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ABSTRACT 

Investigations on the effectiveness of preschool programs involving at-risk young 

children continue to be an academic concern in closing the literacy achievement gap with 

their peers. Government and school officials monitor reading readiness data according to 

gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic conditions. The purpose of this study was to 

investigate if there were statistically significant differences in kindergarten assessment 

scores of low-socioeconomic students who participated in the state-sponsored preschool 

program and those that did not, when the data were stratified by gender and ethnicity. 

Tests used were the Brigance K & I Screening Test II and the subtests of Dynamic 

Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) of Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF) 

and Initial Sound Fluency (ISF). There were statistically significant differences in the 

experimental group scores for the NWF middle- and end-of-year subtests when 

comparing the two total groups and when stratified by gender and ethnicity. There were 

statistically significant differences in the experimental group scores for the ISF 

beginning- and middle-of-year subtests when comparing the total two groups and when 

stratified by ethnicity; however, gender results were only statistically significant for 

females . There were statistically significant differences in the experimental group scores 

on the Brigance K & I Screening Test II beginning- and end-of-year assessments when 

comparing the total two groups and when stratified by gender. 
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There are now many federally sponsored, early education programs that are titled 

Head Start Programs. These program opportunities across the nation are available for 

children and families that meet the restrictive criteria; however, officials admit that this 

option and its restrictions have not adequately met the demands, in regard to number of 

children served and quality of programs (Lubinsky, 2000). In fact, Head Start serves only 

43% of eligible children (Gilliam & Zigler, 2001). Families with income below the 

poverty line, receiving public assistance, or foster children are eligible for Head Start 

services. Additionally, program enrollments may include up to l 0% of their children 

from families that do not meet those requirements (United States Department of Health 

and Human Services, 2007). Since 60-65% of mothers of young children (six years old or 

younger) are employed outside the home, a learning environment that is safe, dependable, 

and engaging for the children has become a necessity (Porch, 2002). Head Start programs 

began to fill the need, but eligibility continues to prohibit the participation of many 

children. In an effort to meet this need, some states are expanding their educational 

progran1s to include more public preschool programs; a few states such as Georgia, are 

providing those opportunities for all preschoolers (Gilliam & Zigler, 2001 ; Porch, 2002). 

Many states are seeking funding sources that will move them toward this comprehensive 

goal. 

The idea that pre-kindergarten (pre-K) programs should be publicly funded and 

provided for all children has grown (Ezarik, 2002). One reason this idea has surfaced is 

the failure to meet the 1990 National Education Goal of 2000; All Children Entering 

School Would Be Ready To Learn (Ezarik, 2002 ; Porch, 2002). Although this goal 



received much verbal support at both the state and national level, it never received 

priori ty funding. 
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The state of Tennessee (Tennessee State Department of Education, 2006) has 

joined the ranks of states with state-sponsored preschool programs as it seeks ways to 

move toward public preschool education. The current Tennessee state government has 

recognized the importance of early intervention as a tool for closing the achievement gap 

of at-risk preschoolers. The gradual implementation, now in its second year, of a public 

preschool program has targeted students meeting specific demographic criteria of low

socioeconomic status. As government and local education authorities make plans to 

increase student participation and program availability, there is a need to assess the 

impact of such a program's effectiveness in closing the achievement gap for at-risk, 

young learners. 

Statement of the Problem 

Low-socioeconomic and ethnic minority students entering kindergarten are not at 

comparable readiness levels as their average socioeconomic, non-minority peers. (Griffin 

& Lundy-Ponce, 2003 ; Neuman, 2003) This difference places them at-risk upon entrance 

into kindergarten and creates a wide achievement gap between these two groups. In order 

to close this achievement gap, some low-socioeconomic and minority students have 

participated in a state-sponsored preschool program. This program was designed to raise 

their readiness levels to be commensurate with average socioeconomic students' levels 

fo r early literacy readiness. 
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Statement of the Purpose 

The purpose of the study was to investigate whether or not a statistical difference 

existed in the literacy scores of students who participated in a state-sponsored preschool 

program and those students who did not participate in the program. The intent was 

designed to close the literacy achievement gap among those students considered at-risk 

for learning. The students were considered at-risk due to low-socioeconomic status at two 

elementary schools in a middle Tennessee school system. The study investigated to what 

extent there were statistically significant differences between the kindergarten assessment 

scores of low-socioeconomic students who participated in the state-sponsored preschool 

program and those that did not participate in the program. The total group scores were 

then stratified by gender and ethnicity. 

Significance of the Study 

By 1998, preschool programs were in place and operational in 33 states; however, 

only 13 had completed an informal evaluation on the effectiveness of their programs 

(Gilliam & Zigler, 200 I) . This limited information leads to questions about the 

effectiveness of the programs. 

Tennessee began a preschool program with 600 students in 1998. The program 

gained significant prominence when legislation was enacted authorizing lottery funds to 

be used for funding. In the fall of 2005 , the state of Tennessee locally initiated its 

preschool program by funding two classes in a middle Tennessee county. Subsequent 

funding allowed for further expansion across the state and totals swelled to 8,900 young 

learners (Tennessee Department of Education, 2006). This initial group of preschool 



students has now concluded their kindergarten school year. Their scores served as the 

experimental data and the control data were provided by their low-socioeconomic peers 

that did not attend the preschool program. All students attended the same two schools. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions were addressed: 
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1. To what extent will there be statistically significant differences in the 

kindergarten assessment scores of low-socioeconomic students who participated 

in the state-sponsored preschool program, in comparison with scores of the low

socioeconomic students who did not participate in the program? 

2. To what extent will there be statistically significant differences in kindergarten 

assessment scores among the students who participated in the state-sponsored 

preschool program and the scores of students who did not participate in the 

program, when stratified by ethnicity? 

3. To what extent will there be statistically significant differences in scores on 

kindergarten assessments among male students who participated in the state

sponsored preschool program and the scores of male students who did not 

participate in the program? 

4. To what extent will there be statistically significant differences in scores on 

kindergarten assessments among female students who participated in the state

sponsored preschool program and the scores of female students who did not 

participate in the progran1? 



Null Hypotheses 

I . There will be no statistically significant differences in the kindergarten 

assessment scores of low-socioeconomic students who participated in the state

sponsored preschool program, in comparison with scores of the low

socioeconomic students who did not participate in the program. 
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2. There will be no statistically significant differences in kindergarten assessment 

scores among the students who participated in the state-sponsored preschool 

program and the scores of students who did not participate in the program, when 

stratified by ethnicity. 

3. There will be no statistically significant differences in scores on kindergarten 

assessments among male students who participated in the state-sponsored 

preschool program and the scores of male students who did not participate in the 

program. 

4. There will be no statistically significant differences in scores on kindergarten 

assessments among female students who participated in the state-sponsored 

preschool program and the scores of female students who did not participate in 

the program. 

Definition of Terms 

At-risk learners are determined by low-socioeconomic status. 

Chicago Child-Parent Center and Expansion Program was intended to foster 

economically disadvantaged children' s school success at two levels of development, 



preschool and primary schoo l. The program provides for a comprehensive educational 

component, as well as, a family support services component. 

Dvnamk Indicators o(Basic Early Literacv Skills (DIBELS, 2002) is an individually 

administered standardized assessment measuring learners ' fluencies of skills 

performances. These fluencies are found to be indicators for student success in early 

literacy development. They have also been found to be predictive of later reading 

proficiency. The kindergarten level subtest assessments used in this study were Initial 

Sound Fluency (ISF), and Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF). 

Early education programs are childcare progran1s for young learners and are 

distinguished from babysitters or daycares by the provision of a basic program in early 

childhood development. 

Ethnicity is noted by the parent upon enrollment in the local county school system. The 

ethnic groups are described as African-American, American Native/Alaskan, 

Asian/Pacific Islander, Caucasian, and Hispanic as determined by school system 

enrollment data. This study is delimited to the minority African-American because of 

very small numbers of other minorities in the testing population. 
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Head Start is a federally initiated program designed to meet the needs of disadvantaged 

preschool children. The education program provides experiences to develop language 

sk ills. pre-literacy skills, mathematics concepts, and science activities. Opportunities for 

intellectual , social and emotional growth are incorporated into learning experiences. 

