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BACKGROUND AND BASIC STATISTICS

The Department of Education of the State of Hawaii has a role which is
unique in the nation. It is a state educational agency as well as the local
educational agency. Being a single school system with one board of education,
the Department provides direct administrative, supervisory, fiscal and support-
ive services to the schools. It also certifies, processes and assigns all
personnel employed by the system.

For administrative purposes, the school system is divided into seven
districts located in the four counties of the State. The Island of Oahu, which
comprises the City and County of Honolulu, has four districts (Honolulu, Central,
Leeward and Windward). The remaining three districts are located in the other
three island counties of Hawaii, Maui and Kauai. Two of the districts include
more than one island. Maui District, includes the islands of Maui, Molokai
and Lanai, while Kauai District includes the islands of Kauai and Niihau.

Within the limitations imposed by the Hawaii State school system, the
seven administrative districts have been regarded as local educational agencies
for Title I purposes. All of these seven administrative districts meet the
requirements to receive Title I funds; therefore, the State Title I grant for
FY 1970 was allocated to the districts in accordance with the Title I regula-
tions. (See Table 1),

In the 1969-70 school year there were 215 public schools in the State of
Hawaii with a total enrollment of 178,564 students (K through 12, special and
regular schools). A total of 32,651 students were enrolled in the 112 private
schools operating in the State.

There were a total of sixty-three (63) approved projects (see Appendix B
for summaries) that were implemented during FY 1970 in 81 schools. (See Table
2). Twenty-nine (29) projects were operated during the regular school term and
thirty-four (34) during the summer. All seven districts operated the approved
projects in both the regular and summer terms.

Among the students who participated in the projects a total of 7,602 were
enrolled in the public schools and a total of 272 in non-public schools. Of
the participating students from public schools, 39 were handicapped. An
examination of the annual total of participants since 1966 show a decrease
each year. (See Table 3).

II. STAFF VISITS TO LEA'S
During FY 1970, one administrator and five Title I connected specialists

made a total of 150 staff visits to the LEA's. The objectives and effects, and
the numbers and proportions of the visits are given in Table 4.
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TABLE 1
TITLE I, ESEA

FISCAL YEAR 1970

COUNTY GRANT. AND D1. {RICT ALLOCATIONS
STATE GRANT: 52,606,146
COUNTY GRANTS
COUNTY NO. OF CHILDREN AMOUNT PER CENT
Honolulu 12,675 $2,004,301 76.91
Hawaii 2,256 356,742 13.69
Maui 944 149,275 5.72
Kauai 606 95,828 3.68
TOTAL: 16,481 $2,606,146 100.00

DISTRICT ALLOCATIONS

DISTRICT AMOUNT PER CENT
Honolulu $1,252,889 48.1
Central Oahu 197,425 7.6
Leeward Oahu 276,994 10.6
Windward Oahu 276,994 10.6
Hawaii ' 356,742 13.7
Maui 149,275 5.7
Kauai 95,827 3.7

TOTAL: $2,606,146 . 100.0




TABLE 2

TITLE I, ESEA

FISCAL YEAR 1970

PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS

DISTRICT ELEMENTARY INTERMEDIATE HIGH TOTAL
Honolulu 15 5 3 23
Central 5 1 2 8
Leeward 4 1 2 7
Windward 6 2 2 10
Hawaii 9 3 3 15
Maui 9 1 2 12 .
Kauvai 5 - 1 _6

TOTAL: 53 13 15 81

-3-




TABLE 3

TITLE I, ESEA

NO. OF PROJECTS AND PARTICIPANTS THROUGH THE YEARS

FISCAL YEAR NO. OF PARTICIPANTS NO. OF PROJECTS
1966 74,141 , 94
1967 17,298 116
1968 10,337 123
1969 8,891 49
1970 7,874 63
r
.
.
8.




