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ABSTRACT 

The Stanford Achievement Test 
(1973) was used to evaluate 

the relative performance f f"f 0 
i th grade students in Dickson 

County in April of 1979. Of th 
e total number of 435 students 

taking the test, 43 had been enrolled for a minimum of one 

year (maximum of three years) in the Title I Remedial Reading 

Program. Because the Title I Program in Dickson County offers 

remedial reading but no remedial math, it was hypothesized 

that Title I Reading scores should be equal to or significantly 

better than Math and Auditory scores for Title I students, and 

that no significant difference should exist araong the three 

means for non-Title I students. At-test was used to determine 

the relationship between Total Reading, Total Auditory, and 

Total Math scores of Title I students. The results revealed 

that Title I students scored significantly lower in Total Read-

ing when compared with Total Auditory and Total Math. Another 

t-test was run on non-Title I students using the same subtests. 

d;fferences ~ere found to exist among Total No significant ~ 

Reading, Total Auditory, and Total Math. Some interpretations 

are Offered in an attempt to explain these find­and discussion 

ings. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1965, the Un·t d 
i e States Congress 

passed the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). 

Title I of the Act provides 
financial assistance to local school 

di stricts to expand and 
improve elementary and se d 

con ary school programs for education-

ally deprived children in low income areas. · 
Organization of 

Title I encompasses three levels--federal, state, and local. 

It has been described as federally financed, state administered 

and locally operated. 

Title I is the largest Federal program providi ng aid to 

elementary and secondary education, and it is still growing. 

In school year 1978-1979, nearly five million children in over 

14,000 school districts participated; that is, 90% of the 

country's school districts operated Title I programs at a cost 

of more than $2 billion (Fromboluti, 1979). Within President 

Carter's 1981 budget of $15.5 billion f or t he new Education 

Department, $2.844 billion is designated f or Ti t le I payments. 

This is an increase of $214 million for Title I over t he 1980 

fiscal year budget (Robinson, 1980) • 

· funds for Title I based on t he School districts receive 
1 ho live t here . At least economic conditions of the peop e w 

h "ld n must be eligible f or 
30% of the school district's c 1 re 

and a fairly large percentage must be 
the free lunch program, 

from families below the poverty level . 
It is obvious then 

. t children whose econom­
that the intent of the Act is to assis 

. ducational deficiency. 
ic deprivation results inane 

These 

' 



2 
children are neither mentally retarded 

nor learning di sabled· 
however, students who are selected for ' 

special compensatory 
Programs are deficient in sch 1 

o astic performance in reading 
as compared with their pe Th 

ers. e Title I Program is designed 
to narrow this gap (Federal Register, 19 76 ). 

In attempting to determine whether Title I has been 

effective in narrowing this gap of reading performance, eval­

uation has proved difficult because of varying methods of or­

ganization of data. House (1979) states that Title I evalua­

tion procedures are lacking in uniformity, and he concludes 

that the available data indicate that no uniform evaluation 

process will ever be possible nationwide, so that individual 

programs can be compared. The studies that have been conduct­

ed have produced mixed results, and they vary widely, both in 

scope and quality. 

, From the earliest studies, doubts have been cast on the 

effectiveness of the Title I Program. In a broadly based 

study, Piccariello (1968) conducted an analysis of the reading 

achievement of 155,000 students from 189 Title I projects dur-

. h h 1 year end1.'ng in June, 1967. 1.ng t e sc oo 
Results of the anal-

had only a 19% chance of a signifi­ysis indicate that a child 
of a significant achieve­

cant achievement gain, a 13% chance 
h eat all. Furthermore, 

ment loss, and a 68% chance of no c ang 
1 of observations is unrepre­

the study indicates that the samp e 
was a higher than average 

sentative of projects because there 
t ins should 

investment in resources. 
Thus, more significan ga 

. h more representative sample 
h n int e be found in this study ta 



3 
of Title I projects. 

In Ohio, evaluation of 
the 1977-1978 Title I Program by 

the Department of Education 
concluded that with only regular 

instruction in the classroom, a child would 
be expected to 

maintain a zero rate that is k 
' 'ma e no gains relative to his 

position with his classmates; however 
' second graders in Ohio 

who received Title I instruction in 
reading advanced at twice 

that rate (Title I in Ohio, 1978). It should be noted, how-

ever, that no information is provided as to the rate of ad-

vancement for non-Title I students th at actually occurred in 

that particular school year. 