Low-socioeconomic status is determined by student participation in the federally 

administered Free and Reduced Price Meals Program. 
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Nation Education Goals 2000 is a I 994 federal government education initiative in which 

national educational goals intended for all American children were delineated. The 

achievement deadline was by the year 2000. These goals began with school readiness and 

included school completion, student achievement and citizenship, teacher education and 

professional development , mathematics and science, adult literacy and lifelong learning, 

safe, disciplined, and alcohol- and drug-free schools, and parental participation. 

National School Lunch Program was established through the United States Department of 

Agriculture under President Harry Truman in 1946 as the Free and Reduced Price Meal 

Program. It is a federally assisted program intended to provide nutritionally balanced, 

low-cost or free breakfasts and lunches to economically disadvantaged children each day. 

State-sponsored preschool program is funded and implemented by the state of Tennessee 

in conjunction with the local school systems. Eligibility in the local school system at the 

time of the study was determined by low-socioeconomic status or disabilities. The 

curriculum' s seven components are speech and language development, early literacy, 

mathematics and science, social studies. creative arts, social and emotional development 

and physical development. 

The Brigance Kindergarten & l Screen-II (2005) is a testing instrument to evaluate the 

development of young children. The standardized K & l Screen II Test is individually 

administered at the beginning of kindergarten and consists of a composite score resulting 

from the following subtests: preambulatory, prespeech, speech and language, gross motor 

skills, fine motor skills. general knowledge, readiness, basic reading, manuscript writing, 

and basic mathematics skills. For the purpose of this study only the composite score will 

be used. 



Limitations and Delimitations 

I. The impact of generalizing the results of this study is limited, due to the small 

sample of kindergarten groups at the two elementary schools in a middle 

Tennessee school system. 

2. The comparison of ethnicity scores is limited to African-Americans, due to the 

low representation of the other minorities in the population. 
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Assumptions 

1. The assumption is made that teachers and teaching assistants were qualified and 

have teaching experience for their positions. 

2. The assumption is made that each of the classes participated in the same 

curriculum. 

3. The assumption is made that teachers have received training for administering all 

assessment instruments. 
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CHAPTER ll 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Histo,y of Preschool Programs 

In the early 1960s, mothers of young children were scarce in the work force. Only 

7. 7% of young children in childcare was due to working mothers. However, by the year 

2000, the percentage of four-year olds participating in some sort of early education 

program had risen to 65% and the percentage of three-year olds in programs grew from 

8% to 39%. From the mid 1970s to the 1990s, the quantity of programs serving young 

children tripled, although, the number in childcare had quadrupled (Bainbridge et al. , 

2005). 

It was evident that the limited amount of programs was unable to meet the 

increased demands of parents of children requiring services. Parents, married or single, 

required alternative care for their young children not yet old enough to enter the formal 

kindergarten school setting. This requirement opened the door for a variety of facilities 

including babysitters, daycares, and preschools. Bainbridge et al. stated that high-quality 

education programs were available for high price tags. However, low-quality education 

programs filled the gap and met the demand for childcare in the low-socioeconomic 

echelons. Furthermore, this achievement came at the risk of continuing the inequality in 

education and income. During this era, teachers noted some students to be at a 

disadvantage upon entrance into kindergarten and first grade classrooms, particularly in 

highly urbanized areas where many poverty-stricken minority communities existed. It 

comes as no surprise that the facilities consistently offering the highest quality programs 



also had the highest fees and were, therefore, unaffordable for the segment of the early 

learning population in the direst of need (Bainbridge et al.; Lynch, 2004). 

Federal Intervention 

11 

The necessity of providing quality-learning experiences for some of these at-risk 

learners was somewhat assuaged in 1965 when the federal government initiated its war 

on poverty , namely, Head Start (Lee & Loeb, 1995). It is generally thought to be one of 

the most successful and lasting programs from Lyndon Johnson's presidential tenure. 

Head Start provides early learning and social experiences for three and four year-old 

children to enable them to enter the formal kindergarten learning environment, having 

had similar experiences and opportunities as their non-minority peers from middle- and 

high-socioeconomic levels (Lee & Loeb, 1995). Learning experiences that often occur in 

higher-income family situations are less likely to be part of the childhood experiences in 

the lives of families living in poverty. If there is to be a sustained closure in achievement 

differences, high-quality initial programs must be in place to address the huge gaps in 

students ' readiness for kindergarten. Many early intervention programs provide a 

pleasant and safe environment with very limited instruction over a short period of time; 

these programs only begin to close the achievement gap, but they cannot sustain the at

risk students (Neuman, 2003). 

In I 990, in an effort to assure that all children start school ready to learn, 

President George H. Bush and 50 state governors committed to what would become 

Goals 2000: Educate America Act of 199./ (Gilliam & Zigler, 2001). In further efforts to 

guarantee equity and high-quality progran1s, at the national level legislators passed into 
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law the No Child l efi Behind Act (NCLB), 200 I, which is unambiguous in the 

importance it places on the same achievement levels among all groups of learners -

gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic levels, English language learners, and special education. 

Chatterji (2006) noted that for the first time in history the use of standardized test results, 

commencing at third grade, demanded accountability in achievement among all groups of 

learners in a community. Scores are viewed in subgroups, as well as collectively, and 

yearly progress must be monitored. The ultimate goal is 100% proficiency on 

standardized tests by the year 2014. There are many stratified punitive measures for 

schools not meeting the benchmark requirements along the journey. According to Justice 

et al. (2005), "Persons involved with early education have become progressively more 

concerned with supporting young children's early literacy achievements, particularly 

those children with identified risk factors" (p. 1). Thus, school systems and state officials 

seeking to close the achievement gap are returning with renewed interest to the premise 

that all children should enter school ready to learn the curricula and have looked for 

avenues that afford opportunities for corrective measures at the onset of the public 

learning system. 

State-Sponsored Preschool Programs 

Wisconsin has been home to a state-sponsored preschool program since 1898, 

making it a long-time predecessor of Head Start. New York began a pre-kindergarten 

program in 1966 targeting economically disadvantaged students. By 1980, ten states were 

funding programs of their own and, following a federal initiative in 1994, many new state 

preschool programs sprang up. Other states opted to supplement the existing Head Start 
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programs. By 2000, 33 states were operating their own preschools at some level. New 

York and Georgia now have their programs open to all four-year old children (Gilliam & 

Zigler, 2001 ). While the number of states with preschool programs is high, in most cases, 

the programs serve only 43% of eligible students. 

Aspects of the Literacy Achievement Gap 

Investigations of achievement differences often cover the subgroups of gender, 

socioeconomics, parental education levels, special education, and ethnicity. With all but 

parental education levels identified as reportable subgroups for NCLB, these groupings 

continue to be investigated. Perhaps with greater scrutiny at the primary levels, educators 

seek pre-emptive interventions before the reportable benchmark of third grade. Findings 

suggest that disparities in the early learning experiences of young children have been 

shown to have an influential role in determining readiness for learning (Chatterji, 2006). 

When examining the differences in scores from entering kindergarten to exiting first 

grade, Chatterji found that slight learning gaps during preschool increased in the 

subgroups of African-American ethnicity, boys, and high-poverty children. Both the 

subgroups of African-American ethnicity and high-poverty children yielded statistically 

significant differences. In addition, Chatterji and Justice et al. (2005) found boys' reading 

achievement scores were statistically significant less than girls' reading achievement 

scores. 

In studying specific differences, Wasil and Bond (2006) and Roberts (2003) found 

that increased opportunities for learning the early literacy components of vocabulary and 

language significantly improved performance of at-risk young learners. High-poverty 
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students showed significant increases in their vocabularies when they were provided the 

chance to acquire skills. However, Wasil and Bond (2006) stated, "Many children raised 

in poverty have limited access to opportunities to develop language and literacy skills" (p 

63). 

High Quality Programs 

Vocabulary and language interaction are areas highly considered by Wasik and 

Bond (2006) and Roberts (2003) as part of a high quality preschool program. The 

majority of children in these programs interact with adults and other children. During this 

interaction, young learners acquire language and early literacy skills, which are consistent 

with the majority of their culture (Lynch, 2004; Wasik & Bond, 2006). High quality pre

K programs provide a developmentally appropriate, education-focused experience. These 

environments also protect the health and safety of all students and have strong parent 

involvement programs (Schulman, Blank, & Ewen, 1999). 

