wrlters and readers by grade slx. Further research
Indlcated that these students came from

envlironmentally rlch homes. Before a chlld Is able to

use oral language s/he develops an understandling of



oral language. Garman (1977> uses as an example of
thls that fact that a chlld can follow verbal
directlons before s/he |3 able to speak. Duker (19795
finds that parents who llsten to thelr children teach
good listening habits through modeling. Stewig (1982)
stresses that direct llstenling Instructlon In the home
rarely takes place. Skinner (1957) insists that
language ls learned and environmentally affected. He
defends.fhls bellef with the "wolf boy" theory
that of others abandoned or lIsolated from soclety.
~iInner ¢_. _ ' and . _.aats |
stimull to language development with the parent as the
main stimulus. McNelll <(cited In McElroy, 1972)
belleves that language is Innate and a "predestined
tool of man." Chomsky and McNelll (clted In McElroy,
1972> clalm that language ls unlversal. They feel that
It 1s a "blologlcal/neurologlcal mechanism" enhanced
by envirenment. Languags ls a "reflectlon of culture"
(Whorf, clited In McElroy, 1972).

. -

Home environment 1Is the major Influence In a
chlld’s language development. Thls environment
encompasses blrth order and the spacing of slbllngs,
the number of adults and siblings In the home, the

types and amount of conversations a cnlla 1S exposed



to, and the affectlon, discipline and Interest a
parent shows a chlld. (May, 1986). Stewlg (19825
asserts:
1f the home environment is crowded with young children,
It Is usually permeated with nolse. Passive watching
of television too often substitutes for actlve aural -
oral Interchanges between chlld and adult. Apparently
children from such surroundlngs sometlmes "tuneout" the
nolse; consequently thelr 1llistening skills develop
slowly. (p, 62)

Tough (1974) states that different environments
have dlfferent effects on language development. Braun
& Froese (1977) relnforce the lmportanée of an
environment "rich in sound and sense® ciaiming that
this type of environment Is the best way to faclilltate
a "rlch repertolre" of vocabulary.

Adult Influence on Environment
May (1986) concludes that deficient oral language
abllitles aré often related to environment including a
parent’s attitude towards children and child rearing.
Adults who are responsible for spending time with a
chlild often try to be sensitive to the language
development of the c¢hlld and usually adjust thelr

language to enable the child to comprehend what 1Is

belng sald (Menyuk, 1980>. Parents Intultlively modlfy

their language using simpler sentences and vocabulary
when communicating WIth their chilld (Hood, 1980>.

"The environment must provide him/her wlth a cholce of



15

slmple words that can be easlly organlzed and
translated" (McElroy, 1972, p. 102>, Butler’s (1974>
behavioristic theory of language development conflrms
that reinforcement and imltat;on are detrimental to a
chlld’s language development. Relnforced language Is
repeated whlle neglected or Ignored language fades
from a child’s language lexlcon. Adult conversatlon
is a malnstay in the proflciency of receptive language
development, both 1In wunderstanding it and Its use
(Fox,1976; Tlnker.19?1; Vygotsky,1962), Parents tend
to orally lInterpret the Immature mumblings of a child
and in doing so encourage communicatlon éﬁd mode |
verbal Interactions between the adult and the child
(Zutell, 1980)>. Brown and Bellugl (clted in Stewlg,
1982> determlined that mothers often take a phrase or
ldea fragment sald by thelr éhlld and make 1t into a
complete sentence, supplylng what they assume are the
missing words. Thls type of feedback best insures that

along with a "label" for an cbject or feellng, a child

wlll begln to develop a relatlonship among the
"labels" which will assign meaning (Braun & Froese,
19775, Conversatlon wlith verbal - stlmulatlon and

concept development helps the chllid to understand
speech (Tinker, 1971>. According to Athey (1971), one

of the baslc theorles of language development 1Is an



"operatlonal condltloning modsl'  theory. In this
theory, Infantlile babblings lead to speech patferns
that are relnforced In a poslitive manner.- Kllma
(clted in 2ale, 1968) agrees wlth other researchers
that c¢children study the Innumerable examples of
language around them and make deductlons about the
language system. Thls 1Is also demonstrated by Kllma
(cited in Zale, 1968 Qhen he states, "In a sense, the
child 1Is 1llke a lingulst, maklng and rejecting
hypotheses aont language...after ten years, the child
knows all the princlples of the Engllsh language" (p.
34). Taylor, Harrls, & Pearson (1988) found that the
language environment and values stressed In a chlld’s
home environment Influences a chlld’s prbgress In
language development most heavily. They stress that
as long as chlldren can hear others talk they will

learn language.