TABLE 4
No. of
OBJECTIVES EFFECTS Visits Proportion

PLANNING
(guidelines; school eligi- Modification of guidelines 7 5%
bility; orientation- Affirmation of guidelines

information)
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
(specific proposal negotia- Proposal modifications 32 21%
tion; operaticnal review; and improvements

workshops for districts)
PROJECT MONITORING-PROJECT

OPERATION
(district and school level) Project modifications and 109 73%

improvements

PROGRAM EVALUATION
(design; methods; imple- Modifications in evalua- 2 1%
mentation; results; tion designi.g and

trends) implementation

TOTAL 150 100%

III. NEW PROCEDURES
The 1969-70 school year was a period in which the existing State Title I
procedures were reviewed and revised. Promising new procedures were explored
to assist in attaining the goal of improving the projects that were being imple-
mented in the schools and districts of the State.

One of the first activities attempted was the revision of the existing
State Title I guidelines. The objectives were to:

A, Clarify the Title I regulations for the deéigners and imple-
mentors of the projects.

B. Provide effective procedures in developing, implementing and
evaluating the projects.

C. Strengthen the State Title I Program.

D. Reflect the latest national guidelines.




Another was the vigorous enforcement of the State and Federal program
requirements. One method was the series of project visitations made to monitor
projects and to gather cata for use in the preparation of the State evaluatiom
report. ‘The visitations also provided opportunities te furnish technical assist-
ance to the district personnel in modifying the projects to better meet the nceds
of the participating children.

A second method used in this enforcement of program requirements was the
initiation »f procedures for thorough review of all Title I project applica-
tions submitted. Several problems arose in the course of initiating this
method because of misuncderstandings, but most of them were resolved in the
negotiations that were conducted in an atmosphere of mutual learning and of
sharing information to modify the project proposals into approvable forms.

A third activity attempted, which was to facilitate the dissemination of
information regarding the program requirements, project designs and other
instructions regarding the Title I program, was the series of conferences held
for the district coordinators. These conferences were designed mainly to pro-
vide the coordinators with assistance in developing more effcctive projects.
In one of these conferences, Mr. Paul Miller of Area Desk Five, U.8. Office of
Education, met with the district coordinators to clarify certain technical
problems relating to the Title I program.

During the school year a continuous effort was made to develop effective
evaluative procedures that would:

A. Apply to the majority of the projects.

B. Provide information that was pertinent and useful to the
project personnel, the district personnel, the department and
the U. S. Office of Education. !

C. Enable all project personnel to imﬁlement them.

This effort will be continued until the desired procedures can be found or
developed.

To complement this exploration of evaluative procedures, a number of
discussions were held among the state agency and district personnel staffs to
develop more effective evaluation procedures. These discussions culminated in
the workshop held in May, 1970 in which the district personnel were shown some
techniques in designing, implementing and evaluating their projects more
effectively. '

A special effort was made to involve representatives from the eligible non-
public schools in all of the conferences and workshops as well as the discuss-
ions that were conducted. The district coordinators were reminded of the
3 program requirement to include in the proposed projects the educationally
deprived children in the non-public schools residing in the eligible attendance
areas, '
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IVA. EDUCATIONAL ACHILVEMENT

READING ACHIEVEMENT

The achievement in reading and language arts for project participants
has been measurcd by nationally standardized tests. A number of diffcrent
tests were used by the projects, resulting in information which is a
statewide compilation rather than a comprehensive statistical analysis. For
this reason, interpretations are of a very general nature.

The following tests were used in making comparisons of reading and
language achievement:

fates-MacGinitie Reading Test, forms B, C, D and E, comprehension
subtest

Stanford Achicvement Test, reading subtest, and spelling and languace
subtest

Durrell-Sullivan Reading Capacity and Achievement Tests

California Reading Test

Gray Oral Recading Test

Wide Range Achievement Test, reading subtest

Monroe Reading Aptitude Test, language suhtest

Botel Reading Inventory

Complete data is available for 2,759 students who were tested for reading
and language arts achievement on a pre-post basis during the 1969-70 school
year. About half of these students took the Wide Range Achievement Test.
Approximately 40% used the Gates-MacGinitie series. 'The remainder of tests
noted above were used for the other students.

Student progress was considered to have occurred in three general
categories. The first included those students whose academic achievement met
or exceeded the objectives. Two criteria were considered, progress ratios
and t-tests on pre-post means.