Indicators of Early Reading Readiness 

Besides vocabulary , Justice et al. (2005) noted six additional tasks as indicators 

of early literacy performance for at-risk four- and five- year old learners that are 

important in a high quality, learning program. These six tasks were: alphabet knowledge, 

verbal memory, print knowledge, name writing, rhyme awareness, concept of word, and 

beginning sound awareness. In discussing letter naming, Molfese et al. (2006), described 

this task as a simplistic but robust marker, when reviewing skills linked to reading 

development, and a prominent forecaster of reading skills in both English and non-
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Engli sh speaking children. In addition, fluency in letter naming has been closely 

associated with later reading skills. Identifying similar indicators as Justice et al. , (2005), 

Molfese et al. also investigated letter knowledge, phonological processing, and print 

knowledge, concluding that achievement on letter knowledge is significantly correlated 

with the phonological processing, rhyme detection, and environmental print. 

Although Connor, Morrison, and Slominski (2006), investigated similar 

subgroups, somewhat different results were uncovered. When analyzing letter naming, 

letter-word recognition, and vocabulary skills, appropriate gains were made. However, 

students who initially scored low, demonstrated less skill growth and students who 

initially scored high, demonstrated more skill growth. The Molfese et al. study sample 

was small (n=57) when considered with the Connor et al. study (N=l 56). The fact that all 

participants in the Connor et al. study were recruited may be considered a strong 

limitation. When this study analyzed the relationship between the amount of time in the 

preschool program and student achievement, it was evident that the number of hours 

attended was related to both letter naming and letter-word recognition score growth. 

Conversely, time in progran1 and student achievement were not related to vocabulary 

growth. 

Long Term Benefits of Preschool Programs 

Although there are both short- and long-term cognitive and social gains for at-risk 

students attending preschool programs, these may not be sufficient to maintain 

l · t (C t al 2006) One of the oldest federall y initialed programs, the ac 11evemen onnor e ., . 

Chicago Child-Parent Center and Expansion Program, provided the basis for the 
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Reynolds and Temple (1998) study, which suggested that short-term intervention 

programs are not sufficient to sustain at-risk students' achievement gains. Reynolds and 

Temple (1998) stated, "it increasingly is recognized that a one or two year program 

cannot immunize children over the long term against poor academic outcomes" (p. 231 ). 

The study of 559 African-American students compared achievement in mathematics and 

reading for third grade students who had participated in the full program through second 

or third grade with students who only participated through kindergarten. Long-term 

participants significantly outperformed their short-term peers. Furthermore, when 

compared to the entire Chicago public school population, the long-term participants, who 

came from the poorest neighborhoods, performed approximately as well as the average 

third grade students in both reading and mathematics. 

Researchers investigated retention rates and found those students who participated 

for two or three years in early intervention programs were significantly less likely to be 

retained by eighth grade. Additionally, after having considered initial kindergarten pretest 

scores and family background, these students were less likely to receive special education 

services. 

Short-term Effects 

The lack of long-term effects of Head Start and other similar short-term 

intervention progran1s have been the topic of much investigation. This "fading effect" has 

been explored in research concerning program quality , differences noted an10ng sites, and 

missing follow-through compensatory education (Campbell & Taylor, 1996; Lee & Loeb, 

1995; Ou, 2005). Lee and Loeb chose to delve into the quality of schools that eighth 
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graders attended in relationship to Head Start participation. In almost every demographic 

measure, Head Start attendees were disadvantaged. This difference was more pronounced 

when compared to other preschool attendees rather than non-preschool attendees. 

African-Americans and Hispanic students comprised 57% of the Head Start attendees 

while other preschool programs participants were 88% Caucasian. Not surprisingly, when 

comparing the economic conditions for Head Start attendee families , researchers found 

other preschool attendees' families' incomes to be more than double those of Head Start 

attendee families . Investigation into school quality was based on the following 

dimensions: social composition, academic excellence, perceived safety, human relations 

and composite school quality . Using an analysis of covariance, (ANCOVA), Lee and 

Loeb found that other preschool attendees consistently were the recipients of better 

quality schools, thus backing the premise that our most disadvantaged children attend our 

lowest quality schools. Head Start boosts in cognitive competence are undermined when 

considering the accrued effects from demographic disadvantages and poor quality 

schooling. 

The establishment of achievement patterns pointed educators to early learning 

venues. McWayne, Fantuzzo, & McDermott, (2004) reported, "Evidence suggests that 

achievement patterns develop early and remain remarkably stable after the first few years 

in school" (p. 633 ). Therefore, preschool years represent a critical opportunity to assist 

children, particularly children of poverty, in developing skills that lay the foundation for 

subsequent school success (Lynch, 2004) . 

By grade four, one third of the student population has failed to read at basic levels 

and the percentage is higher for certain ethnic minorities or children in poverty. 



Documented advantages are listed as fewer referrals to special education, fewer grade 

retentions, elevated graduation rates, and fewer incidents of juvenile delinquency 
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(Connor et al. , 2006; Lynch, 2004). Moreover, these four advantages are cost-saving 

factors in the scope of education. The Chicago Child-Parent Centers have considered the 

costs of different aspects of the education process and for every dollar spent in preschool 

interventions, a savings of $7 .14 is realized (Connor et al. , 2006). The issues that have 

been attributed to creating the scholastic performance disparities in young learners do not 

come with readily available low-cost solutions. There have been a number of studies and 

initiatives that have produced results both long- and short- term in lessening the 

achievement differences in young learners. Finding sufficient funding for widespread 

introduction and on-going implementation has been a nation-wide struggle (Bainbridge et 

al. , 2005). 
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The methods and procedures to be employed in the research process will be 

discussed in this chapter. Study design, sample population, data collection process, data 

analysis, and specific hypotheses that are being examined will be included. 

Research Design 

This study was designed to investigate to what extent there were statistically 

significant relationships between the achievement scores of at-risk kindergarten students 

who participated in the state-sponsored preschool program and their peers that did not 

participate in the program at two local cow1ty elementary schools. The achievement 

scores of both groups were examined for statistical significance, and also examined the 

stratified data of gender and ethnicity. All groups of students participated in this study 

were homogeneous on the variable of low-socioeconomic status. 

Participants 

The study accessed kindergarten scores from two elementary schools in middle 

Tennessee. The local county school system serves a diverse population, augmented by its 

proximity to a military base. The school system identified the ethnicities of African

American, American Native/Alaskan, Asian/Pacific Islander, Caucasian, and Hispanic 

upon student enrollment for the purposes of disaggregating data. This study is only 
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addressing the scores of African-American and Caucasian students, due to the limited 

number of other ethnicities in the testing population. Both of the schools are identified as 

having Title l school-wide programs based on participation in the Free and Reduced 

Price Meals Program. One school is located near the downtown area; the other school 

resides on the outskirts of the city. 

The total experimental group is composed of 36 members. The experimental 

group was comprised of 20 males and 16 females from both schools. All were classified 

in the low-socioeconomic status. There were 24 Caucasian participants and 12 African

American participants. 

The total control group was composed of 36 members. The control group was 

comprised of 21 males and 15 females from both schools. All were classified in the low

socioeconomic status. There were 20 Caucasian participants and 17 African-American 

participants. 

Data Collection Procedure 

Pennission to perform the study was obtained from the Institutional Review 

Board, the local school board, and the administrators from each elementary school (see 

Appendix A-1, 2, and 3). The local county school system individually administered the 

Brigance K & J Screen JI Test (2005) to kindergarten during the month of August, 2006 

(see Appendix B-1 ) . A composite score, evaluating the development of young learners, 

was collected from the students in both the contro l and experimental groups at the two 

schools. Another assessment tool used in the local county public schools was DIBELS 

(2002) (see Appendix B-2). The assessment consists of three test batteries, (referred to as 
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benchmark assessments) which were individually administered to all students at three 

different times during the school year: August, December and March. The benchmarks 

vary in subtests that measure student fluency as an indicator of student achievement. At 

the kindergarten level, the beginning of the year assessment includes the subtest of Initial 

Sound Fluency. The middle-of-year subtest includes Initial Sound Fluency and Nonsense 

Word Fluency. The end-of-year subtest includes Nonsense Word Fluency. These subtests 

are standardized and are individually assigned proficiency ranges appropriate for the time 

of the school year in which the benchmark is administered. 