Schema and Receptlve Vocabulary
Taylor (et al, 1988) also state that unllke slight
words which are heavily laden with verbs and function

words, listening vocabulary depends on words which are

rich In meaning and often paint a plicture for the
listener. Friles (1963) authoritatively states that
audltory slgns for language skllls already learned by

the child must be transferred to visual signs In order



for a child to learn to read. . In order for that to
occur wlth meanlng, a rlch oral vocabulary must exlst.
Anastasiow (1971)> states that background and
environment effect language development. May (1986
states that a c¢chlld’s vocabulary 1Is Iincreased when
his/her experlences are Increased. Vacca (1986>
concurs that a chlld’s environment and experlences are
crucial in learning concepts and words. Mayhew’s
(1976) theory is that environment affects all that a
chlld says and does. Hls bellef Is that words and
skllls should not be taught In lIsolatlon but In a
"language rlich environment" wlth Interactlion between
the chlld and an adult. Allen (1976) concurs stating
that it Is more Iimportant to provide a chlild wlth
communication experiences which deepen hils ablllity and
technique of communicatlion than to teach language
components In isolation. Chlldren need to understand
the expressions of others and their recéptlve language
skills should be developed withln the context of the
same framework (Wilson & Hall, 1972). - Relating
language to a <chlld’s experlence and stimulating
him/her to use language lna non-threatening
atmosphere wlth other people Is an important aspect'of
receptive language development (Braun & Froeée, 1977>.

A chlld’s vocabulary allows him’her to "sort out hls
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experlences and concepts In relatlon to words and
phrases In the context of what he 1Is reading"
(Goodman, 1976, p. 480). Schema Increases vocabulary.
Vocabulary and comprehension go hand In hand (May,
1986>., Wllkenson (1974) states that "the chlld must
récognlze that visual slgns represent the language he
knows as a sound." May (1986) states: ‘vocabulary
growth Is the means by which we understand authors and

Inlcate with others" (p. 1C_).

~Jker (1 ) st .es: e ¢ |1 ‘ 1]
Is apt { be a good llstener" (p. 749>. Stewlg (1982>
concurs clalming "though the exact nature of this
relationshlp 1s uncertaln, several researchers have
found a slgniflcant relatlonshlp between Illstenlng
skllls and general Intelllgence" (p. 64).'l Plaget
(1959) emphaslzed the Importance of a «chlld’/s
Intellectual character and hls/her ablllty to adapt to
the environment through "loglical thought, Judgement,
and reasonlng" in influenciné language. Vocabulary
knowledge, whlle a strong correlative of lntelllgence,
ls not necessarlly heredlitary.

Heséland Holloway (1979) reviewed lliterature that
showed a correlation between the Intelllgence of the

parent and the c¢hlild’s receptlve vocabulary. ‘they
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stated that the more hlghly educated the parent,
especlally the one remalning at home with the child,
the hlgher the preschool oral language skllls of the
chlld. They also state that the more Intelligent
parent is more apt to model good language and readlng
skllls for the chlld. Brown (1965) wrlites that a
correlatlon between bllstehlng and reading exlsts.
Stewlg (1982)> verifles thls stating that "readlng and
listening are receptive language skills" and therefore

loglcally related as proven by research (p. 64).

Sex differences are not as apparent In receptive
language skills as they are In other areas of language
(Stewlg, 1982>. There are "no significant differences
in llstening abllity between boys and glris” (Hollow,
cited In’  Stewlg, 1982, p; 64) . Hollow’s study
contalned two hundred subjects. After slix weeks of
instruction In a listening program, no significant
differences were found.

Horgan (1975> dlstlingulshed that there Is a

difference In male/female language development. He

differentiated that boys were sllghtly more advanced
In early stages of language development and that glirls

talked or had Increased utterances in later months.



Signlflcant In hls study was the fact that language
development correlated with a chlld’s treatment by and
relatlonshlp with adults and older chlldren.

