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PREFACE

Evaluation of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Title

I pragrsms'cf’ﬂawgii District, 1974~75, was provided by the Social Velfare
Development and Research Center (SWDRC), of the University of Hawaii, Manoa
Campus. This report was prepared and submitted in accordance with the

Memorandum of Agreement between the State of Hawaii Department of Education

and the SWDRC. A progress report of Title I programs, presented at mid-

year, preceded this final Evaluation of Project Components. This is the

third annual report prepared by the SWDRC. For more complete descriptions
of previous ESEA Title I efforts in thé Hawali District, DOE, the reader is
directed to SWDRC Reports #118 and #13&4,

The purpose of this report is not to make blanket juégments of any
program, but to ascertain vhat causal relationships may exist between
the pupils' educational success and their classroom environment. While
the report presents an appraisal of data from throughout stsii District,
the intent is not to compare and contrast one program with amother. Such
comparative analysis would be both imyraggiéal and unwarranted, for each
program functioned within its unique geographical area and served its own

specially selected pupils, The gﬁjective is not to uncover the projects'

~w- - past mistakes, but to help Title I educators gain from the lessons of =
hindsight an ability to foresee nevw agpréaﬁhgs and apply these with a
broader understanding.
This report is prEéntéd to indicate the progress which has been
achieved and the potential for future pragtam'develngent that lies ahead.
‘Evaluation of Project Components was written to identify the extent of
educational achievement which occurred, and to specify what influences upon -

the children encouraged the learning behavior to arise., As this knowledge-




.support of evaluation procedures were offered to the SWDRE>ffEm each

il
develaps, more effective and beneficial approaches to education become
possible.

It is apparent that the personnel of Havaii school district have made
a dedicated effort to advance the development and quality of educational
services offered to Title I children. The sincerity of these professional
educators, their concern for the basic educational needs of pupils, and
their willingness to work with new and innovative éppraaéhes for the
benefit of the children they serve are all ;émmendabie.

The personal integrity and concerns for program development which
Hawaili District persoﬁnei have shown are reflected in the fact that a third
party evaluation of Title I projects was requested. This is a sound and
justified decision which indicates objective insight and considevition for -
future program implemenéétian.

We were very impressed throughout this pést academic year with thé

evident dedication, motivation, and sincerity shown by Title I persomnel

in the 15 ESEA Title £ schools of Hawaii District. Cooperation and active

'school's Title I personhel.

This report was initially drafted by David C. Swanson, SWDRC Evaluation

‘Specialist, under the supervision and direction of Robert T. Gmﬁra;

Assistant Director and principal program consultant to the Title I schools,
We believe that by the immediate implementation of the recommendations

found in this report more effective and successful programs will continue

to be developed throughout Hawaii District,

Jack T. HNagoshi, Director
Social Welfare Development
and Research Center
University of Hawaii, Manoa Campus
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EVALUATION

As all LSEA Title I programs are funded by the Tederal government, they
musk satisfy its criterion of evaluaéicn. This assessménfrﬁrgzess consists
of examining the needs of students and teachers, observing classroom
activities, gathering data, and recommending more efficient alternatives.
The purpose of evaluation is not to prove, but to help improve. The
evaluation procedure requires measurement of academic gains apd those
characteristics frequently associated with“aﬂademic gaigsi Throu~h accuratg'
measurement the observations and assessmenés become more significant and
the recommendations more wviable. B

"Statistical datalgsthered for evaluation isn't used as proof, but as
a reliable indicator of the éitent and direction of program suﬂéess- Such
measurement is usedto suggest more effective approaches to greater program
implementation. When- achievement occurs in the classroom, it can be

measured and associated with the classroom environment which influenced

pupil behavior and préduééd achievement.

To determine reliagble data it must be empirical, objective, quantita-

tive, and behavioral.’ Evaluation must not be based upon opinion, bias, or

- subjectivity, for the recommendations arising from them Wéuld be of limited

value. Data must be systematically.gathered, carvefully examined, and

interpreted in light of the year's>gngaing activity within the classrooms.

From this research arises the basis of evaluation, and through evaluation,

nev knowledge is gainmed. With this increased understanding new teéhﬁiques

" and approaches are recommended, alternative'procedures and materials are

suggested, and innovative methodology is introduced,




HANATI DISTRICT PROGRAMS

The 1974-75 LESEA Title I programs of Hawaii District consisted of

five basic types. These were:
NUMBERS OF

Programs Personnel Pupils

1) Reading Resource Rooms 15 30 566. -
2) Tutorial® 4 8 80 |
3) Hilo Reading Clinic 1 4 53

4) Preschools ‘ 2 4 — 41

5) Alae Operation Live-In 1 5 21

Total: 23 st o7er

The SVUDRC initiated evaluakion services to the 23 Hawaii District
ESEA Title I projects at the baginning of the 1974-75 academic year. 1In
addition to frequent visitations, observations, and discussions with the-

E ?iﬁlE'I staff, the third party avaluation consultants implemented several

procedures for collecting statistical data. ‘Fundamental to the Eeading B
- Resource Rooms, Alae Operation Live-In, and the tutorial projects was the )
PEABODY INDIVIDUAL ACHIEVEMENT TEST.** Also used by the 15 reading prgjecté,'

T ... and Alae, was a pre-post ESTIMATE OF PUPIL BEHAVIOR administered by the
project teacher and regular classroom teachers of Title I schools. The
nuwber and kinds of contacts made befween the project teachers and parents .

. was also recorded.

* Some of the RRR projects incorporated peer or cross-age tutoring
‘activities as an integral teaching-learning strategy.

#% Dunn, Lloyd M., & Harkwardt, Frederick C. Jr., Peabody Individual
- Achievement Test, American Gu1danca Serviee in;_, Circle Pines,
Hlnnesata, 55014 197D e e B




Statistical data from the Hilo Reading Clinic was primarily drawn
from the WIDE RANGE ACHLEVEMENT TEST, the GATES-McGINITIE TEST, and the
SPACHE TEST. Additional information was also obtained from the pupils‘
regular classroom teachers. Data from the two preschools was gathered
from the pre-~ and post-testing, using the TEST OF EXPRESSIVE LANGUAGE and
the PRESCHOQL CHECRLIST FOR BASIC ¢ _[LLS. |

The observations and recommendations made in this report are
provided to promote the development of more effective programs in the
coming years. The long-range development of efficient and effective
remedial programs was the aim of the evaluation services provided to

these Hawaii District Title I programs.

11
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ESEA TLtlE Pra;ecL Gcmpanents

: READING RESOURCE ROQRS

Havaii District supported 15 ESEA Title I Reading Nesource Rooms
during the 1974-75 academic year, Vhile these projects were located
throughout the island of Hawaii, theéir moals and ijectiVES'weré sinil ax:
to effectively instruct underachieving pupils in the aress of language
arts and reading impravément, The major objective was to instruct and
motivate the pupils so that their learming rate would be greater than .L
per month in reading recognition and reading comprehension.

With pupils select d fgr the programs first by their Low test scores

o]

n standardized reading tests and secondly by teachex refefral; each p:&jéet-vxr.ﬂ
was designed to offer pupils suppLemantaIThelp which tﬁey could néE reé§ivg -
ffﬂﬁ théif‘fegular cléssesi Special %nsﬁruétiéﬁal matexials aj& teaéhﬁ&gl i_
.aeviceé were available to each pi@gram,'aﬁd’EEGh utilized the serﬁicas_éf

an eduéatigngl aégistant_ All pfﬁjects, to varylog degrees, agﬁeiﬁ?ad an
;arganizédrand generally efficient use of ciéssraém épacé{, M@tivatiaﬁél
ﬁechniquas, $uch as éasitive faigfercéméﬂt = tangiblebaﬁd social a'séﬁ_

frge time activities, were used in the classroom managemEEé of all ?Eajeﬂss;

In a few cases, hawever this apprnach vas eﬁly tauched upnn, While in

ther eiassraams the o atlﬁg factor was a weLl deuelapéd and iﬁtegrsl

part of the pupils' daily activities.

TUTDRIAL PRQJEGTS

Uhile several ?eadlng Resaurce Raam pra;e;ts also meleneﬁteﬂ a -

"'tutcrlal apprcaeh to. 1nstruct;aﬁ, there were f@ur dlgtinct T;tle E ptngrsma

r"blcally des;gned tu ut;iize the tutarial Etrategy- Thege wa:e tﬁé




prﬁégfaﬁis’ 'except Pahals Eleme-n;arya mvr:slved the - tutg::lai hEIF g;f

tlmé Qett;fiéd tegchefs ("I‘hg pra; ect at Pshala f‘lémentar:y Sehnai‘l

ili ed the serw_ces prc\v;.cled by two. students frmm Kau ngh Schai’l ) Thﬂss

f-'ipersanal help 111 'EE ﬂ and language arts, Ilké Ehé Re*adlng RES¢:urCe

; _ind;v;dua?l; c’i nstruczmn occurred on.a da;ly basis, with :,th;e

“behavioral and »acaﬂerﬁ,ie ijectivas glsébeing similar,

L0 READING CLINIC, PRESCHOOLS,

& ALAE OPERATION LIVE-IN

i
E
€ «

.kThe Hz_lo Readmg C‘lm;c funded byESEA Title I and the '.Sﬁstg Dé—pafté’

gf Educatlan cjfferéd remedlsl services f:c_r spec:Lally seiee ted pi.lpl,lg

_;numez:aus schggls in t:he Hila area.‘ The Eeadmg Clinic; Flrst began

’d has ::ctni:iﬁuéd to rmsiﬁta:in ‘8.

The pI‘DJEEt was suppuftéd ’hy’ ttn:ee .

‘cl_ifli: éﬁé .and one. fuil—tifﬁe EA wha served foty—Ehree puplls

'Ikm pfes\:hgsl pr@grams were :nnducted in Hawaid DLSETLCE dgr;ng the

- past academm year. Both p;ﬁ;?gjrgqu were in Kona, one at Holualoz and the

“,t:cs partlclpate in the pi‘Dgl‘aiﬁ. Both preschool projects were organized aznd

",K;:les;gned a‘r@und i;hé t:;c:nt:ept of providing these c’;hiléran_,wit;h thggppgrtunijﬁy,ﬁ,

. to gain thse ﬁegessary social and academic abilities required in klﬂdgrggrtgn

a-_nd the early elementafy grades "Such abilitles as socio —emgticnai

13
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. psyciamo t@r

c_éghit;i'vé, .and léﬂg@iaée_ 'devélameﬂt vere: thefacus fé:fthéée
) 'prEsg:hc:-OI prx:uects.

'Ihe glae Dper‘atlnn Live- Iﬂ Prﬂjéct near Hnglcena S;‘:hm:ul sefved twenty—

'nbe pupilg whage famihes reside irl Milolii. Supervising the eleven bays S

”'aﬁd i:En girlg x:ere a part‘—tlme super\?iscr and fc:u,r part- tlmE pa::a pfafessianal

;‘-‘_\-fasslstantg. The ‘boarding home vas lnitiated as a Title 1 p ’ﬁj ct inv

, .

:-‘Febtuaf_y q;f 1968 for the purpc se of prGVldlﬂﬁf Milolii elu.lciren additlgﬁai

'EEﬂLETﬂlsB E-;elp, rEEIEatlﬂn, ‘better nutut_lgn, and 'mcreased kﬂawledge of Lher-'

‘Wﬁ:rlrﬂ amuﬂd them 'Ihe project also pezmltted the childxen to avercame the -

ngcegsity of ‘traveling the great distance between Hookena dnd Milolii twice

each dazy A particular advantage that Alae offered to its residents was
theat 0f providing them with a greater understanding and appreciation of the
Ea%iaiiaﬂ culture. The staff and xesidents of Alae have always exhibited

pride ip their musical ability and Hawaiian heritage.

Q
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'DATA: ANALYSIS

Reading Projects:

The Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT) was administered to

each Title I pupil as a pre- and post-test measure of their achievement.

The changes between these two sets of scores presents an overview of the

scholastic attaimnment of the pupils. This test provides a vide-range
measure of gghievanent in the areas of mathematics, reading, sgelling;‘ané
generéi information.

All test data from the PIAT are presented in average monthly gains in
grade equivalent scores. The primary abjgztivé of the 15 Reading Desource
Room pxojects vas for the pupils ﬁgAa:hieve an average grade equivalent

score grea -1 per month in reading recognition aud reading compre-

hension. Achieving less than .1 per maﬂthIWQuldvsuggest that the pupils
were falling further behind their peers, and a .l per month rate of achieve-
ment would indicate they were félling no further behind than where they
vere at the beginning gé the academic year. A fifth grader's grade
equivalent scores of 3,7 in éeptember and Agf‘in May would imply that,
after a year's vork, he is still over one year behind the typical.pupil in
his actual grade placement, Tor remediation to be successful the academic
gains must be greater than those made Dy other pupils,

Another way of pndezstapding the average monthly gains in reference
to the A+ per month objective is to view the ﬂata‘as month-per-month gain.
A project's pupils who achieved a .13 average monthly gain in effect
achieved one and thrééatéﬂths months for each month of the academic year,

thus gaining .03 per month in addition to the .1 per momth required of the

"grade level as a whole, In this case, the Title I project wvhose average

monthly gain was .13 attained an achievement rate of one year in maintaining




e
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r—thg pupils ability. comaensurate with that of other pupils in his grade,

and three-tenths of a year in remediation., At the end of the year the
pupils were, on an average, three-tenths of a grade level closer to

functioning "on average." This theoretical group of pupils, .therefore,

vere not only keeping up with other pupils but decreasing the gap between

their academic ability and that of other pupils.

Vhile grade equivalent scores are relatively ecasy to understand, they

..should not be accepted as proof or absolute fact, Testing error by the test

administrator may result in scores vhich are neither accurate nor reasonable.

The standard error of measurement (reliability) and standard error of

estimate (validity) of the test may also contribute to scores which are not
perfect representations of true achievement, All derived scores,; like these
grade equivalent scores, are approximations of ﬁﬁe trae score, Uhen an
individual attains a 2.3 grade equivalent score it is not proof that he is
fu£ctianing at exactly-tﬁat level. Such test scores are used in this report
to suggest trends and patterns of progress vhich may occur within the
instructional approach implemented by the various Title I programs.

