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This ‘report presents a suunary cf reading research
condncted by the Kamehameha EBarly Educaticn Program (KEEPF): during
1972-75.. Research was conducted in four areas: student

'industriousness. reading readiness, teaching cf eound-cynbol . ,
-‘relationships,. and language (especially dialect 1nterfere:ce)..w1th
regard to industriousness, it was found that increasing .
industriqnsness was a necessary and isportant factor, although it was
not sufficient to produce grade-level reading achievemepnt, ’
‘Investigations: of reading readiness led tc. the conclusi'on that a,
stgnctured and intensive readiness program, which allowed earlier _

. introduction of formal reading instruction, bettered achievement. It
. was discovered that sound-symbol relaticnshigs shich are inteqgral to
“instruction with the phonic methods were nct easily learned by KEEP

" students. After a number of different methods of teachihg these
correspondences vere tried, it was reccmmended that KEEP students not
be taught to read with programs heavily emphasizing phonics. The
results of several’ studies showed that speaking a diallect, Hawaii
‘Creole, probably does not in itself interfere with learning to read
-.at the beginning levels. Pinally, a description of the reading
curriculun currently being developed is given. (Author) -
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" Much of KEEP's/effort in
a;e:segérai reasqns*fdrﬂthis.
-in dl} areas.of schoal endeavo

w

g4t REEP Reading ‘Rgsearchi _1972-1975 .

.lKaﬁhf&an;fAu -

research: has beéniih_the irea .of reading.. There
L L - .- ST ~£’" . U . e - . '

L i LR, . RS : . :
.First, sucdcess in reading \e1ps to ensure success
‘ N L CNTL
r. GConversely, failure to learn to read usually
' o A

j;'giénéls‘failure in school.- Focuéing on éffi¢ient”ways~q£ t aching reading was

-

'ffihportant,'regagdleés‘bfvwhat 
'/”...9 ‘ Co ‘

‘;g-low'réhding aéhievémént in'maﬁy'bf‘Héwaii'srpublic schools ha

o, il
BN

. : recora-qu a‘number'ofﬂyééfsf(

‘x

' Star-Bulletin and Advertiser,:

/

PRy

“‘the public schools as a whole
"lowest scoressof all are found
< FeS.Or Bts are fou

. -

. » ) ._‘,)1""4' P
" in theseiareasﬁ,éﬁevproblem is

_ father than &f ethﬁiéity'aléﬂe
. :_;@ﬁe‘éxisteppe of a'readin

3

group'of-éhildfen,was;ﬁeing st

~been a matter of
: - A . . ! . ‘ - .
anqiulu Adﬁértiser,fMaréhil;-19 2;_”H6n01q1u )

-

May 13, 1973). Achievement scores in reading. in
fall below national norms, and furthermore, the .
) S : s o ! e

iﬁ'schoéls'in KéLihi‘and pérts 6f?,ufal Oaﬂg andf

bettet econstrued ai'dne of socio-economic status,
o . ’ o . v -~

‘Eﬁ:first

giproblem.wés~a1rgady reéognized when

L

)' : bégag*its{S?é%étifhs in 1971, and,still continues to be a matter of'cqpéern

- .
3

’;‘;ﬁrbuéhoat the State‘(Hondlnlu

help.all 6f our étudéqté:reéch

. realize they must acquire a fa

an e

b e

vAdvertiéef,.Jénuéiy 28 and 29, 1976). %n‘keéping

e

'.withth;s concefn;_che‘gééijof'all our éfforts'in this'field'continuéé'fofbe to

. grade level.achiévement in”rgadﬁhg,falthoﬁgh we
EE%O years
| ! .

EE— . )‘?"

r greater niumber of skills ih;oﬁe_@@

5f school than mi@dle—élasévchildfen éf the same age in order -to do so. \5

-
P \
v

P

a

éfed; ‘Second, the -

.

o

. ! - N L o) o o , : _— ’ - - o N . A
o ”the,NeighEdzyIslapﬁi:: Although theére are large numbers of part-Hawaiian children
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advantaged pgrt—Haw
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Our approach to read1ng research has been process oriented
product orlented.

L 512

-

-

Specifically, dur commitment has been to the empirlcal

commitmenf to this process has guided our 1nvestigations.

.

examination ‘of problems in reading, w1th the goal of galning a, better under—

~r
Voo.

N
S

3

standing of the variables affect1ng the child 'S reading achievement.

i
\ .

’

s

Our
our focus, we delayed our. deveﬂopment of & curr1cu1um package,\and ve, did
Vo o

Beeause'this is
not try to prove the . merits of any preselected program.

lnstead we - have
explored many different theories relating to beginning readlng 1nstruct10n (§
and tried to incorporate ideas from different soq Ces.

o

studies insfour maJor areas

These areas are
o ‘ o
. - 1)
oy

*

This report will summarize KEEP s work’ in refding research by examlning
achievement.

student industriougness
75F)' readiness,
. L 3,

45

v

language, specifically dialect interference.

4

will be described and directions for future work will: be d1scussed

i
‘e . .

Finally, the new read1ng curriculum which has ' grown out of these 1nvest1gatlons

Student Industriousness

- - -~
n
Before the KEEP students read1ng ach1evement o@;ld be 1ncreased the
) '1'.
l sources of difficulty gd to be pinpolnted. Island educators frequently men-—
b .
tioned motivation as maJor groblem

t !,g,_ i , :

" can be elaborated as; follows‘

(see Technical Keport #1)

1

ThiS'idea L
Unlike many mlddle—class children, the dis~
; .
ach1evement is highly valued.

-~Thus,

X
;( N !
. L3N
\ . .

.

) ‘ ¢
iian student does not: come from a. baTkground where school
tv)read as well as h1s middle—class peers because thlS t peeof accompllshment

N
the part Hawallan c 1ld does not learn
|

AR}
SN
N
\" . ‘

. . . \ . '
53( -

rather'than
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LR

is not as important to him' he’ lacks the mot1vation to apply himself to‘learn—~

o @ { -. ’ -
'ing'to readL In our opinion, this idea did not assume a defic1t but only im—

R

- plied a difference. Pa;tiﬁawaiian children could 1earn to work at reading as

- B 14

well as(gther childremg if they were properly motivated to do so (Gallimore,

Boggs, and JSrdan 1974 Technical Report #2) -

~ . ¢

Although a lack of motivation, that 1s, ‘a lack of 1ndustriousness, is a

concept many Hawaii educators use to exp1a1n the academic difficulties of -

) . !u \ ] . l'

{
Hawaiian—American youth," studies of HawaiianﬂAmerican culture and behav1or

e e

FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Gallimore Boggs, and Jordan (1974) concluded that Hawaiian—Amgrbcan youth are

o

. no less mot1vated to work in general than’any other group, in th 1r ‘view the

2

\ i - . LR L N - ll

problem was conce1ved as conflict at the 1nterface of cultures. lFor many
. S Qe . N

Hawa1ian1American children the pub ic school classroom reflects ﬁ culture

L

quite different from that in yﬁich they are raised.- The lack Of$f1t 1 ads to
problems which, may make 1t appear that a ch11d is nat di1igent.

¥ '

attentiveness. They concluded from these \data that it was 1nac'
describe Hawalian—Amerlcans as’ unmotlvated\ln general rather

. e A . .
mot1vated 1n some situations.- In any eventx it is.cleariy more' ractical to
-tra1n teachers to make these adJustments than it 1s to. blame th$jCh11d or . g .

I

the-culture for academic underachievement..

"'fheTKEEP.approach was'based'on\the assumption that effecti classroom
ST : o ' AR T .

management is the best strategy for enhanelng mot1vation——what we call the '

+ A

. -

development ofrlndustriousness. <
| i . . o
It had prev1ous1y been found that 1ncreas1ng mot1vat10n for ch11dren to -
BN , ’ \g,l

learn to read had many posltive effects od, 1ncreas1ng attentlon to work and

o (. ) st T L

Gallimore‘etqal.

«
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'fon achievement (Staats, 1968)4 Studies in chis area applied techniques and

‘princia&es of behavioral analysis 1Such as. those that have most popularly been

{

'_advocated by Skinner (fo} example, Holland and Skinnér, l96l) One appllca—l

‘other investigatOrs worked in the classroom with‘students' regular teacherSQ

- behavior has been found to be hi

- both at«KéEP and in other.settings.\ It}is easy'to'see'why this ,

A4 -

:tion of this technique to,develop academic SklllS in children was described by

s
N -

Staats (1968) The process has two-magor steps,'the first a-step—by-step; ‘f

analysis of the component skills in the reading taék an’he second, sySte-

B ¥

.matic reinforcement of the'child s cbrrect respon?es. Using this type of ap—}

St . . ( -_0,0 ]
: proach Staats found that students of varying ages and backgrounds, from pgs:‘

l

'schoolers CStaats, Minke, Finley, Wolf and Brooks 1964) to a juvenile :

..-‘;

deliquent (Staats and Butterfield l965) made dramatic 1ncreases in reading
¢ : . -

'achievement. “While Staats work involvednthe tutoring of 1ndiv1dual'students,

MacDonald and Gallimore (1971) reported studies of two classes ‘of children

l' Cmt

in local schools who sh wed improvement in reading behavior as a result ‘of

\

s

€

increasing their industriousness. In acDonald s studies, measures of studént~“

i
»

'

attention to the task at hand were used_to chart progress.
" The strategy, then, was to see if 'the KEEP7studébts could be brought
N . . - o

L , S ‘ : ' S 4 i o
close to grade level in reading by increasing their motivation.’ While the

vcbnvincing results of work in behavior modification'?nfluenced the develop-

»

‘ment of this strategy, our approach répresented a,broader view of the problem.

. . ) ! . : -~ . =
We were not only interegted in the effects of positive reihforcement on the
. . . N . . ’ . ’ 7 .

children's;behavior, but in the relationship“of specific behaviors to reading .= -~

5 o . o _ » .

achievement and in the content of the reading curriculum itself. ) .