Rublin‘g (1976) lnvestlgatlon In sex dlfferences
In language concluded that preschool boys and glirls
differ In readlinegs sgkllls., Glrls were more advanced
but boys beneflted more from the klndergarten

programs.

Summary

Receptlve vocabulary is that which a student
recelves aurally énd comprehends without the beneflt
of added cues. A chlld’s receptlve or listenling
vocabulary cannot be compared to his/her sight word
vocabutlary.

Vocabulary growth ls related to ong’s culture and
environment. By lIncreasing a chlld’s experlences and
enrichlng his/her environment, his/her Illstenlng
vocabulary lIs lIncreased. A non-reader or pre-school
child communlicates wlth others malnly through his/her

llstening and speaklng vocabularies. Children learn

language by llistenlng to It belng used. A young
child’s receptive vocabulary Is his/her most developed

and largest resource of communication. This lexicon
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Includes both 1llstenlng and reading vocabularles.
Listening vocabulary precedes that of readlng and Is
more affected by environment (May, 1986).

Avcordling to May (1986, home environment affects
a chlld’s:- language deveiopment. Vocabulary awareness
I affected by the number of adults and sibllngs in
the home ‘and by the spacing of siblings and birth
order. Receptlve vocabulary Is affected by the nature
and amount of conversation In the home. First borns
and only chlldren are most influenced by their parents
"in language development. Middle and last born siblings
may be Influenced more by the Immature minds and
vocabularles of their siblings. The closer the
chlldren are In age In a famlly, the slower language

development takes place.
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Chapter III

Research Design
Purvose

The purpose of this study was to determine If
there |Is a statistically signiflicant relationship
between the Stanford Achievement Test receptive
vocabulary o)l of children having differ 1t birth

lers who were raised with. non-working parent in
the home'during their pre-school years.

T Y ined - 3 o I f o
order on a child’s receptive vocabulary. It analyzed
language development within the parameters of a
child’s environment and birth order, parental
Involvement, sibling communications, schemé and

Intelligence.

Hvpothesis
In the study the followlng null hypothesls was
Investligated:

-There will be no statlistically significant
relationship between the Stanford Achievement Test
receptive vocabulary scores for sec~~1 ¢-~de =tudente
having different birth orders all of which had a

nran—unrlina narent in the home durinag their pre-school

Years.
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Subljects

Thé éubJects of thls stUdy comprise 158 students
who had a parent at home full time4 during their
pre-school yeérs. The students have IQ scores ranglng
between 90-110. They have been raised in a home
having Engllsh as the flrst language. There are no
subjects from multiple blirths, blended or extended
tfamllles. The subJects attend a suburban school In

western New York.

Materials

The materlals used In thls study Include the
followlng‘ Informatlon obtalned from the subjects”
confldent!al educational flles located In thelr
school :

1. Otls Lennon IQ scores from a group adminlstered
test In first grade.

2. Stanford Achlevement Test (Primary 2 Form E)

score for Listening Vocabulary administered
to the students as second graders.

3. Famlly history informatlion including: number of
slbllngs and date of births, blended familles,
extended families, multlple births, main language

spoken In the home, parent emplovyment history.
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Procedure

Thls study began by screenlng current junlor hlgh
students’ confldentlal educatlonal flles., <(Current
second grade students are not belng used due to the
small number avallable wlth a non-worklng parent in
the home.> Parental employment history Is recorded on
each studgnt’s school reglstration folder In these
flles, . It was determlned which chlldren had a
non-working parent at home during thelr pre-school
years. The maln language spoken In the home was also
‘noted from the reglstration folder. Students who met
these two crliterla were then screened for Informatlon
on blended famllies and multiple blrths, which would
elimlnate them from the potential subject pool. The
remalning subjJects whose IQ scores fell within the
90-110 range on thelr group adminlstered IQ test In
first grade were then set aside. Thls completed the
selectlon process for subjects. It was determined
that all subjects were of average Intelllgence coming
from Ené]ish speaking famllles. They were not the
products of multiple births nor of blended famllies.
They all had a non-worklng parent at home during thelr

pre-school years.




This study contlnued by gatherlng second grade SAT
scores In Llstenlng Vocabulary for the sublJects who
had met all screening criterifa to that point.