These PIAT scores, like all achievement test scores, represent the

- ceiling achievement - the pupils' upper limit of gbility. An independent

functioning level may be withir a range of half a year to one full year

below the given score, It is Ffor this reason that such grade equivalent

‘scores should not be used for diagnosis or prescription of individual

instruction.

Table 1 presents the pupils’ average posttest scores on the five PIAT
éubtéstsg All posttest data from these 15 Reading Resource Room projects
vere determined from the ilay, 1975?'adminisﬁfatian of this individualized

achievement test. Also provided in the first table are the number of pupils

16
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who were actively involved in each project for at least five months prior

to posttesting,

Table 2 provides the information on which the programs' specific
objective of "achieving greater than .l per month in reading' can be
measured,. Such grade équivalent gscore statistics, however, must be
accepted with caution, with scores of less than .1 not confirming that a
program was less effective than others with scores sémewhat higher., As
these scores of grade equivalency are based upon the number of months in
the school year, they are determined from the pre- and post-test scores and
the number of months between such test admihistratian; Those programs ﬁhich
gselected pupils wﬁc had been in Title I the previous year use§ the pupils’
earlier posttest scores as the pretest standard, thus ipcreasing the number

of months betveen pre- and post-testing. Reading Resource Room projects

~vhich vere nev during the 1974~75 academic year (with pre-post testing

limited to eight months beginning in September, 1974) often tended to show
higher ”msnthly”-scafes than did those older programs with a significant
proportion of pupils repeating the program for a SEEDnd‘yESE-

Generally ;hen, the six of eight projects (indicated by an asterick on
Table 5) that achieved the least gain in feaiiﬁgvimpravemeﬁts all had
$imilaxr characteristics which may have accounted for their current results:
each project was a continuing reading project from the previous year which
meant that a good portion of their pupils vere ”:epéster;ﬁ thus further
resulting in longer intervals between the pre- and post-tests; and each
also served more grade levels (average of 5.25 grade levels served as
compared to 3.9 grade levels served for the remaining nine projects).

This phenomena should be reduced next year since all projects will be

continuing and no new reading projects are anticipated,

17




This statistical aspect to evaluation only reduces the possibility

Aéf comparing one Title I project with another - something which is not
reasonable in the first Placeér Each project was independent of all others,
each was unique to its own community and served its own pupils of
differing ability and grade level. TFor this reason alone, evaluation is
ot based on comparability. Of the 15 Reading Resource Rooms, and two
Eeading subtests, the objective of achieving .1+ was met and sgrpassea by
73% of the programs.

The number of Title 1 pupils is~5h§W§Qiﬁ-Table.3,u-Statissics indicate ..
pupils by grade level, and Ehgﬁpefzéﬂtaé@ distrigﬁticn'af pupils by grade
levéi throughout Hawaii District. With 566 pupils in the 15 Reading
Resource BRooms, the tjpical project enrolled épprcximately 38 pupils. The
typical pupil was in the seventh month of hiS'faurthvyear in school,

Table 4 presents the average monthly gain in grade equivalent scores
from PIAT ?éading subtests by grade level. The data is similar to that of
Téblé 2, except these scotres reflect only the two reading subtests (combined,
then averaged). The Distxrict Averages, which are weighted by the number of
pupils per grade level per project, show that academic achievement was
relatively dispersed throughout the seven major grade levels. (Grade 9
included only three pupils,) That the pupils in the seventh grade achieved
a learﬁigg rate greaté% than other grade levels was primarily due té the
influence of thg successful Hilo Intermediate program, of wvhich almost 70%
vere seventh grade pupils. |

Table 5 indicates, in rank order, the gain in months. of lessening

underachievement in reading. The typical pupil in the Mt, Viev project was
achieving (could function) at a grade level 17 months lowex than his regular

classroom peers of the same grade placement. With the number of months

13




: delng thé Eragram (nai bétﬁeen pre- and post- tESElﬂg) caﬁs;dereé these

-Same puplls were only. eight months behind their peexs in Haya. In the eight
month PETlDd they gained 17 months, achiEVLHg a net gain of 9 manths in
reading.achievement.. Similarly, the Hookena and Honaunau projects achieved
eight months ﬂuriﬁgqthe eight month prggfam, which f@r pupils prévi@usif

' underachieving is also a significant gain,

Table 6 examines the average gains per month on the reading subtests of
the pupils repeating Title I programs and of thgse'pupiis new to Title I
during the 197475 academic year. All projects are exclusively those of
Reading Resource Rooms during the 1973-74 and L974-75 school years, with 36%
of the second year's pupils also having been entolled in Title I during the
previous yeér. The data confirm the reason for these pupils being once
again selected as Title X participants, i.e., their greater need for
supplemental educational SErTiCéS; Although involved with the respective
Reading Resource Room project for twa.ccﬁégcutive years, the 'repeaters"
{those seiécted due to previous lack of sufficient achievement) continued

to learn, during the second year, at a rate slower than the pupils new to
sﬁch pé@g%amsg i |

One such expléﬁatiaﬁ to this situation was identified in a previous

research effort conducted by the SUDRC (SUDRC Reports #100, 1972; and #121,
1973) vhen it was determined that underachieving pupils tended to learn at
. a greater rate when first exposed to remedial imstruction than during the
second year -or “period of dnstruction. ",,.,students at s=----- School have -
been out. of regular school for azu@iléuiaf not actively 1éa;ﬁing; asaié~tﬁex
.case with many non-achieving remedial reading éufils) and thus re-learn the
once familiar material .after imitial entrance (to femgdisl(insgructian)i

This-would account for their dramatic .+«gains in the first month or two

19




(or first year) and much slower progress after (that) ...vhen they are ﬁ@re
likely to be exposed to new material ... (or new reading skills).

Data of the Hilo Reading Clinic's éasttest results is shawﬁ in Table -
7. With the Gates MeGinitie Test the information is provided for both sexes
and by grade level., Table 8 presents the posttest scnfés on the PIAT sﬁba
tests for the tutorial and support service projects. These include the
Rapiolani Remedial Support Service prajéct, the Alze Operation Live-In,
the 5¢t, Jééeéh School tutorial project, and the Pahala Elementary Operation
Tutor program. The table immediately following, Table 9, indicates the
average gain achieved per month by the pupils "in these four projects. For
reasons unable t@ibe confirmed by the SWDRC, the gains made by the pupils

involved in the St. Joseph School project are not justifiable,.at this

time, by the mature of the program.
The average gains per month on the reading subtests by the tutors

and tutees (of Reading Resource Rooms) is provided in Table 10, All pupils

indicated by this| table were also enrolled as pupils in the Reading Resource

Rooms. . Approximately 60% of these programs within the District implemented
a tutorial compo Lnt to the teaching meéhgﬁalagy; with QﬁEEEGHfth Df.all
RRR pupils being [involved as eithexr tutor or turee. The data of Table 10
indicate that greater gain was achieved by the tutors than was made by the
tutees, This effeaé has previauslyiEEEﬁ shown in Title I tutorial projects,

and can he understood in that tutors generally re-learn and master

i

LLtS the pre-post improvement in behavior ratings provided

first time.

previously taughL material while tutees are subjected to material which
they meet fox th
Table 11 1'\

by the pupils' teachers. 1In all cases except the second question of the
y pup ) p

Hagheo Pragtam;-Title 1 teachers responded more affirmatively to their

29




'rﬁépils dgfiﬁg the past'beﬁavi;r‘estimathEham they Sid during the éstimété
' méde in.SéptemEEEi This pesitivééattitude by the project teaﬂhérs is also
‘reflected i# the last three columns of Tablé 11, where the difference
(éispérity) betweenvthé Titié I teachers and the puéils’ regular classroom
teachers is shown. In almost all cases the difference of opinion was
greater at the end of the year than it was at the-beginning of the school

yeaxr., As the Title I teachers specialized in iﬁdivi&ualiz&d'instructién, ’ ,°?

i

- 'féﬁééiéral management, individual diagnosis and presaripﬁi@n; and extensive
'pafeﬁféi»iﬁvalveméﬁtg their more affirmative attitude toward the- pupiis
was demonstrated by this ratiﬁg'

The pre-post increase of teacher-parent contact is shown in Table 12,

The last two columns indicate the increased contact by the parents to the

teachers, while the first six refer to the increased comtact made to 'the
pupil's home by"the Title I teachers, ‘All statistics, except those in

parenthesis, are the percent of increase. Nuwbers in parenthesis indicate

the actual number, plus or minus, of contacts, as such contycts were zero

("0") for either pre- or post-data and percentages could not be determined.

While the percent of contacts by parents to teachers increaged by 18%,
the largest increase in contact by teachers occurred in the number of

 memos, letters, and information sent to the home. This type of contact

was most frequently recommended by the SWDRC throughout the academic year

as being the most efficient with a large number of pupils.

Preschool Projects:

Table 13 presents the pre- and psst-test results, and their dif ferences,

__.Eron the TEST OF EXPRESSIVE LANGUAGE vhich was.administered to the pupils of

the District’s two preschool projects, Similar pre-post data from. the
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PRESCHOOL CHECKLIST FOR BASIC SKILLS is shown in Table 14. All statistics

refer to the percent of correct responses per skill category, with the
total score for each project being ﬁeighﬁéd by the rumber of items per

category.




L0 BEADING RESOURCE ROOM BROJECTS . .

Pupils' Average Posttest Scores on PIAT Subtests

School Hath R Rec. | R, Comp, Spell. Gen, Info, Total Score

dabeo | 38 | 37 | 35 | o3 | s | 33

Co|Mlomer, | 68 | 59 | 54 59 9 |56

Mot | 4 | 4l | k2 | %6 | g b

Holualoa_ Y S L O R I B AL I e Y I |

Bownay |4 b os |os0 |53 |49 | 5o

37150 S N N IV N X N O XN LY.

Kaupana U . O LD T LY (X I S .Y

Realshehe | 4 | 36 | 31 | 35 | 51| 40

B T Y S N N B R RV N T 32

Konaveena Blen, | 39 | 4l (1K N I S N X U Y

Jonavaena Inter, | 6| 65 TSN N TS N R -5

Mt View B SO T N T N N R X TOE Y

Naalet“l S 3-5 3!7 3-4___ 3.2 N 72'8 i}

| PahalaBlen b k3 |89 ] a7 |5 |41

| District dverage | 45 | 43 | 40 M




. KEADING RISOUECE ROON PROJECTS
‘Table 2

Pupils' Average Gain Per Nonth on PIAT Subtests

School | etk | Rec, | R.Comp. |- Spell. | Gen. Info, | Total Scorel .

— L — i S — -

*}_{_agh__e___‘g L2081 LIL @07 ] I 07

Lhilomter, | 29 | 3 Y S N WY NN Y

HiloWnion | .06 ) A2 | 2 | 06 I

tiolale | w6 | o0 | o | | o |

Khonaunay N8 Y A S S S < IS s VAT Y O

fookena | 09 | 01 | 06 L S E

Kapiolani | .08 S S Y S S O N  CO N

LC TR I 5 N S U T I R I O

Poaldete | v |2 | om | omo | | VS

. fgéaﬂkaﬁ;___f I R ;_:{OQ_ﬁ_J L S .

Kongvaena Elen. | 15 | .10 : A N VA < N .

Konawaena Inter,

| Mti_gieq — A 0 NI (O A U

el L M B o | | |

“54Pahals'Elema ol b Al 72399, b .rwj.?LL .

"ﬂ,];, DiStrigthfgfage ] 7;.12 Aol Al . 7:397 " o 12 L




Table 3

Distribution of Title I Pupils by Grade Level

School

[
i
[ M

b 5 6 | 7 § ) Total

Hagheo | 6 | § 711 [ L ~ o

i
T PR U S

 Hilo Inter, 1 A R 132

MiloUnion | ) |1 129 | o 38

| i ] )
Holualoa SR N N O I T O A A T e | ¥
l

Honawnaw | | 5 | 8§ |

1
i'm

Hookena 8 | 8 | 7 |8 b e Rl

Kapiolani L 1 1 15 1 1

Kawnana 2 3 (w1 o

Kealakehe b1 9 11 |8 Toph 1 4

lkekahe | 5 |n o w ju |6 | | | s

Konawaena Elem, | |12 |18 | 8 | 8 | | L

B N I LY

Mo Vier AL A S O O

Naaleh ] 11 1 B N

| Pabala Blen. AN 1 2 A O N S A O
Tosl % Jo i g |9 65 | 3| 3 | she
}

Chof Disteibution | 6 ien taw Ju lamolw | oe | w L




READING. RESOURCE ROUM -PRUJECTY

Table }

Distribution of Title I Pupils by Grade Level

School

_GRADE LEVELS

=]

4

5

/

| Total

Haaheo

1

10

3k

3
T S,

tilo Tnter

12

32

| Hilo Unfon L 3
|
dolualoa ) 5. .6 | 8 [ 18 | 1 L]

'

Honaunau

[
|
i'm

0|

0

Hookena _ e

1y

Kapiolani

M

_Kaumana

el

Kealakehe

| Keaukaha

4

B

Konawaena Elem. |

6

=
[’} A

3

Naalehu

n 1

[

14

Pahala Elem,

1

0

!
|

Iotal

109

0 |

B

_| 66

l

T of Distribution

g

19%

AT

iy

b

o0,




READING RESOURCE ROOM PROJECTS
Table 5

Average Number Months of READING Underachievement

Gain
(Remediation)

"

School - Sept. 15 May 1

Hilo Inter. 33 | a4 9

Mt, View 17 8 Jq 9

_Kapiolani , 21 14 z

_Konawaena Zlem, 20 13 o 7 N

_Hilo Union 21 | 15 6

_Kaumana 21 16 -

_Naalehu _ _ 10 | 5 d 5

_Kealakehe 3 21 ’ 7 | 4

*Dis;tic§iAvera;gfrﬂ

Konawaena Inter, 25 _ 22 1 3

_Pahala = 23 20 i 3

* Keaukaha | 13 7 D S S N

“Holualoa | 21 20 | 1

* Haaheo I 14 | 14 - o

" Hookena LS S VR 0

* Honaunau i _ 15 17 B -2 7

* indicates projects with common characteristics - see narrative
description for Table 2




