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PREFACE ‘ '
. o T N ‘
*Evaluation of the Elementary and Secondary EHucation Act (ESEA) Title I
: Ty : .
. programs of ﬁaui'District, 1974~75, was provided by,tﬁe Social Welfare o ,
= 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 beiween the Stat ofLHawaii‘Department of Education
‘ ' and- the SWDRC. A. progress of citie 1 programs presented at mid-year preceded

’ ﬁ'thisvfinal Evaluation of Proiect Components. This is the fourth annuab report

"prepared‘by the SWDRC. For more.compfete descriptions of preVious.ES Title I

efforts in Maui District, DOE, the reader is directed to SWDRC Reports 01, -

2
Rk

#117 and #133. . - %

The purpose of this report is not to make blanket judgments of any
program, but to- ascertain what causal relationships may exist between the
pupils® educaEional Success ‘and their classroom‘enVironment. While the report

presents an appraisal of data from throughout Maui District the intent is not éﬁ

-

\

to compare and contrast one program with another. Such comparative analySis

"would be both impractical ‘and unwarranted for each. program functioned within

o—s )
its unique geographica1 area and served its own speCially se1ected pupils.

The objective is not to _uncover the prQJects past mistakes but to help ;
Title I educators gain from the lessons- of hindsight an abiIity to forasee {;

‘new approaches and apply these With a b#oader understanding
This report is presented to indicate the progreéss which has been achieved

- . . -

“and the_potentia1 for future program development that 1ies ahead. Evaluation

of 'Pro ject Components was written to fLentify the extznt of educationatﬂachieve;
'ment which’occurred,-and to épecify what influen.es upon . the children encouraged
: ° ’ - s ‘

the learning behavior to arise. As this knowledge'develops, moré effective.

and beneficial approgbhes to education.become ppssible. v
, ' -~ _ . o T
, : S -' a

\‘1 . ) . ‘ ‘ - - . .. 5 . - . " . \'Q ?:‘.‘ .
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‘It is apparent that the-personnel of Maui school district have made a

. ‘i - o ' ) g
dedicated effort to advarice the development and quality of educational Services

", ‘offered to T1tle I children.” The sincerity of these professfonal educators,
their concern for the basic educational;needs‘offpuptls} and‘their willingness

to work with new and innovative_approaches for the benefit of the children

they serve are all COmmendable.

B3 . f

_The personal_rntegxxty and coﬁcern for program development which Maui

»

District personnel have shown are xeflected in the fact that a third party

~ Y

to

evaluation of Title-I projects was requested. This is .a sound and justified

decision which_indlcates objective insight and'considération_for future program
‘(\\ . . ’ N ' . ; ' -:,\: . N l ‘
implementation.. . ‘ B _ S -
. M . N . 1 . i N . ¢ . N .
We were very impressed throughout'this past_academic year with the evident

¢ ' ~°

dedication, motivation, and s1ncerity shown by Title I personnel in. the QvESEA
T1tle I schools of Maui D1str1ct C00perat10n and act1ve support of evaluatron
procedures wvere offered to the SWDRC ‘from €ach school s T1tle I personnel

This report was 1n1t1ally drafted by David C\\Sganson SWDRC Evaluation -

« -

o Specialisg, under the supervision and d1rect10n of Robert T Omura, Ass1stant

Director and princ1pal program consultant to _the Tltle I schoaqls. We believe

that by the 1mmed1ate 1mplementation of the recommendatlons found in this report
. . ¥

Jmore effective and successful programs wrll cohtlnue td be developed throughout

Maui District. o . >’ v ,
. ° a e -
. “ ! [ . , L. *
- . - Jack T. Nagoshi, Director
) ’ Social .Welfare Devglopment
! . - and Research Center

. ) L . University of Hawaii, Manoa Campus -+

w
]
[}

El{llC'z" , '\6'1\‘.‘ : \
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evaLudrion B S

! . c. . -. : s *

As all ESEAiTitle I programs.are_funded b& the federal'government,,they T

mus t- satisfy its criterion of evaluation. This agsessment process consjists of

.
.

examining the needs of students and teachers observing classroom activities,~

v - B

¢

./ . gatherihg data, and recommending more. efficient alternatives. . The purposé of

- 1 e ; i
.

.

requires measurement’of academib gains and those characteristics frequently

5 ..
b - N 4

associated with\academic‘gains._ Through accurate measurement‘th; obsexvations

and-gﬁsessments become more significant and the recommendationsﬁmore viable. .
4 . . K ) g . .. . ‘ . .
. Statistical data gathered for evaluation isn't used as proof, But as a

reliable indicator of the extent and’direction of program sucess. Such
e

4’ « . ' . . . N N

measurement is used to suggest more effectiwve approaches to greater prpgram
1 &8 app > . ! Prog

implementation. When dchievement occurs in the classroom, it can be measured
. . ., . K -‘. . N » . . A )

.and associated with the classroom environment which influenced pupil behavior . .

"and produceduachievement. Lo . T o " .
. . [ - v : ’

To determine reliable data it must be emﬁiricai\\bbgective, quantitative,

3
-

and behaVioral valuation must not be- based upqn.opinion, bias, or subject= ;g

o, . 04
2 - A R ’

iuity;.for the recommendations arising from them would be of limited value.
. . - Y

.Daté must be systemazically gathered carefully examined and.interpreted.in .

1ight of the year s ongoing acthvity Within the c1assrdoms From this research

K*\ . B

~ evaluatioh is n0t tQ prove but to help improve. The evaiuation procedure‘ o

'=arises_the_baSis of evBluation, and through evaluation,.new kb wledgq,is gained..

- . L ) 1, h I C. .
With this increased understanding new techniques and approashes are recommended,

. -

-a1ternative procedures énd matex\\\p are suggested and innovative methodology

| ‘is introduced. : ( ) Cot ' '

A=,
R A

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘ MAUI DISTRICT PRYGRAMS ~

h The 19;4-75 ESEA Title I prcgrams‘or'Maui ﬁist?ict consiste of‘twoi
| types; These ﬁere:_' : - | : . - '. S i‘v
| L . mmmmRs O T
. , Project o Programs ' -'.PcrsonneI Pupils
' . _Reading Resource Rooms 7 B ot 2#7.. .

v - 2) Prestchools | ’ 2 " ) ;_;‘ 4 b2, \ .
| ) Total: 9 - ” '1; ,/f v 2@9 | |
_The SWDRC initiated‘evaiuation servlces to the 9 Nauinfstrict'ESEA‘ N

e f

Title I prOJects at t%e beglnnlng of. the 19/4 75 academic year. In addition‘
to frequent v1sitatLons, observations, and discuss1ons with the Title I staff,

v . . .
. the' third party-evaluation consultants implemented several‘pfgcedures.for

~

’collecting statistical data.” Fundamental to the Readin% Resource-Rooms‘was.

. \ .
* fadministration of the PEABODY INDIVIDUAL ACHI‘VEMENT TEST. Also used by the

~

7 reading ‘projects was a pre-post ESTIMATE OF PUPIL BEHAVIOR administered -

o

by the. prOJe teacher and regular c1assroom teachens of Title I schools.
3 . <

-*The number and kinds of contacts made between/the\project teachers "and parents
¢ i

' was also recorded. Data from the,two~preschools was gathered from the pre—
’. L & s

, \Vand post-testlng, using the TEST OF EXPRESSIVE LANGUAGE and the PRESCHO L
A oo . hd

CHE&KLIST FOR BASIC SKILLS.Y :

. ’ "1 ) .- . A
The observations and recommendations made in this report are provided to

promote the Gelopment of more effective programs ih the coming years. The - ///

. - ' . - '} . . . .
long-range/development of.efficient and effecti6érremedia1'programs was the

~ e °

_-%Dunn, Lloyd M., & Markwafdt, Frederick C. Jr., Peabody: Individual Achfevement
. Test, American Guidance Service, Inc., Circle Pines? Minnesota,‘55014,‘1970;_ -

o7 . M - . .'_' /\/‘/ . . r
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: ESEA Title I JPro‘je_c_t Components * _ - '
[ . [ | - -
‘ ~ T e , ,
, READING RESOURCE ROOMS - e . -/ ' ' :

‘- .
n r [y

R \ MauT District supported 7 ESEA Title I Reading Resource Rooms dﬁring the

\ i
1 BN
’

’ 1974-75 academic year. While these proJectsﬁkere located throughout the islands

‘
of Maui D1strict their goals and objectives were similar:  ~ to effectively

+ instruct underacpiev1ng pupils in the areas of language arts and reading

~

-‘improvement.

that their learning raté would be greater_than..l rer month in reading
7 h 3 i : _ A : :

e maJcr'obJective was to ipstruct and motivate' the pupils,so

) récognition and reading comprehension.

' . :F .

W1th pupllS seIected for the piograms first by their low test scores. on .

- standardized readi tests/and secondly by teacher referral each project was
1

. "
designed to offer pupl 1s supplemental he1p which they could not receive from
v

¢,

their regularly scheduled classes. 'Special instructional’ materials and teaching

-t

’devices were available to each: program, arid one utlized the services of an

N Y

educational assistant. @Ej;prOJects, to.ﬁkrying degreese deveioped-an organ-
ized) and genera11y efficient use of classr?om space."* Motivatioqal techniques,

. 8such as pos1t1ve reinforcement r,tang1b1e and social - and free time activities

s;: were use? in{the classroom management of ell prdjects,l In a few cases, hdwever,
N this approachzwas only:touched upon,'whiie in other cliisrooms the‘mottvating

-

. A t N - L
\ .factor was a well jeveloped and integral part of the pupils' daily activities.