The local public school system only released coded testing data so that no student 

or teacher identifiers were revealed. After examining the experimental and control 

groups ' data, based on the low-socioeconomic variable, the analyses of Brigance and 

DIBELS test data were stratified by gender and ethnicity. 

Data Analysis Plan 

T-tests were perfonned to determine to what extent there were statistically 

significant differences in the total group scores and when stratified by gender. When 

determining the extent of statistically significant differences in scores stratified by 

ethnicity , an analysis of variance was applied. For each analysis, a confidence level of .05 

was expected to determine significance. 
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For their scores to be considered reliable, both assessment instruments, the 

Brigance and DIBELS tests, are intended for administration at particular times of the 

school year. Both are individually administered at the beginning of the year and at the 

end-of-year. Additionally, DIBELS designates a middle-of-year test. The two DIBELS 

subtests used to measure student achievement were Initial Sound Fluency (ISF) and 

Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF). At the kindergarten level, the ISF is administered at the 

beginning- and middle-of-year only because those skills are considered to be mastered 

early in the kindergarten experience. The NWF is given at the middle- and end-of-year 

because it is considered to follow ISF required skills in development. 

It is important to note that standardized academic testing for very young children 

is not a common practice in preschool. Therefore, all assessments being analyzed were 

administered at the kindergarten level. The initial kindergarten tests served as pre-tests 

for comparison purposes. 

Low-Socioeconomic Status Results 

In hypothesis one, testing compared scores of low-socioeconomic status 

kindergarten students who were involved in the state-sponsored preschool program to 

scores of their peers that were not involved in the program. The hypothesis was rejected 

on all assessment measures: DIBELS NWF middle- and end-of-year subtests, DIBELS 

ISF beginning- and middle-of-year subtests, and the Brigance K & 1 Screen II 
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The beginning-of-year for ISF subtest is a measure of a student's ability to 

recognize and reproduce the sound in an orally presented word. There were statistically 

significant differences in the mean scores of the total kindergarten students who attended 

the state-sponsored preschool program and the total of the control group (see Table 1 ). 

The beginning-of-year testing resulted in average scores for the experimental group 

approximately twice that of the control group. The differences in the scores of the means 

continued to be statistically significant in the reporting of the middle-of-year scores for 

the two groups. The experimental group ' s gains remained well above the control group, 

suggesting that early exposure to literacy skills was beneficial to these students and gains 

were retained from the pre- to post-tests. 

Table 1 

Total Croup t-Test Evaluating DI BELS Initial Sound Fluency Scores. 

Variab le Mean SD 

Experimenta l 

Beginning-Year 10.389 6 .758 

Mid-Year 23 .222 9 .302 

Contro l 

Beg inning-Year 5.833 

Mid-Year 17.833 

5.300 

5.868 

df 

70 

70 

-3 .183 

-2.940 

No te : 6 = .859 for beginni ng-of-year results and 6 = .918 fo r middle-of-y ear results. 

p 

<.0022 

<.0044 

· DIBELS Nonsense Word Fluency middle-of-year When companng means, 

l d . ·ficant statistical differences. This test measured student assessment revea e s1gm 1 

1 d correspondence and blending letters into words. The knowledge of common etter- soun 



24 

initial test measured a marked difference in the mean scores of the two groups with the 

experimental group averaging nearly twice as high as the control group. This gap could 

be strongly linked to participation in a high quality preschool program. The p-value level 

was set at < .05 , however, the p-value achieved was even much stronger, p < .0001 (as 

shown in Table 2). The effect size was substantive at .95, indicating a strong relationship 

in early literacy instruction and student achievement. 

Additionally, the end-of-year DIBELS NWF comparison of means revealed 

increased differences between the two groups (see Table 2). There were statistically 

significant differences in the post-test end-of-year scores ofNWF subtests of students 

that attended the state-sponsored preschool program and those that did not attend the 

program. Again the resultingp value, p <.0001, was at a much higher confidence level 

than anticipated. The substantive effect size was 1.5 showing the achievement growth in 

the experimental group. There was a significant rise in the mean score of the 

experimental group from the middle-of-year assessment to the end-of-year assessment 

(gain of 14.055) in comparison to the gain of the control group (9.055). While the 

analysis revealed that the standard deviations experienced for the middle-of-year 

assessment for both groups were similar, the deviations drew even closer on the end-of

year test, indicating less variance for both groups. 
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Table 2 

Total Group I-Test Evaluating DIBELS Nonsense Word Fluency Scores. 

Variable Mean SD df p 

Experimental 

Mid-Year 21.1 39 8.806 

End-Year 35.194 9.768 

Control 

Mid-Year 11 .278 I 0.358 70 -4 .3 52 <.0001 

End-Year 20.333 9.885 70 -6 .416 <.0001 

Note: 6 = .952 for middle-of-year results and 6 = 1.5 for end-of-yea r results . 

The Brigance K & 1 Screen I1 generated a composite score for the total group (see 

Table 3). The composite score included preambulatory, prespeech, speech and language, 

gross motor skills, fine motor skills, general knowledge, readiness, basic reading, 

manuscript writing, and basic mathematics skills. When comparing the average scores of 

the total experimental and control groups on the beginning-of-year test, there were 

statistically significant differences . As with the other two measures of hypothesis one, the 

experimental group achieved a higher mean on the initial test, suggesting that the 

preschool program was influential in their achievement. 

End-of-year scores for the Brigance assessment indicated that there were 

statistically significant difference between the average scores of the total experimental 

and control groups. In comparing the beginning-of-year standard deviations of the 

experimental group with the control group and the end-of-year standard deviations of the 

experimental gro~p with the control group, there were little variances among scores. 
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Table J 

Total Grau I-Test Evaluatin the Bri ance Scores. 

Variable Mean SD d 

Experimental 

Beginning-Year 7 1.000 6.454 

End-Year 88 . 111 3.452 

Control 

Beginning-Year 62 .528 5.130 70 -6.166 <.0001 

End-Year 82 .833 3.446 70 -6.493 <.0001 

Note: .1 = .1.65 for beginning-of-vear results and .1 = J 53 fore d f - · n -o -year results. 

Ethnicily Results 

Testing of hypothesis two investigated the extent to which there were statistically 

significant differences in the scores of the experimental and control groups when 

stratified on the variable of ethnicity as shown in Table 4. An ANOV A was selected to 

analyze the data for all assessments of the anticipated differing ethnic groups. These 

groups were defined by the school system enrollment survey as African-American, 

American Native/ Alaskan, Asian/Pacific Islander, Caucasian, and Hispanic. However, 

the limited number of students in the preschool group narrowed the ethnicity range in this 

study to only African-American and Caucasian students. The small number of the other 

ethnic groups would not yield generalizable data. 

An analysis of the ISF beginning-of-year test mean scores produced statistically 

· ·fi d"f.:'. l ( T bl 4) Tl1e p value confidence level was even stronger s1gm 1cant 1 1erences a so see a e · 

· d African-American experimental groups 
than the original set at .05. Both Caucasian an 

h h ntrol aroups Average scores from 
experienced a higher achievement score t an t e co O 

• 
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both the experimental groups were similar suggesting they benefited almost equally from 

the early literacy training received in the state-sponsored preschool program. 

Upon inspection of the ANOV A results from the ISF middle-of-year test, 

statistically significant differences were apparent as viewed in Table 4. There was a 

marked similarity of the scores of both experimental group means. Additionally , that 

same similarity also existed between the scores of both control groups. When comparing 

the standard deviations, the control groups experienced similar scores and the range 

remained small while the African-American and Caucasian experimental groups middle

of-year ranges increased. 

Table .J 

A NOVA Evaluating DIBELS Initial Sound Fluency in Terms of Ethnicity. 