Comparison of Average Gain Per Month on READING Subtests b

READING RESOURCE ROOM PROJECTS

Table 6

Repeating Title I Programs

and New Pupils

20

School

Repeaters

N New Pupils

Difference

Haaheo 7 ) 4715 7:@7 ) iQ .12 +.Dg 7
Hilo Unic:; 7 12-7 7 .10 I 23 - .15 +.c;s;
Holualoa 7 7 1% 7 .12 27 .09 7 E:éB
?H;namiau | 7 179” .1:3 ) 28 7:11 7 +,§1
Haaké;% o 14 .06 77 23 .07 +.01
Keaukaha - 21 .09 24 7!13 ;;Déi
Aééalakegé B 7A713 7 .6?747 31 7 47,15 - 7 +.08 N
Konawaena Ei;é, 7 9 . .13 37 .19 7 77+;DS
Konawaena Inter. 74 ) :DS 38 - igi - +,Gé7
Naalehu 7 17 ,Dg | 28 ) .17 +.09 7
District Average 7 137 7 :59 7 246 .%; 7 +.044

o
o




Table 7

Hilo Reading Clinic Test Results

Test

Grade Egyivaiéﬁﬁ;Scéfg

m |

_Pre

Post

Increase

Average Gain
Per Month

Gates-McGinitz Vocabulary

Gates-McGinite Comprehension

Wide Range Achievement Test
_ (Reading)

.‘Spache, Independent Level

T

Spache, Instructional Level

— — ;ii; — - E— — =
Graée 3 9 .9 3.2 2.3 .26
Gr;de 4 7 77727 .8 2.7 1.9 .19
- Grade 5 7 11 7 l;égi é:;i 1.8 _197
crade s | 5 | 4o |63 | 20| 20 |
- ;Iale 36 1.3 3.17 1.8 N .20 R
Female 7 17 ;TE 73.; ) j#;ii .22
7 ~Mmi;é;1 ) 53 1.4 ) 3.377 1-; .21 )

o

w




Table 8 |
TUTORIAL AND SUPPORT SERVICE PROJECTS

Pupils' Average Posttest Scores on PIAT Subtests

K,
Pupils | Math | R. Rec, | R. Comp. | S$pell. | Gem. Info. | Seore

A

Schaol

Raplolan{ 885 | 49 | 47 | 3.8 SN R I S A X A

_Alae Operation Live-In| * 21 | 3.8 | 1.5 3.5 3.9 2.6 3.3

— - ot o = " - i Sl SNSRI Sy — - - S

Stdweh | 0 [0 | 64 |61 | ek | 59 | g

Pahelaflen 00 | 5 |28 1 23 1 39 | 23 | 29 | 24

Table 9
TUTORIAL AND SUPPORT SERVICE PROJECTS

- Pupils' Average Gain Per Month on PIAT Subtests

— e
School Pupils | Math | R.Rec, | R. Comp. | Spell. | Gen, Info. | gopre

— - - Sy - i o ™

Kepiolani RS | W | 15 | LIS S 0 1y

— ol =l e — . P —

Alae Qperation LiveIn| 21 | .03 | .0 b U I S

= e g e i = —

Stdoseph | w0 | 8 a6 | o | 15 0

Pahala Flem, 0, T, IR 07 .08 02 .08 07

e s e Ao i i et e =i = e = -

O e

Fulr

JERIC



READING RESOURCE ROOM PROJECTS

TABLE 10

Comparison of Average Gain Per Month on READING Subtests

by Tutors and Tutees

School _lutors Tutees Difference
B _ N | Gain | N | Gain _

_Hilo Intermediate.

5 .53 5

.27

Holualoa

8 | .13 |6

.08

_Hookena _

S R

_Kealakehe _

117 ] .13 |12

Kaumana

8 19 121

Konawaena Elem. _

Konawaena Inter.

_Naalehu S | .24 7 .13 +.11
Pahala _ 15 12 | 5 .20 -.08




READING RESOURCE ROOM PROJECTS
TABLE 11
Project Teacher Estimate of Pupil Behavior

~ Pre~Post Increase in "Homeroom and Project

L ___Behavior Rating o __Teacher Disparit
43 | Average Disparity _ Disparity AibiffEfgncgr

=
L]

Haaheo - -.1]0

[e
[ H‘
-

o]
-

.

P
)

B

Hilo Inter. | .6 | .8] .9 .8 1 0 10 =10

Hilo Union 1.6 |1.7/1.5f 1.6 | .4 12 | ~-.8

Holualoa -2 by 51 4 ) 1 o Y

| Honaunau _ 11.7 | .3]1.0 1.0 -3 1.0 Y A

Hookena

L
LS
L]
%3]

Ly
Ll
=]
L]
i
¥
Rt

}
]

=
e
]
-
Tnd
st
‘\
Tt
et
o
L]
B~
Loy

Hookena-Alae*

Kapiolani - | .81.1}.7] .9 | 1 | g Ry

Rapiolani-R§S*  |1.1 |1.0{ .8 1.0 A .2 -1

Rawmana 1.2 {1.301.6] 1.4 | S R B R X

Kealakehe 1.3 .40 .5 .7 | - .3 9 ] -1.6

Keaukaha o 1.2 ]1.4{1.2 1.3} .6 ) .7 ) - .1

Konavaena Blem. (1.5 {1.3/1.5f 1.4 | .2 e -3

Konawaena High _ -4 | .4 .2 -3 6 .9 -3

Ht- ViEW o i _ . -S iE :757 i 76,6 — _ ig L o 7{377 i i = ?,1—, B

Naalehu R 2 2 S R Y N 3 | 3 0

Pghala Elem.  [1.3 [1.41.3} 1.3 ° | o 6 | -6

| A
[t
i
Loy

District Average* 1.0 | .8| .91 .9

*For comparative purposes among Reading Resource Rooms, the District Average does
not include data from Alae Operation Live-In or Kapiolani School's Remedial Support
_Service project. :




READING RESOURCE ROOM PROJECTS
Table 12

Rate of Pre~-Post Increase in Teacher-Parent Contact®

SCHOOL Home School | Telephone Memos | Other [Toeal Fa#en; Iﬁitia;gd
JE B Cgﬁtgct_, P S - - B Et(: !, . . !# ijf =T .1# g’f =
_|Parents | Contacts

Haaheo o 0 | +13% ] +1587% =56% o -49% | +25% |  +19%

Hilo Intermediate | -33% | +263% | +103% | =57% | =85% | =-31%| +14% | 4%

Hilo Union O | =-63% ) +56% | +70% | =29% | +27%| +160% | +467%

Holualoa , o | -83% (=5) | -10% 0 | =~12%) -23% | -14%

Honaunau - 0- | (=51) +67% | +25% | (-35%) | =17%| -64% |  -43%

Hookena _ , a4k | =38k | +324% | +225% 0 | +199%| +200% | +600%

_=33% | +29% -77% | +60% | -63% | +88%| (+6) |  (+6)

Kaumana 0__| (-25) ~59% | +08% 0 | -06%| +07% | +105%

' | Kealakehe -izn | o-3en | -sen | -3au ) -23m | -33%) o | 023

Keaukaha =~ 0 -heh | +107% | +69% 0 +40% | +257% | +660%

| Xonawaena Elem. [ (-2) | 0 Z55% | A21% | O t +17%| -95% | -~97%

Konawaena Hi. & Intd 0 | +6% +237, _ [+180% 0 | +138%] -55% | -66%

Mt. View _+200% | +84% | 4857 | -37% | +500% | -15%| +33% | +491%

{Pahala 0 9 L -3% | +80% | (+30) | +102%| +100% | -57%

Naalehu i 0 | -46% | 467% |4252% ) O | +204%| -34% | -23%

‘| District Average _+03%) -21% |  +33% - | +41% _=33% | 431%] +01%

;| District % - 1% 9% 9% A/ Y S R D I

% Figures in parenthesis represent actual increase in number of contacts, not percent.
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PRESCHOOL PROJECTS
Table 13

Pre-Post Test Results from Test of Expressive Language

e CHAWALT) o o e e e e e
: Ave. Norm Score Ave. Score Per Pupil |~ Percent Correct

School N _Age | N _ . ) - o
(Mos) |Pre Post | Diff. Pre | Post Diff. Pre |Post| Diff.

Holualoa 20 | 58.7 f104) 122| +18 | 33.9| 58.8 24.9 | 45.2

[t

8.4] 33.2

Honaunau | 21 | 58.9 1104] 123 +19 | 33.7| 57.0 | 23.3 | 44.9/76.0] 31.1

Table 14

Pre and Post Test Results from Preschool Checklist for Basic Skills

- HOLUALOA ) ~ HONAUNAU
Item ——ee “Pre | Post | Difi
— _ fre | Post | Diff. | Pre | Post [ Diff.

Colors Identified |42 | 93 | 51 33 | 95 | 62

Colors Named 132 ! 9 | 58 | 42 | o8 56

Numbers Identified 419 1 85 66 | 72 | 99 27

Numbers Named |3 | 8 | 4 | 13 | 88 75

_Shapes 126 93 | 67 7 _ 93 | 86

Locomotive Skills 14 | 90 46 | 84 | 98 | 14

Other Skills |37 | 8 | 49 | 56 | 9a | 4o

L Alphabet:

_ Upper Identifijed | 13 | 83 70 4 1 93 92

_Upper Named , 113 ] 76 | 63 7 1 93 | 92

_Lower Identified | 9 | 78 | 69 | o | o3 93 _

Lower Named ) 9 469 60 0 93 . 93

|bollowing Divections [ 48 | 87 - | 39 | 79 IR

Total L2 1 8 | 59 23 | 9 | 71
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 ;fhé E5EA Title I Reading Resource Raamﬁatvﬂaéhea School consisted of

 35”§§§i1é7f:6m grade levels two through six, The classroom was efficiently
fstr hééd”with fufﬂitgre clusters in the middle of the room and instructionai
materialslteaGhlng devices alaﬂg the walls._ Sufficient d;agnast;c decadlng,i 

”fgand Egmprahens;on materials were utilized fhroughout the academic year.

Behavior management and Qantingency contracting héﬁhﬂlquég were

:  imp1amentEd .though individual contracts more Spgcific in work detail =~

'and less generalized reinL;rcemant ~ would have been more effective. While

achievement certificates were occaszionally sent to thie home these too could

be more efficient with increased individuality., Of special significance

 was the ability and role provided by the educational assistant. The project

teacher and EA interacted in a well organized and effective manner.

““While“85% of the pupils' parents responded to intarview questionnaires,

‘the ‘recorded input was frequently incousistent per questionnaire, and

‘generally indicated that pvarental understanding of program activities and

classrgdm procedurez was slight. Most parents z-dn't v*51ted the schoal in

a lang tlme, yet suggested they were interested in ﬁaing so. Lack of

babysitting service was their greatest handicap to visiting the RRR project.

The PIAT test ﬂjta freo these 35 pupils indicate their reading rate

%

of 1earﬁ1ng to be just less than .1 per month, (sig. .0005, t = 10.12,

df = 33,) From.the seccond through the sixth grade, each succeeding grade

’ievél achieved less than the preceding one. 'The Haaheo RRR staff should
“implement uniform and efficient instructional/reinforcement methodology

. for all grade levels,

While this Title I project achieved approximately one month gain per

_calendar month in reading, the 16 yupils repeating the program achieved

42



ﬂr 29_

:i'éﬁnsidg;ably'léésf ‘If'ﬁhééé many. pup;ls 1mgst half gf 311 partlzlpants,;','

'nEedifg tépeét‘Titlé I for a segand year, théﬂ a wall Qrganized tutﬁrisl

f'éémpanEﬂt_wguld haﬁé been of cgnslderable help.' Thls, huwaver vas ngt

used.

The Estimate of Pupll Behavlar shawad no changa in the attltude af

.!’“the pIQjEEt teacher “toward these puplls, -and vafy slight PIE-PDSt d;fferen:e . ;;}

bétween the Title I.teacher and the pup;ls other classroom tea;hefsi
Similarly, the aﬁer§il contact initiated by the teacher to ﬁhg home éas
less during the second half of the school year. ‘(Iﬁe project téachér‘was
on materniﬁf leave fcr‘sgme of this time.) Gnntagt from the parents
themselves, Eﬂyeverj did show an increase at a rate just‘abave the District

average.
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' HILO INTERMEDIATE

Hilo Intermediate School's Eéading.Rescufce Room project involved 32

pupils in grades seven, eight, and nine, although 70% of them were ir the

seventh grade and only one individual in the ninth. The classroom arrange-

_ﬁéﬁtfﬁf this Title I program, and the facilities provided, were excellent.

" With individual study carrels zlong two walls, a materials section, high

- !

»:streﬁgth activity area, enclosed storage closet, and clusters of tables
~and chairs, the classroom although cramped for space was efficiently and

‘effectively used.

As a result, numer@us'acséemic activities were performed. Large

gfaup 1nstruct19n, 5mall group 1nstructian, self-directed a;t;v;ties, and

| tutarlal act Eies were 1ncluded in the daily routine. The GDEPEEEﬂt
 abi1ity of the educational assistant and the vast extent of parental
‘finvglvéheﬁt are also highly commendable to the program. Especially
significant to this Title I project was the well developed utilization of
fbehavlaral management, classroom control, and reinforcement techniques,
’;iprprapriaté academic and élassfﬂam behavior waé reinforced byrs§acific

aanﬂaﬁd,wéll defined weekly contracts, various certificates of accomplishment

were given to the pupils, work could be done at home under pafental
supérv151nn (for extra points), and individual letters were frequently

writtea to the parents relating the successful progress of their son or

"daughterg The motivational system was effective and efficient, quick and

”dgtailed feedback to the pupils and parents was provided, ?arental
involvement and their activities was autstaﬁaingg and the project teacher's

:fcllﬁwéup of the pupils' clasz oom aétivities{in other subject areas also

““helped to promote the high achievement results.