The first criterion was that of the ratio between months tested progpress
and the pre-post test interval. All class ratios of 1,0 or greater were
considered evidence of meeting or exceeding the general objective of reading
achievement at an average or better rate. Where grade equivalent levels
were not employed (Honolulu District), t-test significance at the .10 level
or better was used as evidence of satisfactory student progress in meeting or
exceeding objectives.

The second student progress category included students who made some
tested forward progress noted by a higher post than pre-test raw score. Thiz
category 1is also reflected in positive progress ratios under 1.0 and in
positive t-test values not reaching significance at the .10 level.

The third student progress cateogry included those who made no tested
progress or whose post-~test scores were lower than pre-test scores. These
are also reflected in negative progress ratios and negative t-test values
whether or not significant.

- 11
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Tables 5 and 6 indicate student progress by grade level and by
administrative district. Over the entire state complete pre-post data was
available for 2,759 project participants duving the regular school vear.
0f these 2,759 participants in both public and private schools, 1,170 or
42.27% had progress in reading and language arts which met or exceceded project
objectives. Another 970 students or 35.27 made some progress vet did not
meet objectives. Thus a total of 2,140 students or 77.6% made academic
progress during the year. Manyv others, however, (619 or 22.4%) had either
no forward progress or regressed somewhat.

Examination of the tested reading and language arts achievement by
the seven districts in Hawaii reveals some differences. While by the state
average 42.47 of students recached or exceeded objectives, district percentages
based on class means ranged from 0% in Windward District to 49.5% in Honolulu
District. Those who made some progress ranged from 4.0% in Kauai District
to 63,57 in Windward District, while the state average was 35.2%. And those
students who made no progress ranged from 14.27 in Honolulu District to
51.57% in Kauail District, the state average being 22.47%.

Student progress by grade level groupings was also calculated. General
trends are few, but it appears that almost all of the children in kindergarten
and first grades (95.5%) met or exceeded the objectives, while those in erades
10-12 seldom did (13.8%). The middle grades of 4-6 and 7-9 had the laresest
number of students who made no progress, with about one-third of the project
participants from these grades remaining stationary or dropping behind in
tested readinp and language skills. Thus only two-thirds of Title I classes
of grades 4-9 children made some reading progress.

SCHOOL, ATTITUDE

The State, in conjunction with a contracted agency, has begun to develop
a School Attitude Inventery for grades 4~12. This instrument was administered
to several thousand Title I participants on a pre-post basis during the
1969-70 year. Conclusions were that the instrument needs some rephrasing
and statewvide standardization but can be useful to Title I projects in the
future. This task requires further investigation and may be carried out in
the 1970-71 year if feasible.

General trends noted in the pilot phase were that students' favorable
attitudes toward school declined both from pre to post testing and with
increasing age. This conclusion is compatible with staff opinions. Students
(and it is suspected staff, too) like school more in the fall than in May,; and
younger children like school more than older ones, as evidenced by campus
disruptions and dropout incidences, both of which increase with age.

A copy of the pilot form of the instrument is included in the appendix.
(See Appendix A).

EVALUATION RESPONSIBILITIES

Several general difficulties have been noted, and various remedies
chosen. The major difficulty appeared not to be that of project adequacy
but of evaluation adequacy. From the start of Title I through 1969-~70, the
State coordinated a testing program for project participants, with test

R




Table 5

ESEA Title I

1969-70

Achievement on Reading/lLansuage Tests (Bv Level)

Progress bMeets
No Progress Some Progress or Exceeds
Objectives
LEVEL Negative and | positive Ratios Ratios 1.0 TOTAL
.ero Ratios or Under 1.0 or and Over or
Post mean-Pre Post mean-Pre Positive
mean Negative mean positive | t-Test at .10
Grades K - 1 N 18 0 402 420
% 4.5% 0% 95.5% 100%
Grades 2 - 3 N 156 475 332 80/
% 19.3% 39.5% 41. 2% 100%,
Grades 4 - 6 N . 257 326 214 797
% 32.27% 40.97 26.9% 100%
Grades 7 - 9 N 158 105 207 470
% 33.6% 22.3% 44,17, 1007,
Grades 10 - 12 N 30 64 15 109
% 27.5% 58.7% 13.8% 100%
N 619 970 1170 2759
TOTAL
% 22.4% 35.2% 42,47 100%
|
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A Titie 1
1969-70