Variab le Mean SD d( F p 

Beginning-of-Year 

African-American Experimental 9 .667 4.292 
2 8.664 <.0044 

African-American Control 5.500 5.978 

Caucasian Experimental 10.750 7.764 

Caucasian Control 6.100 4 .833 

Middle-of-Year 

23 .500 7.3 05 2 
African-American Experimental 

8.189 <.0056 

African-American Control 17.438 6.5 32 

Caucasian Experimental 23 .083 10.300 

Caucasian Control I 8.150 5.432 
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An Analysis of Variance (AN OVA) d · was use to determine the extent of the 

stati stical relationship among the experimental and control groups, when considering 

achievement and ethnicity. Using an ANOVA to study the DIBELS NWF middle-of-year 

scores, the differences in scores of means were determined to be statistically significant 

with a confidence level of P < .0001 (see Table 5). There was a pronounced difference in 

the means of both the Caucasian and African-American experimental groups compared to 

those of the control groups. It is noted that both the Caucasian and African-American 

experimental groups means were less than one point different, while the means of the 

control groups had a much larger range in variance, revealing extreme scores. Also, the 

standard deviations experienced by the Caucasian and African-American experimental 

groups were smaller than the Caucasian and African-American control groups. 

End-of-year testing on NWF also revealed statistically significant results as 

shown in Table 5. It is noted that the gaps in the means widen dramatically between the 

middle-of-year subtest means and the end-of-year subtest means. The African-American 

experimental group experienced a growth in mean score almost double that of their 

middle-of-year testing. Although there were substantial differences in the means, 

. . . . d d d · ation ranges on the end-of-year 
Caucasian groups remained sm1ilar m stan ar evi 

assessment. 
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Table 5 

ANOVA Eva/uatin DIBELS Nonsense Word F!uenc 
in Terms of Ethnici . 

Variab le Mean SD d F 

Middle-of-Year 

African -American Experimental 21.417 7.810 -17 .077 <.0001 

African -American Contro l 13.125 11.162 

Caucasian Experimenta l 21.000 9.422 

Caucasian Control 9.800 10 .029 

End-of-Year 

African-American Experimental 40 .833 8.133 
2 9.054 <.0037 

African-American Control 23.250 11.162 

Caucas ian Experimental 32.375 9.417 

Caucasian Control 18 .000 8.29 1 

Using an ANOV A to study the beginning-of-year Brigance kindergarten scores, 

no statistically significant differences in the average scores when stratified by ethnicity 

were noted (see Table 6) . This assessment instrument produced a composite final score. 

The composite score does not reveal achievement on just the literacy portions of the test, 

although all components aid in reading readiness. The experimental groups achieved 

similar mean scores (approximately 71) initially as did the control group (61 and 62 

respectively). 

As shown in Table 6, there were no statistically significant differences revealed 

by an ANOV A in the end-of-year Brigance scores when disaggregated by ethnicity. All 

· · · · I l It 1·s noted that all groups experienced a 
groups expenenced sumlar achievement eve s. 

very small difference when examining the standard deviations. 
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Table 6 

A NOVA El'aluating the Brigance · r, 111 erms of Ethnicity . 

Variable Mean SD d F 

Beginning-of-Year 

African-American Experimental 70 .667 5.123 

African-American Control 61.688 
2 

5.486 
.492 <.4854 

Caucasian Experimental 71.167 7.124 

Caucasian Control 63 .200 4.862 

End-of-Year 

African-American Experimental 87.333 2.964 
2 1.558 <.2163 

African-American Control 82.313 3.591 

Caucasian Experimental 88.500 3.659 

Caucas ian Control 83 .250 3.370 

Male Results 

Hypothesis three states there will be no statistical difference in scores on 

kindergarten assessments among male students who participated in the state-sponsored 

preschool program and the scores of male students who did not participate in the 

program. 

As shown in Table 7, the t-Test evaluation was used to detennine that there were 

statistically significant differences in the average scores of the male kindergarten students 

on the DIBELS Initial Sound Fluency (ISF). On this assessment, after orally being given 

the names of pictures, the males of the experimental group could correctly identify the 

beginning sounds of the objects in the pictures. Each item had to be named within the 

given time limit. 
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There were no statistically s· .fi 1gm 1cant d'ffi · 1 erences m the scores of the population 
when compared on ISF at the middle-of- . 

year. However, it was noted the SD was 

narrower for the experimental group in th . 
e middle-of-year assessment. 

Table 7 

t-Test Evaluating DIBELS Initial Sound Flue f M ncy o ales. 

Variable Mean SD df p 

Experimental 

Beginning-Year I 0.550 7.156 

Mid-Year 20.150 5.412 

Control 

Beginning-Year 6 .095 4.774 39 -2.356 <.0236 

Mid-Year 17.952 5.714 39 -1.263 <.2141 

Note: /';. = .93 for beg inning-of-year results and t;. = 3.8 for middle-of-year results. 

As shown in Table 8, a I-Test analysis determined that there were statistically 

significant differences (I= -3.407) in the average scores of the male kindergarten students 

on DIBELS Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF). The means reported for the experimental 

group on both subtests were substantially higher than those of the control group. The 

standard deviation (SD) reported by the experimental group was small on the middle-of

year test, while the standard deviations reported for all the other subtests were similar but 

much greater. 

The kinderaarten male students from the preschool group obtained a mean score 
t::, 

of 34.950 for the end-of-year assessment, while the control group scored 18.952 at a 

confidence level of p < . 0001. Both of the mean differences, middle-of-year and end-of-

year yielded a substantive effect size. 
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Table 8 

t-Test Eraluating DIBELS Nonsense Word Fl 
uency of Males. 

Variable Mean SD d 

Experim ental 

Mid-Year 18.300 4.612 

End-Year 34.950 10.206 39 -3.407 <.0015 

Control 

Mid-Year 9 .857 10 .12] 

End-Year 18.952 I 0.495 39 -4 .945 <.0001 

Note: t, = .834 for middle-of-year results and I'>= 1.52 for end-o f- year results. 

In terms of evaluating Brigance results addressing hypothesis three, there were 

statistically significant differences in the means of both the beginning- and end-of-year 

assessments (see Table 9). Males involved in the state-sponsored preschool out-scored 

the control group males when at-Test was applied on each measure. The experimental 

group mean was higher on the beginning-of-year assessment. Although all the standard 

deviations remained small , the end-of-year experimental group experienced a remarkably 

small SD of only 2.874. All the children in the study have relatively similar scores as 

indicated in Table 9 by the small range of standard deviations . It is noted that the 

expectations for the confidence level on both assessments was .05, however, P < · 0001 

was realized for both calculations. 
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Table 9 

t-Tesr £va/11ati11g Brigance of Males 

Variable Mean SD df p 
Experimental 

Beginning-Year 70 .850 5.696 

End-Year 89 .050 2.874 

Control 

Beginning-Year 62.286 4.256 39 -5.471 <.0001 

End-Year 83 .238 3.434 39 -5 .862 <.0001 

Note: 6 = 2.0 I for beginning-of-year results and 6 = I 69 ~ d f · or en -o -year results. 

Female Results 

Hypothesis four stated that there will be no statistical difference in scores on 

kindergarten assessments among female students who participated in the state-sponsored 

preschool program and the scores of female students who did not participate in the 

program. This hypothesis was rejected for all assessments. 

An examination of scores kindergarten female on both the beginning- and middle

of-year DIBELS Initial Sound Fluency (ISF) subtests revealed statistically significant 

differences as shown in Table 10. The average score (10.188), from kindergarten females 

who were involved in the state-sponsored preschool program on the beginning-of-year 

test , was much higher than the average score (6.095) of females from the control group. 

On the middle-of-year ISF assessment, the experimental group females 

experience a substantial gain in the mean score of 27.063. Although the control group did 

increase from beginning- to middle-of-year, the experimental group gains were 

1 
ores indicated a great achievement 

remarkable. Both experimental and contro group sc 
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growt h: however, the experiment 1 a group mean · 
increased approximately 17 points. The 

growth the experimental group exp . 
enenced exceeded th . . at of the control group indicating 

that early literacy mstruction was adv t 
an ageous to these students. 

Table 10 

t-Test Evalualin DJBELS initial So und Fluenc 

Variable Mean SD 

Experimental 

Beginning-Year 10.188 7.156 

Mid-Year 27 .063 5.412 

Control 

Beginning-Year 6.095 

Mid-Year 17.952 

4.774 

5.714 

o Females. 

df 

29 

29 

-2 .871 

-2 .762 

Note:. t. = .86 for beginning-of-year results and t. = 1.49 for middle-of-year results. 

p 

<.0076 

<.0099 

As shown in Table 11 , the average scores of females on both the middle

and end-of-year Nonsense Word Fluency assessments, there were statistically significant 

differences as measured by at-Test. The experimental female group achieved a mean of 

24.688 on middle-of-year subtest, which was nearly twice as great as the control female 

group mean of 13 .267. 