In the New York State Annual Evaluation Report for the 

1976-1977 Fiscal Year (1977), comparisons of the data presented 

indicate that participation of disadvantaged students in Title 

I programs prevented them fr.om falling behind and even assisted 

them in catching up to their more advantaged peers. While this 

study presents some impressive statistics, such as using 49,000 

upstate and 96,000 New York City pupils to obtain data, it read­

ily admits that only hypothetical rates of gain were used for 

comparison with statistical data from the pretest and posttest 

of norm-referenced achievement tests. Thus it would be simple 

1 rates of gain to prove any desired 
to adjust the hypothetica 

result that the researcher selects . 
. was evaluated by determin­

The Title I Program in Georgia 
b"ectives set forth in Title I 

ing how well students had met O J 
d Sli of the iarticipants in 

criteria. According to the stu Y, 
0 

h participants in reading 
preschool activities, and 60% oft e 



and mathemat ics activit• ies met or 
4 

exceeded program 
(Moore & Jordan, 1978). However 

' it must be noted 
systems within the state selected 

objectives 

that local 

ments; thus, statewide gains were 
their own testing instru­

obtained for particular 
tests but not across tests. 

Also, the methods and devices 
used to measure learner need 

s were of varying strength. The 
three most widely used were 

standardized achievement tests, 
observation techniques, and sociometric techniques. Further-
more, while using a variety of tests to 

evaluate achievement 
in instructional activities the t t ' es s were not identified. 

Finally, the objectives of the program, wh;ch 
~ were met or ex-

ceeded by 57% and 60% of the preschoolers and reading and math 

participants, respectively, were never fully defined in ex­

plicit terms. 

A study of Title I in Rhode Island by Pasquale J. DeVito 

(1977) reveals positive results in reading and math over a two­

year period, with the greater increase in improvement taking 

place during the first year. DeVito says that Title I students 

made significantly higher scores than would have been expected 

without Title I intervention, yet he gives no indication as to 

how he arrived at this expectancy. He attributes subsequent 

d ·1 t forgetting due to lack of raps in achievement percenti es 0 

skill usage as well as crossing levels of the testing instru-

. to whether these 
ment; however, he offers no explanation as 

same factors influenced non-Title I students also. 

Tl.
.tle I Programs in the middle and 

In New York State, 
ful according to Scott 

junior high schools are deemed sticcess ' 



(19 78). However , it mu t b 
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s e noted that S 
cott gave no statis­

tica l da t a to support this con 1 . 
c us ion. i t d ' ns ea, her entire 

work was based on interviews with principals, 
math teachers 

reading teachers, helping t h ' 
eac ers, and home-school teachers 

in two middle schools and two · • 
Junior high schools in New York 

State. 

An evaluation of the Philadelphia, Pennsylvania School 

District for 1977-1978 by Davidoff (1978), indicates very 

sweeping results: Administrators and teachers have created 

favorable learning environments, have reversed some of the 

historic trends toward drastic pupil underachievement, and 

have increased parental participation. Davidoff draws these 

generalizations from the data he presents. According to the 

tables presented in his study, the percentage of pupils in 

Title I programs who scored below the 16th national percent­

ile, indicating low achievement, has been substantially re­

duced since 1974. Reductions range from 5% in the 12th grade 

to 16% in the 10th grade. Yet, these facts appear to be too 

weak to support such sweeping results as Davidoff claims. 

the 16th Percentile are at best only a neglig­Improvements at 

ible amount of gain. 

Louis, Missouri Evaluation by House Finally, the St. 

(1979) is presented for analysis . 
House states that he found 

significant differences in 
three of six statistical 

Test of Basic Skills 
ran on results of the Iowa 

for 

tests he 

Reading 

· arades f our, six, . ic Subtests in o Comprehension and Arithmet 

and eight . In each case, 
were found on the Title I groups 



1ower end of t he achievement cont · inuurn 
ra ther extensiv e data to 

House provides 

support his conclusions 
Thus, evaluation of Title 1 nationwide is not uniform, 

conclusions vary widely, and data are often 
inappropriate 

for the interpretations given . F 
or these reasons, evalua-

tion is constantly in a st t f 
a e o flux, and the local educa-

tion association must be th f" e inal judge--through whatever 

tools chosen--as to how to measure h t e achievement of Title 

I in its district. 

6 

The Dickson County Board of Education has been partic­

ipating in the Title I program since its inception, with the 

program being devoted exclusively to remedial reading since 

1974. This decision to exclude math from the program was 

based on a needs assessment which indicated that reading 

instruction was a more pressing concern . 

Remedial procedures for overcoming t he numerous kinds 

of reading deficiencies have been i mp lemented in all seven 

elementary and middle schools in the county. Children in 

grades one through six at these seven schools are removed 

from the regular classroom setting for a 45-minute inS t ruc­

tional period five days a week . This reading instruct i on 

is supplementary to and not a substitution for t he children's 

classroom reading lesson. 
In Dickson County , children who 

eligible for Title I assistance 
repeat the first grade are 

. ity of participation in Title 
in reading; however, the maJor 

I is from second through six t h grade. 
is parental involvement . 

One aspect of the program 

It 



7 
is hoped tha t including the parents in 

both the planning and 
implementation of the program will aid 

student interest and 

progress by promoting reinforcement and encouragement at home. 