Chl Square formula was employed In thls analysls.
Stanford Achlevement Test raw scores in listening
vocabulary were used. The mean and standard devlation
for the faw scores of all 158 students were found.

SAT scores were divided IInto three distinct

categories: low, average and high. Care was taken to
establlish an average sampling number wlthin each
agroup. Members of the orlglnal sample whose scores

dld not locate wlthin the parameters of these category
boundarles were excluded from the flnal statlstical

sampl ing.’



Chapter IV

Statlstical Analvsls

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to determlne I[f
there is a statistically signiflcant relationship
between Athe Stanford Achievement Test receptive
vocabulary scores of childre . avir _ arent birth
orders who were raised with a non-working parent in

Thlg study examlned the relatlonship of birth
order on a chlld’s receptive vocabulary. It analyzed
language development within the parameters of a
child’s. .environment and birth order, parental
Involvement, sibling communications, schema and

intelligence.

Hypothesis
In the study the following null hypothesis was
investigated:
There will be no statistically significant

relationship between the Stanford Achievement Test

“e”"oatlve cocabrtary oot o fom mmmne A ~vada etudanta

having dlfferent blirth orders all of whom had a



non-working parent In the home durlng thelr pre-school

years.,
Findinas and Interpretation
of Hvvpothegls
Cross tabulatlon and the Chl! Square test of
statistlical Independence were employed in thls

analyzsis., The Stanford Ac¢hlevement Test raw scores for
the second grade In llstenlng vocabulary were used as
the c¢riterion measure. The mean and standard
deviation for the raw scores of all 158 students were
calculaﬁed. The mean was 26.981 and the standard
deviation was +/- 4.553. As customary with cross
tabulatlon analysls, the SAT scores were dlvided Into
three dlstlnct categorles: low, average and hlgh.
Boundarles were then created for the definltlon and
classification of the three categorlies. One standard
deviation was subtracted from the mean to establlsh
the upper boundary for the category termed "low."
This group Included all students whose SAT scores were
at least one standard deviatlon below the mean. All
students with raw scores of 22 and lower were included
In thls group. A category  labeled '"hlgh" was
establlsﬁed to Include all students whose SAT scores
were at least one standard deviation above the mean.

One standard deviatlon was added to the mean to arrlve



at the lower boundary of 32 for the "hlgh" group. All
students In this group have a raw score of 32 or
above. An ‘"average! <category was established to
Include students whose scores fell between the upper
boundry of. the low category and the lower boundry of
the hlgh'cétegory.

Care: was taken to establlish an simllar sampllng
number within each group. Members of the oriéinal
sample whose scores did not locate withlin the
_parameters of ghese boundaries were excluded from the
final statistical sampling. Seventy students were
dropped from the average group In an attempt to make
the number of students simllar In all three
categories. Students were dropped at each end of the
raw score range. The boundaries flnally established
for the fayerage" category were scores greater than or
equal to 26 up to and lncluding 28, the establlshed

lower boundary for the high categery.

28



TABLE 1

Total Original Sample

Stanford Achievement Test Scores
FORM E - LEVEL P2
Listenlng Vocabulary
Raw Scores

Blrth Ofder:

Only Chlld First Born Middle Born Last Born
2R 29 32 351
A B9 25 3=
26 29 20 31
- 28 25 25 30
19 24 27 24
28 31 18 32
23 27 25 18
33 21 ' 18 35
29 30 31 23
30 20 24 26
25 25 25 32
29 33 33 29
30 26 26 20
23 24 12 30
32 23 30 28
29 30 28 30
35 21 29 26
23 26 28 25
20 o 34 28 19
27 29 33 25
32 23 17 33
29 25 19 29
32 25 22 26
23 31 29 27
28 30 32 27
27 28 30 19
33 34 25 25
34 25 34
30 25 25
20 25 : 28

2a 25 26



Table 1 (continued)

Birth Order:

Only Chlld First Born Middle Born Last Born
34 23
32 24
22 18
32 30
27 33
24 27
31 32
25 28
29 22
34 27
26 28
29 26
=3 30
31 24
33 - 20
31 30

' 31
31
32
16
21
26
27
17

Only Chlild Mean = 27.8620
First Born Mean = 27.5531
Middle Child Mean = 25,6296
Last Born Mean = 26.6%909

Since the means of the four blirth order.groups
were so simllar when all of the subjects In the study
were lncluded, |t was not necessary to lInvestlgate any
statistical slgnlflicance among any of those group

means. The wrlter proceéded to a cross tabulatlon

analysls to check f there were global effects that



L

might possibly be masked by a mere inspection of the

means.