: . . N 4 :
Industriousness was measured by direct observation of on-task behavior,
or how much the students were engaged 'in appy

'

elated with academic \achievement,.

should_be -

i ' . I8 .
) . . ) ‘* ) . 7
[ N . . : . . .

5 .

-~
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-~

the case. «s@udqpt whg is‘on~task and paying attentidn,.is tor'e likely‘to ' -v\ s

.. ..
. benefit from the te&éher s uR\tructions and‘td cdmplete as‘hgnments Th1s,'- g
— A SN ' R

3 _student will learn more ‘and be a highei;échievqf than an, 1nattent1ve studen
. . 3 g, . N

A}

..,-

'"i-fg who begins with the same level of ability. . - . ,~.,
| ' Lam, Kidoguchi Gallimore, Tharp,'and Speidel (see Tecﬁnical Report #6)
J .
examined the relationships-betweenkthe mean . observed_on-task behavidr ratei "
omicvstanding, I.Q., ach1evement and rates

< and various measure

I~

. . } «
of correct tlassroom work for Cl I durlng its kindergarten year.’ There

s v he

-“was a significant correlatlon between on—task and number of pages correctly

"' )

*"completed in learn1ng centersyfff‘Gl) ' Children who-wereuonhtask a h1gher"

3 v 3 h -

. ¥ : v e ’ P
percentage of the t1me were able later to complete more wonk than children - B

t . . -
. PR '..

. .

"w1th lower rates of;on—task g The most 1mportant f1nd1ﬁg was a s1gn1f1cant

; o
~. correlation between oqrtask behavior>and éhange in I Q for the 11 children ¢

v “

who entered school w1th I Q. é«below 90 (r 71 ).‘ Siml&ar results were reported

A by Samuels and Turnure (l974), who found a sign1f1cant correlat1on between ,
o . Sk

j'attention and scores on a word recognitlon test for their first: grade subJects.. ER

. . -
0 |

These f1nd1ngs emphas1ze the importancf of- 1ncreasing rate of attention, panﬂ 1 , |
dcularly for those chlldren who begin kindergarten w1th few school—relEVent r

skills. N : o T o

v . i . - s n

~
This approach to mot1vatlon or 1ndustriousness was f1rst used w1th Class I

°

.fl in the fall of 1973, when they were enter1ng first ngde (see Techn1cal Report
5

¢
.

#26), and was extended for use w1th Class 11 beginning in the spring of l974

(see Technical Report #42) The plan involved the use of a conventional’basal s

reader program .in comb1nation w1th the best motivational practices that would

_be easily transferred to a public school classroom (see Technical Report #33). i \'
|

All KEEP teéchers develOped Sklll in these pract1ces through an exten31ve

|
staff tra1n1ng program in behav1or analys1s,;wh1ch was de51gned to ra1se the : _'*i "
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o, R L Y A 2

,f:Children‘s-motivation”to Iearn in:all academic areas.” In. addition, for the4

.'ﬂchildren who showed increased incentive to learn to read The.results would

.

'reading program only, a specia weekly reading pa'rty" was held’to reward the .

: thus indicate whether or hot the’ children s, read;ng achievemeht could be

bolstered by increasing their‘motivatron. _ S SRR

o &

': Avsecond equally important aspect qf th1s plan was-‘the detailedyrecord—

; V4
ing of the children S mastery of obJectives within the curriculum. Records o
i*were kept of how many days ot instruction were necessary before a-chi ld ac—ﬂ,;“
quired each new skill. This prooedure ade it possible to identify ﬂ%oblem .:i{’
areas within the. eu;riculam @see sectigi on bhe lea ning of %?undisfmbol ™ f%}
relationships).\‘ ‘ o = S RN j '/ L

O
.

.\ R

. : \ .
The program was very successful 1n maintaining the children s 1ndustrious—

) ness at a high level Ev»dence prov1ded1by the on:task (attentional) ‘data -

N

b

~ student - (Technlcal R ports #26 and #42) K K ‘ f",;rv‘_ . o o

1_of appropfﬁatéischool behavior in\reading cla3s¥ o

nformal observations byl
I oy L SR ‘

teachers andnresear assistanté confirmed th1s findipga The children wené

’- - ) Q ' (‘ ~ .

observed to&bE‘very eager ‘to’ perform\well 1n reading-ﬁdass. They*focused on‘;
" . %
th& teacher and the1r read1ng books and were anxidﬁs én be - called upbn to give

2 e - -
K

. ,r’ ‘- i . - 4\_,

answers or read loud. Even the slower. learners were well acquainted w1th tgl

! ~ R ,', Lo .)- . <
details/bf the procedure by wh1ch they could earn the pr1v1lege of attend1ng

-

“the reading party. The children all showed a great deal of - pleasurd and
N

;pride when they receiVed reading pa ty inv1tatiqns . While it cannot be

4

/ v e

' s o

fclaimed that each and every Chlld was well mot1vated 1n read1ng at all moments,

* v

the system described “was observed to be /lmmedmtely effe(‘tlve with the vast \

.-
-.".: o

maJority of chlldnen and bventually to have a mot1vat1ng effect on every

)
-

\4 v" ’ I3

a -

Still, the children's scores on a standardiﬁed mest of reading achlevement,.
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. . . R . L . ;k . , J.;‘- )

. - , ® - , -
. " ‘ >

the Gates—MacGinitie,'wer%‘ﬁar-beio

grade level 1n May, despite the fact
1

N .
ll year. *There'was aihtgz)and'signlﬁdf4

that they had ng@ steady piogress’
et a - 3. L
‘cant correlation between chieggment‘test scores and number

Q r # -~
P - e -

v
%jgct1v25ipassed )which suggestedathat acceleratlng the chlldfen s progress

M
o~ LI

oy LA

through the reading progﬁam would Boost achievement (See Techn1 - Bﬂport #263
l: ._ . wte 1 i
Token Reinforcement-Stgdies ' -{fﬁ - ."A SN ’:‘;% f%’ '
e : ; e, —_— Lo A R
e Iy addition t!athijglong;tefh study, fwo shorter studles df ﬂlllgenqe.,"
La - N L (- A V) . Mmoo N
% were conduoted, using the children 1n the lowest readlng groupdf ’m Class b

e ~
—n

» 2 an}lII as- subiects.; These studies made poss1b1e fineugra

a‘l'
. A T

{ analys1s of

;—the’egfects of motivatiOn on read{ng achlevement.f'They addressed the question
\' 3_ ) -
ri_ " ) / ﬁqa‘ . . It [N .
«;EQ?" the use of methods des1gned .to’ 1ncreaselmheir motlvation;' Comparisons were_
_l ~mdﬂe of thenchildren s learning of‘saund—symbol felationshiﬁs and’Sight words
R oo TRl N o

. under cdﬁditions of to en Versusono—tokeﬁ reinforcement (see Technical Re*'

e e N s N SR N 7, . -
" " ”-port #bﬁi "~ Co; trary{r 9xpectatioﬂ§3,ne ther study showed differences in e

» N o s

L ‘flearnl\gsunder the £ oS oL ¢

.o . o . . B . P

f] LT

* ' These-fixg;ngs generdlly suppor;‘thejbasa 'reader study. .. KEEP'studentS .
PROTS ;

'have recefﬁgﬁ a great deal of verbai praise and‘pr1V1leges contlngent upin

L
. ¢

o attending and correct responding, and can generalize .certain appropriate claSS— -

¥ d e s 3} W - -
‘room behaviors to other Slmllar settings. Apparently, ‘a coniehtrated program

i .

S of.reinforCement practices need not contlnue indefinitely. - . "_?/
’ - + ) N B - : N 'fr .

¥
o JDiscussion - . - PR L ) R ' é%

B . . ) - -, . . o~ R .
. : e . o .

» 1

K . H . - . °

u‘_

Incrta31ng motivation to work‘;an have dramatic"effects on the reading -
. . - Yy . o .
' o . S o
.-performance of disadvantaged part ~Hawailian students-(see'TEChnlcal

- ‘J v LA

., -~ E 4 T v A\ ' Ay .
a RePQrt.#Sﬂ-)-‘VHowever, even in a setting like the KEEP schook where the

e, <.
- -

chlldren s industriousness “WeB maintaﬂned\at a high 1evel grade 1evel readlng

R v 3w « .\n 2

'._,achlevement still was’ not reached‘(see Technrfal Report” #36) : There *sino,

- . > ) ~o T LN

T . . 2] . : : ‘ : R .
- . . . b ' \ L . - . - L

\)4 . - ) B . } '_ . . } -, Lt h . : ‘_.‘.’.'* L : “

EMC . g .- - . ¥ . T ST e :L_;,%J e . o, . o )

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

basal reader S

of how“much éore the learn1ng of these peor readers could be augmented throug? :



o E AN

; y _ rt 6) Even the use of” i
. ‘Q . : .2, L. , - o
: token rein ; ement, a very powerful procedure tq ncréase iﬁdustriousness, e
( e - > 4" U - R .- K
g . S K “"*, ORCE
. gid not imP Qe thexchildren s-perﬁormance when they had reached. this 1eve1 e

Fo' e,, e B

Caal Therefore,. f‘;evel readiné-;Chlevement by di;;dvan;;é;d part— “‘ltf;kgz;_fi;-
r = HaWai“ian children could ‘ho. longen e Viewed as resu\.l.‘ting frOm lack of diligence‘ ¢ :
‘? : a1one.. Investigation of other va iab1e3~&as needed to further improve the‘ ivfed;j:t,_
children_s readiné achiegement.' c 2f'l§ T: 'E ‘f'..(‘go_ .Lr‘p‘t“ 4:3:
Reading_Consu1tat102- 4;A: , }? - vL'{_ : ’i o e ;; ‘-{;7};5{?;i£5{{5:J y
Because the! EEEP students regu1ar1y recetve praise and Other fermé_of ;-11  1#4;{;
. ‘contingent reinfd&cement- they have reached nearly,the maXimumklﬁvel e v;nvigillj;’»t