Achievement on Reading/Lanauiage Tests

By

District

No Progress

Some ATCES

Progress tleets
or Ixceeds
Objectijves

Positive Ratios

DISTRICT Negative and Ratios 1.0 TOTAL
zero Ratios or Under 1.0 or and Qver or
Post mean-Pre meaitPost mean-Pre Positive
Nepative mean positive t-Test at .10

Central N 79 57 47 183
yA 43.27% 31.1% 25.7% 100%

Leeward N 47 61 25 133
% 35.3% 45, 97, 18.8% 1007

Windward N 42 73 0 115
% 36.5% 63.5% 0% 1007%

Hawaii N 136 131 207 474
% 28.7% 27.6% 43.77% 100%

Maui N 34 60 48 142
% 23.9% 42.3% 33.8% 1007

Kauai N 52 4 45 101
% 51.5% 4. 0% 44 . 6% 1007
Honolulu N 229 584 798 1611
% 14,2% 36.3% 49, 5% 1007
TOTAL N 619 970 1170 2759

% 22 .49, 35.2% 42,47, 100%

{
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scoring and interpretation contracted with another agencv. Rather than
realizing great benefits from this endeavor, it seemed that project level
personnel were unable to feel involved in the evaluation and often did not
pursue other evaluation procedures to supplement the standardized tests.

In addition, the test chosen did not meet with the wholehearted aprroval
of all project personnel whose objectives and students were occasionally
not measured adeaquately. Therefore, the major project evaluation desian and
implementation responsibilities will be at the district level in 1970-71.
The State will continue to provide assistance where requested and may continue
to develop the School Attitude Inventory under contract with an outside
agency.

IVB. CHARACTERISTICS OF EFFECTIVE PROJECTS

(See Appendix C).

IVC., COST-EFFECTIVENESS RELATIONSUIP

In comparing cost to effectiveness, Title I projects with language-
reading objectives measured by standardized tests were compared with Title I
per pupil expenditures for those projects. An achievement ratio was
employed whereby months tested achievement in languace and reading (weighed
school means) was divided by months in test interval. All resulting school-
wide achievement ratios were ranked. Per-pupil expenditures were also
ranked, and ranged from $150 to $1,077. A total of 53 schools were included
in the cost-effectiveness analysis. A rank order correlation coefficient was

calculated (r = 1 - ﬁﬂi&gigl_ ) and found to be +.1l4.
N (N2 - 1)

Thus we have concluded that there is little association between these
two factors, and that factors other than cost must contribute more strongly
to student achievement.

V. EFFECTS ON ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE AND EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES

The efforts of the State and district office personnel have been focused
on the goal of developing procedures for the effective coordination of all of
the compensatory education programs directed at the deprived children. Among
the several activities that were attempted, the first was a review of the
program requirements of current projects. It is essential that the restric-
tions of each program are understood in the attempt to develop procedures
for overall program cocordination.

Besides this review, another activity attempted was a series of discussions
and planning sessions. Representatives from the offices of the state
agency, district offices, resident groups of the target areas, comnunity
action groups, non-public schools, private agencies and other groups interested
in compensatory education were invited to participate. The views, reactions
and suggestions derived from these meetings have indicated the value for

ERIC 15
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continuing such exchanpges. For the future, it is planned to include student
participants in these meetings.

Title I, because it funds a majority of the compensatory education
projects in the State, has an important part in the overall coordination
plans. As the intent of tine program, which is to supplement the regular
school services for the educationally deprived, becomes better understood,
more of the schools will begin to modify their regular school programs,
Formal orientation for school personnel and community residents was initiated
during the 1969-70 school yecar, and plans have been made to expand this in
future years.