Low Category

One standard deviation was subtracted from the
mean to establish the upper boundary for the category
termed *low." Thls group Included all students whose
SAT scores were at least one standard deviation below
the mean. All students with raw scores of 22 and
lower were lncluded in this group.

TABLE 2
Total Low Sample Data

Stanford Achlevement Test Scores
Form E - Level PZ2
Listenlng Vocabulary
Raw Scares

Category: LOW Total Sample=24

Birth Qrder:

Only Child First Born Middle Born Last Born
20 22 12 22
20 21 17 20
19 20 19 16
21 ‘ 22 21

20 17

18 18

18 18

20

19

19




High Catecory

A category labeled "hlgh" was establlished to
Include all students whdse SAT scores were at least
one standard deviatlon above the mean, 0One standard
deviatlion was added to the mean to arrlve at the lower
boundary of 32 for the "hlgh“ group. All students In

this group have a raw score of 32 or above.

TABLE 3
Total High Sample Data

Stanford Achlevement Test Scores
Form EE - Level P2
Listenlng Vocabul arvy
Raw Scores

Category: HIGH Total sample:28

Birth Order:

Only Child Flrst Born Middle Born Last Born
35 34 33 ) 33
32 32 32 32
32 32 33 32
33 34 32 34
34 33 .32
32 33 35
33 34 32
34 33

.32
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Average Category

An "average' category was established to lnclude
students whose scores fell between the upper boundary
of the 1ow category and the lower boundary of the high
category. Four points were added to the upper
boundary of the low category and also subtracted from
the lower- boundary of the high category. This was
done to establlsh an averagé sampl ing number wlithln
each group. The average group consists of sample
members with scores between 26 and 28. Members of the
original sample whose scores did not locate withln the
parameters of these boundarles were excluded from thls

sampl ing.

TABLE 4
Total Average Sample Data

Stanford Achlevement Test Scores
Form E - Level P2
Llstening Vocabulary
Raw Scores

Category: AVERAGE Total sample:36

Birth Order:

Only Chlld Flrst Born Mlddle Born Last Born
27 27 28 27
28 26 28 28

27 26 Z8 27




Table 4 (contlnued)

Birth Order: ‘
Cnly Chlld Flrst Born Mlddle Born

-Last Born

28 27 : 27 28
28 26 26 26
26 27 26 26
28 . 26 27
28 28 27
26 28

26

26

28

26
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TABLE 5

Contingency

Table

Observed /7 Exprected Fregquencles

af
Low, Average, High Achlevement Groups
Mean Score = 26.981 Standard Deviatlon = 4.553
Row Cl Cz C3 Row
Categories LOW AVERAGE HIGH Margins
<22 <26>28 >32
//‘ //
ONLY 3 e (7 S 17
Ry pd /
- 4,636 5.409
V// ///
FIRST 4 7 8 19
R2
7 5.830 6.045
_ v
MIDDLE 7 4 17
Rz
5.216 5.409
,A‘. Z
,-’//
LAST 10 / 16 9 35
Ry4 /
/ 10.739/ 14.318 11.136‘
COLUMN
MARGIN 27 36 28 88
TOTALS

Critical Value of x2 with 6 degrees of freedom at the

95% confldence level Is 12.5¢9.



TABLE &

CHI SQUARE TABLE

CELL fo fe (fo-fe) (fo-fe)2 (fo-fe)l /fe

RyCy 3  4.636  -1.636  2.676 577
RyCs 7 6.955 .045 .002  0.000
RiCg 7  5.409 1.591  2.531 . 468
R5Cy 4  5.830 -1.830  3.349 .574
RoCo 7 7.773  -0.773 .598 .077
RoCy 8  6.045 1.955  3.822  0.632
R3Cy 7  5.216 1.784  3.183 .610
R3Cy 6  6.955  -0.955 912 131

" RgCy 4 5.409  -1.409 1.985 .367
R4Cq 10 10.739 -.739 .546 .051
R4Co 16 14.318 1.682  2.829 .198
RgCg 9 11.136  -2.136  4.562 .410

x2 = 4,095

Since the critlcal value of Chi Sguare for six
degrees of freedom at the 95% confldence level |s
12,59 and since the Chl Square obtalned was 4.095, we

must retaln the null hypothesls and conclude that



there l=2 no statlstlically slgnlflcant relatlonshlp
between receptive vocabulary and blrth order of
students having a non-worklng parent {n the home

during their preschool years.