~

. attentional behavior that can be expected of them.‘ Therefore, the 1mportanceX;‘
,s«j‘,- . ] %

. .Y to . read ng achievement of practices Which maintain high levels of studeni

motivatio is better seen in KEEP s Qonsultatlon projects with the public.
e S h x~”

[

inter, ntion to accelerate the IEarnlng of sound—symbOI relationships by
A

,
4

poor readers &klndergarten, first, and second grgaers in a,Neighbor Island

t
3Ch°°1 (se? Technical ReP°rt #51) The 1ntervention used- teaching proCedures o
, .

devised ar KEEP in combination with Systemati reinforcementfin he form of

L ‘.r_

LY

Q\_/_ verbal praﬂse and access to coloring pages. The prOJect was well

‘ S

and well lementeH by the. ClaSSTOOm teacher. By the end of the study the

vy .

v experimentalcgroup had attained the same. levz;~of achlevement in 1earn1ng
. v : ! ‘

children who were cons1dered

N

; sbund~SYmb01 relationﬁéihs as another group o

Y

5 to be Progressing we11 Furthermore their‘gate ‘of correct requnding in=

creased significantly over the three 3ets;ofﬂ1etters whiCh Were presented. . A, .

n/ . . ‘ ., . . 5 ) . ] . x
These dramatic gains may in large part be attributed to lmprovemedt ih the B

el children s motivation to work.. T .. 7.-}"r h ' _ //J
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backgfound as. middlesclagg children (Deutseh, 1960) I,. o, L
‘; v_.z‘.‘: : e el .: o L ‘4
ifferences Between GroupS - o 'Qn "-f L y ool
. - N . . - e o . S
- 7o gain a more complete picture Qf some Of the differences in reading r"‘.s _

‘%

. aIreadY‘Were competent 1n the first E%o areas mentioned,

Sy e
- . .
.k \

-

',.‘
3]
€

..]:' < - , e_ .
- . - Nt s i .57 :
I B IS T .. ' R ‘ - .
R v’. T , ‘ '§ ) Py . : . N E
PR I BRI STl R
. oo - e *. Readin Readiness - N - 3
| e ' ' SN k - v_. . o ' i ’ w ' ’;% ' - e .
- = : ’ - - .';‘"9.
I“ eonjunction_Wiﬁh studies on the effects of increasﬁng motivation‘ -

- | . o
inves;igations were also made in the area, of reading readi ess. Many recenta;
t‘ -~

. ‘0.
’

Stuaies iﬂ reading readiness havé focuSed on the spéCial ﬁeeds Of disadvan_'

. .
e T A L 2. i L

"

o

-tagéd children becauge theSe children do not enter schooﬁ With the same 7;f -
N . L

'.-.' skﬂlg bgtWeen enteriﬁg‘?(EEP studenes ‘and' middle—class children o"f the s,ame/

their mean score of 4,82

3

AR Y

. schOQL’ thoﬁe that are 11kely to Supceed w1th students such as thoge at KEEP‘.

Ve

5 will be very few, primarlly because of the careful ﬁralning in a large . - ‘

|

age, an\individual reading test was deV1sed and Qdministef '
‘ L

kindefgarten and to a kindergarten Class ‘at’ a £uburban school The test was

PRSI B @

given to both groups When they had’ been in sChool leSS tﬂan a month It ,i A

| ] ' > 'ﬂ%:

ngered knowle ge of Ietter names, ViSual discriminat10n~cf 1ettepgs and

© v LIS \"(‘ s

knowledge of . initial consonant sounds - Most of the'midd e‘Class ehiLdren,;; v

=

and wg;e beginnlﬁg
i

‘ to develbp skil‘ls Ain- the third area Their mean score or the test was 14 03

items cog;ect, out of a possible 42 'In contrast, the ertering KEEP kinder—e'
garteﬂers as a group had . ‘mst no sk111 in any of thiesef areas as shown by ’/."

“ e . ;o
’ ' ' L B i o, .

£ ¢ » :
T N ’j
Thls in Ormatlon muqt b% interpreted thh ciye. It doe 'hot mean the
. ¢ ‘

KEEP 9tuden S are: ihherently less capable “only that thTy do not have the

oppg}tunit to deve1op these readlng Skllls before they entef~gch°°1 .Th?t

-~ PR

- «

ﬂiffefence between the mldgle class Students ahd the KEEP Students demon—

o

Strates the need for Schools to provide dlfferent types Of‘tra1n1n§ for; d1f—,

L8

ferent Chlldren- While many programs .are 11ke1y t5 W°fk in a* middle'CIaSS

B £}

P . ‘ o ‘ _‘.' A

I 4
.

( . / | :-.M\:’:‘ l_ ’."l T 1{‘) . , : .

Ted tO“the Class ITL ;.

*
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numher of‘skills that must be accomplished in a short period of time. . (How—-.

: . »
‘ o
v ,_\ “y

o ever, Some reading programs designed foq use with middle—class students’ might

- R 42,

' ptbve successful if used with disadvantagéd students ‘at a 1ater age.)

Sty

IEY

[ [ -~ - 4

- Devélopment of the Readiness Pr_gram

‘. 2

- . ~ . v, " .
- ?x Because of " these differences between the KEEP and middle—class students,t‘
¢ ' : 4]

. and because our goél was- to help the KEEP students réach grade level reading
Ce achievement at the-earliest possible da e, the néed to implement an: early‘read—_
ing pProgram Was clear. Brzeinski and . Elledge (1972) in a rev1ew pf stud1es

IR » . :-

fin this area, concluded that there was-much ev1dence to support the use of

v

‘ s
- such nrogramsf\" :
,;w;;iml_ Aswpart of the development of a program of early reading instruction,. ,
.;'g each succeeding class at KEEP has heen placedvinnan increas1ng1y accelerated~w~~~w

& .
- kindergarten readiness program. The year 10“8 readiness program used Wlth

-Class I~was'much Aike that of the traditional kindergarten although certain 7

reading readiness materials, 1nc1uding those of Fairbanksand ROblnSOH (1968) and

'Dubnoff 0969) were used ClaSs II ﬂas in a- similar program but with a

/»-:greater emphasis on the development of attentionaland work behaviors Thls
“1preparation allbwed\Class II to. begin a formal program of reading instruction
'by the end of theirlfirst semester in kindergarten In addition, certain
'readiness activities for use with;lower'ahility children.were designed and
testedpon some of these students:(see Technical Report(#Sdiﬂ' |
.Students in‘CIa%s'III experienced.a more_concentrated program of’read—l
iness fhan students in the prggbdingvclasses;f The readiness period for these7
oo ' ) N .
’children lasted three mohths-and emphasized attentional and work behaviors,
in aaditiaﬁ to the expected academic skills. Finally, with Class Iv,ia two
month program.of readiness was instituted. Ihis new program formaliged the use
of,br59éiéés that were shown to be ef?éétive_nith the)three other classes;
n. . S : i\“ |
13
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lparticularly with Class III.

- . : .

Ihis readiness program assumes that the focus must be on the speclfic
behaviors that will enable the child to adjust qu1ckly to school and prepare

him to meet the demands of learning to read The strongest feature of this

.

program is that it has 1dentified the many behav1ors associated with school ad—

'_justment and attention to’ work and shown that it is possible to teach them. It

. ﬁould no doubtvbé unnecessary to teach many of these behaviors in middle—class
vBchools, but many KEEP students clearly require and-’ can benefit from speclfic

1
di. e

5instruction in these . skills R

- .o R l

The readiness program as incorporated into the new reading curriculum for

At K

,1975 76 is, divided into three areas.; self~help SklllS, academic skills, .and
social.skills. Examples of self—help skills are: use of a fork and spoon,

Aresponsibility for personal’ belongings,“and“independentwbehaviors _such as

"3.locating appropriate materlals Academlc skills include following ﬂlrectlons;"

-

"copying; listening, discrimlnating between shapes letters, dnd numbers; and

v memorizing nursery rhymes and songs ‘These skills, like those.in self—help are
extremely specific~and‘concrete,.for example: "being able to sit $till and
" 1isten to instructions in a group foy at least five minutes."

.Social skills are :also 1ncluded as an integral part of the readlness program,

.and again," are stated in terms as specific and concrete as poss1ble ‘Examples :

of social skills are: the ability to use the terms pleasq "thank you"

”excuse me": to share materials_and equipment;- to\play cooperat1vely; and to :
make positive statements,about,other people.  The progress of each student is eval—,f
uated at the end of the first two twentyfday periods of instruction. :Pertor—f
mance on every objectiveﬂis checkedihy individual and group testing or teacher
. evaluation.‘ A complete list of the objectiveslin the readiness program and

e,

recommended teaching techniques is availahle. _ o
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-

Effect on Reading Achievement

-

ig The development of a more effective readiness curriculum made it possible

for_formal reading instruction to be introduced at successively earlier times
for each KEEP class. The combined effects of the readineSs program_and begin—

ning reading instruction earlier have. unquestionably been a maJor factor in

@

the'improvement in reading achievement between Class{I and Class II, Class II.
and Class III, and very likely between Class IlI and Class IV. Class I began

1earning to read at. the traditional time, at the start of first grade .Class |
‘IT began receiving instruction at the beginning of their second semester in -

’ . f

kindergarten, a semester earlier than Class I. This second c1ass reached

the' same level of reading achievement after one and one—half years of reading

4
B

instrdction that Class I reached affer two years (see Technical Reports #36

et s o "and" #4.2)_.. e e ' . ,. -.._... [ |

achievement levels of KEEP

I.Q. scores as entering kinder+-

gartehers must be considered : Examination of these variables is needed to.