When examining the scores of kindergarten females on the end-of-year NWF 

assessment, it was found that those involved in the state-sponsored preschool program 

experienced a higher mean score (35.500) than the score (22.267) of the control group. 

Standard deviations in both the experimental and control groups narrowed on the end-of-

cores were considerably higher than 
year assessment. The experimental group average s 
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those of the control group 0 11 middle- d 
an end-of-ye t . ar eSts suggesting that early literacy 

instruction was beneficial. 

Table 11 

1-Tesl Evaluatin DIBELS Nonsense Word F!ue,1c , 
0 

Variable 

Experimental 

Mid-Year 

End-Year 

Control 

Mid-Year 

End-Year 

Mean 

24.688 

35.000 

13.267 

22.267 

SD 

11 .394 

9.515 

10.707 

8.948 

df 

29 

29 

Females. 

-2 .871 

-3.983 

Note: ~ = 1.06 for middle-of-year results and ~= 1.47 for end-of-year results. 

<.0076 

<.004 

When reviewing the achievement levels of the experimental female group, it is 

noted that they have been consistent in their performances on each of the measures. 

These achievement levels revealed statistically significant differences on the averages of 

all six assessments: DIBELS, Initial Sound Fluency beginning- and middle-of-year, 

Nonsense Word Fluency middle- and end-of-year, and the Brigance beginning- and end-

of-year. 

Further testing of hypothesis four, found the experimental group of kindergarten 

females showed statistically significant differences in mean scores (see Table 12). This 

· · · d d f Brigance tests when compared to the 
was evident for both the begmnmg- an en -o -year 

eflected an extreme narrowing in the 
means of the control group. The end-of-year scores r 

. . ·r-c f student learning and continued 
SD range indicating small variances m d1 ierences 0 

growth for both groups. 
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Table 12 

t-Tesl Evaluating_ Brigance of Females. -
Variable Mean SD df p 

Experimental 

Beginning-Year 71.188 7.485 

End-Year 86 .938 2.874 

Control 

Beginning-Year 64.867 6.300 29 -3.337 <.0023 

End-Year 82 .267 3.434 29 -3 .53 5 <.0014 

Note: t, = t .32 fo r beginning-of-year results and 6 = 1.33 fo r end-of-year results. 
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There now exists decades of research th t d . . . 
a ocument the d1spanty m kindergarten 

readiness skills of children of poverty when com d 
, pare to peers of average- or above-

socioeconomic status (Griffin & Lundy-Ponce 2003· N ?003) E 1 · , , eurnan, _ . ar y leammg 

experiences provided in those more affluent homes are more substantial than basic 

daycare or in-home babysitting (Bainbridge et al. , 2005; Goomby et al. , 1995). The 

demands for high quality early literacy programs for economically disadvantaged 

families came to the forefront as solutions for disparities in student achievement were 

sought (Barnett & Hustedt, 2003). In an effort to bridge the learnjng gap for low

socioeconomic students and provide high quality, early education for the young learners 

in the most need, many government initiatives addressing this disparity have been 

enacted (Gilliam & Zigler, 2001 ). Manifestations of government enactments include 

federally and state funded preschool programs such as Head Start (Lee & Loeb, 1995). 

Due to a variety of reason, many of these programs have received mixed reviews as to 

· · · · h h. t (Gilliam & Zioler 2001 · Lubinsky, their effectiveness m closmg t e ac 1evemen gap O , ' 

2000; Porch, 2002). Seeking improvements in student achievement and programs to 

h laced a higher priority on quality 
reach more students, many state governments ave P 

.. . ·ce et al 2005: Porch, 2002; Wasil & 
programs for early learners (ChatterJI, 2006, Ju5t1 ., , 

. . ank of states providing funding for 
Bond, 2006). The state of Tennessee Jo med the r s 

d Start Program (Gilliam & Zigler, 2001 ; 
preschool education separate from the Hea 
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Tennessee State Department of Ed · ucat,on 2006) Th 
' · e local school system was provided 

funding to implement a preschool pro . 
gram m the fall of 2005 (Tennessee State 

Department of Education, 2006). 

The purpose of this study was to • . 
investigate to what extent participation in the 

state-sponsored preschool program had O th . 
n e scores of low-soc1oeconomic kindergarten 

students in the area of early literacy develo Th' 
pment. IS study was the first analysis of 

their assessment scores for the school system d -11 . . 
an w1 serve as a baselme m the event of a 

longitudinal study. The results of the study w · d c • . ere examme 1or differences m achievement 

scores of kindergarten students who participated i th t n e s ate-sponsored preschool 

program and those that did not. Then the data was disaggregated and studied by gender 

and ethnicity. 

Conclusions 

The Tennessee state-sponsored preschool program positively affected the early 

literacy skills of low-socioeconomic students when stratified by gender and ethnicity. 

Because standardized testing is limited at the preschool level , data was gathered from 

student assessments in their kindergarten year, rather than the preschool year. AH initial 

tests reported that students involved in the state-sponsored preschool program entered 

kindergarten with higher mean scores than their peers who had not attended the program. 

All initial assessments with the exception of the AN OYA on ethnicity of the Brigance K 

& 1 Screen II reported statistically significant differences. These significant differences 

· · · · · ved the reading readiness of at-risk 
strongly mdicate early literacy mstruct10n 1mpro 

learners who attended the preschool program. 
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The [nitial Sound Fluency subtest of DIBELS . . . .. 
measured recognition of m1tial 

sounds in words, a fundamental skill in identifying sou d d • h c-. 
n s an segmenting t em 1rom 

rimes. The power of participation in the high quality state s d h l 
, - ponsore presc oo program 

may well be measured in the pre-test mean differences that the ISF test revealed. Students 

in the experimental group that were entering kindergarten started with a score that was 

78% higher than the score of the control group. These results were very similar on the 

pre-test scores for ISF when disaggregated for gender and ethnicity. Post-test scores for 

ISF for all groups except kindergarten males indicated statistically significant differences. 

Though less outstanding, these differences are reflective of the premise that by mid-year 

these skills should be at mastery level for most kindergarteners. 

The results were statistically significant when analyzing DIBELS Nonsense Word 

Fluency scores. As seen in the disaggregation of the total group data by gender and 

ethnicity, students involved in the state-sponsored preschool program succeeded in 

identifying, reproducing common letter sounds, and blending them into words better than 

their control group peers in both pre- and post-tests. These skills are essential to the 

development of reading readiness and decoding. The outcomes strongly suggest that the 

achievement gap for these students narrowed particularly for males as their poSt-test 

gains approached 66%. 

. 1 S II . composed of many different assessments; some The Bngance K & creen 1s 

. . adiness skills, such as alphabet recognition of these are easily recognizable as readmg re 

. be considered literacy assessments as they 
and vocabulary. All parts of the Bngance may 

. . e data reinforced that participation in a high 
relate to listening and speaking. The Bnganc 

cial for kindergarten students when compared by 
quality, preschool progran1 was benefi 
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tota l group and gender. The ethnicity data disagg t· . 
rega ion revealed no differences, 

suggesting that for this group of students the low · . . 
, -soc1oeconom1c status was the "at-nsk 

factor .. on which to focus rather than ethnicity. 

Recommendations 

For this small population of at-risk students, the overall achievement gains have 

been statistically significant and warrant serious consideration. Because the achievement 

advancements were experienced both by gender and ethnicity, more high quality 

preschool programs are needed to include all at-risk students. Furthermore, appropriate 

professional development in the administration of assessments may lend support when 

discussing questions of inter-rater reliability and testing situations. 

Implications for Future Research 

The following research studies are suggested in furthering a deeper understanding 

of the relationship of high quality preschool programs and the literacy development of 

at-risk young children. 

1. An investigation replicating this study with a larger sample of students with 

. 1· to other populations. more ethnic groups to better genera 1ze 

. 1. bility of the test administrators of the 2. An investigation of the mter-rater re ia 

amic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 
Brigance K & 1 Screen II assessment and the Dyn 

Skills. 

. itudinal study investigating the long-term 
3. An extension of this study to a long 

student achievement. effects of the preschool program on 



4. A compari son of preschool programs reflecting differing early childhood 

education philosophies to investigate improvements in literacy achievement. 