Gﬁe.huﬁdfed percent pf;the ?upils'fparagté answersd'ﬁheréafant
_invalveﬁant?qﬁestionﬁaife duriﬁg April and May. Thé résPQnséé fépetitively~

sug ested that the parents were Well aware of the program's purpﬁsé snd

':dESlgﬂi Earents frequently ccmmented ‘that. the pragect staff Was much mare

-‘inter ste dfin’the:aéngﬂts, mare helpful, receptive, aad informative than

were their zhildren'slgﬁher'teachéﬁg. ‘The Title I staff ﬁés”appa:ently'
éffectivé in mgkiﬂg-therpafEﬁt% feel comfortable and more at eésé;ﬁithiﬁ
‘their ﬁlassroqmi Most parents also indicated an interest in 1éarﬁing more
abqﬁt other Echaaliprégtams and how they, tﬁé parents, could be of more
hélp-ta their child at home. ~

Test scores from the PIAT Reading subtests show an average gain of
.23 per month. (sig; .0005, t = 5.5, df = 28.) While this learnlﬂg rate
is over twice the criterion objective of .1+, and reflects the ﬁypiéal
pupil's progress, the seventh graders achieved an even higher rate.
Euring'the eight months of ghe Title I program, the children achieved 17
calendar months, highest in the District. With its intense tﬁtorisl
companéntg the Hilo Intermediate RRR project helped its tutees to attain
.27 gain per month and its peexr and cfass=ageé'tutors almost tﬁiéa that
rate. -

The pre-post behavior rating by the project teacher improved during
the academic year, as did the difference of opinion between her and the
éthéf pupils' teachers. There was no diffefénéé in attitude at the
beginning of the school year yet considerable disparity in May, 1975.
Statistics regarding the pre- pcsf increase in Teacher-Parent contacts.
suggest that less contact generally occurred during the sécond half of the
school year than existed from October to December. While this is true for

the total number of contacts initiated by the teacher, the style and
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';,:at 5ch§al far éxample, 1nEreased at a rate faster than it ﬂld

*t,'in,ény cther Tltle. praject in HEWall Dlstrict.
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HILO UNION

Ihe Reading Resource Racm at Hlln Unlnn ‘School worked with 35 puplls
m‘gradg leveis faur, five, and six. The classragm was Wéll décﬂrsted
faﬁd camfgrtablé w;th apprgprlate fufnlture, 1n5trustlanal materlals ‘and
¥ ?:f£ea§h1ng dEVlEES arranged in an efflcleﬁt and eanveniEﬁt manner. Whilé
?;flaar space was relatlvely limited, the'élassraam and academic acti&igies
':werebseparated into distinct areas for speeific éfpéé éf instruction,

i This Title I project utiliged numeraus;instructianal activities‘via
.vér;cus pragrsmmed materials, lﬁcludlng the Ccrrect;ve Reading Program, the
speclflg skills and Supportive skill Servlces, 5RA, and other standard

"feading»;nstfuctlan texts. The roles and functians of the teacher and
’ »éducatlonal assistant were clear and effectively ;mplemented for gfeatest
' ‘efflcleﬂcy, Immediate feedback to the pupils was provided through an

r-E‘

'felabcrategsystem of daily and weekly reinfargemeﬂtsr including thé use of
, i WL
f;stars, pnlnts, charts of progress, and weekly cantlngeﬂ:y contracts Wl&h

_,j

: uspezifls Efltérlan to 5u§cess. Special notices, certifléates, and memos
B N 7 S | | : |
“sént-hamé'alsa provided EBﬁSiQEEﬁt feedback to the parents. : \

Pafental involvement in the act1v1tles of the Hilo Union School’ Tltlé kﬁ

I pra;egt was very extensive with approximately half of the parents 1nvalved,
The questionnaires suggested that one-half of the paraﬁts had not visitéd
‘the program and knew very little about its ongoing activities, while the

. other half were well informed and frequently attended Title I meetings and

' parties. Most of the parents, however, indicated considerable interest on
 the questionnaire, with special interest in learning more about school
_problems and school programs, and how they could further help at-home with

- the child's studies. Kt

51
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.~ Pre=post adﬁinistfati§n of the EiAT test show thétlth25§735 pupilsv
'ﬁaeﬁievéﬂ greater in the two reading éﬁbtestsvthan in any of the éﬁﬁéfsg
(sig. .0005, t = 7.27; af = 33.) The objective of .1+ gain per mﬁ’hxwa_s
méﬁvin both feéding recognition and raéding comprehension, and for all
three grade levels, It was the fourth grade, also with the greatést numﬁér”
of pupils, which achieved the greatest réaéing;gains_ . With 12 pupils ”
repeating the project, achieving .10 per month, and 23 new pupils, attaining>
a gain per month of .15, the use of a tutorial component as supplementary

strategy would probably have helped to raise this overall achievement to

even higher gains.
The improvement in behavior rating by the project teacher was

considerably greater for this project than it was, on all three questions,

for any other RRR program. Tﬁe difference of opinion between the Title I
teacher and the athef teachers was also greater at the end of the_yearsthan
~at the beginning, and also larger than the District average. This data
suggested that the pupils' behavior (or the project teacher's opinion of it)
improved while they %éte in the Title I classroom, but tended not to improve

elsewhere. This result was probably due to the behavioral and contingency

management techniques used in the méﬁivaticﬁal strategy.

The number of teacher initiated contacts with parents generally
"increased from October to April, with the greatest increase occurring in
the number of letters, memos, and certificates of achievement sent home,
Parental contact with the Title I program also increased at a rate
substantially above that of the entire Disfrict. .TIt was the intense
parental contact by at least half of the parents of this Réadiﬁg Resource

Room project that largely contributed to its-achievement in reading

improvement.

EI{I(i?;H*! ‘>:: S =
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HOLUALOA

The ESEA Title I Reading Resource Room at llolualoa School consisted of
39 pupils in grade levels three through seven. No consistent progression of
“reading Séhiéééméﬂt was evident froh one-'grade to another, and nart%as the
number of pupils per grade level. The classroom was adequate and, with most
instructional materials centrally located in the middle of the room, the
student desks were placed around them. The classroom was also divided into
specific areas of instruction, utilizing the chalk boards at opposite ends
of the room.

Numerous types of decoding and comprehension skills materiale were
ngailable and used, including the Corrective Reading Program, SRA, Specific
Skills Series, and Ginn 360. The ability and competence of the educational

assistant were very good, as well as the designated teacher/EA roles and

of the child's ongoing progress in the Title I class.

The behavioral management pr@ceéure implemented consisted of points
given to the pupils for vork performed. Such points vere applied to the
issuance of letter grades, and for the privilege of playing games, Contract-
ing was made via grade level anticipated performance.

Despite the variety of parent invelvement activities offered data
provided through the respgnséé from the parental questiomnaires indicated
a general lack of awareness of the project's purpose, activities, and
EQECifié objectives. Very few parents stated that they had hadvfrequent
céntaét with the program, with most indicating only slight contact and
understanding. Most parents mentioned that they appreciate the project,

and want to know more about the school's programs, problems, homework policy,

- and how they can help their children at home.
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The Title I Reading Resource Room project at Holualoa School did not

achieve a reading learning rate of ,1+ for its average pupil. In both
reading recognition and reading comprehension the gain was .08 per month,
just short of the objective criterion. (sig. .CDDE;aS = 7.0, df = 38) One
reason for this (which is common throughout the Disériét) is that the
Holualos project served five differeﬁé grade levels, with the dispersion of
effort (e.g., diagnosis, presctiptiapg inatruction, individualization,
mativaticng and evaluation) being\éézfeased in precision per grade level.
This project was the only one of lawaii District in which the pupils
repeating the program achieved greater gains than did the pupils new to
the Title I project.

- Very slight improvement occurred during the year in the project
teacher's estimate of pupil behavior. A more precise system of behavioral

management whereby classroom behavior (vs. academic behavior) is closely

~ wonitored and recorded would have helped to increase this pre-post rating

further. This is further confirmed by the Title I teachexr vs, regular
classroom teacher differenceiaf opinion, which during the academic year
made no significant change. The ffequeﬁéy of contact from the teacher to
the parents, and vice versa, was less during the second half of the 1974-75
school year than it was- throughout the first half, This also contributed

to the achievement rate gained by these Title I pupils.
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HONAUNAU

The ESEA Title I reading project at Honmaunmau School during the past
academic year involved 47 children during the last few months of the school
year. (Five third graders entered the project too late for pre-post data
to be sufficiently reliéblerfar Table 4.) This Reading Resource Room had
enrolled its pupils from grades three through eight, with most pupils from
grades five avd six, but no apparent progression of success From one grade
level to the next.

h

[}
[+

classroom, which was large and conveniently arranged, contained
a variety of instructional materials and academic enrichment games. Elec-

tronic teaching devices were also available for student use. While
intangible reinforcement was frequent, a more extensive and systematic

behavioral management system (and contractual system) would have increased

_~““"“““Pupilfpéffﬂfméﬂﬁé:'”HGFE‘fEédback'(Eﬁg:;*wsll"ﬁhaftgg*§*d§ggiléa“féiﬁfafgiﬁé;”—“‘

révenés menu, and m@fé information submitted to parents) to pupils and
parents would also have cnhanced the pupils' reading efforts.

Approximately 40% of the pupils' parents completed the questionnaire
regarding their involvement and knowledge of the Title I program. These
parents indicated only slight understanding of the RRR p?@j&éﬁg with most
stating that they'd never visited the program. Very fev comments were
written where the questionnaire asked for comment, and such comments that
were made (and responses in general) appeared highly "systematic" by the
one or two parent interviewers. Such questionnaires, hgw§VEr, sugges;éd
that the parents were most interested in other school programs and how
they might further help the children at home.

The PIAT test data from the pupils of this»feading project suggest
that their reading learning rate was slightly less than the ;l+ per month

59
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criterion as specified in the objective. (sig. .005, &t = 3.28, df = 40.)
The lack of additional academic success was primarily due to the facts that
the program served six different grade levels, almost one-half of its
pupils vere repeating the Title I Prcjectr(with repeaters tending to achieve
léss)gunﬂ peer or cross-age tutorial component was éviﬁents and the
behavioral reinforcement system appeared to lack specificity and indiviéualityi

The project teacher did, however, estimate,the pupils' behavior as
having improved throughout the vear. Such improvements closely matched the
averages for Hawvaii District, Téach2fatﬂiparent contact, while increasing
in some areas, generally tended to occur less frequently duriag the second
half of the school year. The contacts which parents initiated were also

considerably lees during this time.
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HOOKENA

The Title I Reading Rséﬂurce Room at Hookena School served 37 pupils in
grade levels two through six. Tﬁe number af:pupils in éaeh grade level, as
well ag their reading achievement, were evenly distributed throughout the
five grades. Although the Title I classroom waé:relatively small it was
also well arranged with desks, chairs, tables, and book shelves. Instructional
materials were centrally located in the room and convenient to all learning
stations. Such materials primarily included SRA, the Corrective Reading
Program, and Conquests in Reading.

During the second half of the academic year this reading project at
Hookena School had implemented a consistent and systematic behavioral manage-
ment approach to instruction, 'Points and stars were awarded primarily on

the basis of academic achievewent through the Corrective Reading Program,

~vithTthese being applied toward the purchasing of desired items (mostly hand-

made craft donated by parents) and academic gréées reééi&ed. This<béhaviaraii§

' reinforcing strategy, however, lacked specific rafinement and individually
prescribed contingency contracting. Only during the last few months of the
school year did it become an effective instructional approach.

This Reading Resource Room project continued to improve with greater and
greater teaching methodology and effectiveness throughout the academic year,
Yet, due to its zelatively slow initiation and progressive development, the
vaar-end test results did not achieve the objective criterion of .1+ per
month. Its pupils achieved one academic month per calendar month in reading
achievement, while the pupils repeating this Title I project achieved
considerably less and thereby lowered the overall average. The seven tutees
alscraghiavéd only i03 per month, or much lesg than indicated by the .13 gain

by tutees throughout the District,
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The project Eeécher of this Title I program at Hookena School
estimated that these pupils' behavior improved at a rate very similar
to the rate alse judged by other teachers throughout the District. This
schoal's Title I teacher felt the pupil's behavior had improved, though
. other teachers tconsidered the improvement to be less, with the pre-post
disparity intreasing. Contact from the teachcr to the parents also
increased in freguency throughout the égademic year, as did the céﬁtaet
initiated by the parents toward the teacher and Title I project. Such
parental involvement, instruc&igna% materials, and behavioral management
as wers evident at the endﬁéf the school year should be initiated

immediately as the 1975-76 academic vear begins,

E l{fc s
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" RAPIOLANT

The -Reading Resou1cer Room ats Kapiolani. School served 29 pupils in

grades Eﬁreg, four, and s;'i;e;;_ Ah‘:img-lg%g relgti®ely §m§31l the -L‘.Lassramin slzace

T avglla‘ble vas efficiently uged by tBe arramledent of taEJle:s, chairs, and

instructional materials! Spall gtoup instrucfiol and frequent use of the

- blackboard were the most Lomio ¢ EAgching aglv?re:?agz}l,es‘é, Also implemented was

a unique self-help tutori al Combo Mepst through which pupils could ask for

help from their classmates ia gteds they vasted help in_.

The ability of the aducatimal assigtant and phe conpatible roles

‘which the project teacher apd TA Perfommed are comvendabrle. Each accepted

 behavior, with such points also bering avarded Hoy academde work during the

the specific responsibili£ies Zor which thedr undquee 2oles and functions

letters, menos, and certificates of Accomplishment Provided, a more refined

system of behavioral reinforfemints would have hegn Adwan tageous to the

- learning process.  Points weTe fsgled £or polite and plessant classroom

latter paxt of the school Vear. Thege podnts Provided Linan with the

: prlmlege of learmi ng; m*"L" “nZ, fro-thet, carving, and Ethéf arts and crafts

(all taught by the o)., Algo highly commendibie Wags the extent to which

the project teacher, odutationgl aSsistant, and plpils became involved in

the mainstream of eduyCaziofal acti=igy thy coughout tbe schwool, Title T

- pupils and their friends would “etuirrg to the classroon during recess and
~pup

lunch period to work on trafes, Opezhouses for othgr tegchers and pupils

were held, and Title T artwork was frequently displayed throughout the

school.