.'I‘v
detérmine whether differences in performance can be attri uted to changes in

KEEP s program or to prev1ous1y existing differences between the groups.

R
cy

For example, the reading achievement of Class II at the end of first grade

higher than the reading achievement of Class I. However, if students in

PN

- P 3 : .
C"QCQass IT, had entered KEEP w1th higher I. Q s than students in Class I, the

. dlfference in achievement might be, attributed to their being-4 more able group,

The table below shows the mean,total I.Q. (WPPSI) scores of each of the

' foux: classes as entering kindergartgners In fact, there was some fluctuation

I Q from. class to c1ass However, the only significant differencc in l.Q.
¢

.. .
. . ‘

3
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? - I. Q Scores of Classes at Béginning of Kindergagﬂén Year - . 24
¥ . ’ /- s -
. s . . Mean Tota
~ - . M . . — B & E
’ . 7\ : 3
~Class T4 - 28
class 11 28
4 ’ . - - ’ . g ' ’
: Class IIT . . . 91.32 . ' 28
o ClaSS.IV“‘ﬂ"' 95.74 . L | 27
. . . ‘ . . hd
. . Metropolitan Readiness Tests were also adm1nistered to the classes at. the

+

beginning of kindergarten. However, the only scores that can, be compared are
those of Class III and IV, because these two classes were tested within the

' first two weeks of school while Class ' T and II wvere tested later in the

L semester. Class III had a mean percentile rank of 7 93 Class IV a mean per— sl
‘mﬁMH_—hcentile rank of 7 B2i e SRR
- S Because the four classes have differed somewhat in I. Q 5 if not in school

readiness skills, analyses of covariance were performed to compare ach1evement

levels between the classes. Thesevanalyses used entering kindergarten 1:.Q.

. . . “ . ¢
(total "WPPSI score) as the covariates. -

] \ o k ‘,gc
The first. analysis, compared the reading achievement of Class I fland 1.

R The dependent variable was total score ‘on the Gates—MacGinitie read1ng test

- administered at the end of first grade. This analysis showed that Class II

4

despite having lower~},Q scores, performed at a significantly higher level

on this test (F=14.B4, n124:, n228 , g£=1/45, p;(.Ql; Gates mean.standard com;
" - ) T . : g
-

ss I, ié35.54, Class IT, 2539.617. The'positive effects of

posite score: C

the earlier start given Class 1II are evident; however, the mean score of

Class II students on a standardized reading test at the end of the f1rst

’

grade was still somewhat below grade level.

16
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‘Class III, which began reading instruction after only three mdnthssin k) .
T

’school had acquired a greater numbér of re%ding skills than Class I or Class T

by the ‘end of their kindergarten year.' Although no st%ndard1zed reading test

~

'

is given in kindergarten, their year-end scores on the Metropolitan Readiness

Test and California Test of Mental Maturity showed that their achievement in -
. o . ( . *

reading*rela}ed skillS'was at an acceptable'level for their age, and for the

latter test higher than the scorés of the previous classes at that point (see

-3-‘

Technical Report #36). l,. . ' . o
- . ‘ q// ﬂt.,‘v . . . v ‘ .
The achievement.levels of Class II and III were Compared in an .analysis of
covariance, using total 'score on the Me??opolitan Readiness Test‘administered
. — . |
at the end of kindergarten as the dependent variable and entering kindergarten
. k
IQ as. the covariate. The results showed that Class ITI scored°significantly
. . . i ‘( - Lo .
higher on the Metropolitan than did Class II (F 4 36 ny =25, n2—28 df= 1/50

_2<:.05, ad3usted means Class II, Y= 51’l4 Class III, Y= 56 34) AlthOugh the

5,
N 4

results of criterion-referenced ‘tests and teacher reports are the only data cur—

rently available for Class IV, the present kindergarten'class, it is most 1ikely
5 s :

%

that this class-Will;reach an even higher level of achievement in reading that

bl

. Class III. B

Discussion
.Work with the four KEEP classes demonstrates that a structured, systemat1c
program directly related ‘to desired school behaViors can produce gains in

reading during the kindergarten ‘and first grade‘years.v Although follow—up work .

1

, ' . s . L . .
must be done to deternine whether these gains can be sustained, further research
B . L) B ' . .

‘and curriculum development in the reading readiness area is important. At pre-
5 e N :

-sent, more work in the readiness area is projected in order to 'strengthen and
_ ¢ a is proj .

broaden the curriculum. It is currently planned to add more objectives in the

¢

areas of functional language and,cognitive operations to the reading readiness

programr Many of the activities in the classroom are already designed to develop

.’v ‘ . s - 1,7 . ‘ ,
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some of these skills, But have: not been put into- a formal tructure.

°

‘ ///3 A sim11ar approach was taken by Karnes, Hodgins, and Teska (1968) who

compared a traditional nursery school program with a structured program des1gned
L . ,ll ! .

to teach four year olds language and cognitive skills. When the children
. N n

level of achievement in both read1ng and numbers readiness
M. )

(1974) also concluded that systematic/preschool programs fo&using on cognftivef

°

B and language development were more effective than other kinda of’ programsys/
l ’ ‘ \ N
- Learnlng of Sound—Symbol Relationships - * ' o

In addition to investigations in the'readiness atrea, it was also. necessary

to examine the content of the read1ng program 1tself While the basal reader
. . ,

’ study was des1gned pr1mar11y to measure the effects of 1ncreased mot1vation~b

S, .

on read}ng achievement this same study also provided a wealth of detailed .

information on the rate at whicech variousg reading skills were :gfuired by

-

students in Class I and II. i» ren in both these classes h

A e

more difficulty.f

i

A

tlearning initial consonant sounds than any otherfskill Twenty sound symbol

'relationshlps, all iqitial consonants, were to be. learned by the children

M l¢

during their first year. The slowness wiﬁh wh;ch these relationships were. “.

°

y ma&tered probably accounted for much of the lower‘achievement of these ch11dren

L8

in reading (see Technical Report #26)".

0bv1ously, the problem is not one that is- spec1fic to the KEEP students

or only an artifact of the specif1c read1ng program used The study of ways

v

of;accelerating beginning readers learning of sound-symbol relationships

is of great importance in primary education in general ‘because the learning
¢

=

. of these relationships, of ’phonics,"_is the basis of many reading programs

t

Furthﬁrmore, the use of reading programs based on systematic phonics 1nstruct10n

e p——
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has been widely accepted as one solution eo the probE?nkof-teaching eﬁildren to

i [

'read with Chall (1967) being the most well known recent zﬂvocape of . thlS position. .

The learning of sound—symbol relationships may bé v1ewed as a paired—

Pl a -

-

associate task in this case one in which‘the Chlld is requ1red to associate a

= ‘ o :
specific sound or pho neme,\such as /b/, with a letter or. grapheme, b. It has z
. - - e
been found that perf mance ‘on paired—associate tasks is correlated with school

achievement (Stevenson, Hale, Klein, and Miller,wl968) e Ay
’ N N ¥
Altﬁough there have bfﬁn a number of experiments investigating variables . {—\\

' which influence children s learning in’ paired—associate tasks (for example, ;
. l
Davidson, Perry, and Baker, l974), variables which specifically affect the ac—-

quisition of sound—symbol relatrﬁnsh;ps by young children have not been widely .5'fﬁ

wo 1nvest1gated More studies like that 0f Ackérman (l9731, which deal d1rect1y - *?
" with variables affecting the learn1ng ‘of sound—symbol relationships,nw1LQ be' A
needed to answer)the many questions arising in this 1mportant area. Tth is
particularly true if Feldman, Johnson,, nd Mast (1972) are correct in contending
) that th;'§§§Zééses involved in performanEE‘Un*paired-assor1ate tasks, and perhaps
e ‘ P

< b

also in school achievement, are not WLdely generalizable, and must be con51dered

-
LY

in terms of specific tasks and the characterlstics of different samples of

' . . ’

children. RN
. '.v ) ’

KEEP Studies on the Learning of Sound Symbol Relationship_

ﬁll students in Class III as well as selected students in Class I -and 11,

1 . \ -

received instructlon through a number of. controlled studies to see 1f ways Could )
. kL »
Jbe found' to accelerate the learning of sound- symbol relatlonshlps _ This series of

w .

largely umpublished studies explored'many different variables.» In the first «

7
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"/ atudy, the letters to be learned were presented’ in/=a constant,, or\serial order. ;
. ] ‘ . ...l . . . . > , ;
.. were presented, in constant or random order, did. 'not make a differencelin

. either rate of learning or retentionﬂ

- - tq\
_ In the second study, a comparison was made of twb difEErept ways of
\/ p— >

motivating the.children. One group received tokens: for agswering correctly

AN N -

while the other group did not.' Again,. desp1te differences in reinforcemept

Y

procedur@s, no. significant differences in either learning or retention were
i’S.fpund between the two groups = i - .? . \; 4 : o ) , L
f': * A third study in‘this &;:;’:::::;edfthe effects of small group instruc—f
L 4 .tion versus individual instruction on the 1earn1ng.of sound.synbol‘relationf?\ ’
%f“.;, shipsi‘ Subjects in the group condition learned faste;.than subJe&ts 1nfv¢"
- .-the 1nd1V1dua1 cond1t1on on the first® two tr1a1s _Therearter‘the lear;ing.

4

v g . ‘ . o
rates for the two groups remained the same Because of ;the initial differ- -
enceS“produced subjects in the group’condition showed. a’ higher level of

N

performance overall (see Technical Report #47).