_RRESCHOOLS ¢ L,

« ..

Two preschool programs were conducted in Maui District during the past

academic year. One progran was in Hana, and the other at Lanai City, w1th each

deSLgned \o serve aﬁpfex1mate1y twenty preschoolers The parents of these

. childgen all requested that their children be allowed to part1c1pate in the

¢ -

s -
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.- - , . . R4 . . . i .
prdgrhm,. Botb —%eschool projects were organized and designed ardund the : i

concept of prov1ding<these children with the ppportunity to gain the necessary

§ cial and academic abilities required in kindergarten -and. the early elementary

3

M ‘v.> . .
‘vgrédgs‘ Sueh abilities as SOcio-emotional, psychomotor, cognitive, and
- S | N
o, . - : .
N x“language development were the fosus.for these preschool projects. |
J - . . .
Cow . : } . -
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DATA ANALYSIS

-

- .
t L] A

The Peabody Indiv1dua& Achievement Test (PIAT) was administered toseach

Title I pupil as .a pre—'and post test measure of their achievement . The

changes between these .two sets of scores/prcsents -an_overview of the acholastic

attainment of the pupils rhis teSt provides a wide-rﬂnge measure of achieve-w

. 4 : + .‘.1""
ment in, the areas of mathematics; reading, spelling, and- gencral informatibn
y . ) . p L >
- All test data from the PIAT are preSented in average nonthlv gains in grade
X $

j eduivalent scores. The primary obJectiue oﬁ\the 7 Reading-Resource Room pro_]ectér

.\,was for the pupils to achieve an average grade equ1valent score greater than

.. - K

-1 per month in reading recognition and reading comprehensron Ach1ev1ng

LY 3

less than .1 per month wouid su esf’that the/puﬁils were - falling further - -

hehind their peers, apd a .l per month rate of achievement would indicate they
o . " &
were falling no further behind than where they were at .the beginning of the

v “academic year. ‘A fifth grader's grade equivalent scores of 3.7 in September
- -
' ;and 4.7 in May would imply -that, after a year's work, he is still over one year
s (} -
behind the typical pupil in his actual grade platement For remediation to be

su cessful theracademic gains must be greater than those made by other pupilsa

* Ahother way of understanding the average month1y gains in reference to the
« 1+ per month_objective‘is to view .the data as montﬁvger-montﬁ gain, A project's
:‘ .pppils who achieved a ?l3 average.monthly gain in effect achieved one a df‘ |
. . . : ' : -, - - :
\ " ‘three- tenths months for each month of the academigfyéar. thus gaining .03 per

month in addition to the .1 per month required of themgra e 1evel as.a whole. .
. ~" .
In this case, _the Title I project. whose average monthly gain was .13 attained
* ~ ' -
' an achievement rate of one year in maintaining th? pupils ability commensurate
with that of other pupils in his grade, and threeftenfhs of a year in remediation.

N .
A& the end of'the year “the pupllS were, on an avcgage three-tenths of a grade -

level closer to funtioning ""on average". ThlS theoretical group of puﬁlls,
. v C. . ’ '~ v ) . o .
therefore, were not only keeping up with other pupils but decreasing the gap R
Qo between therr/academic)ability and that of gther pupils.' _ -

Y
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While grade cqurvnlent s¢05¢6 are relativalyfeasf to understand) they

‘ . -

\

\ v . : .
swould not, bL accéptod as proof or nbsolute fatt Tésting qrror by the test -

adminrbtrator may rtsult in scores whrch are’ nerther a(curnto nor reasonable.

d . '

V- .The standard.epror of mtnsulenmnt (ILllﬂbi }ty) %&lstdndfrd error of estimate

7 : .

°'(vat}dity5 of fthé test may ulsq'cnn,rxbu

.

o Scores which are not perfect

,

representatioms of true achievement. X411 ived scores, like these grade
: L) N ¢ - -
-equivalent scores, are npproximatihns‘of the toue scgre. Wheq‘énvindivtdual

.’ - . K A

attains a 2.3 grade equ1va1gnt sc&je it is uOt proof’ that he is. functlonrng at

. exactly t(:t level. *ﬁuth test SLOfQF are uscd in this repbrt to suggest‘trends

and,patterns of progress which may occur within the instrfugtional approach

implemented by the varflous Title I programs.’
. : , . ¥ )
R bN . : ‘ i i ) :
: These PIAT scores, like all achievement test scores, represent the ceilibg
% . ‘ en P .
achievement --- the'pupilsi upper limit of abiliky. Ahuindependegt functioning.

r s

level may be within a range of half a year to one full yea® below the given -
“score. It is for this reason that such gréde_equivalent scores should not be}/Q
- used for didgnosis or prescription of individual instruction. ﬂj)\

) Table 1 presents the pupils' average ﬁosttest scores on the five PIAT
o - B
" ¢ . ; . P

subtests. All posttest data from these 7 Reading Resource Room projects were

. e . LN ' : .
determined from the May. 1975, administration of this individualized achieve- -
ment test. 'Also provided in tbé first table are the number of bupils who were

[ R : . - ° . ' -
.actively involved in each project for at&least five mon:hsgprior to posttesting.

Table 2 pfbvrdes the Lnfﬁrmatlon on which “hc proyrams specific’.objective

§ - . . . .
¢ ! ' . —

N
of "achieving greater ‘than .1 per_month in’ readihg”-can be measured. -Such -
€ A : :
¢ ) . e : s 8 “ ’ .

grade equivalent score ‘statistics, nhoweveér, .mist be accepted with caution, with
.scores of less than .l not ‘confirming that a progvam was less effective than .-

> - 4 v

' bthers with scores somewhat hjgher. As these scores of gradc equivalency are (
. . M P 3 : 8

‘-

based upon the number of months in the school year, they’ art de{erm1ned ‘from thé

.. . e ' . NS~

El{lC e S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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.o LA ) ) ‘ ) - ’ - .
s ( . ? - . . s, oy . . . , . . .

pre- and post-test scores and the number of months between gukh test admini-

i . . . . ) , . Yo < o . '_‘\ . N
Stratiqn. Those programs whichffncludﬁd @orquqpiIS'wbo tiad been in T¥tle I the -
., 9 e - A . ) ¥ . o ' ' . - .-. -

) - previous year: and used thu\gfpgls‘.earfier posttest scores as the pretébt
. [ . * -~ . .. .
A o Lo - - X . .
. o [N — . . o v LT . ’ L
standard, ‘thus increa$sing the number of months between pre- and post-testing, -,
: NG : oo - . )

» , *l e

[y -

-,
.

5

. ! ot By 6% -
;gengra11y resulted in lower new averagd gaings.

,

- <
N

- . This statigtical ésﬁscq to evaluation, however, 'only reduces the possibility .
oo A A _ _ A Rigs

. i ) . ) : v "2
of domparing one Title I projcspBWith another -~ something which is not reason-
L. ¢~ . * N .. o

A
M3
1y

- aple'ingthe-first place. - Ract project was independent of all others; each was.
M . N . - .

[ 4 unique te its pwn community and Seyﬁed'its o pupils of differing ability and

a ) N : » | N

grade level. @oq§fhiqkreason aloné, evaluation is not based on comparability.
0 ] - /v N X o . ‘ " . N

Of the 7 Reading Resource Rooms, and two reading subtests, the objective of

- ‘ . ’

: ’achieving L1+ Wasvmet'aﬁd surpa§sed'5y 64% of the programs.

The number of Title I pupi®s is shown~in Table 3. Statistics indicate
pupils &y grade level, and the percentage distribution of pupils by grade level,
. ' .
throughout Maui District. With 247 pupils in the 7 Reading Resource Rooms, the

. typical project enrolled approximately 3 pupils.*'\ﬁhg§typical pupil was in the
: . s~

seventh month of his’ third year in school.
Table 4 presents the average monthly gain in grade equivalent scores froﬁ'

The data is similar to that of Table Z,

PIAT reading subtests by grade levels

. N .
except these scores reflect only the two reading subtests (combined, then
. é
averaged). The DiSCfQCt Averages, which are weigﬁgzd by the number of pupils

. per grade level per project, show that academic achievement was relacively .

_dispersed throughout the five major grade levels of two through six. ~ That th
- q ) N

pupils in the second grade achieved a learning rate greater than other grads

¢

levels was primarily due o the influence cof the sluccessful Wailuku Elementary ‘

. . .
program, which served more than 50% of all the second graders.

.
*The Kilohana project consisted of two classroom programs.
R .