All of the pupils' parents regponded to the parent interview question-

naire that was completdd during May. Most freqaegtly Ehaj expressed their

o7

- were intended. While feedbaclk to puPi¥s and parents vas good, with numerous
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-~ 'Data from the PIAT test administration indicate the success of this

7a§pfe¢igtigh of the program and for the teacher's informative and helpful -

"~ explanations to them. The parents indicated they felt relaxed and

- comfortable when talking with the teacher o¥ visiting the project. With

the teacher and EA being easy to talk to and obviously understanding,
many parents stated that they-had frequently visited the Title I program,

]
and most were generally aware of its purpose and ongoing activities.

Reading Resource Room at Kapiolani School. (sig. .0005, t = 9,51,

df = 28.) Greatest achievémEﬁt occurred in the reading subtests, with

.18 géiﬁ per month in reading recognition. The fourth and sixth grade
pupils alsg achieved gains considerably gféater than ai& the third gradexs,

During the eight month period that the project continued the pupils

achieved 15 wonths academic gain, or almost twice the rate expected of
students in general. Data regarding the success of tutors and tutees was

not available due to the nature of this project’s unique tutorial compousnt.

licst of the pupils worked as both tutor and tutee at different times,
end as this was largely left to the discretion of the pupils the teach;r
did not mgﬁitcr their tutorial ro(es. |
The project teacher': estimate of pupil behavior improved throughout

the academic year. Although tha'increaée for questions one and three were
less than the District average, the gain in the second question (concerning
social behaviox and classroom cooperation) was greater than fo!ﬁhé
District, This effect was probably due to the fact that pupils were
revarded for thier polite social and classrocm behavior.

- Contact initiated by the teacher to the parents increased during the
school year, vith this occurring at the school and through the numerous
feedback devices sent to the honme. Similafly? contact from the parents also

increased and reflects the developing concern of the parents throughout the

academic year, 68
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" KAUMANA

The ESEA Title 1 Reading -Resource Room at Kaumana School consisted of

25 pupiis from the thivd through sixth grade. Reading achievement was very

l‘gaad in all grade levels. The classroom was large, well equipped, and

,Tsamfértableg being divided into a large group instructional area and
‘several private study sections. Large and s—all group instruction and
- self-directed activity could occur simultanecusly.

The Title I pupils were groupad homogenceusly according to their

e

read;ng ab;lltlés, with each grcup coming to the class on an 1ﬂnavatLve

ratatlng schedule th“auwhcut the week. This program was entirely supples

mental to the children's other academic classes.” While Each pupil would

miss his other classes once a Week—ta attend the Reading Resaurge Room, he
vas expected to complete the vclk requlred by every class. The grouping
@f puplls aﬂd scheduling of clagses by th15 TlL]E 1 ﬂfog¥am arc highly
Both. the prajecﬁxteacth and educational assistant were competent and
worked together tihrough well defined roles and functicns for considerable
efficiency. Feedback of aééﬂéﬁig [progress was infurmaéive and adequate to
both pupils and par-nts. Information was frequently sent to the hom
regarding individeal pupil progress ond progiam activities, and several
wall charts were developed (v the pupi’z) o indicate each child's
progress in speiling, ner vords leaxnéd; aua nember of books read. Due to
the nature of the votatiug achedule, ?eeéback to the pupils’ other classroom
teachers was also extencivec snd very coumeudable, . )
Parent involvement in khlf Title T program was also excellent. The
parEnts lndigated on th’i questionnaires that they weve well aware of the
pufpﬂse and .drily activities of the program, and expressed a very positive
o 7i o

EMC L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“att tude toward the value of this p oject.

‘teacher was anﬂ mast iﬁdicated a willingnéss to visit the school and lesrn

-

more about Title I activities.

The 29 pupils of this Reading Resource Room achieved academic gains
which were approximately twiee“tgéi.l+ mgﬂth1§ objective. (sig. _GDDS;

= 8,04, df = 27.) Their .21 ‘monthly gain in‘réadiﬂg rézagﬂitian_wss
substantially above the District average and reflects the quality of
instruction, c¢lassroom mansgemEﬁég and parental involvement.

The Reading Rgsgg:ce EgguiggiﬁaﬁmanawSéﬁaal wvas also unique to Hawaii
District in that all of its Pap%ls were actively engaged in the tutorial -
component within the classroom. The eight tutors (vith i19'mnﬂthly gain
in reading) helped 21 tutees (with .14 monthly gain in reading), with such
extra help ocourring frequently,

The pre-post improvement in behavior rating by this pr@jéct's teacher

~ was one af the grea ezt in the Dlstrlct and well abave the DlSLrLEt _average

L L N U

for all questions. The differéﬁce;af gpinian between the Title I teacher

and the pupils' other teachers also increased during the year at a rate

that was greater than any other Title I project. This effect was

‘L.J\
\m‘

apparently the vesult of the pro_ ect teacher's and educational assistant's
ability to relate to the pupils in a personal and accepting manner. This

also helped to contribute to the much more frequent contact that was

initiated by the parents to this project throughout the school year.
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-~ KEALAKEHE
The Title I Reading Resource Room at Kealakehe School involved 44 - oo . .

pupilsvig gradés two through eight. Tor the seven or eight pupils attending

per class period the room was too small. Student desks were too close

together, with excessive noise and distraction often being unavoidable,

‘Ag ajoining room, however, was used ﬁhzn teaching devices (e.g., lLanguage
Master) were required. o
% N Instructional materials used for comprehension activities were the

Specific Skills Series and SRA Réad;ng_Labéfatary, while decoding and word
attack activities used Dolch Elesnd basic readers, The instructional
methodology primaiily consisted of small group inmstruction Ey the Eéacﬁe;
and edu¢ational assistant, The classroom environment was not conducive
to efficient group imstruction,

Feedback to the pupils' parents, and parental involvement, were good,

T Memos~and certificates o f “achievenant werd sent to the parents when individgal
_ wak

pupil progress warranted it, A few parents Dccasianall§ visited the project, ;
" 'and one came frequently to help the teacher and/or educational assigtant.

- Behavioral reinforcement within this project consisted of intangible rewards.
~ Classroom maﬂégeméﬂt primarily involved the use of social and personal

Praise as rewards for coming to .class and doing the requested academic work,

Seventy-seven percent of the parents resrondad to the questionnaire

concerning parental involvement and they generally indicated that they felt

the project teéchef_was helpful and understanding. The submitted
questionnaires, ﬂaﬁevéfg‘WEEE unusually éiéﬁEmatii and éénsi5tent in the
reépcnses recorded, suggesting a direct influencéﬁfrém the one or two

| parent interviewers. One-fourth of the parents stated that they were
kﬁpwledgablé of the prggram'sggaéls and daily routine, while others felt

.. the purpose was ''reading". 75

o
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Thc pre-pést PIAT scores fram the RESdlﬁg RESDUTCE EDmeat Kealskehe

S ,"‘1

:vnghaal shnw a manthly gain allghtly greater than the L+ p'r month

[

EEltEfiﬂﬂg i(51g. .0005, t=09. 44 df = 39.) The average giin far the

puplls ‘reading subtests was apprnxlmately .12 per manth a{thaugh the

one 21ghth grade pupil achieved an unusual .36 per month. Thls Title I

L}
i

:fprnject was unique in that it served seven. dlfferent grade levels yet

malntalned 'its pre-post test scores at a le;ﬁl vhich satisfied thé
ébjegtive Qf!§;+ per month gaiﬁ in reading achievémentf Al so unusual
was that the project’s 12 tutees aéhieved greater reading gains than Si&‘
its 17 tutors.

While the pre-post improvement in behavior rating by the prcjéct
teacher was least in the areas of social behavior and classroom céaperatiggg

the average in crease was only slightly less than that of the DLstrlgt

average. The difference of opinion between the pProject teacher sné;the

p pils Dtth teasher& 1n§rea5ed considerably during the sﬁhcql:ggé;,;zmzzﬁnmﬂwﬁgﬂ?ﬁ

. .being the second highest in the Disirictf Parental involvement, hawever,

was recorded as decreaslng from the beginning to the end of the school year,
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' KEAUKAHA-

The ESEA Tltle L Reading Resource Room at Keaukaha School- worked with |
&5 Chlldféﬂ in grades two through six, The classragm.env;tanmént was very
:“faiccmfcrtable, the tables, chalrs, and lnstructlgnsl materials well arranged
;ii VIn51v1dua1 pupll falders were conveniently la ated by the dacrg thé

_,_matarlals were temtraliy»y;acad in-the middle of the room, and several

iaréas of éhe classroom were designated as places of specific learning
facﬁivitiés. *
Teaghiﬁg devia%sj SRA, Reader's Digest Skill Builders, and Conquests
- in Rasdiﬁg were frequently used, with small group instruction by the teacher
- and educational assistanﬁ also very common. Pupil self-direction in this
‘Title I project was exceptionally noticeable. The.childrén quietly entered
the room, picked up éﬁéifgfﬁldéfs by the door, read their weekly contract

gard, and immediatély-bégaﬁ their individually presaribed work for the day -

e A s s

all the time being quiet, érdefly, and warklng efficlently w1thaut the need
for teacher direction, While smsll group instruction was frequent the
gupils,gauld; if the teacher was called away, immediately return to self-
directed activity. )

Also very commendable to this Reading Resegtggrﬁgém was thébéiabarate
and effective system of behavioral reinforcement which was implemeﬁted. Three
;akéns could be earned each day for 1) following directions, 2) correct and

“neat work, and 3) working quietly. At the end of each day's class period
the pupils would }aceiﬂé a stamped réég§§?Cfar permanent recording) equal
te the number of tolema received. Along with praise and encouragement from
the téachef and BA for the pupil's good work, these daily tokens served the

purpose of daily reinfprcement.

7




'the1r EhﬂlEE each Frlday, accerﬂlﬁg to the number af tekens saved and the -

cost of each-ltem on the reinforcing events menu. Each Friday's class

‘accomplished their work during the éaek. Further reinforcement of gnad

BY saVLng the taken% the puplls cnuld pu:ghase a taﬂglhle reward af

periad was designated as rewarding to the pupils if (and'é§1$ iE):theijad‘f'u;

behav1c: and academic progress occurred once a month, when the téﬁps vere
added. FEvery child with & specific ﬂuiber of stamps and Eagk~repaft5 w35 
able to attend the monthly party. Such parties were activity=arientéd5
involving the maling of food such as popcorn, or the coloring of eggs,
playing games, etc,

This Title I program also impleméntéd the EEfé;tiVé use of baak-clubs
to promote’ reading activity. When a child had reéd a spééific number of

books his picture would be attached to the bulletin board under the first

club. - With more books read he (his picture) would graduate to the higher

status club, and .80 on. -Upon. graduation into the higher arder club the i

[ERJ!:H:}ﬁL"'

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

pupil would also receive a prize, extra free time, and réccgniti@n (clapping,
praise) from his peers, 7The behavioral management of this Reading Resource

Room was effective and well organized.

o The ability of the educational assistant and the immediate feedback

to pupils and pafeﬁts were also commendable to this pfggram. Ngtes,'memasg
letters, and certificates were frequently sent to the pafaﬂtsxinfarming thém
of their child's continuing progress. The personal involvement of parents
with this project was also extensive, with frequenﬁ.meetings and personal
contact between parent and teacher.

All of the pupils' parents égmpleted the parent involvement questignnairéi
and 50% of these stated that the parent had visited the Title I program at

least once within the past four weeks. The parents . indicated a pood

Eg{) | .
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understanding of the reading program and reported that the project staff
had been helpful and informative to them. They were most interested inm
learning more about how they could further help their children at home.

The pupils of this reading program at Keaukaha School achieved their
greatest gains in the PIAT reading subtests. (sig. .0905, t = 8.06,
df = 44.) The objective criterion of gains in reading greater than .1 per

month was met by these 45 pupils. The rate of achlevement was especially

W

e,

good by the sixth and third srade pupils.™ That the overall gains per month
weré not significantly greater for thié Title I project was. primarily due
to tﬁe fact that almost half of its bupils were repeating the program for

a secénd year. (I.e., the i973-74 post-test data was used as the 1974-75
pre-test data, thus expanding the number of months between pre- and post-
testing.) While the provortion of pupils repeating the Title T program
was greater for this project than any other in the District; it neverthe-
less met and surpassed the objecti&e criterion.

The pupils' behavior, as judged by the project teacher, also increased
in improvement throughout the year, and did so at a rate higher than the
average for the District. ’Ag they were especially rewarded for the zocial
and clasrroom behavior, thi; iﬁg;ease was greatest for question number two.
The personal contact initiated by the pProject teacher increased during the
academic year at a rate greater than for Hawaii District's average. The
number of contacts to the project initiated by the parents increased by
over 600% from the beginning of the school year to the end. This Reading
Regource Roomat Keaukaha Schcol developed the most in-depth and extensive
involvement of parents of all Title I programs throughout Hawaii District.
Somerof this increased interest may be attributable to the fact that this

project was one of six such projects receiving nation-wide recognition asg

.an examplary program.
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KONAWAENA ELEMENTARY

The Title I Reading Resource Room at Konawaena Flementary Schoo..
served 46 pupils in grade levels three, four, five, and six§ with the
majority being from the téa lowver grades. The classroom was sufficiently
large, comfortable, and very well arranged. ni. 2 most projects, wheie
instructional materials are centrally located for freatest convenience and
efficiency, this Titvle 1 program utilized its advantage of space and

i

specifiéally designated study arsas in which to locate appropriate materials.

With numerous learning stations, s;ch as.one for use of the Language
Master, another for work with the Specific Skills Series, the Corrective
Reading Program, etc., all necessary materials were placed within the
special study area. 1Individual folders were located near the door and
pupil Sélfgdigéﬂtiéﬂ was very commendable, The wide variety of instructional
materials and toaching devices allowed the project teacher to prescribe
highly individizii~sd wark activities for each pupil. With small group
work and self-directed activities, the tescher zad EAs provided the pupiié
with a selection of academic opportunities from which fhey could choose
azca;éing to their individualized contracts.