VIA, COOPERATIVE FUNDING

STATE GENERAL FUND

Two districts (Hawaii and Maui) in the State had one cooperative pro-

ject each, using Title 1 and State ftunds. 1In each case, the project was
about one-halt state ftunded from State general funds rather than special
categorical funds for cumpensatory education. The project summaries are

included below.

MAUI DISTRICT PROJECT

School: MAUT HIGH

Project Description: This project is designed to provide a modified
English-Social Studies Program for the educationally
disadvantaged secondary students. The English and
Social Studies Program are moditied into a core
program to coordinate the language arts instruction
with social studies. The needs ot the students are
assessed on an individual basis; individual assess-
ment enables teachers to do individualized corrective
and developmental teaching.

Title I Input: Amount approved - $8,797.00
Personnel - 1 secondary teacher (tull-time)
State Input: Amount epproved - $9,350.00
Personnel - 1 secondary teacher (tull-time)
No. ot students to be served - 117

HAWATII DISTRICT PROJECT

Schools: 11 ELEMENTARY AND INTERMEDIATE SCHOOLS IN HILO
Project Description:

a, Objectives of Project

(1) To provide diagnostic services to students
referred by classroom teachers.

(2) To provide specific advice and materials to
classroom teachers regarding the treatment
ot cases that are returned to them.

(3) To provide treatment tor especially ditfi-
cult cases.

(4) To provide year-round in-service experiences
to classroom teachers who are found to have
signiticant numbers ot students with reading
difficulties,

-13-
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b, Services

Schools selected participating students from
teacher referrals. The reterred youngster was
transported to the clinic and given a series ot
tests to determine the naturc and severitv of his
reading retardation. The reading clinic staft
selected the educationally deprived students on
the basis ot growth potentiality. The reading
clinic scheduled six 45-minute periods daily,
except Wednesdays, for remediation instruction.

In-service training for the clinician teachers
included techniques of reading diagnosis, prescrip-
tion for specific reading disabilities, and the
rationale in the use of materials and equipment
such as the controlled reader, Tach-X, and the
language master.

In summarizing the overall gains, the average
gain was 2.8 months ot progress in reading for
each month at the reading clinic. If an expected
gain ot one month is accepted as normal, this would
be a gain ot 1.8 months above expectancy for each
month in attendance. On the other hand, learners
with the kinds ot deficiencies treated at the
clinic very seldom achieve at the 1.0 per month
rate. It would appear, theretore, that the overall
average gain of 2.8 per month is even more signif-
icant.

Title I Input: Amount approved - $24,272.00
Personnel - 1 director
1 educational assistant

State Input: Amount approved - approximately $30,000.00

Personnel - 3 clinician teachers
No. of students to be served - 105

STATE CATEGORICAL FUNDS

State categorical funds provide four types ot programs specitically
for the educationally disadvantaged. These are described briefly in the
accompanying pages. These programs are operated by the Compensatory
Education Section, as is Title I. A summary of funding and beneficiaries
of all State and federally funded programs operated by this office (See
Table 7) and program descriptions of other compensatory programs are
included.

~14-
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ACT 125, SLH 1961, SPECIAL MOTIVIATION PROGRAM

Program Description:

This 1961 enactment established a pilot work-expericnce program desig-
nated the Special Motivation Program in 1965 in an attempt to combat 'the
dropout problem by providing the unmotivated potential dropout cxtra sup-
portive help through group and individual guidance, tutoring, moditied
curricula and modified scheduling. The program attempts to assist the
unmotivated potential dropout who has re-entered school.

The responsibility ftor the administration of this program was Lirst
vested in the Special Education Branch, but was recently transferred to
the Compensatory Education Section as a component ol the Statewide Dropout
Program. Responsibility for maintaining and operating the program is
assumed by the Districts.

Appropriation for the Special Motivation Program is made by the Hawaii
State Legislature.

During the 1969-70 school term, the Districts reported 16 Special
Motivation Classes.

ACT IV OF 1965

Program Description:

This amendment to the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act of 1920 provides
State funds for projects developed for the educational improvement ot the
children ot the residents ot Hawaiian Home Lands.

The primary focus of this act is upon the educational improvement of
children residing on the Hawaiian Home Lands who are enrolled in the pre-
school and elementary grades of both public and private schools. Hawaiian
Home Lands resident children attending secondary school als oreceive help
under this act.