Summary

The Ch! Square table used demonstrates that no
algniflcant relatlonshlp exlats  between receptlive
vocabulary and birth order of children having a
non-working parent at home durlilng thelr bpreschool

years.



Chapter V

Concluslons and Impllcatlons

Purpose
The purpose of this study was to determlne lf
there is a statistically significant relationship
between the Stantord Achievement Test receptive
vacabulary scores of {ldren having dif: 1t
birth orders.- who were raised with a non-working
1 ing tli r - h 1
This study examined the relationship of birth
order on a child’s receptive vocabulary. It
analvyzed language development within the
parameters of a c¢hild’s environment and blrth
order, parental involvement, sibling

communications, schema and lntelligence.

Conclusions

The following conclusions can be drawn from
analysis of the data on the subjects studied.

The null hypothesis was not rejected. There
is no statistically significant relationship

bhetween the receptive vacabulary scores of



chlldfen having dlfferent blrth orders who were
raised with a non-working parent |In the home
during thelr pre-school years.

The analysis of the Chl Square data showed
that there was no significant relationship between
the low, high and average groups and their birth

orders.

Impllications for Further Research

Literature on receptive vocabulary and
current research indicates that environment has an
enormous effect on receptive vocabulary (May,
1986; Menyuk, 1980; Stewlg, 1982)>. Examination
into the environment and language development of
current preschoolers may provide insight into the
effect of day care centers on receptive
vocabulary. Day cafe providers often cannot
provide small group language experiences. A
provider’s time and attention is usually divided

among four to six children o0of preschool age.

There is a need to see 1f there ils a difference
between the language development of children who
stayed at home with a parent during their

preschool years and those who attended day care.



A longltudinal study of students” receptive
language achievement might reveal a dlfference 1in
later development of students in different
environments prior to school age. It would be of
value to see if a difference appears in later
development or if no significant di fference

oCccurs.

Impllcatlons for Clagsroom Practlce

Sufficfent research has shown that a child’s
academic success is correlated with his/her
language components. A child’s background 1iIs an
important factor in the development of his/her
language lexicons of listening, speaking, writing,
and reading. If a child enters school without
sufficient background for success, a professional
should assist in enlarging his schema and
therefore making success accessible to the
individual. The student need not be limited to
learning a list of words but can enlarge his/her

language lexicons through new experiences and

his/her extended environment. Vocabulary growth
Is related to one’s culture and environment (May,

1982; Mayhew, 1976). By increasing a child’s



environment, hls/her 1llstenlng vocabulary can
Increase.

Children learn language by llstening to It
belng. used. A teacher should encourage chlldren
to  engage In meaningful conversatlons and
discussions with thelr peers In the classroom.

Teachers need remindlng that a chlld’s oral
language development Is a cruclal aspect of
readlng development. Speaklng, wrltling, llstenling
and readlng are four Intrlicately woven aspects of
language. When a chlld has language dlifficultles,
a teacher must encourage Iinvestlgation Into the
"whole" of readlng and language not only into the

Immediate difficulty.

Listenlng vocabulary 1s utlllized more often
as one matures. The abllity to obtaln meaning
from oral content becomes cruclal to success In
every aspect of life. No matter Qhat stage of
development one ls at, 1istening skills do not
allow tlme for reconslderation or reflectlon of
Informatlon as needéd. Llstening strategles

should be both taught and modeled wlthin the

¢l assroom, Ousstlonlng after llstenling exerclses



should be encouraged to reinforce these
technigues.
This study has examined many aspects of

language development. More often than not,

environment ls the ecruclal aspect of language
enrichment, If educators can enrlch chlldren‘s
learning environments, they may also succeed In
enriching chlldren’s language development. Sklil]
sheets and meaningless unrelated unlts will not
encourage chlldren to learn. It children are to
actively engage in their own educational process,
they must be encouraged to want to learn. Language

development must be meanlngful.
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