A3

e

et SU U e T, e —————

. In ajfinal study,sound symbol relatlonships were; Tear ed through

associatlon w1th a familiar word that also began,with that sound. Thus,
. .
- when shown the Ietter b, one group learned-first to say "Billy; /b/" in

P TN

order to estab11sh pa1r1ng of the sound and symbol ThlS experiment was not
completed because<the subjects previous exper1ence’w1th'1earning sound-symbol

. relationships apparentlmeade it difflcult Eor ch11dren in the familiar word
o '
condttion to learn the associations This part1cu1ar study should be replicated
. \ . . - . . : ».Y-. . ‘ .
. with a group of children with no prior experience* in learning sound-symbol

L.

‘ (

‘~'re1ationships.' o ) L. R
. AN -

N In addition, two studies conducted with preschool students also

eXplored better ways of teaching sound —-symbol kelationships The\ﬂirst

‘ 3 - . /e .
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B B S L " : B Cby Ty .
study,.the,recal1—recognition?study; compared a recall ﬁethod to -a recognition

)f» ‘  method. In tﬁt‘reéall method*the_child‘waS‘shown‘a letter and required to
¥ ; i ’ e Co N
T say the sound that was assoc1a€bd w1th it. Thus, the experimenter presented
‘i. N . G ., }
: the 1etter s, and the child was taught to respond by saying /s/. 'Im the

'.recognition method,the childtwas presented with an array of six letters and ",

nced the sQund of one-of»the Ietters; «The child

‘the experimentér pro

? ﬁ:'then%waS‘requir y poiﬁt to he letter corresponding to that sound

.
H]

.* - hus, if the chi @ heard the expegimenter say /s/ he.was taught to p01nt
‘ (S o L 3\ i
¢ o ' . :
to theiletter_s.y(The results ‘showed no differences in learning betweer
N : ’ . Y ) N N . R . v -t

children'who,wcre trained in thé recall method and those trained in the , .«

.'{/recognition me

hod. - R |
The second study, the reverSal study, was a continuation of the first.

’

In this experiment children who had been trained in the recall method, as
described above,,were g1ven a posttest in which ézey wete asked to perform

the recognition task Similarly, ch11dren who had received recognition /"

e
’ trainfng were given a posttest in which they were asked ‘to” perform the-reeall/

Mf_~*‘“task'““The—¥1nd1ngs showed«that-children~do_haye_dlfficulty in revensi g_the s

1earned,assoc}ationSu Specifically, 1f a child has learned to respond by

. saying the correct sound for a given letter (recall), he will not always be
. w, .

-

able to point to the correct 1etter when presented with the sound. (recogn1—

tion). In the same way, children trained in the recognition task were not .

>

' able to transfer their knowledgevto the recall task. This finding has

implications for classroom teaching,. xeachers need to attend to the direc-
tioms in which they are'teaching.associations petween sounds. and letters,
whether by a recall method (sound to 1etter) or by a ﬁecognition'method

#* M .

. N
(1etter to sound), and are\Well advised to teach the associations in f

'

both directions (see Technical Report #48)

) .
- . S
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~ Discussion . o . - R , ) '
o —— ) . . B . » Y

a4

‘ghe conclusions to be drajﬁ from all these studies is that,

despite the,investigation of'mAny different variables, an -entirely satis—

.chtory%way ef teaching sound-symbdl relationships,to-the KEEP students was
. ) ik P, - (

“not found and learning of sound—symbol relationships continues to ‘be - -{
. ~ . , » : .

extremely difficult for them R .

- v

- " The practical 1mplicatigh of these .studies is that the KEEP students

'should not b¥ taught to read with a curr1culum that re11es‘heavily on_

vthe learning of sound—symbol relations ips. The strategy currently being

developed starts’with the teaching of mewgvords first.throughlan experience
-f approach and by the whole word method; When sbund—symbol relationships

-
v

are taught, children who are: experiencing difficulty in learning them w1ll

‘i

not be held back . Rather, they will be allowed to progress in l arning

new words through_the sight methodland in developing comprehens1on skills.

. | L o o T
L . There are several reasons'fof deemphasizing phonics instruction,
particularly at ‘the beginning levels. First, the(&EEP students find it g““@

1

1nordinately d1ff1cult o learn sound—symbol relationships; as shown by

—f__-athefresults of"the»basalmreader study~andaothen_studies;eited—in~thisﬁ-—_;m; ,,,,,

‘section It is reasonable to assume that this difficulty results from )

the laok*ME certaia language and‘cognitive skills which are a nec%ssary
‘Qbas1s for efficient learning of sound-symbol relationships. Unlike middle—
class studentsl thelKEEsztudentslmust-develop many of these'skills_at school.
8 . . - ,
Generally there is not”sufficient‘time=for this to happen hefore-}he learning

of sound—symbol relationships is required when ‘these occur in the very first

' stages of the reading curriculum. The KEEP child f1nds this task extremely

difficult’at this stage of his development.l However if these sound—symbol

2

relationships are introduced later in the curr1culum after the child has

been in school long enough to have gained the necessary language ‘and

.-

AT ’ :
22 o




4gognitive skills, the same: prqblem would not arise. T

Fortugately, the learning of words through the s1ght or}éhole'word
. P : S
_ method is not nearly:as difficult for the KEEP students. Thus it is not:
e 1 L - . .
‘ .necessary-to delay-the introduction_of formal reading instructlon if the
o early_stsps in-the'curriculum’cadl for the learningiof'sightvvocabulary, and :
1notfsound—symbol relationships{ Comprehension skills can also be suecessJ:
o fully taught at this level ” %. A 3“ oo ; \ C
R Our current hypothesis for’the recommended sequence of beg1nning reading

L3

' Y
instruction, based on,the f1ndings available at the present t1me,1s as fo ows’:
S TN

. F1rst, the use of experience stor1es to help the children develop concepts of‘
. ; v 1
what read1ng 1s all about and td acqu1re some 31ght vocabulary. Second the

-

!
|
|
|
] o 1ntroduct1on of basal readers or other mater1als with controlled vocabulary

W1th both of the above, a strong empha31s on comprehen31on should be: maintained

a

,f Third when adequate reading concepts,*s1ght vocabulary, and comprehens1on are

; ’?Pdeveloped the 1ntroduction of phonics can follOw._ Children who have superiorr .

\\ skills in aud1tory d1scFim1nat10n and process1ng could, of course‘vbenefit from

v

“an’ earller introductlon to phon1cs._ However most children at KEEP do not fai&

™

B ———— ; v : e e
i T ’\' A T : K K » o R i o . K -l-

in th1s category -

N
4

”gfﬁA - A deempha91s on phon1cs is also supported by the work of Smith (1971)

. and Thorndlke (l973), which suggests that the ‘'most importantcﬁactor in-
successful reading is teach1ng chlldren to think or reason. hl§\p081tlon
4

implles that the lack of . language and cogn1t1ve skills or,the'ability;toj
think or reason. is at the heart of the reading problem KEEP's research in ;-'

this area supports th1s view, particularlva1th regand to disadvantaged,
»v " ! N - .

~——

f.minority group children. . Further investigation of language.and cognitive

’ skllls should lead not only to more efficlent learning of sound- symbol :

relationshlps but to better cOmpetence in all areas of reading skill. .

»
i
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: Language and Dialect Intepference ;_' N ‘ g

e

Findings Jn the areas of motivation, readiness, and the learning of

. sound—symbgl’rela{i::ships all Suggest that invest1gations of . language should

Yo

,ass:?S/é high priority. Perhaps specif1c language problems or differences o0

‘wer he cause of the low reading achievement of students such as those at KEEP.

Dialect Interference Hypotheses ’ t '.C*§~J . . L L
.0 N : 8 R . . ’ : .
o One of the most widely acceg;ed explanations that has been proposed to .

VA ) ‘ |
~ - account for the problems in learning to read of disadvantaged m1nority group - B

children stems from the—fact- that many of these. children are not native speakers
(O ] ‘ ’

b

”of Standard English but grow up spjaking a nonstandard dialect. One notion is

that general dialect,interfﬁrence, that-is, confusion resultlng.from differences
between’ thﬁ child's -dialect and Standard Eng11sh is a cause of the minor%ty

. ~ o 1
in reading Another view is that there is specific

1 - :
_ group child's_low achieve

1';interference, and 'that these sobyrces of 1nterference-at the phonolog1cal o }“

v syntactic,’o semanticlev ls can be'identified While there may be a great
b /)

‘,‘:,' s ;,/' . '.
'.deé%}of overlap betweEh two . Engiish language systems, there are’ also 1mportant B

- . L
3

ways in which ‘the two differ. For example, Baratz (1969) c1tes differences in’ff'

B — B
v Y

the distribution of phonemes and in syntact1c rules between Black Engllsh and

Standard English She expresses the belief that such differences cause the
. .".". w "

) black ch11d difficulty in learning to reaa from Standard English teth. w""

e \ ot

Like black and Chioano children, the KEE? students are natiye speakers of

a,dialect 1n this ‘case Hawai1 Creole. As with Black English Hawaii Creole

Ca ‘ <

:has been the subject of linguistic research and also has been shown to be a 3

-

complex and ﬁEderly language (Bickertdn, 1973 1975) Many of the waysrin

which Creole differs from Standard Englrsh have been pinpointed (for example,

Peet, l97%}r and itgseemed reasonable to expect that Ehesevdifferences




oA could interfere with the KEEP s;udents .learnind to read,

P

B . . 5 N . .
Neé\\for Standard Engllsh Competence, In examining the - c1assroom 51tua—

. .
.

to -tion'at KEEP?/Pd/in hawaii s PUbliC Sé\bols, it. is ObVIOUS that the Child
o uv L ) . ,l, i i ’ b
r,”t.‘musg”have somge 1eve1 of comPete e in Standard Engl¥§h in °rder t0 1earn to.

read. Althoxgh most of the KEEP - teachers wereﬁborn and ralsed in Hawal;%%nd ' :
- x . : »

can speak Creole themselVes, they ahyays instruct in Standard E%gliSh The ‘f.-

v
v R

. X . '

: \ ¥
. cHildren\are rhad stories wnitten An Standard EngliSh they listen to tapes

>

A}

in Standard Engllsh'b nd they watch{?tandard,ﬁnglish te}evision programs.,

"When they are asked to read, it is from Standard English tethooks.4 While

o »

'; it has always been the,practice at KEEP for teachers to~accept a ch11d s

. : AN

1anguage regardless of diaTe\i (teachers do not. n&prrect a ch11d s speech),
. .y b N .
! . it 1S Clear that the lea'rnlng env1r0nment regu1res knoW].edge Of Standard

an

P .