Q | o 4 b. \13
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/

-

S 4
eight mon#h program, whi&{yr pupils previously underachieving is also a

R ' . ' ‘ 10
. ' Y < .. [

C & s e . l . ‘ L . .
Table 5 indicates, in rank order, the gain in months of lessenlng‘,
» : n 3 e ! in , -
. N - - . K - o
underachievement in-reading. Thg_ﬁ)pical pupil in the Kaunakdkai project was,

acaieving (could ﬁugchion) af a\graae level 25 months, lowef than his regulag-
- P p . i . ‘ . ] N
clagg?ﬁﬁﬁ peers of the sime grade placement in September.: With the number -of

v

same pupils were only 18 months)behind their peers in May. In the eight month
. . » voeR - o B
period the§ gained 15 mqﬁthﬁ,‘achieving‘a net gain of(] months in reading

months during theyprogram (ﬁot<nﬁmeeﬁ’pre-'and post-testiné) éopsid9red, these

achievement. -Similarly, the Kilohane project achieved nine months during the

o
P

significant gain. :
r . . ’ - . . R A
Table 6 examines the average gains per month on the reading subtests of the

pupils repeating Title I programs and of those pupils new to Title I during the

1974-75 academic year'. Twenty-eight:percent of the 1974-75 academit..year's  °

pupils were also enrolled in Titlé I during the previous year. The data confirm

the reason for these pupils being once again selected as Title I participants,
oy oo /
i.e., their greaterneed for supplemental educational services. Although involved

- o

,
with the respective Reading Resource Roem project for two consecutive years, the

L .

.

. ° N " - - & -
. "repeaters" (those selected due to pxevious lack of sufficient achievement) .
, , .

continued to léarn,fduring phé second year, at a rapg sloﬁer than-thefpupils new
to such programs. One such explanation to\thisksituation was” identified in a
érevioué rescaréh effort conducted by the SWDRC (SHbRé.Reports #100, 1972; énd
#121, 1973) when it was deterﬁinedtha; underachieving pupils tended te learn at
a greater rate when first expcsec 19 remedial.instruction-than dé.‘ng the second

year or periodof instructic—. . . students at ----School have been out of

r

regular school for a-while (or not actively learning, 4s is the case with many

. 4 )
won- achieving remedial reading pupils) and thus re-learn the once familiar

~ » - . - .

material after initial entrance (to remedial instruction). This would account

' : : »
for their dramatic . . . gains in the first month or two (or first year) and

$

14 o
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much slower progressfafter\(tgat) . . . when they are more likely to be
. \ . -
’ : 24 ' . .
N exposed to new material . ... ‘or new reading skills). ,
v , .o S *
- . f K , , .
. ’ . _ -4

"R ' : S .
Table 7 lists the pre-ﬁbst improvement in behavior ratings peridéd by 42f

the'pupils' teachers. 1In all' cases.except the Halku & Kihei prograer"Tltleil

-~

teachers responded more aftlrmatlvcly éo thelfﬂﬁﬁptls dur&ng the post behavior’

I3

. A
estimate than they(did during the estimate made in Septembsr; The posi&ive
_\zﬁttitnie;by the project teach%rs is also reflected in the last three cqfnmns of
. ! r- . . ) . v / .
Table 7, where the diffegence (disparity) between the Title I teachers and the

- i

pupils' regular classroom teachers is shown. 1In most cases the difference of
. L] .

- ¥’

opinion was greater at the end of the year than .it was at the beginning of the

4

school year. As the Title’ I teachers - speclallzed in Lndlu;duallzed 1nstruct10n,

PR #

: behavioral management, 1nd1v1dua1 diagnosis and‘prescript10n= and extensive

B
-~ ‘ L}

- parental involmement, their more afflfmatlve'attitude toward the pupils was _

demonstrated by this rating. - . s T
The_pre-post increase of teacher-parent contact'is shown in,Tab1e>8.' The

g

1ast two columns indicate the increased contact §z~§§¥\?arent to the teachers,
- » . .

while the first $¥x refer to the increased contact made to the pupil's ‘home
4 o :
by the Title I teaghers. Allustatlstlcs except those in parenthesis, are the
’ o \nw v ) )

percent of increase. Numbers in parenthesis indicate the actual number, plus’

. cf"‘ ' . A .
or mlnus,Jgf contacts, 87/SUCh contacts yere o ("0'") for either pre- or
~ P . o, -

-

.-
’ . . 5 A P
post-data and percentages could not be determined. While the percent 6f Eontacts
by parénts to teachers’ increased by 96%, this District average was greaqd;

influenced by the data provided by the Wailuku Title I program.
Table 9 presents the pre- and post-test results, and their differences, f&op

the TEST OF EXﬁRESSIVE LANGUAGE which was administered to the pupils of the .

District's two preschool projects.‘_Similar pre-post data from the PRESCHOOL o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘ ACHECKLIST FOR B SIC SKILLS is shown ‘in Table 10 All statistics refer the
2 'Y \ EP \ !

N ;perceﬁt of correct responses per sk111 category (w1th the total score for each

0 I

’ prOJedﬁ belng weighted by the’ number of Lﬁiff'pe; categor/ : \‘ _~d. ot
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READING RESOURCE ROCH BROJECTS

¢
Table 1. - /
\ ‘l ; ' . , v, “-'wo;} ,,‘ ‘
. RUP?IS' hverage Posttest Scores on PIAT Subtgsts
‘School \\BMath . R.‘Rec. "R Comp, Spell. , Geﬁ. Info. fotal Score |
: ' : L/ o a

/

N

Hatku

k.6

]

RS

50

“

RIS

Kaunakdkai

b1

4.0

JUEN

2

| Sihei,

L

[}

38

L. .. T

A

Kilbhaﬁa :

A

Y

4.2

Pala k3

18]

2.3

1.5

20

' nalhee

34

¥

3.5

3.0

3.2

-
|
|
i
..
|
i
wailukd

2.3

2.9

8

8

R ‘ 2.1‘

0

i

- District Average

3

3.5

3.0

o

31

3.1




Pupils’ Average Gain Rer'Month‘on PIAT Subtests

1

v -

- Table2 °

4

READING RESOURCE ROOM: EROJECTS

4

¢

N

Math

R, Comp.|

Spell,

| Gen. In%o.

‘;1‘ .

| Total Score‘ { |

.)Av

IV
| Haiky Vo

’ '

07

(

]

[

N

0

Wy

i

n.08 -‘ .

y | .
Kaunakakai .’

10

10

5

X

13

Kihei

07

1

.0

| Kilohana °

R

15 7

06

|

| Paia

| .07

.09

10

| ;?07(".

-

Waihee

08 -0

A2 ¢

U

e

Wailuku

L

T

0

Y

s T
NS T
Hh

Wﬂ

- ﬁ%ﬁtrict Average'

08

13

A2

09

‘
, )
T ¥
| !
) % :

. R » ' i 4 ‘ H,.“
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Average Nonthly Gain In Grade Equivalent Sco

READING RESOURCE ROOM PROJECTS - */7‘

L

| Table 4‘

. B “ .v | ' ! | ' 6
r_es/m@T READING Subtests, by Grade Level

‘

g

"

'

[

! '\ ) , ' jr 0
GRADE FEVELS T
) ..J. . ,"ll . . : ' ' ’ N
School 2 300k 5 6 .8 /
‘ ‘ : / | ¢ ' ' . - !
" L 'ﬁ) ) | | I )
0 Haiku , I :07 09 .06 09 411
. ‘ . , | |
Kaunakakail ol , 17 ‘.:12 15 | .
},Kmy” , 2 Q%J.u,.m 10
. Vo — - : e
o Kiloharia S 0 05 08093 la 18 )
N g .  | | ,“ - = " K
Pia 200009 | ’ﬂ\\ | !
) ) Dﬁ | ' | |
. t A3 ‘ ' i ‘ , 4 )
Walhey | 13"% L 10 | ] ]
1 / v o I |
Wailuku Elem, . 2316 \
pistrice wverag® | 06 |0 |0y |l | ||
- ¢ . " ) | °
\ P “ | ! v.
27 |
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ING' RESOURCE “ROOM PROJECK'S

a

7

s

.

N ‘Q"} A,

v c Table '5
e e : S
Average Number Months of ADING'Underachievemgnt
i » : T =y : - : g
< School -Sept. 15° -~ Gain e

'iMéy 15"
‘,b;

.(Remed?at}dn) F?i;l

[

Kaunakakari °

18 ~#

v - - ] . - . o N
Wailuku Elem. 10 RN PR A T3
Haiku 19/5; TS\\i ’“x25:“*. . =G N J;} -

_ F —{

12 e fe

18 - .

-' 4 Kihei
rk=<//{i Wafzfe

12

Paia

| District Average

ir

9

Kilohana

10

Comparlson cf Average Ga1n Per Month on READING SuBtests by Puplls
- . "Repeating T1t1e I/Programs and\New Pupils

)

Table 6 -

" School ‘| N

Repeaters

—%
S r

!