41 

5. A survey of kindergarten teachers on their perceptions of reading readiness 

among students who had participated in a high-quality preschool program and those that 

did not. 

6. A comparative study researching the differences in literacy achievement of at-

risk students who attended a preschool program, structured daycare, or nonattendance in 

any program. 
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App endix A-1 

Vickie Manus 
·?& Yvonne Dr. 
~arksville, TN 37042 

Ausf1ii Peay 
State University 

48 

College DI Graduate Studies 

RE' Your application regarding study number 07-013: A Study of the Literac Ac . . 
. ·d rgarten Students v,1ho attended the Tem1essee State-sponsored p l Y

1 
p hieven:ient Gap for At-nsk 

Km e S l I re-sc 100 rogram m Two Middle 
Tennessee Elementary c 100 s. 

Dear Vickie Manus: 

Thank you for your recent submission. We appreciate your cooperation with the human research review 
process. I have rev~ewed y_our request for expedited approval of the new study li sted above. This type of stud 

1uali fies for expedited review under FDA and NIH (Office for Protection from Research Risks) regulations. 

~ongratulations! This is to confirm that I have approved your application through one calendar year. This 
.pproval is subject to APSU Policies and Procedures governing human subject research. The full IRB will sti 
el'iew this protocol and reserves the right to withdraw expedited approval if unresolved issues are raised dur 
mr review. 

·ou are granted permission to conduct your study as described in your application effective immediately. Th 
udy is subj ect to continuing review on or before March 22, 2008, unless closed before that date. Enclose? 
lease find the forms to report when your study has been completed and the fonn to request an annual review 
continuing study. Please submit the appropriate form prior to March 22, 2008. 

ease note that any chancres to the study as approved must be promptly reported and ~pprove~. Some ch~ge 
ay b b . • ll b d , · 1v If you have anv questions or reqmre 

e_approved by expedited review; others require fo oar r~\ 1~\ · . -

nherinformation, contact me at (221-741 5; fax 22 1-7641 ; email pmderc@apsu:edu) .. B st wist 
)a111 ti ank RB d th human research review process. e · 
' ' 1 you for your cooperation with the APSU I an e 
r a successful study! . . ,. . . 

ncerely 

21~ ti' 
1arle . ~ £ . 
,,;,~A. Pinder, Ph.D. ~ 
or' A ust111 Peay Institutional Review Board 

· nn Harris 

WWW.IIJSU.edll 



Qark§vflle 
Montg0mery cou.nty 
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Ap endix A-2 
Board of Education 

931-920-7819 

. Sallie Armstrong, Ed.D. 
Cumculum & Instruction Director 

Ms. Vickie Manus 
528 Yvonne Drive 
Clarksville, TN 37042 

Dear Ms. Manus: 

621 Gracey Avenue 
Clarksville, Tennessee 37040 

Fax: 931-920-9819 
email: sall ie.armstrong@cmcss.net 

May 29, 2007 

The research co~mittee has met and approved your request to use 
data from the Clarksville-Montgomery County School System to complete a 
field study research project under the guidance of the Education Department 
of Austin Peay State University. The date of approval was May 25, 2007. 

Now that you have approval from the research committee, you may 
contact the principal(s) for approval. The principal(s) has the final authority 
and responsibility for approving or disapproving research conducted in their 
building. 

Please read the Research Policy and Procedures Handbook for all 
information concerning research in Clarksville-Montgomery County Schools. 

If you have questions, please call my office at (931) 920-7813. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Sallie Armstrong, Ed.D. . 
Director of Curriculum and Instruct10n 



Appendix A-3 

Ms. Manus, 

The faculty at Liberty are happy to assist you in any way as you complete 

your field study for Austin Peay. You may contact either Becky Bell or 

me for information as needed. Our number at Liberty is 905-5729. 

Thank you , 

d(ntv~ 
Kim Masters 

Principal , Liberty Elementary 
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Appendix A-4 

Dear Ms. Manus, 

51 
Smith Elementary School 

740 Greenwood Avenue Clarksville, TN 37040 

93 l -648-5660 Fax: 93 1-503-3405 

September 23 , 2007 

This letter is to in~orm yo_u that you have ~ y permi ssion to use our school' s Pre-K data in 
vour research proJect. It _1s my understanding based_on your letter that you have approval 
'r APSU and Dr. Salli e Annstrong to conduct this study project. If you need further 
ro rn 1. 1 ~ assistance fro m me, please ee 1ree to contact me at 648-5660. Thank you and l look 

forward to seeing the results of your study. 

)/OJJdk 
Maribeth L. Sisk 
Principal , Norman Smith Elem entary 



I C /11/d 's N a me 

#<lrsderg a rte .--. D a t a S hee t fe>r t h e B~I G .AIVC E_"OO K & 'I Scr een - II 

( A . Paren ts. G uardia n 

Address 

, . Bas ic Screen ing Assessments 

Dat e o f 
Screenin g 

Birth d a te 

Age 

Assessment Skill (Circle the skill for each correct response. Make notes as appropriate. 

V ea r M o nth D o y 

Sch ool/Pro g r a m ........ 
T each e r ~ 
Examiner:----====--- --- - ~======== 

C. Scoring 

Correct 
age Number When deriving standard scores, follow tJ1e directions for discontinuing that appear witJ1 the assessments where applicable. Responses 

Child's 
Point Value Score 

2 1A Personal Data Response: Orally gives : Discontinue after 3 in a row incorrect 

1 
> 
-0 
-0 
(t 

1. fi rst name 2. full name 3 . age 4 . address (street or mailing) 5 . birth date (month and day) 6. telephone number X 2 points each /12 

a. 

X 

c:::, 
I .... 

3 2A Identif ies Body Parts: Identifies by naming: Discontinue after 3 in a row incorrect 
1. heels 2 . ankles 3. jaw 4 . shoulders 5. elbows 6 . hips 7 . wrists 8. waist X 1 point each /8 

4 3A Gross-Motor Skills: Discontinue after 3 in a row incorrect 
1. Stands on one foot fo r ten seconds . 4. Stands on other foot momentarily 
2. Stands on the other foot for ten seconds. (one second) with eyes closed. 
3. Stands on one foot momentarily (one second) with eyes closed. 5. Walks backward toe-to-heel four steps. X 1 point each /5 

6 4A Color Recognition : Identifies and names the color of objects: Discontinue after 3 in a row incorrect. 

1. red 2. blue 3 . green 4. yellow 5. orange 6 . purple 7. brown 8. black 9. pink 10. gray X .5 point each /5 

8 5A Visual Motor Skills: 
5. ◊ 

Discontinue after 3 in a row incorrect 

Copies: 1. X 2 . □ 3. c::J 4. 6 X 1 point each /5 

9 6A Draws a Person (Body Image): Draws a pictu re of a person that includes the body parts: 
1. head 2. legs 3 . ears 4. arms 5. trunk 6. eyes 7. nose 8. neck 9. hands 10. mouth X .5 point each /5 

10 7A Prints Personal Data: Prints: 1. first name 2. last name Reversals: Yes --- No --- X 4 points each /8 

12 8A Rote Counting: Counts by rote to: (Circle all numbers prior to the first error.) Discontinue after first incorrect response. 5 points each 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 3 14 15 16 1 7 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 X group of 10 /15 

13 9A Numeral Comprehension: Discontinue after 2 in a row incorrect 
Matches quantity with numerals: 3 2 4 8 6 X 2 points each /10 

14 10A Number Readiness: Joins groups of objects to: 1. 3 2. 6 3. 10 Discontinue after 2 in a row incorrect X 3 points each /9 

; 15 11 A Reads Uppercase Letters: Recognizes and names uppercase letters: Discontinue after 3 in a row incorrect. 
(Score for only one case-upper QI lower.) 

0 A D G Q B p C E L T I F J N M R H u V w y X z K s X .5 point each /13 
. 

16 11A Alternate-Reads Lowercase Letters: Recognizes and names lowercase letters: Discontinue after 3 in a row incorrect 

(Score for only one case- upper QI lower.) 
vwyxzks X .5 point each /13 

o a d g q b p c e I t i fjnmr h u 
J 17 12A Syntax and Fluency: Administer both items. 