Iﬁmediate feedback of academic progress was provided to pupils and
parents alike. Each pupil was required to 'check out" with the teacher or
EAs his work before he could procede further. If the pupil could demonstrate
his ability at the specific level, and thercby complete the prescribed
ﬁfajegt, he would earn points, Such points could then be cashed in on
Fridays for the privilege of enjoying free time, games, and activities of
the child's choice.

Also implemented by this reading project was a well organized tutorial

- componrent in which tutors earned the right to tutor others. Unless the

Y
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tutor kept up with his own work he was not allowed to work as a tutor.
: v
Seven of this project's pupils, who were also either tutors or tutees, were
not involved with reading activities but with mathematics. Their average
monthly gain wa; .31 in the mathematics subtest of the PIAT, and well abcvg
the .1+ objective.

Although 85% of thke parents completed the parent involvement question-
naire, approximately half of them indicated the: 'd never been to the
school's classvcow or didn't Inow what waw occurring within the Title T
project. Pare - i did vespend atfirmatively, however, stated that the
project staff w.. szry easy to ralk with and was informative, Many parents
indicated an interest in lnowing more about school problems and how they
could further help their ﬁhiliféﬂ with their studies at home.

The PIAT data from the reading subtests show a significant gain in
the pupils' achievement. (sig. .0005, t = 17.43, df = 44.) All five
subtests, as they measure the rate of learning by these 46 pupils, were
above the Hawaii District averages in average gain per month. The pupils
achieved a monthly gaia of .16 on the reading subtests, which is well above
the objective critericn set for such reading” programs.

This Konawaena Llementary Reading Resource Room helped its mpils to
achieve 15 months during the eight month Program, or a gain of seven months
less underachievement. Such a high rate of learning is almost twice that
expected from the typical pupil in a public school. The learning rate of
the tutors and tutecs '5-:lved with this program was similar to the gains
achieved by their '~ -:uates, though just s1ightly higher.

As the pupils in this program were rewarded more Eér their academic
éugcess than their improved classroom behavior, their pre-post improvement

in behavior rating was greatest in questions one and three (those concerning
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academic work) and least on the second question (which involved social
behavior). All behavior, however, was estimated to have improved at a
rate which was greater than the District average. While the project
teacher tended to increase the frequency of contact to the pupils' parents,
the parents initiation of contact with the project decreased during the
academic year. This data, however, refers only to the frequency of contact,

not the increased extent of such personal comrunication.
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KONAWAENA INTERMEDIATE

The Konawaena Intermediate School Reading Resource Room involved 42
pupils from grades seven, eight, and nine, with over half of these being
in the seventh grade. The Title i classroom had sufficient desks, tables,
and chairs located in the middle of the room, with numerous bookshelves
along the walls. Several carrels with tape recordei: and film strip

projectors were also located alony the recom's walis. Instructional -

materials included SRA, the Specific Siiills Series, and other similar

:eacher zenerally worked with small groups of pupils,

=

,_.
=
o
!
el
I
-
p
w

i
)
s

-
o
]
i

-+

the educational assistant primorily helped others on a one-to-ome basis.

Most frequently, however, nupils vere expeé%ed to work by themselves on the
tasks assigned. Use of bocks, dictionaries, magazines, and teacher made
and/or reprcduced materials was commen, A system of contingency E@ntract;ﬁg
was not implemented by the project, though a complex point-earning approach
was ad@pﬁed. The mezhﬂdélagy by which this was accomplished was unnecessarily
elaﬁarates frequently ambiéucusg and did not encourage or motivate learning
béhéviaf g =mch as it could Mhave.

The abii:ty of the educational assistant was good. The dedication and
sincere interest of the project teacher, who was new to this particular
Title T program during the 1974-75 school year, was a.so cowmendable, Vhile
the.scheduling of pupils int» tie Reading Resource Room encountered several
handicaps and liwitations during most of rhe acedemic year, these problems
were generally resolved during the last few months.

The parents of these Tiile I pupils responded to the parental involive-
ment questionnaire with a general lack of knowledge Céf the program) and

slight interest in it. Only 35% of the parents vompleted the questionniare,
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and most of these contained frequent blank spaces rather than énswers of
any kiné. Fev parents indicated that they had never visited the program and
of those responding a few were iﬂtefesteﬁiin knowing more about the scspélis
problems and grading policy.

This Reading Resource Room achieved for its pupils a reading rate of
approximately .12 on the combined reading PIAT subtests. Csig.‘.DOSS

t = 3.61, d

Ii=1ty

= 35.) The —~eading recognitien subtest montnly gain was .16,
yet the reading cémprehenéioﬁ gain was .08 per month. The greatest gain
occurraed in the seventh grade, which also involved the most pupils. During
the eight months which this pregran existed, eleven months iﬁ reading
achievement was made. Althcugh enrolled in an,intermeéiaté school, sk
gain in reading achievement was obviously beneficial to these youngsters.
Tﬁe Konawaena Intermediate School's Title I reading project involved
approximately 10% repeating pupils who achieved considerably less than
did the new pupils, yet its tutors achieved .28 ﬁér month in reading while
the tutees gained .03 per month. The project teacher estimated the pupils'
behavior to have improved during the academic year at a rate considerably
less than the District average. Persanggfﬁaﬂtact initiated by the teacher
increased from the first to second semester, yet parent initiated contaet

decreased duting the same period.
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MT. VIEW

The ESEA Title I Reading Resource Roc at Mt, View S0l served 31
pupils in §f36371EVEIS three through six. The classroom ..: - :omfortably
designed and wéii arraﬁged, with tables, chairs, and instructional materials
conveniently located. With small group instruction and self-directed
activity occurring, the wost frequently used materials included. Dolch Basic
Sight Words, Phonics We Use, Conquests in Reading, SRA Reading Laboratories,
and Webster Resding Skill Cards.

A contingency contracting approach was implemented for the 14 Ffifth
and sixth grade pupils during the first half of the school vear, By
completing a specific number of tasks the pupil was allowed the pri—
vf choosing a high interest activity such as playing games or doing craft-
work. Greatest emphasis in the behavicral_reinfafﬁemant approach was given
to intangible rewards, such as teacher praise and social competition. The
teacher and educational assistant frequently praised, encouraged, and
recognized the pupils' efforts. Sevaral well designed progress charts
indicating individual achievement were also displayed on the walls. The
use of’'the motivational technique of "special eléb membership™ was alsc
effactive in promoting the pupils' completion of acad;mic projects.

The feedback to pupils regarding their weekly pf@éress was very good,
and the fréquent communication with parents was outstanding. Parents were
kept informed of their child's progress through memos, letters, and
Qertificatésfgenz to the home. Frequent parties and openhouses for parents
were also héid and usually attended by at least half of the parents.

Respansé from the parent involverient questionnaire came from 90% o£
the parents of thege Title I pupils. They indicaiéd that they Felt the

project was very valuable to their children's education. All parents stated
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that they had visited the project at least once during the academic .year.
Similarly, they often mentioned that the staff was very friendly, pleasant
to talk with, aua sincerelvy interested in tha children. -

Pre- and post-test data from the Mt. View Schocl Reading Resource Room

ndicate gains in reading achievemen: which were not surpassed by any other

P

Title I program. '(sig. .00C5, t = 11.38, df = 28.) The rate of learning

as shown by the gains per month was ,27 and .18 on the reading recognition
and reading comprehension subtesis, respectively, and well above the
trict averages. The project staff's perscnal dedication and encouragement,

Di

%]

plus the extensive parental involvement, were probably the bases which led
to such gains.

During the eight months this reading project was operating the pupils
achieved 17 monthr >f academic work. While the program implemented a
tutorial ceomponent within the classroom, it was a very flexible operation
in which pupils would help each other with their work., Statistical data
regarding the achievement of tutors and tutces was not submitted since the
teacher was unable to designate which pupi!s were tutors more frequently
than they were tutees.

The pre-post increase in behavior rating showed improvement just
under the District averages. And like most programs tir estimate made by

a3

t wmadr by the pupiis' other teachers was less

o

the project teacher vs. th
similar in May than it was in Septemver. Personal contact from the parents

of these pupils substantially increased throughout the academic year.
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NAALEHU

The Title I Reading Resource Room at Naalehu School worked with 45
pupils in grade levels two th?augh five. The prcjecé was located in a
clagsroom of adequate size and:faci;itiES. In addition to several private
study areas for work with teaching devices, the room was roughly dijidéﬂ
into two sections = with adequate tables and chairs for both, the educational
assistanﬁ ﬁérked with pupils iii one area while the project teacher worked
with another small group in her area of the room.

Instructional materials, located in the middle of the classroom,

ter

[

primarily included the use of Dolch word lists, SRA’Reédiﬂg 1ab, Web
Cards, ard teacher made materials. While pupils frequenily‘warked by

themselves (though not through self-directed activities), the more common
instructional approach relied on small group interaction., The approach to

,,,,,,,

behgvioral reinforcement implemented by this reading program consisted of

mic tasks completed. These

1]
[a]

issuing tokens for books read and prescribed acad

tokens could be saved and exchanged for such things as bnﬂksg'fings, purses,

jacks, and pencils. While helping to motivate the pupils, the number of

tokens required to purchase such tangible rewards waé often so large that

the immediacy of their being attained vas lessened and their value questioned,
~-Use of weekly contracts was -also made, whereby speciiigjgésks were -

listed and ~ if completed - éhegked off on the contract. Completed contracts

were senﬁéh@ﬁé with written comments from the project taaﬂhéf on them, and

_ later returned to the teacher and signed by the parents. This Title I

program also utilized several wall charts which veflected pupil progress,

on one of which the pupil's "animal" would be moved upward for every

additional five books that were read.
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Approximately 777 of the parents completed the parental involvement
questionnaire at the end of the school year. Responses within eaﬂ%
questionnaire were often inconsistent, suggesting a general lack of aware-
ness of the program's purpose and function by many parents. Most, however,
indicated appreciation and affirma&ive attitudes toward the extra reading
help provided. Farents mentioned that the teacher and educational assistant
were receptive, helpful, and genuinely concerned for the pupils. Although
them had not yet done so.

. The ,1+ éﬁjéctive gain vas satisfied on both of the reading subtests
by the Naalehu School Reading Resource Room. (sig. _Dé%é: t = 11.64,
df = 42,) The overall rcading achievement was .13 per month for these 45
pupils, which was very similar to the Hawaii District average. The gains
made in reading achievement were greatest in the second grade, with

:“

successively less attained by the pupils in the third, fourth, and fifth
grades,

From September to May the pupils achieved 13 months academic gain in
reading achievement during these eight months, thereby lessening their
underachievement by five months. As almost 40% of the 1974-75 Title I
pupils were also enrolled in the program during the 1973-75 school year,
and the gfmjecf's pupils were least behind in their underachievement
(throughout the District), special concern should be directed to the
screening and selection of pupils For the 1975=76 academic year;

The five tutors in this Reading Resource Room achieved .24 per month
in reading achievement, vhile the tutees achieved .13. This was typical
of the average tutor-tutee rate of learning in Hawaii District. Pupil

classroom behavior improved during the academic year, as judged by the

98
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project teacher. This rate of increase was also similar to that of the
District as a whole. There vas, however, no change of opinion concerning
these pupils between the Title I teacher and the children's other teachers.
All teachers estimated the pupils' behavior to have improved somewhat.
Although contact initiated by the project teacher to the parents increased
during the school year, and especially in the memos sent home, the parents
of these pupils made fewer contacts with the project during the second half

of the school year than they had during the fall semester.

[
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PAHALA ELEMENTARY

The Pahala Elementary échéﬂl's Title I Reading Resource Room involved
30 pupils from the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades. The classroom size was
~ adequate for the purposes intended. Extremely 15;52 windows on two sides
of the room tontributed to unnecessary distraction for the pupils. The
tables and chairs within the rcom were sectioned inﬁc two areas, one ifor
the project teacher to work in ané the second for the educational assistant.
All instruction was through small group work, with teacher and EA
performing similar tasks and sharing similar responsibilities. UWithin these
small groups were used the instructicnal materials of Conquests in Reading,
Specific Skills Series, Ginno, Webster S5kill Cards, and SRA. The ability of
the edu;sﬁi@nal assistant in this project was exceptionally good, having
{: considerable background experience in teaching reading and providing the
program with helpful insight.
Although no individual pupil contracting éas not implemented by the
Title I program, a péint system was initiated whereby each pupil's
?i" "football"” could move down the field according to the number of extra
books that he read, Social praise and encouragement from the instructors
further helped to motivate pupil performance. A peer tutoring ﬁampaﬁént
- - ..-yag-started éuriﬂg~thewSécgﬁd~semg5térm§fvthewsshgalwyeaz~yetvwas~ﬁeverff~Wf e
a well defined or effective teghniéue,! Data indicates that the designated
tutees:achievad considerably more than did the tutors, which is very
unusual and atypical for well organized tutorial components.
Being highly systematic and consistent, most parental involvement
qgfstiﬁnnairés=were apparently completed by the same parent interviewer.
Ten percent of the parents shewed snthafaugh awareness of the Title I

102 ——— f
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project's activities and functions., Two-thirds of them, however, indicated
little or no knowledge of the purpose and design of the reading program.

Parents were most interested in learning more about the school's problems

and how the parents might be able to further help tﬁeif children with their
homework,
The Pahala Flementery School's Reading Rescurce Room met the objective
criterion of .1+ in reading on both subtests. (sig. .0005, t = 12.22,
df = 29.) The achievement of these 3C pupils was slightly higher than the
District average for the reading iecégnitigﬂ subtest, and equivalent to the
avéragé for rea&ing comprehension. There wés no significant difference in
the gains made by the three different grade levels, "
Congiderably greater gain was achieved by this project's selécsad
tutees (.20 gain per month) than by its five tutors (.12 gain per month),
Had this tutorial component been initiated earlier in the school year, and
bean more efficiently organized, this unusual difference in the respective
learning rates may have been reversed. The improvement in the behavior
rating was for all questions considerably above the District average. Other
classroom teachers, however, did not agree with gHe Estiﬁate of improved
behavior provided by the project teacher. With teacher initiated contact to
the pgpiié;.pafents generally having increased during the year, the number
T of contacts made by the parents to the teacher decreased, More extensive
and systematic use of behavioral reinforcers within the classroom and at
home would probably have diminished this effect.
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HILO READING CLINIC

The Hilo Reading Clinic's three clinicians and one full-‘time educational
assistant served 53 pupils from grade levels three through six during the
1974-75 school year, Coming from many schools in the Hilo area, these
children were selected from approximately 100 pupils who were initially
screened during the mouth of September.