N

New Pupils D

” . . . L = : .
Haiku 15 , .08 13 .16 +.08 \ i
N \‘ ) - - ¥ B S .’;': —\)'
Kaunakakai - 6 | -.17 18 A4 ~-.03 T

Kihet 7

.3 .18

Kilohéna

.07

.10

43

18

.09

Paia

.08

19

.12

R
\
)

.07

Waihee 17, +.09
TR , )
Wailuku . 5 .03 49 .23 +.20

District 70 .09 177 ".15 " 4.06
X
( . 2 5 | Ny ’D-, A | , .
' \ g
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R : READING RESOURCE ROOM PROJECTS @ ' }
3 - Tég'lé 7 . ‘T ) . v
Estimate’ of Pynil. Behau@or g - Y :
),ﬁ l&\/ ) . ) . ‘ i“
ol PLe-Post Increase 1n . Homeroom and Project =
.ﬁdhool‘ ” Behavrqfwfating —— TeacherPDls?arlt I R
BRI N - : oSt | L ” Can
L. T 1 '2 3 Average 4 Disparity Disparity . Dﬁkferende.g
N Raiku. ; 7
N
i Kaundkﬁkai 50
thel ) : "6
ol b .
- Kilohanaﬁ, . -.5,
. -,‘ -t . .
Péla ) -2
- o | T wr ) hd . “6
8 Walhee t\, SRR i oe? A L2~ | .5
Cd- B SN N 4 :
V A T i — e )
alluku Riem. . “ 7% .8 W SIS 1 B
kDistrictrAverage .6 L1
. . Rate of Intrease in Teacher Parent Contact* "
. A3 . ' Ly i .
SCﬁdOL'"‘ -Home, O . - o ! #%@E" - # of L
s "} Contact | School Telephénej Memos ]Other Total| Parents | Contacts \\;//
Haiku 1 o0 | +800% [ 1) 1 -57% 0. 0| -463]  -25% +17% |
Kaunakakai | - J (-13) | (-2) | -15% .| +96%| -05%| +25% | - +80%
Kihei - 0 | . -56%] (-3) -69% | -67%] -68%|  +38% T 4136%
Kilohana -~ (=1) +146% | +700% +400% (=2)] +259% +40% 0 .|
- — ; R P - I N .
_Paia 0o | (1) 0 +197% 0 | +197] 0 _ +27%
‘Waihee =507 | -33%°) - (+#1) | +14% | -s8%] +09 |  -33% -53% | i~
- . p;‘
Wailuki +100% -|.'+286% | +133% | '-19% 0 +07 | +733%. | +16,667% -
. I ) . oo o . : o i
District Ave.| ~-33% +87% 0 | +19%] =07 +36% +96% | |
District % o | 1] 834, 5%
* Figures in parenthesis represent actual increases in

~

number-:

of contacts, not
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Table 9

R

Ny

"

@

i;fPré-Pbst Test Results from.Test of Expressive Language

&

.. »"d :

(MAUI) ;
o Ave. Norm Score Ave Score Per Pupil Percent Correct
School | N | Age L i |
- . (Mos) (Pre | Post| Diff.| Pre | Post | Diff.| Pre | Post | Diff.
Lanai 18] 59.3 90- 1114 +24 2Q.2 | 52.4 | 32.2 | 26.9] 69.9 43
Hana 24] 58.3 "{100 { 115 +15 /”;;;1 51.5 [ 22.4 {38.8]168.7 4 29.9
° — i

“Table 10

Pre and Post Test Results from Preschool Checklist for Baéic Skills .

27

B e LANAL | HANA
Item:- - . = .
' ‘Pre Post Diff. Pre Post* Digﬁ;'
Colors Identified A 98 54 48 100° 52
_ : =L - _
Colors Named 43. 54 51 49 * 86 -37
Nﬁﬁber% Identified 38 81 . 43. 5 98 93
Number's N;med 38 81 ° 43 ‘ 4 sqf 84
Shapes ™ 30 98 68_ 17, 86 | 69
Locomotive\Skills 48 89 41 6 14 o4 30"
Other Skills : 4 86 . | 37 46_ 97 51
Alphabet: L | 42 ‘
Upper Identified 41 88 47 9 100 91
Upper Named 44 85 41 7 — 69 62
iz S A
Lower Identifieu 31 88 57 5 100 ' 95
Lé;ef Named” 28 82 54 s 59 54
followinggnirectioﬁs 53 75 ° .22 53‘ 96 43
LTotal ' | 130 | 86 47. 20 91 B
v : » Y
¥, ,
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. READING RE30°"%L ROOMS | ' S o

HAIKU

The.ESEA Title‘I~Reading Resource Room at Haiku School served 28 pupils'
from grade levels' four through eight. ~0nly one pupil however, was from the
V-

fourth grade, while ‘eight were in the eighth grade. The classroom was small
and inconveniently located in the back of an adjoining.room,._lhe tables, |
chairs, and_instructionalvmaterials were relatiwelvaell arranged, although 2 ‘
their close‘prbximﬁty to one another may‘haveéheen'distracting tofthe pupils. v

ln addition to the_instructionglQmaterial%&if SkA;FConques;s in Reading,
. N : : . 2 _ )
‘a tape recorder and hanguage Master were‘freQuently used'hy the pupils. The

- pupil's completion of daijly academic tasks earned. him points: through which he .

could purchase items’' of his choice, or free time game activity« Specific

‘ : S ; o .
contracting for the pupils' 'social and academic behavior performance‘waéxnot,

L

however, systematically applied. A peer tuto_ing'approach within the<c1ass? .

-?oom wou1d also have.helped to increase-pupil achievement. FBT{ow up activity

-

by the project teacher into the pupils regular-classrooms was very good and
established an ongoing channel of communication between the Title 1 program
and ‘the chfIdrens other teachers. ‘ | {

Although the majority of parents responding to the parental involvemen;

\'questionnaire indicated an interest in and knowledge of the Title_I program,

only 17% of the parents completed the questionnaire. 'These parents.also e
expressed a desire to know more about the school ] homework policy and how-
they might help theochildren with homework.

The pre- and post-test data from the PIAT show a gain in reading recognition ,

B :
which is above the District average yet.a reading comprehension gain considerably

n

less ‘than its District average. (~ig. .O2NG, t = 7.54, df = 27.) ‘The objective-




'criterion of achieving more than 1 per month was met on ghe former subtest
f

" but not on the latter. The high gains in reading reeognition Were exclusively

provided by the eighth grade pupils, the grade 1eve1 which afSo contained the

\4

- most. Title 1 pupils.

» ‘1.4
.

During the eight-month long r?ading prOJect the pupils achieved 12 months ;

+ r', .
of academic growth and were four—months 1ess behind in reading by the end of .,
J -,,:“
the school year. This was also the only Reading Resource Ropm project in ‘
» k; . / S (

Maui nistrict ‘that had more pupllS repeating the program than’ were new to
Title I during the 1974-75 academic vear.  This was a contributing,reaaon why
the overa11'ach1evement‘made by the average pupil was much‘higher'in reading'j
recognition than’reading comprehension. Pupils‘repeating the program attained
.08 gain per month; while the new pupile'achieved almonthlv'gain'at'twice that
rate. . _ | . | - o |

The pre-post~increase'in behavior:raging of the Title 1 Haiku School

pupils actually decreased Both social and academic behavior was judged not to

P
[

haVe improved but worsen, Statistical ‘data indicate, however, thaé this effect'

was due to the fact that it was not the project' teacher, but her “subsitute, who
completed the post-date behavior rating. No reliable'evaluation can therefore.'

be drawn from this information. -Due to thié same .reason (project teacher's |

-

‘maternity leave), the amount of teacher-to-parent contact decreased'during»the &\ '

second half of the school year. . The number of parents making similar;contact_"

with the teacher also decreased, while the number -of actual contacts continued ’

to increase throughout the entire year.
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KAUNAKAKAI e » .f‘f_ : . ‘1-_rnlj, g

- \

Kaunakakai School's Title I Reading Resource Room involved 24 pupils_from.nu

"'the fourth fifth, and sixth grades.- The program was located in a large and

comfortable room which was fully carpeted well organized, and efficiently
arranged. The sxze and pleasant classroom environment of the Title I room
provided a superior atmoSphere that was highly conducive for pupil learning.:
.bNoise and distraction were/minimized,'while effective peer tutoring and

-self.direcgea activities were efficiently organized. : .'\};g,‘ v;'_"

I Y~ N

Insttuctional materials were adequate within this reading program,‘and:fh".”-;
immediate feedback of academic progress was given to both pupils and their'
their other teachers. ‘The proJect teacher met with her pupils regular

classroom teachers at least one hour each week A system of contingency R

'icontracting, however, was not implemented, and behavioral reinforcement

jrelied solely.upon affirmative praise and frequent encouragemeut'bynthe teacher.grv
Approximately 40% of the P ents completed the questionnaire regarding -
the extent of their persQnal involvement with the Title I programs The .
; "‘majority of responses stated that the parents were interested in learning“more-:;‘hi
~about the program, and ‘that they felt very welcome when they had visited it ‘f\‘f“

'Parents were interested in knowing more about the school s problems, homework

, policy, and how they could best . help their children at home.ﬁ T

< .
)

The pre-post PIAT data from this Reading Resource Room at'Kaunakakai
7chhool show that these pupils( gain in reading recognition was highest in thegﬁ
| District while their reading comprehension achievement was- at norm level of .
.10 per month. (sig. .0005, t = 11, 1; Cdf = 22. ) The 24 puptls attained o e
Similar academic gains on all qther.subtests of the PIAT test. Achievement ' |
per grade level was greatest in~the fou:fh grade, the grade level which also :

»contained the mos: pupils.



. ' "‘“
. The success of this reading g;ogram was also shown by the data which
‘ i

indicate a lS month academic achievement in reading during the eight months

fof program intervention. By year s end the pupils were seven months less behind

, : i )

_their grade'level peers. It was also unusual, though not significant that the

. ‘ 4

one-fourth of the pupils in the program who were repea ing the project from the ;
..l

previous year achieved slightly moreﬂthan did the new pupllS.. This was not

L3

comm%n to th"district though may be due to the fact that rebﬁtively few .

v

=]

zpupils were eating the Title I program.