/5 
1. Speech is understandable. 2. Speaks in complete sentences of at least five words. X 2 .5 points each 

E. Recommendations Total Score = /100 
D. Observations 

1. Handedness: Right __ Left _ _ _ Uncertain 4. Vision appeared to be normal: 
2. Grasps pencil with: Fist _ _ Fingers _ _ (Saa Functional Hearing and Vision) c.n 

N 

3. Hearing appeared to be normal: , Yes _ _ _ No _ _ _ Uncertain ___ 
(See Functional Hearing and Vision) 5. Record other observations on another sheet. 
Yes No Uncertain 

COPY 1 



Appendix B-2 

Benchmat-k K-1 
DIBET S rn Initial Sound Fl 

uency 

Thh is tomato~ cub~ plate,, doughnut (p · t . . 
om to p,1ctur~). 

1. \vllich picture begins 1'>ith /di? 

2. \Vh.ich picture bt>gins -with /ti? 

3. \\'hich picture begins with lkl? 

4. \\ltat sound does "plate-" begin with? 

Thfa is bump, insect, refrigerator, .skatt' (pc-int to pictures). 

5. \ll1kh picture begins with /ski? 

6. \\mch picture begins. with /r/? 

7. \Vhid1 picture begins with lb!? 

8. \Vhat sound do~ "in~Kt'' be.gin with? 

Tbfa is rooster,_ mule,. fly, soap (point to pictm-es). 

9. \Vhich picture begins with Ir!? 

10. \Vhich picture begins llith lfll? 

ll. \Vbic.h picture Mgins with ls/? 

12. \\-liat sound dt)e,s "mule'! begin nith? 

Thi,s is plie-rs, doctor~ quilt, beetle (point to pictures). 

13. \\-ruch picture begins with lbn 
14. \\i11kh picture begins with /pl/? 

15. \Vhkh picture begins with /di? 

16. "What sound does "qnilt'' begin llith? 

0 1 

0 l 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 l 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 l 

0 1 

0 l 

0 1 

Time: Seoonds Tobi Correct: ---
·-----

60x Total Correct 

Sec.oruls 

Coned Initial Sounds per Minute 

Page3 
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0 0 

DIBFJ$1':•-i hil:ul &,u,,!.f J,.,.,,qO 
.e U>'..C O,,,...ic ~.._.,,,,.,._ C=~ .... il 
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Benchmark K-2 
DIBELS ht Initial Sound Fluency 

This is yar~ giraffe, presentf lnidge r ... ~in.t . 
\YV to Ptcb.nl!s). 

1. l\i'hidt picture bl'gins with tyl ? 

2. \Vhich picture begins with /j/? 

3. \Vhich picture bfgins with lprl? 

4. \lnat sound does "b~" begin mth? 

This is crutches,. featber, toothpaste, city (point to pictures). 

5. \\'hi.ch picture begins with Isl? 

6. \Vbkh picture be-gins with If/? 

7. \Vhkh picture begins with !ti? 

8. \'\liat sound does "'crutches'J begin "rith? 

This is dime, sofa,. peanuts, horse (point to pictures). 

9. \Vhich picture begins with 1hr. 

l 0. '\Vhkh picture begins with Isl? 

11. '\Vhic-h picture brgins wi-th /dr. 

12. "i'bat sound do~ "peanuts be-gin nith? 

This is mop, f ootpt·ints, dishe-s goat (point tD pictmes). 

13. \Vhkh picture begins with /m/'? 

14. \\nich picture ~ns mth If/? 

15. \Vhkh picture begins with Ir)? 

16. \Vhat sound does "diffl~" begin with? 

0 l 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

0 1 

Time: _____ Seconds 
Tota!U)lll!rt __ _ 

60 x Total Correct C.oaed Initial Sounds per Minute 
__ S_e_c_o,-,ds-· -- = ----

Page8 
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Benchmark K-2 
DIBELS nit Nonsense \Vord Fluency 

y1z wan Z O C ful mi k _115 
z u n1 nuf kun ruv f o d _/15 
vep 1 J op J u J s u g _ /13 
zuz ov Vi t wam buk _/14 
le f luk t e V 1 0 f k om _ /15 

ju f tam 11 0 1 rez k e c. _ /15 

p ll ID poz mum 0 1 kav /14 

f 1 V kic k is kem vak /15 
. 

t e k u t r 1 z aJ Ve J /13 

y i l 
. 

neg so m Ju p /15 J ev 

Total: 

Error Pattern: 

Page 13 



y1z \\ra11 

Ztllll 11uf 

.. 
vep lJ 

ZllZ ov 

lef ltik 

juf tan1 

pum poz 
.. 

kic r1,.r 

tek llt 

yil 
. 
JeV 

Dla&.!lrwn,.~ W~~uc::v 
e :M•!i2 0>"12...,., M~-~ c..;,... ~ 

64 

zoc ful mile 
1nm lUV fod 

op JUJ sug 

vit warn hllk 

tev lof kom 

nol rez kec 

IIllllll ol kav 

kis kem vak 
. . . 

r1z aJ veJ 
. 

11eg som Jllp 
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nJBenchmar:c K-3 
DIBELS . Nonsense Word Fluency 

ho J r 1 J ad bot em _/13 
buv ha j en WO f 1 0 j _/14 
t UC r u 1 vab fu m han _115 
ho l mun yud dav dub _/1S 

-
l ak diz pa J J av n om _ /15 

Vi f kon J uf ml Z vuv _/15 

zep yac d ac j O Ill r e J /15 

Z U .Z VU tll zus t e j z u b /15 

wob J e C oc r i t def /14 

n e b kif w ab ov r u J /14 

Total: 

Error Patten: 
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hoj 
.. 

11J ad bol em 
b11v haj en Wof loj 
UIC 1ul vab fum han 
hol Illllll yud dav dub 

. . 
lak paJ Ja\r diz nom 

,lif ko11 jllf . 
llllZ vuv 

dac 
. . zep yac JOill reJ 

ZllZ Vlllll ZllS tej zub 

wol1 _1ec oc rit def 

neb kif wab ov fllJ 

DlBEl.!s""'N<.u- ~ •on! Hu=..-y 
¢ -~-:,: D)tlm:si~ i.~ 0-.:,up. tis,. 



nm ELS Bcncbm:ark Goals and lndluton of Risk 
Thrtt ,\.5~e,ssmtnt Period~ l'er Yur 

B~inni.nc ofYtar 
\lonth 1 - 3 

StatuS 

Middle of Y tat 

Montb-1 - 6 

Scores Status 

\O <=lSF < '.!5 'Emerging 

lSF >- 25 Established 

NWF < S Mrisk 

5 <= NWF <. B s~ risk 

NWF >- 13 Low ,uk. 

l'.1ulofYeu 
Mont\ "J-10 

N\Vf < \5 

67 

\'.i <=NWF <25 Some risk 

NWF ::>=1'> Low risk. 
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Vickie Manus began teaching in the Cl k . ar sville M 
ontgomery C 

, t 
111 

in J 98 l. Her past experiences have been t h' ounty School 
S) s e eac ing stud . 

. ents in third and £ 

d S 
remedial mathematics, and as an academ· 0urth ara e · 1c coach Sh • ::: · e lS C 

llrrently a readin 
her at Kenwood Elementary School. In 2002 h g 

teac , s e was named T 
eacher of the y £ 

I 
Clarksville Montgomery County School System ear or ne . 

In 1992, Vickie received her Masters Degree fi A . 
rom ustm Peay State U . . ruvers1ty 

in Elementary Education. She was awarded her Bachelor f S . . 
o c1ence degree m 1980 from 

Western Illinois State University in Macomb, Illinois in Elem t E . 
' en ary ducation and her 

Associates Degree was earned in 1977 in Liberal Arts and Sciences fr 111. . om mo1s Central 

Junior College in Peoria, Illinois. 

She has long-standing professional affiliations with the International Reading 

Association, the Tennessee Reading Association, and the Mid-Cumberland Reading 

Council. At the state level, Vickie has served in many leadership capacities including 

President. She has received the Walter Helm Service in 1996. In 2006, she was awarded 

the TRA Literacy A ward. She is currently a Deputy State Coordinator for Middle 

Tennessee and Co-Chair of the 2008 IRA Southeast Regional Conference in Nashville, 

Tennessee. 

. . . and her pets. She resides at 
Durmg leisure times, Vickie enjoys travelmg, reading, 

528 Yvonne Drive in Clarksville, Tennessee. 
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