The children arrived at the clinic by bus every day of the week exnept:
Wednesday. The middle of the week was used for testing, contacting other
schools and teachers, completing paper wmfk, prescribing instruectional
tasks, and communicating with the parents of these children. The ratio of
clinician to pupil during most periods of the other four days was approximately
1:3 per session.

The facilities within thg‘Reading Clinic were very adéquaéé and
provided the opportunity for accurate diagnasis; prescription, and
individualized instruction of each pupil. With one room for an office,
the prﬂgram'S’gfgééisgﬁian and effectiveness were commendable. All rooms
were comfortable, wélihééﬁpiiéd with instructional materials and devices,
F-Sﬂd free from outside ais:urbéﬁées. |
__In addition to the materials a?silable Were numerous teaching devices, = - - o
These included cassette tape recorders, a filmstrip proiector, Language
Master, Tach X, Controlled Reading, Telebinocular, Audiometer, and Audio
Natebepk. The avéilability and use of the teaching devices and materials
vere appérently beneficial to the pupils involved in this program. All
instructional materials were located in specially designated areas, were

easily accessible and frequently used.
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With a good learning environment and academic acktivities, and superior
instructional materials, the program did not demonstrate any overt
ﬁétivatianai approach or feedback to pupils, parents, and t&achers, Pupil
feinf@tﬁemént, other than social recognition and approval, within the
regular clasgsroom and at home, was negligible and solely due to the pupil's
willingness tr iearn to féad. ”ﬁhile the pupils' classroom teachers generally
supported the work of the Hilo Reading Clinic, their (the teacher's) mati;és
of responding aFfirmatively could not be knowvn. They occasionally commented,
on 3 questionnaive issued by the SIUDRC, regarding the relativa lack of
direct communication from the climicians, espeziallyksinge the pupil/
clinician ratio was so small and no classes were held on Wednesdays.
The pféﬁ and past;tgst data at the Hilo Reading Clinic is presented
in Table 7. (sig. .005, t = 11,92, df = 52,) The scores from the five
tests, and the average gain per month, are indicated. These average monthly
“gains show the achievement which occurred during the eight months of program
intexvention (average 9.15 months between all pupils' pre- and post-testing).
The gains achieved on every test during the 1974-75 school year were less
than during the previous 1973-74 academic vear,
The 1.2'yearly grade level achievement of the project's objective
criterion (or ,ﬁg.pér ménth) was surpassed., While this objective waé met
ij all tésts,,tﬂg pupilé ééared lowest per ﬁénth cnvﬁﬁé Wide Réﬁéé
Athievgmentxfést (Reading). The majority of pupils, Erﬂﬁagrades four and
five, also achieved less than did the 15 pupils from grade levels three
and 5i3;> While over two-thirds of the pupils vere males, tha difference
between the male-female achievement was minimal. (Statisties reflentiﬂg
graderlgvéls and sex were derived from an average of the two Gates- |

. MeGinitie subtests.)
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REMEDIAL SUPPORT SERVICE -- Kapiolani School

Kapiolani School's Remedial Support Service project served 49 pupils
in grade levels four, five, and six., This was the largestvaf Hawaii Digtrict's
tutorial programs and involved five part-time tutors. All tutors were
professionally certified teachers, who were employed paﬁtntimerby the
State Department of Education to serve as tutor/ teachers.

Each tutor worked two hours each school day, meeting with her
respective pupils at the designated time and pluce throughout the schaol,
Four of the five tutor/teachers met in either the school éafeteria oY vaetry
small rooms. One worlked with the pupils in a régulat classroom. Tutorial
instructiénlprimarily involved reading activity from reading/language arts
elassegj although instructional materials from other subject areas was
also used with an emphasis on reading skills.

The reading acﬁievemént attained by these 49 pupils, as measured
through the PIAT test aémiﬁistfati@n, was unusgually high for a tutorial
program. While the test data (sig. .0005, t = 11.33, df = 45,) met the
.1+ objective criterion, the pupils ;ctualiy achieved least gainA(ex;épt
in spelling) on the combined reading subtest scoves., An effective reading
program would show the greatest pupil gains in.reading (as was the case with

the 15 Reading Resource Room programs). The data from this tutorial program . ... .

should be accepted with caution.
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The baardlng home af Alae Dpe:at;an lee In ennsisted af 21 IESLdEﬂtE

from: grade 1evels three thlaugh ELght_' This hﬂmé]prgvided'sécial

nutzltﬂnn and sleeplng space for eleven bays and ten glrls

.aﬂ',v1ﬁ1es,

QhDDL but re ing at. Mil 1ii, ALl childrén were;supEEvised .
bY §ﬁE”Péft t‘me caardlnataf aﬁd Enu; partstlme para prof sicnals;
. “Soeial intétaﬁtion, the convenien

_;inteféé; were all good. Pupils apparently gained a greater ugdersténding o

"ﬁfnﬁhé'wafld around them, an appreciati on and incréasad'knawledge of

*ngéiiaﬁ héritggé; and further acceptance of individual & espﬂn51b111ty.

B Genérally nat “existent vere agademlc actlﬁit'éé;médffiéiadtwinstrucﬁianal

i:,f(gr héméwgrk} materials to use, a-systematic motivational/reinforcing
st egy,' and communications (e.g., follow-up, progress checks) with the
teachers at Hcckena Schaal. Parent and community invelvement, héwevgr, were
'excgptignaliy gasd! |

‘The PIAT test ‘data indicate that further underachievement from these
s?ﬁﬁﬁils génﬁiﬁuéd to develop during the school year., Throughout the

ﬂécademi; yvear these pupils aghleveﬂ only four manths in reading achievement.

1]

”Jsig. L005, t 3!333 df = 20.) Due to the social and cultural isolation,

of this project (from the rest of the Havaii State community) the gain

*~achieved in genera farmatlnn was éty slight, A t-test comparing the
 aa§h;evement of pupils staying at the boarding home vs. those .pupils living

f;:iﬁ Milolii (all of whom were also involved in the Title I reading project

- at Hookena School) showed no significant difference. (sig. #, t = .224,

 §,§Eﬂ= 0.
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the 1ncfesse ‘in rat;ng is. ne h T rellable nar valldi The pr éjegt[

\p:'ject

1ng the EEElﬂg left the pragram by m;dﬁyéar

Afanather caa:dinatnr agaln cgmpletlng it in May. The’ twn pa:t? ratlng is

'.taa,sgbjegtive,far neaningful evaluation,
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-OPERATION TUTOR - St. Joseph & Pahala Elementaxy Schools

70, fnrmal Dperatian Tutar prajects wvere 1mplamented by Title T in

 >iHawa1i D trlct durlng the 19?4 75 academlc ?esr. One, at St. Juseph

V ”_lnvalved ten pupils, and Ehe athatg at Pahala Elementary S:hanl sexveé five

Apupils. The latter ‘progran vorked solely with thixd graders, and the former
k ﬁithrpuéils in grade levels five through nine,
The St. Joseph School's tutorial Prgject employed a professionally

”certified teacher;un a paft—tim basis through the DCE, Her ten pupils

EECh,,fﬂf twa hours each seliool dsy_ The instruectional matéfials, record
_keeping, énd ability/dedication af'tha-téacher vere all gaad, Individualized
- ?§§§5@35_carefu1ly prescyibed and checked on a daily basisL e

While this wasxan efficient tutorial program the monthly gains in
achievement were unusually high. While this program was helpful in
developing greater reading ability of the pupils, Ehé géiné indicated
should be accepted with sobe caution. x

The Pahala LElementary School's tutorial project employed a certified
teacher of the school who coordinated the program thfﬂughﬂut the academic
yeé?. Three (untested) tutors Erom the Kau High School worked with these
children within their elementazy school classxrooms. Instruction was
approximately 30 minutes a day and used no specially designed materials.
The tutors were not paid and their volunteer help was aftcﬂ difficult to
Effgctively supervise. : A

Test data from administraéian of the IIAT indicate that this project
éié not achieve the .1+ objective in reading. The gains that did oceur,
~ however, were witﬁin the reading subtests. GCains might have tended to be

“higher through the use of more individualization, tutoring time, and tutorial




{”PRESQE@QLs;ée Holualoa & Honaunau Schools

HaﬁéiivDistriEE ESEATitle I im@léméﬁzéd two p?es:hﬁ@l prﬂgfémé'du:ing
Vthé 19?4?75 school year. Eacé'sgrvedrappréximazely ZD'ﬁﬁPilé; each wiﬁﬁ .
“DEE pr@jeét tééchef %ﬁé edﬁéséiééal assisﬁant,végd Eéth 1@caééd i£”ﬁ§ﬁé;‘W”
The daily agenda for these pupils included music, physical éxerﬂiseé;aagademic :
tasks, art, play time, nap time, lunch, and various classroom chores.
Cooperative, pleasant social interaction were émphasised‘by both prégramsi

;:Ihe Holualoa and Honaunau Preschool projects each benefited from lg;ggg“’*ffsﬁ
and academic suP911233 and different kinds of 1éarning eRPEfienzés pfﬂvided.
Similarly, the rate of achi;veméﬁt by tha‘pupi;s in both programs was very
_much alike. The objective (¢hat 901 of pupils improve) wes satisfied by
eschvaf these Title T projects,.

The gains_QGEievad on the Test of Expressive Language were identical

for both programs, With 75 possible responses in the test, the Holualoa

the Honaunau program. This diffevence was only 1.1%. As-indicated by this . .
. data, .the youngsters.in both preschools achieved academic and behavioral
‘tasks at a high and efficient rate.

The last -table of data presents the test results from the Preschool.

Checklist for Basic Skills. Again the pﬁpilg‘ achievements are similar

between projects, though in this case the Honaunau preschool apgéérs to have
'_azhieved*m@re for its pupils. (Several Honaunau pupils consistently sécied
100% and thereby raised the overall program average.) Both preschool projects

were very beneficial to the future educational develgpﬁénf of their pupils,




- CONCLUSION -~
Vieved from a broad perspective, the 1974=75 LSEA Title I program

f*'vwas ané;éf the best educaﬁi@pal éffqrts operated by the HEWSii-DiSQricE,; R

‘-iﬁéﬁéiﬁﬁehé'éf tducation. Alr éépects.qfrthe pragram~mecwth2mgriféria of
':foézingAgf‘suppléméntsl educational services.

PLANNING: All components of the Havaii Distriet Title I program were

‘implemented under revised project proposals written in accord with

_recommenddtions submitted EhTough previeus  evaluatiow ¥éports. Although

- H
the preschool and tutoring proposals vere also revised, the more
sigﬁificant plan-wvas the Reading Resource Room Project uﬁdeftaEEﬂ‘by

fifteen eligible Title I schools of Hawaii District.

The new plaﬁs'set forth specific guideliées for éstabliéhiﬂg.and
~aper§ting the supplemeﬁtai»reading'insttuetian'p:@gramS'fur'the Title:
VI schﬂalsjvyet enabling each to implement the project in accord with
its uﬁique aad.specifig needs, Dptiagé were provided snithat cach éf
the Fifteen éch@éls, iﬁgigdiﬁg fiVéUSEhéalS offering*sup?leméﬁﬁéi-
reading services for the first time, were able ta-achievebé»relétiﬁéiy
high degree @flgcadgmic success for its pupils.
ADHINISTRATION:  The "umbrella" project concept implemented for the réadiﬂg

projects enabled the Hawaii District Office to more efficiently

coordirnate activities in a variety of areas including the sharing N
and distribution of available materials, supplies and equipmént;
» in-sexvice training for parents and project staff; parental involve~
»>,§é§?}?F?iFi§?§§5 communication within ?ﬁéisétﬁeéﬁ_sghgﬁls% and record

keeping andwrepcrtiﬁg procedures. The apparent high degree of

ERICH
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esses. of the various_component projects may be attributable

)

_Vﬁa-tﬁis effLGiEﬁEy iniéagrdinétian vhich in “itself is a notable
;achiévgﬁent>f§r distriﬁt;viéé”eduéaﬁianal prﬂgréms in ﬁhe:StaEe of
- Il:m idi, ' 1
'TRAIHING‘AGTIVITIES: Training activities through a vafiety’af'epdeguqis
.ﬁere aﬁ;gﬁplﬁ&hed for the prafesgiénal staff (project teachers),
para-prgféssimmal étaff (Qﬂuegtiéﬂal‘QSEiﬁﬁants},_aﬂd'?arémtsﬁ- Eréjéﬁt
séaff trainiﬁg.coﬁmEﬁcgd-ﬁith a nine djy’Pfeparatiaﬂ aﬁd orientation

period conducted by the Distriect Office personnel. This included

genexral orientation and reviey of the ESEA Title I.guidelines,
répartinu ﬂd record Leep;ur pigcédureg reaiiﬁg iﬁsgrgcti@n techniques,

teaching and ciaSStﬁgm ﬁrganizét onal strategie The time invested

for ‘this pu*pnsa ﬁag wall Ju ified when compgfiﬂg the curren t with

previous effﬁrﬁg.

Tne initial tra i ng a:tiv;ty=uaa fallawed by manthiy meetings of

praject perspnﬁel within their tespéctive geographical locations, ' k.

vglﬁntary_;lagsféqm visiiatia'g anong pfﬁjEGt personnel and partici~

pation in Dis tr;ct a iducted parent Fia;nlﬁg and pafent involvement

i

Parent involvément and trainimg activities ircluded a number of

single and multiple-~ day wvozrleshop sessione =

=)

d conferences held within

on a district-yide basis and at state-

their Iespee tive loecaliticso

‘wide meetings. School level parent activities included a
number and variety ai offerings, conducted by the res pchlve project
staff,_inclnéing3the-unique activities of Hilo Union, Holualoa, and

Hilglintérmediaﬁe Schools.
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lhe apparent hlﬂh quglit frﬁﬁé

a defﬁnlte and significant imééét on the'resuitz*gf the cgrrénthitLé

I effarté,iﬁ Havaii District.