The overall responsibility tor developing and administering the educa-
tional projects funded by this act lies with the Department of Education.
The act requires consultation with the University ot Hawaii and the Department
of Hawaiian Home Lands but sets no formal procedure for implementation of
projects. A special advisory council has been established to assist the
Department in this responsibility.

Act IV authorizes the Departﬁent of Education to draw, with prior
written approval of the Governor, upon a special account set up within
the Hawaiian Home Development (Loan) Fund tor educational projects.

. 16—
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ACT 269, S1.1 1967, PROCRESSIVE NEIGHBORHOODS PROGRAM

Program Description:

The purpose ol this Act is '"to initiate on an excmplary and demon-
stration basis remedial action to alleviate conditions contributing to a
composite problem area by concerted program to supplement public resources
in such an arca and to attempt new solutions through recallocation of
present resources."

Part 111 ol this Act concerns the educational needs in disadvantaged
areas. The purposcs listed under this section are:

a. o allow for more etlective use of cducation programs
in multi-problem neighborhoods and .

b. To provide for cxemplary and demonstration school
programs in progressive neighborhoods which could
scrve as models for other neighborhoods and schools.

Act 2Y9 provides for the development originally of Nanakuli-Maili-
Waianae-Makaha arcas through additional resources from the State.

Responsibility tor the administration of this program rests with the

chief exccutive olblicer ot the State. A Task Force which includes the
Superintendent ot Education assists the Governor.

STATEWIDE DROPOUT PROGRAM

Program Description:

The purpose ot the program is the minimize the number of dropouts through
early identification and preventative services. The program is also in-
tended to provide services to actual dropouts, encouraging return and/or
assisting them to continue their educational and occupational preparation
through other avenues.

In the fall of 1969, about 800 youths, grades 5-12, received direct
services. Another 426 were identitied as potential beneticiaries. A
projection ot the statewide dropouts and potential dropout numbers in
secondary schools showed 5,000 youths to be of direct concern to the
program.

Program services in 1969-70 were otfered by a staff of 19 detached
counselors, 8 outreach aides, and nearly 100 teachers as part-time advisors.
Program components are:

The Identification and Reporting System
Counseling and Guidance Services
Work-Study

Cultural-Motivational Activities
In~-Service Training for Stafft

Tutorial and Remedial Instruction

~17-
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The program is guided by one program specialist of the Compensatory
Education Branch, Department of Education. The program is offcred in each
of the sceven school districts, with staft serving one or more schools.
Concentration is on the intermediate and high school level.

VII. NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL PARTICIPATION

A review was made of the amount of participation by students from non-
public schools in the Title 1 projects during the 1969-70 school year.
This review was prompted by the complaints received from the parochial
school officials that services were not being extended to their deprived
students.

Several meetings were held with the non-public school officials to
ascertain the background of their complaints and to explore with them ways
of increasing services to their students., The non-public school officials
were invited to all ot the Title I discussion meetings and workshops that
were conducted by the State agency. The district personnel were reminded
about the requirement that non-public school officials were to be included
in the planning and evaluation of the projects.

There has been noted a general reluctance on the part of the public
school officials to include non-public school students in programs sup-
ported by public tunds. This atmosphere has been fostered in part by the
State laws which prohibit use of public tunds ror private school students
and in part by the views of the general community. It will take som2 time
to re~-educate the school personnel and the community to the requirements
ot the Title I program.

There has been an improvement on this matter of participation of

deprived students from non-public schools in Title T projects. 1In the
regular school term of 196Y-70, there were 132 children from non-public
schools participating in only three projects. These projects were

approved in August, 1969, prior to the initiation of the review and dis-
cussions with non-public school officials. But for the 1970 summer term,
a total of 140 students from non-public schools were included in eleven
projects. The summer projects in which these non-public school children
participated included a variety of academic and outdoor activities,

The district and school Title I personnel will be reminded to ex-
tend their efforts to include deprived students attending non-public
schools in their projects.