& o ' '
1he project teacher of the Kauapakakai Reading Resource Room estimated her

pupilé“behav&ﬁss to have 1mproved at a level nearly 1dentical to the District

N

‘,average. 'w ”le tgeir behavior 1mproved the difference of opinion between tlie

bad .
Title I teachgt qnd other- teachers regarding the extent of such improvement
. . ’

remained cof_tant.. The frequency of~contact to the parents which was initiated

" by the projéqt tEacher decreased sl ghtly during the school year, yet the percent
- of pdhents cpntacting the teachéﬁ (and the: number of times they do so) increased
~N

at a conside tﬂ& rate.' This was due to their personal interest in the read-

v ing Rsogramﬁkas witnessed by their reSponsés on ‘the completed questionnaires.
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The Title I Reading Resource Room aﬂ Kihei School worked with 23 pupils

in grade levels ‘two through six, with the typical pupil being in the fourth .
)

grade. The classroom was sufficiently large and newly painted for.the l974-75f
school year, yet excessive noise from nearby road cgns*ruction was‘very
distracting. Student desks were located in the middle of the room while books
.»  and instructional materials were along one wall\ |
After using the Silvaroli d1agnostic test thevpro1ect teacher prescribed

individualized instruction td)the pupils. In addition to reviewing sounds-

! . .

8
and daily written work, progress checks were frequently made of the pupils

<

progress. Reading instruction activities primarily 1nvolved the use of Open‘}

: Court as the key material. There was little evidence of an overt motivational

system-within the classroom. Points could be eaxned, however, by reading . ,}j

extra library books, completing homework, and perfect attendance. When the daily o

work was done the children were permitted to use their free time in play activityY

A trip to Honolulu in the spring semester highlighted the activities for these

v . . . "
s

- children. Toe
Parent involvement questionnaires were completed by approximately 30% of . !g&
‘the parents. These questionnaires‘indicated/a positive attitude-toward ‘the . ; -d?
program by the parents, and knowledge of the Title I .project and what the teacher
vwas_doing. Most parents responded with well informed answers and stdted that .
the-teapher was helpful to them. They were also mostrinterested in learning
what more they could do to help their child's reading instruction at home: ';;f
Results from the pre-post adminisﬂration of the PIAT test °show the pupils~

X j
of th%%@%;ding program to have improved most in reading (sig. .0005_'

..‘~,

-=9 282,'

o df = Aﬁﬁﬁevement on both reading subtests was .13 gain per mont > which .

. .

[y

was greater than for any other subtest. This average monthly gain was’o




- . N ,\,'5'.5, r' ' BN -‘.
) , : oy :

che\fistrict average. The rdte of learning per grade level by.Ehese_ZS pupils
[REARY I ) ) ' . " ) .
ténded to decrease with each succeeding grade. Second graders atﬁrined the
. \ -
most ‘achievement, while the fifth and ‘sixth graders tHe least. Fdf_the prcject;“

\

however, the QbJeCtugﬁ'Of achieving more than .1 per month in reading was met.

a

DUring the eight months pf program intervention-;be pupils typically

" gained 12 months of reading achievement. By the end of the school year“they

. weré four months less behind their regulav claésfoonupeers in reading ability.

- ’
-

Like most Title I programs _approximately 30% of. the pupils wereﬁrepeating the

program and they achieved a learnxng rate’ which was less than;thatzof new pupils.

The pre-post estimate of pup11 behavior by the project teacher indicated

.
that their social and classroom behavior did not® improve, but became worse

e

. throughout the year. These statistics, however, are misleading;ﬁéince the

pre-estimate of thelr behavicr was unusually high (four times as great'aé the

4

District average) and the post-estimate may have been a more realistic assess-
ment; Their differences produced the apparent negative effect, which should

. » / .. l . B . . .
‘be viewed with caution. While contact initiated. by the teachefﬁ;h the parents
decreased in frequency frag first to second semester, the contact from the .

‘parents increased substantially during the year. ‘Their involvement was also

" shown by the.rengLseé given to the parent questionnatre. - e
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KILOHANA

The ESEA" Title I Read1ng Resource Room project at Kilghana School consisted

-

of 57-pupils from grade levels one'through six.. The program involved two resourcev‘

_rooms and two proJect teachers, each with approximately 30 pupils, one Serving

-primary grades,and the . other, middle-upper grades. Botu classrooms were
B

7

sufficiently large and comfortable. with .tables and chairs conveniently located

and instructional,materials readily accessible.

The teaching strategies most emphasized were one to one work and independent/

selfkﬂirected activities.‘ The classroom with‘the three higher grade levels

(grades four, five, and sxx} utiliaed Webster Skill Ca;ds, SRA, Barnell: Loft,

. and Specific Skills Series. Pules in grades one, two, and three used the'

Open Court materials primarily. ~The older. pupils benefited from an effective

2 C . : L.
ﬁglr and cross-~#&ge tutorial component within the classroom and immediate feed-

back to them concerning theix level of progress. Follow-up activity and feedback

to the pupils' regulsr classroom teachers was'Satisfactory in‘both cases,

In addition to the type and variety of instructional materials used, a

<
v

second major difference between the two, classroom strategies (contributing to

the differences in achlqvement) was the ektent of performance contracting and

A P < . A ._"';
behavioral reinforcement. ‘The program.which served the older-students imple-

mented a system of contingencv contracting“via‘job cards, with points earned,
saved, and spent for rewards and free time\activ1ty. Memgs and letters of

praise for good work were sent home frequenrly Several wall‘charts recorded

pupil progress and a reinforc1ng events menu d°tailed the manner in which pupils

‘could earn,special.priv11eges and tangible items. The program for grade levels

-

one, two, and three also sent home certificates of'accompl%shment,‘set aside

part’of Friday's class periods for play activity, and issued small reward items ~

- for perfect attendance once-each quarter. The implementation of a well developed

42
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a

behavioral management approach however, was not as extensive within this
‘classroom. (The project teacher w1th children from gradés one, two; three
was teaching a Title I program for the first time, the teacher with grade levels
four, five, and six had’worked with T1tle I programs for five years. ) | .
. ’ Parent involvement questionnaires were not received by the SWDRC- evaluators
from these Reading Resource Rooms at Kifohana School at the time of this report'
preparation.g, . = o ' . o . |

Data from the PIAT test indicate that for all 57 pupils the objective
criterion of .1+ gain in reading rerognition was sa isfied, yet not met for
reaging comprehension. _(sig. .0005, t = 7.57, df = 5l.) Reading achievement'
in'the eatlier grade'levels did not meet the objective for either,iwhile grades
five and six surpassedfthe criterion for both. The ga'ins attained per month in.
reading consistently increaied from‘Ehe lower to the higher grade levelég.from"
.63 hy_the sik first graders to .l& per month b;lthe sixlsixth graders..

+ All 57 pupils, on an average, gained nine months of academic achievement in
reading during the eight months of program implementation. For Title I pupils,
being selected solely on the basis of their underachievement, this gain of 1.1
years was nevertheless beneficial to. them. ,That the one-fourth of the pupils

/

c
who were repeating the Title I program. attained a greater 4eading gain per

month was unusual for the District. The difference, however, was very slight

and due to chance.

The pre-post improvement in behavior rating hyrthese two project teachers;
was almost identicallto the District, average. There was more difference of
opinion between these Titie I teachers and the punils’ other cljﬁéghom teachers,
regarding pupil‘behavior, at the end of the year than as the school year began.

The Reading Resource Room teachers estimated more social and classroom behavior

Jmprovement by their pupils than did other teachers contact.from the project

43
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teachers to the parents increaSed greatly during the year, with contact during

‘ ,the second semeater being almost two and a half times as frequent than during
O .
the first half of the academic’ ydar. While thls re5u1ted in more parents then ‘

vinitiatin& contact with the teacher; qhe frequency of such.contact did_not
. ‘ \ N v co

increase. ' - : 4 .

8

'y
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Feedback to the teachers regarding pupil progress, and follow=~up of their

PATA v R o . L ”»,,
. ! . . ¥ ) . '_ ' N ' . .> ..
»;he.Paia School Title I Reading Resdurce Room was working with 29 pupils

during the 1974-75 school year. These pupils werepfrom;the»first, second,

‘and  third grade levels. The classroom was of adequate size and sati.factorily

’equipped.with appropriate furniture. MQst of the 1nst"uctiona1 materials ‘were.

1ocated on a shelf by one wall, and teaching dexipés (e g., film strip projector, .

‘Language Master) found w1th1n private carrels. ' o -

Pupils engaged in independent activities and 8e1f~d1rected work, yet one
to one instruction with the teacher (and parept volunteer) was most common.
) . . AN N )
Instructional emphasis was given to the Singer Structural Reading Program, -

the Specific Skills Series apd-the'GINN basal reader: The Contingency Contracts~

'i‘g approach was not evident but pupils were rewarded each day with verbal

praise, a candy treat, or free time activity. Such reinforcement did not appear

»

to be contingent upon the‘compietion of specific academic tasks. "Happy notes"

and memos were also sent home to' the parents as a reinforcement technique.

-

in-class achievement, was aatisfactori. The project teacher.spent several
hours each week cpmmunicating w1th ‘the Title I pupils' other'teachers;

Response from the parents of these 29 Title I pupils 1nc1uded one

completed questionnaire. Information on the questionnaire indicated that‘the

-~

‘parent was quite well informed about the ongoing activities of the program,

and was interested in helping.

Data from the two PIAT reading subtests suggest that the pupile' achieve-
ment was not sufficiently great for the project's objectives.to be metr (sig.
-0005, t = 8.8, df =‘26ﬁ) The reading recognition gain was .09 per month,
the reading comprehension gain .10 per month. Yet even this achievement, for

previously underachieving pupils, was significant. These reading gains were

higher than .the rate of.achievement for all other subtests.