-4

English. e

,.Phonological Interference. One tést of the theory ol specific dialect

interference‘was at the phonological level. pefhapssmiSunderstanding was.
. . N . —v).' N v

. caused by the KEEP students failure to discriminate eertain‘Standard English

‘ phonemeS- ‘An example is the /i/ and /1y/ phonemeS, as contrasted in the.

£

.
.. l
1

—_— e e e v e T TN T g o e e s Tt b 1 e et e e

"words pill and peel, two words which a speaker ‘of Hawaii Creole might pronounce

in the same‘way;vas /piyl/w Smith (19@9) stated that confu51on would be .;

.

: §Llike1y to resul if the phonemes of: two dialects’ were éQ dlffere“t tha&

a listener experienced great difflculty in c1ass1fyi“g what he ‘'was hearlng in

“.

“terms of’ "his own Phoneme 1nventory._ He hYPOthe31zed that this might be the
~case in a Miami high school, where white teachers were asked*to administer

"a phoneme dlscrimfnation test to the1r black studentS- Smith interpreted the

" students’ med1an score of 664 Correet as. an 1nd1cat10n that many were U“able :

Y oto discrlminate one—thlrd of the sounds spoken by thelf teaCherS-'

\ . . ' cue 4: '

s
CoL . X A .
B - i
N ' ) . : 2 9] ’ :
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The search for interference at the phonologlcal level 1nvOIved testlng

a saﬂPle of CreOle*sPeaking KEEP?“’StudentS on word pairs, SuCh aL three and

. ‘

tree,-fyat Would be contzasted by a’ Speaker of 'standard. E“gLISh but not’

-
. ve
a

»

Tby” a Creole Speaker . ‘On’ the basis of the children s speech 1t appeared that - -

they di ﬁot make Such dlscriminations r However, thn fﬂb Chlldren %ere .-.'
,q%ked’to listen to i tape QE_WOrd pairs and “to 1ndicate if the words were '
N T

the game or different only five discr1m1nat10ns were.not " made by thrae or -

. ‘ / . LN ‘.\’ ! - ’
(":; morg Of the Qight Childreﬂ They 3PDarent1y recognlzed differences in N
. N i . X3
gge vast majority of word pairs, desplte the. fact tW?t their Spee‘h did not
a .

R T

LI
o

r flect 't ese diseriminations However ,a small number of problem contrasts

apparently do exist and relationshlps haVe been found between KEEP f1rst

_ gradefs inability to make these discrlminatIOns and thelr Scores on the Metro— f

politan Readiness Test (see Technlea1 Report #64) More WOrk,ik this area:ig—

Qurrently belng ConduCted L S " AR

N -
Co ) v

'Translatidn'H 'othesfs

Another Wayr&n which dlalect might interfere

-

F-'With children s learning to read was described by Baratz (1969) Sﬁe

T,

hypotheSIZed that the black dlalect Speaklng chlld went through w0 steps in

e S
e e N

‘-.,,.» T e e o e e

the reading Pl‘ocess,‘ flrst’ -deCOdlng the ertten words, and Second unllke ' .
the m1ddle-c1ass Chlld ucranslatlng these words 1nto his Own dlalect - Such

“a CWO stage Process WOuld clearly imPede bhe chlld s learnlng to reéd Hall

REESE.

. and Tufner (1971) also suggeSted that Black dlalect Speakers used a trans:

'
R}

_ \ .
)3"13t10“-Pr°°ess 'although they described this ProceSS ‘as "automatic" and not :
/ﬁ”:; a’ source df dlfflCulty o g }. . | ", : .  r -;5';

Johnson (1975) presented examples of reading reSponses Whlch would

-Show dialeCt Shlft g;\ﬁlack StUde“tS- Whlle the chlld s rEbponse would

$
. R

differ from th% exact wOrdlng 4in the\Standard English text baSed on a

éﬁﬂ%wledge of BlQCk Engllsh dlalect lt coul e shown that he was translating
g - . &

»}f R R

e R R . N - ) . . . ' .
L v ot z)\d ‘ . I ' - Pe 0 . . g -
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’ . - . . R .
: o .t . . b-

- the text into dialect with no. 1oss of comprehension, Johnson used the'follpwingt.

as an example of a multiple dialect shift. The.text ‘is given as "He is.
7

y

e

¢

‘not emart," which the black child might read as "He ain't no smart," In

L— : v

this example ‘the verb is is omitted ain t is substitutedifér .ot and no

e
—

- 1s inserted. However, all of these changes are made in accordance with the _-$1~;——e

structure of Black dialect and no loss of comprehension occurs,

LA

Test for Creole Substitutons. A special oral reading test was designed_'

to te 'f*fHENtransletionwidea,_that is, to discover if KEEP second graders

S

N et
R PPN
“’J"N o

" would make’ substitutions or other reading errors showing dialect shift‘at T

“the point at whicE‘&he text contained Standard English features which were L

.

represented differently in Creole (unpublished study) The children,s basal

texts were first examined .and sentences which might pose a problem were

selected and rated on-a three point scale, according to the amount of

s

'difficulty the feature in the sentence was likely to present. Sentences

ﬁ,used in the study incorporated these problem features, and were similar to

some of them, Differences examined were at the phonological morpholog1ca1

those in the texts. The actual sentences which appeared in the text were

not presented because it was. believed that the children might have memorized W'

. syntactic, and senantic levels. Surprisingly, it was found thatjthe children

made no Creole substitutions, with the possible exception of certain

phonological ones. Howeyer, these were very few and couId not be reliably

’

"~ scored. Furthermore, the children did not make significantly more errors at

the higher difficulty levels than at the lower ones., Neither d1d any

particular item consistently cause the children to hesitate or err in any

-

observable way. -

Comprehension of Standard English It has also been suggested that dia-

lect interference might be operating at the level of comprehens1on Perhaps;

A’A" : V»A i" “.23?;



f Speakers because they are not able to understand the Contentlof the texts ‘;

1 they are being asked tw,;ead._ This wnuld occur largely because of the

1

- was total number of questions answered correctly. It had been anticipated

: 'study showed no difference in the number of correct responses to the two

; sets of stories. Apparently, the children/;Zre able to understand the Stan—

’

-

57-25

< . oL

‘i

) e O

dialect—speaking children do not. learn to read as quickly as7Standard English

- .

%’l _'b.

mismatch between the set of syntactic rules expressed in the child s
textbooks and those of his own dialect (Baratz, 1969) ;
This idea was tested Hl KEEP at the level of listening comprehension

(see Technical Repont #53), since it was decided that having the children read

Creole texts, something they had never done before, would- constitute an unfair ﬁ‘* B

o~ gt e

oy
?v

teet.' Stories were selected from the SRA Reading Laboratory and matched according-mwwlh

to 1evel of difficulty and content. Children in both Class 1 and Class II
participated in the study. They lisfened to one set of three stories in
staii Creole and one set in Standard English Following each story,the- o % :

children were‘asked totanswer five questions. The measure of comprehension =

that the children would be able to answer correctly many more questions

about the Creole stories than the Standard English stories. However, the °

iy

dardIEnglish stories as well as the Creole ones. Thus, it is reasonable
to assume that 'Eh?"understand their. Standard Eng‘lis"te};t_s as well as,
they would similar texts written in Creole. . o »l .
A similar finding was repozted in a study of Hawaiian fifth grade Hawaii
Creole speakers._ Ciborowski and Choy (1974) compared Creole speakers and
Standard English speakers in terms of their ability to recall ‘items from
storigs in Creole and Standard English. Again, the two groups did not.’
differ except in the poorer performance of Standard English speakers onb

il

the dialect stories.- AN o . o @

[

L

bl )
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Evidence from KEEP students results on the Standard English Repetition'“-

B 4
i

_ERI and the HCERT were administered to Class III in the fall and spring of
hpeit kindergarten year.' There were sigﬁingant correlations between

tences repeated correctly on the ‘two tests (fall' =, Sl df 26 11( Ol . _ ~

‘In general the datarshow that students who .

)
'r - A

?ﬁ,are competent in one code are also competent in the other. Apparently,

IS

7Xnnny of the KEEP students are already bidialectal When they enter school

i This finding is supported by the work of’ Feldman, Wertsch, Stone, and Fﬁizich

T e e e
. MY e
P
s ' e R i L

g; (1975), who a1so used a form of mhe SERT in studying the Standard English aﬁd’“"*‘“‘““"'*

“ Creole competence of high school students in Ka u, Hawaii They found that
t

subjects' repetition scores on SE items were significantly correfated with-

their scores on HC items.

Other investigators have neported comparable results. in studies with
- black children ~Peisach (l965) conducted a study ‘to find out how successfully

information was communlcated between teachers and children of different

races and socxreconomic status, including d1sadvantaged black students A

0]

cloze- procedure was_used 1n which students sdﬁplied the missing words in

- [;) - ~ i e e S

sentences serving as examples of the speech of different social groups. T

Surprisingly, Peisach found almost no differences between the performance of

black and white children, at both the first and'fifth grade levels.