VIII. TEACHER-TEACHER AIDE TRAINING

All districts carried out some form of staff training during the year,
both in the regular school year and in the summer. In some cases, profes-
! sionals and paraprofessionals received separate training sessions, but six

of seven districts did provide joint training opportunities. These joint
‘. sessions were primarily for orientation purposes and were of less than one

-18-
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week (full-time equivalency) in duration. (Sce Table 8) Six districts
provided orientation during the regular school year, and four did so during
the summer. A total of 433 persons received orientation in the regular
term and 16Y in the summer. (See Table 9)

One district provided a joint training workshop of greater than one week
(full-time equivalency) duration, and this was during the summer.

While all staff training efforts were satisfactory, none of the joint

training ventures are felt to be outstanding. Thus, no examples are offered
this year. Future improvements are expected.

-~19-
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IN. COMMUNITY-PARENT INVOLVEMEN

NATURE AND LEXTENT

The community and parent involvement component of the Title I programs in this
State has not yet been fullv developed. Althouph many cases of parent involvement
can be cited, thesc cases arc generally limited to visitinpg of nrojects for
information or culminating activities, assisting teachers in implementing the
program, evaluating projects to the extent of answering questionnaires, or partici-
pating in Compensatory Lducation workshops with some planning input; no one project
has a written plan that includes serious inputs at all levels-~the planning,
implementation and evaluation levels.

While awaiting the revised Federal guidelines on parent-community involvement,
the Compensatory Education Section has adopted the following guidelines for the
State in order to insure more comprehensive involvement:

"The application should describe how the parents were consulted and
involved in the planning of the Title I project. It should also describe
how the parents will be consulted and involved in the operation and
evaluation of that project.

"The participating parents must (1) be identified as being represen-
tative of the parents of the children in the project, (2) be fully informed
of the district concerning the purposes and requirements of Title I and
the resources available under various preograms to meet the nceds of
educationally deprived children, (3) have had adequate opportunities to
discuss the needs of educationally deprived children with teachers,
administrators and representatives of other agencies having knowledge of
such neede and (4) have had adequate opportunities to consider and make

recommendations on the activities and services set forth in the application."”

EXAMPLE OF INVOLVEMENT

Because the Alae Project is a live-in project and because the community from
which the children come is the target area of other projects, it probably has the
greatest parent-community involvement component in the State. Parents in the
project visit the children, volunteer to assist on excursions, occasionally spend
the night with the children and receive assistance from project personnel to insure
carryover of learning in nutrition from school to the home.

Questions on this report should be addressed to the Superintendent of Education,
Department of Education, State of Hawaii.

—22--
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SCHOOL ATTITULE INVENTORY

Name: School:
Grade: Date:
INSTRUCTIONS:

Iill out the blanks above with your name, grade, school, and today’s date. Do this now.

On the following pages vou will find 30 statements about what you think and how you
feel about school. Read cach statement very carefully, and then decide how much each state-
ment is like you or not like you. Then check your answer on the space provided under cach
statement.

This is not a test, and there are no right or wrong answers. Please answer honestly so that
your teachers and counselors will be able to understand you better and help you more with
your problems. Your answers will not in any way affect your grades in school.

EXAMPLE 1

I love school.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much .  Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

If you love school, mark an “X” on the line above “very much like me.” If vou do not love
school, mark an “X” on the line above “not like me”. If the statement is slightly like you or quite
like you, then mark an “X” on the line above your answer. Mark your answer now.

"EXAMPLE 2

I don’t like playing in school.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

If you don't like plaving in school, then your answer should be “very much like me.”
But if you like playing in school, your answer should be “not like me.” If your answer is some-
where in-between, mark an “X” on the line above your answer. Do it now. Are there any
questions? If none; then turn the page over and begin.

28




10.

I can work alone for a period of time.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I complete my work not finished the day before.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like mec like me likc me like me like me
I do my school assignments regularly.
Not Slightly Scmewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I read without anybody telling me to.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I enjoy books, newspapers, and magazines.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I carry out my activities until they are finished.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I easily get distracted from study by things going on around me.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I know that I can do what the teacher wants me to do.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I am interested in the results of my work.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I stick with a job until finished.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

29



. T like most of my teachers.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

. I don’t feel like doing schocl work.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

. I come to school regularly.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

. I do extra school work.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

. I hate school.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

. I get right down to work if I have studying to do.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

. I usually get my classwork in early.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

. In class I often look out the window or at things around the room.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

. I find learning necw things interesting,.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

. I like to go to school.