4'7
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"These 29 Title I pupils were seven months behiwﬁktest norm when the school.
year began (lowest'in thenDiStrict), and only five/months behind by May. vin
addition'to the gains in the eight months of projeét operation these'oupils ’
achieved an additionaI two academicyyonths. Of the pupils who were repeating
‘the program, approximately one-third of the class, achieved .08 per month in '

gained 12 per month, , ' .

'reading while the pupils new to Title

The .project teacher of the Paia Sghool Reading Resource Room estimated .the
pupils’ behaviors to have improveu during the/school year - Her judgment of
their behavior indicates ah increase én &he gehavior ratinnghich was twice as
great as the District average.‘ Tir pu ig other classroom teachers however,
didn't agree with her estimation, and the uifference of opinion increased from -
the pre- to post~rating. The personal contact by the project teacher to the
parents remained relatively constant throughout the school year. ‘The number .

of parents initiating contact also found no change, yet the frequency of their

contact with the teacher did increaae slightly
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‘The ESEA Title I Reading Resouf@g’Koom at Wai ee»Scbool taught 30 pup?ls

oy . -

‘ .'
¢ in grade levels three throughtﬁ 8 The number of children per grade level
. . rﬂ'* -t

féere consxstent fdx aLl levels._ While the

’

. and their readingfachieve“’
. g

classroom facilities w

organized. Small tah es and chairs were located aqong the walls and the instruct="
: a T ' .
ioflal materials centrally placed for, convenient accessibility o

B /

The daily 1n§truction of these: pupils involved small group activities, one

i dependent work Materials used for decoding and word attack

y . VRIS

to one help, and

-

activitigs_prim 11y consxsted of The New PhOﬂlCS JWe Use and the Phonics

Z

Workbook'-with‘c prewension tasks using the Specific Skills. Series, SRA Reader's

&
Digest, and Reading Ski 1l Cards. Application of these materials was apparently -
good_and the pupils,demonstrated an unusual degree of self-direction and class-'

‘fwﬁgot in evidence, however, was an effective method of providing

feedback of pupil performanee to the childrens other teachers and parents.
Implementation of a well organized peer or cross-age tutorial component would
also have contributed to more reading achievement by the pupils.

~ ~

Although no contingency contracting was initiated by this proJect during '

B

‘the 1974-75 school year, the use of numerous wa11 charts indicating pupil

Lo

achievement, an extensive point system for good work, and;an elsborate rein~- .

o8
2

i
12 ¥

forcing events menu provided immed effeedhack and motivation to the pupils,
J;

The earned poiné&s were’accumulated.bﬁ ch individual and later used to purcha
v :

a var1ety of - re1nforc1ng small items of’ the child s choice. Other, more *

expensive”, act1v1t1es could also be bought, such as excursions, bowling,
picn1cs, etc. Such tangibleLreinforcers, combined with teacher'praise_and
( .

encoﬁragement of the pupil, were effective in prompfing the childrens' rate-

 of learning.-

s ‘, - | | Es:l | . '
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Response from the paren;al inpvolvement questionnaire from the"parents of
these Reading Resource Room children consisted of approximately half theﬂparentsl\_
. S0
Information provided by them indicated a lack of understanding, awareness, and-

= ' 5

involvement. Responseslper questionnaire-Were often'inconsistent, with very .
. few commenks ever written. The parents were, however;'interested in.knowing

more about the school' s programs and how they might be able Lo, help their
children with work at home. | .
The PIAT data from the test Spre- and post-admlnistration show that the

A

.

_ pupils greatest achievement was -in reading recognition and reading comprehension. L

(sig. .0005, t = 9.07, df 29 ) The gains per month .12 ‘and .14 respectively,

9

were greater than those from any ‘other - PIAT subtests, indicating the very dfrect =

- -

influence of intense reading‘instruction.' The criterion quective of achieving
.1+ on both reading subtests was met and surpassed by the pupils of this Title I

program. , .
I

while the nine fifth graders achieved .10 per month on the reading subtests,'
‘ and the sixth graders 14 the variation besyeen all" grade levels was the least .
in the.District. Suggested by this data is that the diagnosis, prescription of
material, individtaldhation,‘and consistency of reinforcement were very adequate.'
Through- this instruction the pupils gained?tWeIVe academ{c,months in learning
achievement'during the eight calendar monthsipf.program intervention.

Over 40% of the,pupils in’this reading;program'had.repeated the Title I
project for a second year. 'Yei they atta'i_neg only._.07‘gain' per month‘ ‘with the
17 pupilsanew to Title I during 1974-75 having achieved a learning rate of more
i

Jthan twice that. The pre-post impiovement in. behayior rating was substantially

nie N

higher than the District average, and the difference of oninion between project

-

teacher and pupils other teachers léssened during the year. . This data, however,

3 ) . N .
s 52 ’ - ’ o P
. . . “
N

‘

u
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should be acéepted withlcaution,.and may bé due to the fac; Eha;'the Title I
‘project teacher completed the first estimate and é substitute teacher éo&%leted -
the second. fré-post interpretaE}oﬁ'of tﬁié data is ‘therefore not relféblenqb  :f
‘Theyfreguency of contact from the project teacher incgfased dufingjfhe
séhpol_yeér, yet very slightly and solely due.;o thé number of memos and. letters
sent to the-home. Contact initiated by the parents decreased ;onsiderably, -
;efiecting‘the inp;l also réceivéd through the fecoraed responses 6n the barengal ’

involvement questionnaire. “ ) o o : .

A
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'WAILUKU

The ESEA Title I Reading Resource Room at Waﬁluku EIementary School served

54 pupils from the ‘second and third grade levels. While there were more second
than third grade pupils the second graders also attained the higher gains in
reading The classroom ‘was re1atively small yet highly efficient in its arrange-'

- ment'§hﬁiQ;ganizational.structure. The environment was comfortable, weTl design—'

F%;'ed, and conducive to learning'activity C . ST t '.‘f%“ﬂl%t%*.

%

The variety of instructional strategies used included large and small groqg

activity, one to one instruction, ‘and independent activ1ties Pupil self-
direction, classroom order, and well»organized academic tasks~Were also evident,"
- . o 4 - . PRI . R R

and age higﬁly-commendable.i Instructional’materials included Open Gourty'Distar;h[l

Sullivan, SRA, )gnd ‘the usehof library books and teacher made materials. VProgréss.‘;

- . "
e s R

' checks of %upil perqumance were frequently made on this material

~ This Reading Resource Room at Wailuku EIementary SchOol was the only one in

-Maui District that had the services of an educational assistant Ihe roles,

functions, and responsibilities shared_between the project teacher and the EA *

were clearly defined and well implemented.  The ahility,and competencefof the EA
were also very commendable. While the teacher worked with small groups of bupils;

and prescribed individualized instruction, the EA supervised individual pupils

.

with independent activities.
* Parental involvement with this reading project was very good.'-At,least
"one parent would frequently come to the school and voluntarily help the teacher
. e ‘ ’ o -

‘and EA with individualized work. Feedback,to all parents was good, with frequent . ;

memos, notes, and certificates of accomplishment sent to the pupils' parents to,

_inform them of their child's academic progress and reinforce their own positive

attitudes of the child. Good feedback and communication was also'providedlto the

pupils’ other'classroom teachers, thus coordinating thevoverall effort of_the

%il learning performance. S ' / » ' ' .
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Contingency contracting was implemented on: a -small and experimental ssale

“_“mmduning the 1attep«half of the academic year. Further tefinement development,

and application of this motivational technique should be made during the 1975-76

school year. The token system of behavioral management which was used however,

. was highiy effectiye in increasing'pupil motivationrfor-the completion of assign—'
ed tashs. ~Points couLd(be earned and_saued,rthen later spent for desired:privif,
leges.‘ Frequent verbal praise was also giyen to the pupils for their gooddwork.

_Sucb reinforcement waslaugmented by several 1arge wa11 charts show1ng the child"' I

- .

individual progress, and through the use of color-coded academic tasks associated

‘with speciftc study areas or 1earn1ng stations.

.

The extent of parental involvement was considerable, as indicated through

- ¢

.the completed questionnaires. Eighty-two percent of the parents responded to

these interviews, and the majority of them demonstrated a'thorough.knowledge.of
. : : ' . .

Title I and this Title I program. They_stated,that they felt comfortable with

the staff, that they were informative and easy to talk to. Extensive comments

were written on most questionnaires, often indicating a good awareness: of the
ongoing classroom activities. Parents were most interasted in learning what

more~they could do at home to further increase their child's reading ability."

The pre-postﬂPIAT daga from these 54 pupils ciearly indicate that the

reading program was‘highly-Successful. The pupils achieved .15_gain per month

'in reading recognition and¥.20 per. month in reading comprehension. (sig. .0005,
t =.12.07, df = 52.)" Second graders gained .23 academic months for ?ACh calendar

.
month of ‘the project, while the third grade pupils attained 16 per m3nth The

. obJective cri ion of lv was met for both reading recognition and reading

comprehenston.

., » " A . ) 5 ; . AN . . . C. e e
. . .
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During the e1ght months of program 1ntervent10n the pupils achieved 15

-monthq of adademxc gaxn 1n reading ab111ty ~ By the end of the school year they . .

had - 1essened thelr underachlevement by seven months, and were only three months

N
behind their peers. Flve of these pupils those who were repeat1ng the project

.