' Weener-(1969),collected‘language samples from middle-class white and
lower-class black adults and. used these samples as stimulUs,m?terials. The-

: - ‘ S
samples were read ‘as word llStS to groups of f1rst grade blad?‘students and

“white students. The black children did not recall significantly more from




-

..the lists read: to them by adults in their own ‘dialect than from lists read

by adults in a different dialect. Weener concluded ‘that at 1east some
] :

dialect-speaking children learn to understand Standard English at a very 'j

- young age.‘ Nolen (1972) Festﬁ: second— and fourth grade black and white

‘ children of low socio%ronomic ackground on materials written in Standard

;f'English:and‘Black dialect. Subjects read the‘selections-and then wrote

"answerS'to queations. At the second grade level none of the comparisons o
. - : LA o ) . .

between performance of black and white students attained significancef

'However, white students in_the fourth grade outscored blacks on both the
‘ . o

'two dialect reading passages and on’ the Standard English passage. Of most

7.

Bt - J—

Nwwintesestyspexhapsihmas, the finding that the ability of the subJects to

answer questions was not ffected by the dialect in which the passaée was

written.

- PropOSed Solutions._ The main findings in this line of research

suggest that two of the most popular solutions to the problem of teaching _

.

- dialect speakers to read are inappropriate. Neither of these proposed

T X -DM » A - - .

~ answers (dialect readers, or Standard English drill), is supported by research
.at KEEP.
The use’Qf dialect readers had‘been.propdsed'as one solution to the

>~*problem~of~teaching black children to read (Baratz, 1969 Wolfram, 1970)

The results of research with the KEEP children indicate that teaching
‘Hawaii Creole.speakers'to'readlwith Cfeole texts would probably make no

difference at all; Since the KEEvatudents are:bidialectal and can

'”comprehend.Standard English as well as Hawaii Creole, the use of Standard

'rEngliShftexts cannot be:almajor cause of*their-dﬁ%ficulties in‘reading

Although support for the use of d1alect readers by black students continues
£

(Somérvill 1975), the findings at KEEP point out the importance of careful

3

. .
.
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empirical work in this field.l Linguistic research can reveal the rules by

a&~which a dialect is governed and can show how . these rules d1ffer from those of

-

Standard English.“ However, the existence of such differences do%s‘not

mean that they automatically interfere with the child's learning to read.
Clearly, the KEEP students do not need practice in Standard d%glish )

: forms in order to prepare for reading, because the: majority are bidialectal

¥

i , '
ﬁhr'already ‘competent in_Standard English.when they enter k1ndergarten.

.fSomervillfsf(l975) review of studies examining the effect upon reading .
iaChievementvof programs designed to_improve children's capabilities in -

Standard English also shows that there is no evidence to support such an ~
i

'“*“approach~«~Howevenr“thelpractice of general functional language skllls, wh1ch

e dme

A N

are not specific to "any dialect or to Standard Enlgish may well have a

positive influence on reading achievement.

Importance of General Language Ability, ‘While it is almost certa1n

_that dialect in- itself is not a source of difficulty at the beg1nn1ng
' reading levels, the general language ability of the KEEP students and 1ts

relationship to learning to read has become a maJor 1ssue.._In‘language
‘. research,,the direction now being taken at KEEP is away from an investigation

~of dialect interference and toward an exgloration of.aspects of language - -

’facility and functional language which are 1ndependent of dialect.

The importance df certain-language- abilities to. first grade read1ng

-achievement was shown by Bougere (1969) . -While-none of the oral language

~

measures used 1n her study accounted for as much of the variance in
achievement as didathe'Metropolitan Readiness Test, the addition of certain
language measures 'significantly increased the predictive value of the

3

Metropolitan. The.two most important language'measures for predicting .

word recognition achievement were oral vocabulary range and oral vocabulary

S




B S T st

diversitx while average length of T—unit (sentence including one or more. .

p- clauses) was the language measure most highly related to comprehension

,g achieVement, o
A . } . P P . : ’ . +
New Directions in Language Research =~ ' . - ‘ -

While KEEP's work in this area has only just begun, it is alygady‘apparent
that continuing language research offers much promise for improving reading

_ achievement. The iSSues are extremely complex, since it is impossible to deal

W >
.

with language development without considering underlying cognitive structures.
Some relationships between mothets use .of language'and school achievement
were shown in a study by Jordan (see Technical Report #61). ‘The mothers of 464

'KEEP students participated in this study, which examined the content of mother- .

»'childfintexantipnEA"UIhglexperimenter_presented the mother and child with a

N

task which had‘to be ﬂ.'formed by both working together.. Amounts of‘verbal, - o
)

4predominatly verbal predominatly nonverbal and nonverbal directions by the
mother were measured 4 The results showed a significant p051tive correlation
betweenlamount of verbal and predominantly verbal directions ‘and the child- - "*-
ren's WPPSI scoreslas entering kindergarteners. Because I.Q: is awgoodgpredic=
tor-dfschoolgachievement it wasisuggested that those children whoﬂgrow up |
in an. environment where they can become accustomed to learning through verbal

: directionldevelop more school—relevant abilities prior to entering kindergarten.

These<abilities make it easier for them to learn in tne school env1ronment,

i .

[

".where verbal direction is the dominant mode of instruction.
Au (see Technical Report #50) conducted a study of the oral reading errors
»of 15 KEEP second graders,aimed at identifying reading strategies used by both
poor and good readers (poor and good as determined by scores on the Gates-

MacGinitie Read1ng Test) " All subjects read the same stories, and tapes of ;4

the children s reading were scored by two judges Errors were placed in

32




€

'3i categories grouped accord&ng to whether ‘they showed use of context only, use A
yof visual-phonic informauion only, both or neither. Using these categories,it
N /-’ i iv
iy i " ’
;.was possible to determigﬁ if certain patterns of errors could be associated

L4

: with higher or lower reading achievement and)the extent to which . the children
) : 2
' "used visual—pgonic or. context cues. Errors were. analyzed both in terms of

PR

. . -5
number and percent of error in any one category.

L]

’ :
Poor and good readers did show different patterns of errors Poor readers

tended to rely on visual-phonic .cues and made significantly more partial 1dentity
,J_ -

'substitutions and omissions than did good readers. However . the point at’

a

* Which they differed the most was in percent of self—corrections, with good

‘readers frequently correcting their own mistakes and poor readers doing so

3 /_. 4 ~

only rarely. When the error categories were divided into two groups, one

[

including*thosewshowing«use of»context and. .one including those show1ng use
ofrvisual—phonic information, good readers were found to use context in 71.52%
of their,errors, poor readers in only 37.58% of_their'errors. - The KEEP-_' |
,students as aggroup appear'to be less'proficient in_use of context than chil-

dEnHWho'have,been the.subjects in_similar studies in both the mainland U.s.

‘(Weber, 1970) and New Zealand (Clay, £a68) _ : : R .

-
~

It appears that “the KEEP students do not approach read1ng as a language
task. They do not use fluency in language to aid them in reading, and do not .

hav$ the 1dea that trying to’ solve a problem in reading can be approached by
r’

<2"'fteSttngt}inguisticmhypotheses-; S S, - ) 1‘_;w¢

. \‘.,';Pii°£ studies arexalso helping to define‘the problems inlthe language

. area more clearly.. For example, it might have beenithought_that the children
Bweremlargely;nonverbal. "lhe“results of an'unpublished studyfwithva group of
KEEPJkindergarteners who were‘sel ed on the basis of low language ability

_however, showed that the children are 11y capable of making;appropriate




statements Ton - a given topic. An t er study with first and second graders,

all with low scores on both the- SERT and HCERT,.showed similar results (see -
Technical Report #59) .. Childre@iin both studies proved that the KEEP students,
even those with the lowest scores on tests of language competence, ‘are able

°

‘to produce many statements given the proper setting.’ Similar findings have
been reported by Labov (1966)- in his work with black children. | \

ml,ManY other questions remain to be answered. * Although the KEEP students r.’v;,
:fare bidialectal, they‘differ_rrom middle—class students in overall 1anguage.

'facility'and ability to'use 1anguage, regardless of dialect. It is important-

[‘ to know how the speech of the/KEEP students compares to the speech of middle—.
, class students of the same age, particularly in terms of specific measures.

which have been_found to relatﬁ/to reading achievement, such as. those used in

Bougere s (1969) investigation. FUrther investigatlon is also needed to deter—_

e e

mine whether the KEEP stuﬂents are able to use language to help them gain in-
5 .

formation in a variety of settings. For example, a child shouid be able to ask

_questions when" heidoes_not_Egderstand;the'teaoher“s instructions. _Ihe ultimate

-'goal of this type of:research is to'learnigbout the_relative'importance of
. : _ SRS . _ e

e Lo

. . . L o . ' :
‘various'aspects of language facility»and functional language in order tq develop

curricula and teaching methods to promote the. achievement of disadvantag

part-Hawaiian studenvs particularly in reading. A
[} . ) \
Research in Cognitive Processes - o :

P

Closely related to work in language and its functions is the study of cog-

‘nitive processés. Two studies in this area have ‘been’ completed to. date, both

' with implications for the teaching of reading.
- Gallimore, Lam, and Speidel (see-Techdlcal Report #3llhconducted a study-with'
‘KEEP'kindergarteners=which compared subjects' recall'of'shape'names under three

training conditions..‘The fitst~condition, associative'ZIaboration, was based ' -

ﬂ on the work: of Rohwer (1911) and used stories about everyday events, in which

34
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the)shapg names were linked with common - objects (for example, crescent
- A'q,.

of watermelon) . In the second condition, rehearsal which was derived from

ElaVell Beach, and Chinsky (l966),vthe subjects traced and verbalized the shape

P S

name, and then continued to repeat the name until the next shape appearedeon

:the~3creen._ Infthe third,.or‘control,'condition the subjects simply traced each

e

,’shape and repeated itsiname.- The groups did not differ in number of shapes

named correctly on an immediate posttest., How%ver, subjects in the elaboration

- .