 PARENT INVOLVEMERT: - Perhaps one of the most efficient and highly Grgaﬁiz ed

anong Title I pragfams wit hlﬁ the State_af Hawaii,;the District Pgrent

. Advisory Council (DPAG) efforts uﬂdertGDLrtﬂ be involv ed in a nuﬁbér

of gctivitiés iﬂcluding the sutveying of all Title I parents -within

Hm1511 Caunty iﬁl pregzan evalcatlgn purposes.  Uith the assistance

of D,_'rigt and school level persgnneT many of tha parents of children

~receiving Title I support services becaﬁe actlvely involved in the
learning processes of their children.

iIﬁvnlvement for Hawaii D1 tflﬂt Title I parents meant 1) attendi'g the

4;ﬁ~»5chacl Parent- ﬁdeSﬂry Committee - (SPAC)- megtlnnsgzz) a,siétiﬁg“tﬁé“y”””””“

tes BRE

pzoject rtaff by visiting the classroom and rendering a variety of

mgnpaver services 1n21udln" tutoring services;
DPAC activities; 4) assisting some -project staff with screen ng and

‘neléCtlDE of Ellg;bié Tiele 1 pupils for partici?atign in.the project; -
: o S L
5) PEDVldLnﬁ the necessary "back-up" and encouragement so that the

P

Pupils may consistently practice reading skills at home; 6) assisting

with open house and parent night activities such as thosc held at

Hookena, Kaumana, ilt. Viev Schools and others; and 7) increasing the

{requency of direct commenication with the school personnel, especially

e

Title I staff, thraugh a ﬁar‘;ty of avenues including telephone calls,

home vis

\H

itations, school visitations, written messages, and other :

onmunicative devices.

o

ERI
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bady Df:thla reparL prEaEEtEﬂ dn- thz pr, dlng pages. AIL'BE:théfpfggéctsjifr‘“14

. shcv d ubstantlal acadnhic ga;ﬂg amgﬁg 1tq enrclTEd pupll  The gains

-ﬁare Slgﬂlfltsnt and -emphasize the pgig;_ghaﬁla;l;&@iléfgnj“igglgding-

'viéentixied lov achievers, can leafn to read Whentgiven adequate and appro- -

~priate instruction. Caution should be exercised, however, in interpreting

“the specific results of individual pupils and/az average 58 'of the respective

The results of one.school should not -be-compaved.with mtbe rﬁsglts of:;

another since there vere too maby variables that may have affected the scores

ve, differing eircum-

o
[nd
He

presented. At it vas indicated in the roport narral

_stég:es did indeed affect the actual results of each school, i.e., re-learning

"'efiecL of projects with a substantial number of chlldren repeating their

*_parﬁlcvpatlan in the réad;ng resource Toom p*a;ect' the varying 1ntervals

between pre- and post-test administration; and the very nature of dlffefent

M .

prngect per sonnel adn1n1 stering the same testis under circumstances and

,gtglés uﬂique to the staff and the respective pru ajegts,

" With the caution of unnece esoary comparison between pr' cts in mind,

".m

;Siéﬁ;ficant‘achievemeﬁts by individual projects should, hqwever} be and .

[

recognized, herein. The Egagkgh;ﬁElgmenﬁgyyﬁ5§hagl,reaﬁing project for
the 1973a74‘yéarr§as citgd a5 one of the first zix praje;ts?validated—

' nat;onally as eyemplary by the Division of Education for the Disadvantaged,

\Hm :

SFR

u.s. Off  bro

ce @f,ﬁdu:atian. This elgnal honcr; brought nation-wide recog-
. [ T :

~snition mot.only to tl school, but o Hawaii District and the State

iD@béftmEEt'gf Educatigni The project continued to serve
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Léacher ﬁlth:ﬁhGSE;gf’ihe praject.staffi ‘as deserid ed: in Plan B of Lhe‘

jram at the school, the . -

medi iate échsals vere high;y o

; qﬁ ntity. and qualjty pqrenkal lﬁVleemEﬁt ‘The

ST SR ford

- tvarie ty of act1v1 es and services foéfed thraughrthE»RRR praje;z

71;;st§racteﬂ»and invélvedta éignifizantly highvﬁumbef'af parents wh@_ggtively

Hawaii District Title I program

pfavigys years. Supplemental

..Operation Tutor services wer2‘pravide£-iﬂ aﬂly twg public d(:hc:n:ls (Pahala 77

‘Hilo. Intérmediate), and tﬂﬂ private schools (St. Jasephg,ali year,

]
=]
(="
[l

. and ilaunaloa, partial year)g All seven other schools (Molualoa, Hookena,
Kealakehe, Kaumana, Xoniwsena Elementary, Lonavaena High and Intermediate
and Haalehu) implemented the program as an instructional stratepy within

.-the reading project and in accard Uth Plﬁpﬁ“ﬁl guidelines. Eapiélaﬁi

 :Scha§1 apetased a teagher ~-tutor praﬁram with profes énal’teacths hired

‘as
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’”;Whefe ach :h;ldren PaIElElPaLEd as tutars (Ulth the- excepti@n of-

'result af thclr E?péflénceﬁi  Since there were no specifi:.me35utémgntézéf
,?behavlafs in-thé affgctive daméiﬂs other than the Project Teacher Estimate

itudinal

.covered,

#

Thé5H119 ;;ad1nﬁ CllnlC ptajeﬂg which is partlal|y funded by the

'thEGUﬁh a clinical’ s;rategy. T

é'fé;gltg of
n&ucted among teacherﬁbreferrlﬂg pupvls to thc pragrsm vere

d by the prggect staff aﬁd should result in improved SEtVlEEE

gtc the puplls, reiertlnw teachers schools, and parantsi s .they have

'“ta?dcwinuthempast;;theﬂCIiﬁi: Qtafi rendered cons ultative T e e

shly, at the various Tltlé I

~services to IRR project teachers; unsel

Pregqhagl PerEGLS continued tn rendex‘

3

excellent prEﬁchaal Dppﬂ PuﬂltIEg to chlldren from édjﬂa*LDuSlly deprlved
'jhatiéﬁ s Althauﬁh thﬁ caﬁn1L1ve :nﬂ psychDﬁDLDl behsviural sLLllr uere

nlflcantly 1ﬁprQVEd durjﬂr rhe year itg 1mp Gatlen fsr fLLQrE acadenig

'igsurce5ﬁes in schaal can ﬂnly be hapea for. Unfortynately, thefébﬁég”EEéﬁb"v”

S

__fllttle Eﬁpolﬁal ﬁVﬁdEﬂce in Ha \oF 4 t@rg Bport thg notion that preschaal

'ExperlenEEStenhance;-détfa:t, or have tio ef3ch on educatlnnal successes ln

u

ERI
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¢ re uléfiséhécli The mast rellable Qutcame of the pzeschaol experlence

gr educatianally deprlved pfeschagiir is thé fact that Ehese chlldrcn

i[afe_bg:tér preparéd tq’a&justjta the diséipline and demaﬁds of 1earniﬁgrin

R

;g fgtm‘l*y,eéndugted classroom setting. It is further unfortunate that,

uidue tg rosty rie ted £ nﬂiﬂgfresaurgesg these preschool préjects will:not be

"»Gpérating during the next school year before such issues could be researched

and specific benefits.détermined,.

) ,.
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'RECOMMENDATTONS

A number of pragiéﬁ 1mp13vement recommendations submltted in prVIEuE

reports still stand. They lnzluda

e

AZéi?é Evaluatign,éf_?rgiéctwc omponents (SWDRC Report 1134)

Recommendation #3:  Follow-through instructional services should be (ox
continue to be expanded) carried into the target

. L R o
pule s regular classroom placement. (School level)"

- -Recommendation #6: ‘Seriously consider develo opment’ and/ar Edﬂptlcn of @

[i;!!

e hierazchy of readin skills Qb]EEthES with agcampanylﬂg

criterion-referenced tests (CRT) as an. alternatlve

achievemént, diagnostic and placement test. . (District

.mlex121) :“ ”,H,",,;;z,,;dfwmgw_h“” .

~“Recommendation #7: Establish a graded list of book titles for implementation
of a systematic leisure-enrichment readl ng program. -

(District & School levels)

3Ré;ammendatian #15: Congider -(or expand) incorporation of the peer or

i

S o oo -CTOSB-age- tutoring-strategy -into the-instructiomal- - o o

-

program 6f-tﬁe RER_  (School level)

' Progress Report (SUDRC Report #141)

‘“Grnup-Scheduling: Participants do not necessavily have to be grouped

according to age or class level when reporting to the

RRR £or reading instruction, imstead heterogeneous

ap

m

38 - rade grouping or homogeneous grouping according

to ﬂblllty ‘levels, should be encouraged. (School Lévei)».

‘Erégtsm_ﬁevelﬁpmént::G@ntinued refinement of program development priori tles

d in

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



|-

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

U

Addlt;nnally the fallﬂw ﬁg con LEIHS gh@uld be serlausly cansidered

Instructlcnal haterlals Ultb the appafent,prgliferatlon af»attractlveimx;’

g Better

H

cammerc;ally prepgred readiﬁﬁ materlals ava;lsble
‘classroom and.pfajéetpﬁéachgts should SEfUEiﬁiSé such
materials adequately before any purchases: Partigulaf

attehtiﬂﬁ shguid be fgcused.cn the insttuctiaﬁal

methadula oy prﬁsented and the ava;lablllty Df

'”backiup test data'tc validate fhe effic ciency af

the materials.. . .(School level). . . e voivmmen f;'

Deviating from the Stated Program Objectives: - Since the Title I

prozram is funded on the basis of the objectives
stated in the project proposal, it is important that

activities carried out be related to the stated

objectives. Projects which are operated. to meet other

purported academic needs, and therefore do not sddrésg'“”““
. i
: L
themselves to the stated objectives, can and sh@ﬁld

%

specify appropriate program GbJEEthES with its

attendant justification and assessment of needs !

data. (School level)

AwatEﬁESé of the ESEA Title I Prosram: ALl Title I
schgcla, including those that effectively Esmmun%cated
such g@ncefﬁs;during the current year, should %

continue to exert every eifort to promote and

S

convey the ESEA Title I mission to all other personnel .

on its faculty. Only through such efforts will»&%&

benefits of successful supp lemental educatinﬂal

e ngﬁifjcént~1mpact on the quality of
) e
ed Lhrﬂugh the present system. CSchaal




V,féadai-hl Kakugava
[eacher.- Carol Brown _
Edugatlnnal A5515taﬁt = Yaékg Hlyssata HT

Hll@ Péad;ng Cl*nlc
- Clinicians: (DOE) - Yuri Aoki
' - Yalnita Char.
v _ : - Ellen Watanabe
" Educational Assista ant - - Ethel Helson FT

- Hilo Intermediate School
Principal =:lobert I
Reading Teachers
S S is Pstrlc;a GlD nan HRLY Cnan—Tltle i)

" 'Educational Assista Augustina Ebanez TT

’Operatlan Tutor Supervisor: = H“fEEdEu iz nalili
;Educatlenal Assgistants. fvalétLEuEgrtEIfHRLY,ﬂmu
- Phyllis Pitoy HRLY

'~Hilﬂ Union School
- Peineipal- - -Tthel Yoshimasu
‘Reading Teacher - Ruth Andrade
Educa Lanal AgSlStant = Janet Fujimoto HT -

Halualga Schaal

% HELdl Pa;k
Eant - Lather1na K wahara FT

— .:ulgrenze awghafaA“ :
o ucatlanal AQSLQtant - U;ngna Oandasan FT

" Honaunau School
Princlpal - Ualtﬁr Kimura
e, dlﬁngeacher -.llolly NMakano
al ‘Assist g = Hary Cip%i"
AbEana Al

Paty ia'Légallanes
- Sasae liurakami IT

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- Hookena School- 7

Principal - Charlés Okino -

' Reading Teacher - Mildred Shimakura

 Bducational Assistants - Stella Grace HT

DR - Lillian iledeiros HT

- Operation Live-In Coordinator - Barbara Scott
- Educational Assistants - Julia Kaupu
ser ' = Diana Ald

‘ = Albert iledeiros HRLY
Cook. - Habel Forcum

?fincipal'g rranceu Sherraxrd

Reading Teacher - Sharon Yanazaki
 fducat1ona1 Assi stant - Roselyn Fujimoto FT

rRemedisleuppaft Service Tutors - Karen Hara PT
S - Valerie Borden PT
= Beverly Dode PT

= Bue Lagawa PT

- Guen Harimatsu PT

_ _Lsu ngh & Pahala Elementary School

" .Principal - Thomas Hina

. Reading Teacher - tiary ilasuko
'*Educatlcnal AsdiéLant - Jﬁyze Suenobu TA

4QQperatian_Tutar Supervisor - Edna Apuil HRLY

.Kaumana School

~Principal - Charles Kamimura

'Peadlng Teacher - Patricia Vong
ucatlonal A551stant = Tujie HMukai FT

“,Kealakehe School o

Pri ' Ol:ada

ie Ohumukini 7
- Anna Keanaaina FT

teauliaha School
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Konawaena High & Intermediate School .
Principal - liorris Kimura

Reading Teacher -~ Taith lurai

Educational Assistant = Gertrude Hayashida FT

it. View Schoel

Principal - Lawrence llakapaua
Reading Teacher = LElizabeth liartin
Educational Assistant - Doris ilakano

Maalehu School
Principal = llarguerite Ooka
Reading Teacher - Uilma Kawasala
Educational Asgistants - Janet Lui HT
- Jorgieanna Awaral ThA

St, Joseph®
Tutor - Valeriec Porter

District Coordination

Operation Tutor ‘& Parent Involvement - Donald ilanalili

“Private 3chool