'ach1eved only .03 per ‘month in read1ng, wh11e the 49 pupils new to the T1t1e I

project attained .23, the highest gain of the District. .

The projégt teacher estimated the pupils behavior to have 1mproved at q

wm [}

‘rate greater than an*ther T1t1e I program. ‘IJus was pr1mar11}:{ due, however,

to the»fact that the.pre—esthate was very low (lowest in.the Dlstrlct). There
was aigo a greater difference of opinronrbetween'the project teacher and other

c1assroom teachers regarding pupil behavior at the end of the academic'year.

The frequency of contacts with parents by the project teacher fluctuated greatly'

from firs@ semester to the second, with the tota1 amount of confact;/only

1ncreasxng slightly. The percent of parents initiating contact with the Title I’/

project,'and their.frequency of contact, ipcreased dramatically'throughout the

school year. Such parental involvement should'continue in coming years by this-

effective and exemplary Title I reading program.

>



Pimscuoox,s'

. There were two ESEA Title I preschool projects in Maui District during the

1974-75 school year. One, at Hana Elementary School served 24 pupiis, and the

w -
second, at Lanai Elementary School worked with‘18 children. Both preschool

\

prOJecms were. organized and coordinated by the project teacher and one half-'
. e
time educational aasistant. The classrooms were large and contained sufficient -
< M

instructional materials and play activity items fér the children to use.

Each project's classroom was d1v1ded into Specific sections or areas designed

3
1

"‘\
S .
- ®

L
l

for specific 1earning or behavioral activities to occur. The pupils recpgnized
. L. - ' . » )'
that certain areas of tHe room he1d'specia1 signiticance at different times of ’

',

N

v : v'

the day. The daily agenda included music, physical exerc1ses academic%taSks

5t

art, play time, nap - time, lunch, and various class ggbm cHores. The Hupils iq ,i
v \xi\~,t'.~ :

~ both prescheal. programs,beneiited from4the 1argé¥§§omxprov1ded the c&mfortable .

v,{v O/ J '

learning environment the variety ofﬁnateriais to,work wiﬂﬁ their nwn sodial

PR

»
ot .
] "\ ("

interaction, and the téachers and‘EAs persgnai conc rn and dedicatlonitb
u,_uw K . /\ .ti' ot

€. N A

%r?\ » ..”J" ‘.. E '-Q(..l F \__?";: . / v . e ] Fj,"{i";
e X

) their work. ' Lo : . ' ‘ .
- EI R A RN

in" Lanai‘bdﬁy utilized Qaily.togtracts with the.
U

.pubils on which four color,codﬂd‘gasks(aerepassig b Thebr‘self-diréttio .

'"J\‘ f % ". . ‘, ) ) ."_ . Q Y CouE
H]ous work,s ions., y 17

good and efficiently developed chrough tﬁe use ofghu
¢ . o w'

]

The presehool program”

e » o

:. - ’
timer was 'set - to break,the\daily vork routine into g series of#ZO- ﬁnute modul

: “.. ' '@ é\ ‘ ) ’”; ' ': o A
Physical items (e g 5 dpdr %nnd W, ﬁish) were oleariy lébelled for object*word '}'
E ; . oL
P L XY L v/\. v iy ..
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¢ identification ngOCIailon ‘to bef?éadily fearned Ces o® ;g >
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~ The progect teacntr of the Lanai preschool proéram_maintai:ed exce11enq§,4
P
& . sv) ‘. .
control of the 18 pupiﬁsﬂthroughout the day..: Clearly demo 3% £ ed was a highly
w0 o I . .‘; ‘4*4“'
ffective use of‘pos;tive Egcial reinforceﬁéh%.of pupil behd&i'
l_.o ) bl ¥
. .ﬂ_" IA"...' "a \'—

control- was efficienty pupil selfl
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' Table 9 indicates the pre-post test results from the .TEST OF EXPRESSIVE .

~

- 'Q LANGUAGE ' Of the 75 questions on the test, the Lanai preschoolers increased
4T" the number of correct answers'during ‘the year by 434. "By the end of the school =~
_year they couid correct1y respond to 52.4 of the 75 questions. Table 10 presents

thelperceﬁtage of correct reSponses per skill‘category, with the ‘increased

° w0
Te correct answers from pre- to post-testing being re1ative1y consistent through—
s . ~

out che test, While during the pretesting the pupils correctly reSponded to

2

on1y 39% of the questions they answered 86% correct by the end of the school
year. On both the TEST OF EXP&gSSIVE LANGUAGE and the PRESCHOOL CHECKLIST FOR
BASIC SKILLS the criterion objective of 90% of the pupils. improving was satisfied.

This Tit1e 1 preschpol project was highly effective ang beneficial to its pupils.
The instructional stratetcgics inplemented and the behav10ra1 approach used

should be continued during the 1975-76 ‘academic year.*-
" R_'l- The preschool program in Hana served its 24 pupils with a variety of _ -

wuﬁfacademic and social tasks- each day. 1Two large ‘and connected rooms provided

v
. 2

X . {sufficient space for different activities to occur simultaneously.’ While the
- e ot . ‘ .
o "project teacher worked with a small ,group . of children on academic tasks, the

. . .2

.':? educationa1 assistant would be helping another_group with'either'different-
' - : *»

cademic tasks or art work,. play activity, or po itive social interaction.

.{1Parent-volunteers worked with a th1rd group of _hi1dren each day. Both rooms

Y

X were comfortable and carpeted by 1arge mats to reduce noise and provide a more

.1.‘,

5‘«comfortab1e ‘classroom environment.
' . Numerous items and’objects throughout the rooms were c1ear1yL1abe11éd by

name, producing the learning behav10r of obJect—word association. The walls

i

-, were colorfully decorated with art work produced by the teacher and pupils.

e T

| 'Reinforcing wa11 graphs (e B> moving boats horizontally for academic progress)
were also common, as were the frequent-’Happiness Votes" given to the pupi1s
J . N
.. for good behavior and work. Such.notes of accomplishment were taken home to

o

\‘1..'4';.,' ) L S W ) '»_-
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the parents via having them pinned onto the”child's'clothes.i The extent of
parental involvement with this preschool program in Hana was highly commendable.
All parents volunteered their help at Specially assdgned;times of the day and -
week. At least one parent was always working within thd classroom at any time,"
-helping both the project teacher and educational assisrant 7¢’;€~Bb(e effective.
The data in Table 9 indicate that these 24 pupils correctly answered -
approx1mately 30% more questions on:the TEST OF EXPRESSIVE LANGUAGE during May
than they had in September; of the 75 pOSSlble responses these children
'correctly answered 51.5 of them. Tahle 10 shows that.considerable'improvement
was attained on.the PRESCHOOL CHECKLIST.FOR'BASl¢>SKILLS;' Greatest;gains were
made inlidentifying numbers and letters of the alphabet. Ninety;one percent '
“of this test was answered correctly during the post-testiné-in May, for an .
improvementbrate of 71%. The criterion objective that 90% of these pupils -
should improve their performance during the school year was satisfied on both
~ the TEST OF EXPRESSIVE LANGUAGE and the PRESCHOOL' CHECKLIST FOR BASIC SKILLS.
'This ESEA Title I preschool program in Hana should continue to utilize igs

‘effective procedures of academic and social instruction to these pupils during

the 1975-76 school year.
’ S

.. \3:



~ CONCLUSION L S -
Q v' ‘ i

The 1974-75 ESEA Title I progfam operated by. the Maui DLStrLCt Departiuent

of Educatlon, achievcd better heightsiof LffLCLency and overall successes during
, the current year. Nearly all aspects.of the progran ‘met the criteria of help-
ing undereducated children achieve ‘acadenic sﬁgcess,thr%ygh the offering of
supplemental eduEapional services. i |
_PLANNiNG: “All coaponents of the Mauigbiétrict Titlé I progran wexe implemented.

under revised project proposala written in aLCﬁrd with recomwt/gations

subuitted through previous evaluatlon reoorts Although. the preschool
: N
proposal was also revised, the‘hnre significant plan was the Reading

Resource RooOn Préject undertaken by seven eligible Title I schools of

Maui District. o _ ' ok

The new plans set forth specific guidelines for establishing and operating *

‘the supplenental readlng instruction programs for the T1t1e I schools,

<

yet enabllng each to imple en!athe project in accord with its unique
and specific needs. Options were provided so that each of the seven
schdois were able to achieve a relatively high degree.of academic success
for its pupils. |
: v : \

" ADMINISTRATION: The “umbrellé” project concept iﬁpiementgd for the reading
projects enabled the Maui Dist;ict Office to .more effiéiently coordinété
activities in a variety of areas including the sharing of available
méteriais; and equiphent: opportunities -for in¥sefvicé training for
project st;ff; parentai involvement activities;.and record keeping'
and reporting proéedures.