- condition did recall significantly more items on the one—week posttest., The

' results suggest that the school performance ‘of these children can .be enhanced
by use of procedures 1ike elaboration, which apparently serve to activate cog-

] nitive processes. )

D i R L TR S A . E -
P e SR L R T -

Speidel ‘Hao, and Gallimore (see Technical Reporf #37) trained a group of

KEEP kindergarteners to label the dist'

ctive features of letter iike symbols.

2y This . o.ne-has.,at J.inﬁ.,gn,.EQB.: and

R 2 u—w%«w«w

-For example, the children were taught

this one has a line on the bottom. The control group received no training.:

v
i s

VThe two groups were given a first posttest-by an experimenter who had no know—‘ K o

s 3o ) s

ledge of “the training given to the subjects. 'There was no difference in the

Performance Of the two. ngups on this posttest. “The subjects were then given iﬂ -
‘another test by the teachTr who had trained the experimental‘group, but, agaidi . !
J - . ' . . . T

'gno ditferences were found. Finally, the trainer gave all the'eXperimental.sub—"

Qo

.jects a no-feedback review session with the same stimuli that had been used in
‘\

training, followedlimmediately by the test stimuli. This time the experimental 'm;
;group showed a significanqbincrease in performance, compared to both“their own
.;previous performance and to the performance of ‘the control group. .The authors
_discussed thé&results in terms of Flavell et al (1966) production def1c1ency

f'hypothesis. This: hypothesis states that children pass thﬂough a developmental

;_stage in which they do not spontaneously use certain symbolic or cognitive

\



57-33

v ~ . . P ¢ £ ) . a . - . . : .

mediation skills, although they do possess them, ' The findings of this study

- suggest that teaching of concepts should be done in a variety of contexts,
. B t
,1Msuch as using different methods for presenting the stimuli having instruction

? !

by different teachers, and studying the material in different subJect areas.

e ’

These variations should produce generalizgtion of training. It is also apparent

ftom the reSults of this study that a child s performance on a test may not pro- .
o, .
vide an accurate assessment of what he actually can do (see Technical Report #37)

[

o ‘ _ New Readgggggurriculum for 1975—1976

Our present research in r:!%ing is being conducted within the framework of

L e v

. a new reading curriculumihhich reflects our. past work in reading research : Our

concern for maintaing the industriousness of the KEEP students is shown in the -

. e
i Yy .

related staff development program in which all KEEP teachers must partic1pate.a

: Teachers who have not previously received training in behavioral analysis and

’

contingency management are givensthis background.and their application of these )

~— T -

techniques to the‘classroom is monitored. In%erventions for children with
ppecial motivational and behavioral problems are also managed within the con—

‘ -text of the staff development program. It is recognized that lack of motivation L

" to work can be a problem in teaching children “to read and thus it is not neglec-

ted. However, the findings of the basal reader -and two token reinfprcement
studies showed that increas1ng industriousness in and of itself .was not suf- ';
ficient to bring the KEEP students to grade level reading achievement.

- As mentioned earlier, the new kindergarten curriculum beg1ns with a com-f

' prehensive two month readiness, program. This read1ness program was developed

“in response to the need for giving the KEEP students an earlier .start in 1earn—

ing to read in order to help them perform at grade level as soon as poss1ble |

R

The readiness program is at present the most detailed part’ of the curr1culum /%

.

38
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"and calls for the children to master the largest number of obJect1ves for\any. .

-L.

two . month period The intensive and accelerated nature ‘of the readiness pro—a .

N

gram in the new curniculum reflects.the finding that Class II and III both

. [ _,,'

,_showed increases in-readingrachievement largely as asresult of an’earlier in-

Vvtroduction of formal reading instruction. As part'df'the cdntinuing'evaluation

4
-

I and improvement of the new curriculum, obJectives in the areas of functional

communication and cognitive operations are being added to the kindergarten

>

rogram. .,
pg - . ,u_" r:',." e .

"triCUIUm but readinesg there are three_ﬁl_-“

“

'In every section of the new:

-

strands,_or skilliareas:__comprehension;.sight vocabdﬁary, and decoding.' There

This-wide range of skill areas, no ali traditionally placed in the reading

curricutum, is believed necessary because of the evidence provlded by the

- v r.

series of studies on the learning of sound symbol relationships. These studies

o ar e C W ey o o AL Ao

'1ed to the general conclusion that a reading program that emphasizés phonics

probably presents serious problems for the disadvantaged part—Hawaiian~child.

The new curriculum will deemphasize decoding and stress comprehension skills
4“? the learning of words by the sight method as’ alternatives. ills in

v ' v *

functional 1anguage<and cognitive operations seem necessary to ptomote further

'achievement in the ‘other strands, although more- 1nvestigation wilI be needed to
’detérmine the exact nafure of'these skills and-their {elationship'to Tearn1ng; -

e

‘to read. = . L -~ S .

Finally, the results'of*studies‘at KEEP in dialect interference'also_in—

a e

xfluenced the new’curriculum, although these'resultsigenerally indiqated*that.
pour past practices were not 1nappropriate Because of our research ev1dence
that the KEEP students .are actually bidialectal they can and’are being taught

to read with conventional Standard English basal.texts under the new curriculum.

-
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strand,lt s hoped that many opportunities will be presented in the- clasSroom

&

for the children to use. 1anguage &o increase fluency, to become more elabora-" ’

_¢V

.

0 moré ‘ffeCtive languag@ In this way they may become more proficient in
v“\ @’ "‘,‘.-

those general language skills which seem more 1mportant to learning to read .

than knowledge of Standard English alone.'.

The new curriculum,‘hhich now provides the basic framework for research

in reading, shows our present intent to- search for answers withiq the class— LR
-~ . . LR B

’ 'room itself. Close observations of teachers and students, and of teacher— f
~ . . T '
student interactions and student student interactions will -help us‘to better T

understand the process by which information 1s transmitted and applied in thq;

Y.classroom. These obserVationB w1lk help us to specify the variety of methods

w«e‘—“wwﬂ‘

o~

which constitute good teaching, particularly in reading. ‘We also hope to ga1n»_

A}

‘more insight into'the ways in which the KEEP students handle different kinds of

.r. - ©

problems and the process they go through in dealing with different tasks. Th1s

* - [

: understanding will enable us to develop ways of‘training our students to deal

g

. «

more effectively§&1th s1milar'situat1ons The new. curriculum reflects our be—,'

o -
v 3

4lief that research and clasSroOm practice at KEEP should be closely tied toge—

1herwith findings in one area contr1but1ng to 1mprovement in the other

- : » i -+ Summary " and Lonclusions L .
- . . v . _.;,4' E.‘ ‘A_ ,e,‘ ,..‘

.\\Even Qhough the problems of successfully teaching reading to- d1sadvantaged

part—Hawaiian ch1ldren are more complex and subtle than may. generally be believed
*KEEP has” def1ned problem areas’ more clearly an? has taken positive first

R

g

steps ‘toward applying these findings in the classroom

Firsg it was found*that 1ncreasing student industr1ousness was not sufficient

Yy
>




Therefore. while industriousness is always an important fa tor, lack of it is ;ﬂ

~

x

not the main reason that?'lhy disadvantaged part-Hawaiian children do not

— ’ . - . s !

learn how to read well

“ econd it was found that the earlier reading instruction is begun,jthé"‘l B
) .

better'the children 8 reading achievement. Much work was done at KEEP in read-

.

- ing readiness and the optimum time to begin reading instruction. Reading in—5

s struction was begun as early as two months after the children entered kinder—."
o K _r'.ﬂw_ R4 > . .?
»»garten. ly order to begin early reading, a comprehensive and intensive readiness

A

program was developed The present readiness program covers self help, acade—
mic, and social skil‘ and specifies recommende* teaching procedures in each\ L

area. This program will be further strengthened with the addition of skills %.-

e in functional language and cognitive operations.
Third in examining the progress of the KEEP students in a typical reading

. t

: program, it was founuhaLJheJearnine of Sound—symbol relatlonships was ex-

tremely dlfficult for them Although ‘a series ‘of studies was conducteﬂ which
i explored ways of accelerating their learning of these relationships,'no effective
_ . . —

kY ,f

method was foundu The continuing difficulty of - this type of task for the KEEP

lﬁ students was attributed to the probable Iack of certain language and co§n1t1ve

5

skills which are necessary prerequisites for the efficient learning of sound-
+ie, 1

\ B »

symbol relationships. Further research in the*areas of language and Cognition

a

is important, not. only for the learning of sound—symbol relationships but for

‘reading;achievement as a whole. It was also recommended that ch11dren like those»l*"
: -.s» IR

aE KEEP not be tadght.to readnwith programs'that stress the learn1ng of sound— N

RN
,§ymbol relationships, eSpecially at the beginning levels. As an alternatmve,

. ‘5 . . N
these children should be first taught to read w1th programs emphasizing compre-

hension_and the learning of words through a sight or whole word method.

.
e . R I f".‘ DX . . B ‘ . . f

T o N




R

Hawnig Creole, probably dOes not. in

the beginning levels. Rather, it was

guage ability, which are not dialect

.

14

’. -
Finally, a new- readiqg curricul

'l.' .

}
pastfresearch It is presently comp

.. a three strand continuum from kinder

.

“.
AN
.

_ ' ‘\
: tigation in the 1anguage area is continuing

arten through third grade.

Recommendations for future

\
v',

concIuded that certain 1acks in lan—
specific, were. contributing to: the chil-

drens. poor progress in Iearning to reTad. Based upon this conclusion;‘ !nyves—"'-',
o AT .

The three

m was devisedjbased upon the results of

sed of a twd month readiness program,,and

ne .
Vil o

% strands, or skill areas, are compnehension; sight vocaBulary, and decoding,

[T ,....,':_..»‘«.-.JNL.N,-...uuf«.n«.#-.‘f ;

Iy s v e

0 nitive operations.~

«,'a-
C

for research and serves’ té reaffirm the close relationship'at KEEP between

research and classroom practice. :
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