From the information obtained 
regarding the Title I Pro-

oaram in Dickson County, it appears that no 
objective evalua-

tion has been conducted. Also, no pretest measure was us d e 

initially to assess gain in the program as 
O 

d ppose to gain 

in students not involved in Title I. Therefore, it would 

seem that the most obvious method of evaluation remaining 

was to assess the relative performance of students enrolled 

in the program. Thus, the purpose of this paper is to make 

that assessment. Using the Stanford Achievement Test as the 

measure of achievement, two hypotheses were devised: Title 

I Reading scores should be equal to or significantly better 

than Math and Auditory scores for Title I students, and no 

significant difference should exist among the three means for 

non-Title I students. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

8 

The Stanford Achievement Test (1973) was · t 
1 usea o eva uate 

the performance of 435 fifth graders in Dickson County Schools 

in April of 1979. Scores were obtained in Total Reading, Tot­

al Auditory, and Total 11ath. Of the students who took the test, 

43 were Title I participants, and 392 were non-Title I. 

At-test was run to determine significance among reading, 

auditory, and math scores for the Title I students. Another 

t-test was run on the non-Title I students to determine signif­

icance among their reading, auditory, and math scores. 



CHAPTER I II 

RE SULTS 

Results of the t wo t-tests 
are shown in the data pre-

sented in Tables 1 and 2. For Title I students (Table 1), 

the fol l owing i nterpretations were made : A significant 

difference was found between reading and auditory scores, 

wi t h reading scores being lower; a significant difference 

was also found between reading and math scores, with read­

ing scores being lower; and no significant difference was 

found between math and aµditory scores. 

With regard to non-Title I students (Table 2), no sig­

nificant difference was found when comparing the reading, 

auditory, and math scores. 

A scattergram of the scores of both Title I and non­

Title I students was plotted (Appendix A). Scores of Title 

I students are circled so that their positions may be ob-

served readily. 

9 



Variable 

V2 (Reading) 

V3 (Auditory) 

V2 (Reading) 

V4 (Math) 

V3 (Auditory) 

V2 (Math) 

Table 1 

Title I Students 

Mean 

139.0233 

147.8837 

139.0233 

145.2093 

147.8837 

145.2093 

Standard 
Deviation 

13.567 

9.684 

13.567 

10.831 

9.684 

10.831 

10 

t-Value 

-3.62 

-3.15 

1. 32 



Variable 

V2 (Reading) 

V3 (Auditory) 

V2 (Reading) 

V4 (Math) 

V3 (Auditory) 

V4 (Math) 

Table 2 

Non-Title I Students 

Mean 

158.3356 

158.5264 

158.3356 

158.3103 

158.5264 

158.3103 

Standard 
Deviation 

19.819 

15.890 

19.819 

15.516 

15.890 

15.516 

11 

t-Value 

-0.29 

0.04 

0.37 
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DISCUSSION 

12 

Results of the t-test on Title 
I students in o· k ic son 

county lead to the following concl . 
usion: At the time the 

Stanford Achievement Test was adm· . 
inistered in April, 1979 , 

scores of the Title I students wer 1 e ower in Total Reading 
as compared with their Total Auditory and 

Total Math scores. 
Presumably, these students were 1 

ow in reading initi-
ally because they were placed in the program based on an 

identified deficiency, and they were still identifiable as 

being deficient in that skill, reading, as compared with 

their peers. However, since all the available data are 

posttest materials only, and no pretest was administered, it 

cannot be concluded that Title I did not help the students. 

It can only be concluded that Title I was not successful in 

making up the deficiency, because the deficiency still exists . 

In attempting to compare the study of the Dickson County 

Title I Program with those studies described earlier in the 

paper, it is obvious that one basic similarity exiS t s, the 

lack of uniform evaluation of the program. The absence of 

pretest-posttest procedures is evident in the studies from 

all areas, including Dickson County . 
Some type of standard-

the Stanford Achievement Test 
ized achievement test, such as 

a nationwide basis 
used in Dickson County, should be used on 

both Title I and 
t t scores for 0 obtain pretest and posttes 

could then be compared to 
non-Title I students. The scores 

than the hypothetical rates 
assess actual ach ievement ra ther 

. _ o,., .... ,wt: (1977) or the 



Scores that would have been expect d . 
e without Title I remed-

13 

•on cited in DeVito ' s Rhode Island R 
iatl eport (1977). 

Thus, while it is recognized that th 
e program is ex-

t ens ive , well-intentioned, and well-finan d 
ce , more research 

l·s needed on measures to evaluate Title I's total 
impact on 

its participants. It is not enough to claim that Title 
1 

has created favorable learning environments, reversed trends 

toward pupil underachievement, and increased parental partic­

ipation (Davidoff, 1978). Significant improvement in read-

ing performance should be the goal of the program . Once ap­

propriate evaluation measures have been developed, then per­

haps deficiencies in the program can be located and corrected, 

and statistical increases in pupil performance can be achieved. 
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