TRAINING ACTIVITIES: A'COursertitled ”Mahaéing indivkd?éiizédVCiégg;épm;v“

Learnipg“ was offered in August, 1974, two weeks prior to the opening

\ . . . [P

of school. Offered on a voluntary basis only two Maui District ESEA
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Title I teachers participated. Three'other.teachers froin Molokai

indicated interest in the course but were unable to attend due té&

circumstaﬁceé Beyond theif éontr01¥‘ Thé.E;Q‘Leécﬁerérfréﬁmﬁé;i wﬁs
didtparticipate in the course appérently benéfitéd from the addiéional
in-sngice.dpporthity as‘the reéults of the Haikuvénd Lanai Schools'
‘ - Jprojgcpé indiéate.
Applying their own initiative, the Kaunakakai School project staff
iﬁcludiné the prinicipal, érranged.for visitations and coﬁSUItatiﬁns s
with réaging specialists frow Hilo Collegé,‘University pf_ﬁawgii,
and acduired additionai skills to also show dfamatic impfovemeﬁfs on
their project. |
 A one day  workshop in direct reading instruction Qas attenaéd‘by‘the
" Wailuku and Lanai project teachers and this, may have furﬁher contributed
 oto thé high degree of academic succésséé attained by these two g}ojects;
fARENT INVbiVEMENT; The District Parent Advisory'Council was organized w;th
. assistanée from tge Maui District 6ff;ce (DOE)_staff énd conducted ae
nuuber of meetings throughéut the academic year. The DPAC also
organizéd;ldisééminated and condu;ted tﬁé parent involvemenf-éurvey ’

for the annué1 evaluation report. .Each project schools' respective

School Parent Advisory Comn{ttee participatéd in the various efforts.

o A more significant and consistent involvement'b?ﬁpgrents was noted
: : ) I~ e ' - '
. . ‘ e . .. s
during the current pxoject period. Although active involvement and
s S R _
4 . O . .

participation in their children'seducational affairs was not as extensive
as it was desired, the current effort indicated greater participation

and involvement than 'in previous years. A nuubs;}of mothers were -

particﬁlarly dedicated to their roles as demonstrated by the -projects

63
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at Paia. Wailuku and at Kaunakakai. With capable leadership, the

parents pf the Hana Preschool projecL continued to be actively involved

‘at a 100% rate. Parents of the Kihei School prOJect were instrumental
in helplng the pupil-partxcxpants of theLr school earn a one day field
" ' trip to Honolulu durlng mid- sprlng ‘ +

PRESCHOOLS: The Hana and Tanai Preschool pfojects oootinoed to render excellent

'preschoollopportunities to children froo educationally depriyeo situ-~
. ations; Although tﬁe'cogoitive; particulary-ianggﬁge_sktlls, and i
psych0uotor behavioral skills were sxgnlficantly 1mproved durlng the ‘.
—-year, its Loplication for foture acadenic successes 1n school can only
be htped for. Unfortunately,chere hae been 1itt1e empirical evidence
in Haweil to suppOrtxthe_notLon that preschool experienves enhance,
detract, or have no effect on educational soocesses in the regolar
. school. The’most reliable outcome of-the preschool experfiences for
educatlonally deprlved preschoolers is the fact that [ esg\gg}léren -
are better prepared to adjust to the discipline and demands of 1earn-‘
ing in a formally conducted classroom settingt
. ‘ ~ _
PROGRAM OUTCOMES: The specific outcomes of the current efforts are included in -
. . R
the nain body of this report, presented in the preceding pages. Neerly

all of the projects showed substantial academic gains among its enrolleg

pupils. The gains are significant and emphasize the poifjs that all

children, rtncluding identified low achievers, can learn to read whed "“”l
‘ P ) o

B

given adequate and appropriate. instruction. Caution- should be ekcercised,

however, in interpreting the specific results of individual pupils and/or

averages. of the respective schools.

o ¥
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The results of one school should not be compared:with the results of
another since there were too .:any variables qhat vay have éffected the
scores presented. AS it was indicated in the reporf'narratiVe; differ-
ing bircumstanﬁes did indéed affect the actual. results of each school,

L]

Cile.. re-learning effect of projects with a sukstantial number of

children repecating their participation in the reading resource room
» : .
.ll

project; the varying intervals betwecen pre- and post-test admini-

stration; and theLVer,pature of different project personnel administer-
LT .
ing the’ saue tests.under circuistances and styles unique to the staff -

3
e

# and their respective projects. ’ ' R

With the caution of:unnecessary comparison between projects in mind,
. > B . ' .
+'significgnt achievements by individual projects should however, -be
) : ] . v o o .

and is recognized, herein. The.Wailuku School reading gkojeét,-tﬁrough

dedicated and consistent effort, implemented the RRR projectjin accord
‘with the guidelines established in the projeet propasal. The current:

‘results, which are impressive and consistentin all areas, justify and

support this recognition.

¢ The Kaunakakai School reading project, with a new broje:t teacher,
likewise impiemented the RRR project consistently and as proposed.

Through their own initiative.thé”project staff and/principal dgaght

owayg to improve the program which resulted in s

\gnificant and drawatic

gains over previous efforts at the school. ,

b

The Lanai Preschool project inéorporated behavior management with open.
class;qpm desiéh concepts and a specific language development program
H‘(DISTAR) to 'show -the impressive results.for the language developnent
- improveuént among its pupils, many of wﬁon are children of immigrant

and_non-English spéaking parqnts.
. . ‘ 3 .
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RECOMMENDATIONS . o {;{, ¢ .
> Many of the recommendatlonu 3ubm1Lted ip the prcvioﬁs year's evaluation

@

report, SWDRC Report #133, were adeqﬁately inplenented by‘the reepecclve qchool
and district level personnel. In view of the merovements made during the
. /

current project Year a nuuber of recomu%ndations from the previous year still
' RN .
stand. They include:r :
> L4
Recpmendation #3: Follow-through nstructional services should be carried

»into the target pupils' regular classroon placeient: (School 1e§e1)
Recouendation #6: Seriously c?nsiden developnent and/or adoption of a
hierarchy of reading skills objeetives wich accenpanying ceiterion-

referenced tests (CRT) as an alternatlve achieveient, diagnostic and
. Wh
placement test instruuent."(DiSCricq‘level)

\

Recoumnendation #5: Identify and utilize valid diagnostic and:ﬁlaceMeﬁf test

‘to improve LndLVLduallzatlon ofjgnstructlon and help validate ach;;ve-'
1r;/‘r ¥ V’ A
. "ment test results. {ﬁchool Ievel) (Note: The Silvaroli Classroom
v . i
Reading Inventory was Lssued to every reading project prior to fall,

N . o

2
Y g

1974.) , : : P ’,
. ! 6@& ’ : .

Reconmendation #7: Establish a ¢-aded list of book titles for inplementatio?.
of a systematic. leisure-enrichment reading proyratu. (Distriet & School

levels)
) S < : . ;
Recomiendation #15: Consider incorporation &f peer-tutor and cross-age tutor

activities as an\integfal function of the reading resource room
. v ° . ~ ) o ¢
activicies.' (School 1eve})

Recomnendatlon #16: Continue to ewert all efforts-to elitit parehtal involve-

ment in their chxldren s school affairs. and pdrtlcularly the ESEA Tltle I

-

" prograns offered. (School level) ' .
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AddlLLOHDlly the follow1n5 concerns bhould be scrxously considered:
Instructional naterials: With the apparent proliferation of attractive

P

a
”

comacrcially prepared reading raterials availdble, class-.

.

‘ rooit and project teachers should scrutinize sich materials
T i Do . ."': ’ 'vl‘ .. .' ’ . . vg‘l‘
.- - adequately before any,purchases. Purticular attention should_

.:

be focu ed onwghe xnbrructtonal neLhodolog) presented and

e ) e v

ChL avarlabrlrty of “batk up” test daLa to\valddate the

v
>

Y

. *

CfflLLenLy of the Mdterrals ' (Schoo% }eVel)_
v . - B :

.

-

1

\

Y

o duang the current year, should contrnue tp exert;every

[
4.
‘

: - ‘:Q »’,A. -
Y effort-to promote and convey the ESEA Title I.mission to all
, o~
other personnel its faculty Only through such efforts' ¢

w111 the benefxts of successful supplenental educatronal

‘ servri@e nake nganxcant Lupact on the- qualxty ofeeaucatLon

a .
4 .

zZ -




Appendix A

Maui District ESEA Title I Projects and Personnel ' .

-Haiku School
< Principal -~ Tetsuo Kanemitsu
'Reading Teacher - Helen Bowman . J/

P‘a.l{igh & Elem. School:
Principal - Edwin Ichiriu
Preschool Teacher - Gwen Adams

" EA - Vivian Kamai 0,

N "
LN

Kaunakakai®*Elem. School- :
‘{ Principal - Edward Kaﬁhxwamura . : -
Reading Teacher -.Elsie Santiago . "
. ¥ , -
: Kihei School
+  Principal - Tony Arakaki -
Reading Teacher - Merle Sadg o 5

Kilohana Elem; Schoolq L -

- Principal - ‘Ronald Kula "
* Read/ing Teachers - Leslie-Aina Weight &» ' ' 19 ’
Mable Hodge : .

4

Lanai High & Elem.,School S ’ ' v
Principal - Howard Sakamoto ’
Preschool Teacher - Amy Shiroma
EA - Marion Honda

Paia School _ : ) S

Principal - Osamu Kawakami L _ )

Reading Teacher - Sandra Wainuil
. L)

~,gWaihee School o ,
~Principal.’- Donald Shishido ] L e
Read ing Teacher - Rena Matsunaga R

_Wailyku Elementary . _
Principal - Stanley Izumigawa o .
: Reading Teacher - Martha Fukunaga
EA - Lin Chun Wong . : C . :

-