Not Slightly ‘Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
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27.

28.

29.

30.

. I think school is fun.

I think teachers give us too much work.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I think school work is uscless.
Not Slightly Somewhat Prectty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I would like to leave school.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I am doing well in school.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
. It's nice to be in school.
Not Slightly Somcwhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me . like me . like me
I think school is like a prison.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I think teachers are not interested in me.
Not Slightly Somcwhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I think school is important.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
School is unpleasant.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
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TITILE I, P. L. 89-10

SITLIARILS OF APPROVLED PROJECTS
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970

(1969-70 SCHOOL YEAR)

OFFICE OF INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES

COMPENSATORY LEDUCATION SECTION

NOVEMBER, 1970
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TITL T, P. L. 39-10

APPROVED PROJECTE TOR
PIRCAL YTAR 1970

SPECIATL PROJECT FOR CHILDREN IN ILSTITUTIONS
FOR DELINQUENT CHILDREN

DISTRICT REGULAR TERI TOTAL

Windward Oahu $12,000 $12,000




PROJECT

NUMBER DISTRICT PROJECT DESCRIPTION
- 21 Windward Oahu AN EDUCATIONAL AND BEHAVIORAL INTERVENTION
% Olomana PROGRAM FOR DELINQUENT ADOLESCENTS - The
proposed project will scek to provide addi-
Gr. 7-12 - tional educational materials and equipnrent to

develop a highly individualized structure for
instruction. Provisions will be made to include
self-instructional or automated learning.
Reinforcement principles and contingency manage-
ment techniques will be applied. A system for
immediate reinforcement and recognition of
success{ul achievement at any level of desired
behavior will be implemented. The consulting
services of the University of Hawaii Youth
Development Center will be used.

Amount Approved: $12,000 (Awmended to $9,001)

Personnel: Existing assigned personnel will
be used.

No. of Children to be Served: 53

G69-241E-475-4-206

22-36




TITLE I, P.L. 89-10

APPROVED PROJECTS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1970

COMPREHENSIVE PROJECTS
(Guidance, Compecnsatory, Remedial)

PROJECT
| NUMBER DISTRICT REGULAR TERM
‘ 24 Honolulu $249,074

25 Honolulu 108,476

26 Honolulu 341,218

Totals $698,768

!
\~M - =37
1

TOTAL

$249,074
108,476

341,218

$698,768



PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT

24 Honolulu
McKinley High
Central Inter.

Washington Inter.

Kaahumanu
Kaiulani
Lanakila
Likelike
Royal
Linckona

Gr. K-12

Compensatory
Remedial
Guidance

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

DECREASING SCHOOL ALIENATION PRQJECT - McKINLEY
COMPLEX - This project has becn designed to
provide the following: :

a. An expanded curriculum to overcome cultural
impoverishment, enhance motivation, widen
the horizon of pupils and include activities
which are aimed at compensating for early
experimental deficits, especially those of
language arts and cognitive devclopment,

b. A highly specialized rehabilitative educational
center for students who have been unable to
profit from the regular program of instruction
becausc of emotional and/or behavioral prob-
lems and other manifestations of conflict
with school achiecvement.

¢. - The development of materials to involve the
disadvantaged child, to extend his cognitive
development, and necded remedial assistance.

d. An articulated program of instruction which
will aim at a common and concerted program
approach in schools serving in particular
pockets of poverty.

e. A school climate which will be conducive to
the implementation of needed curricular
modifications and adaptations.

The activities provided in this project include:

a. Adjustment class

b. Outdoor education

¢c. Educational asscssment team

d. Modified curriculum classes

e. Counseling and guidance services
Amount Approved: $249,074
Personnel: 11 Educational Assistants (Full time)
Elemcntary Teachers (Full time)
Modified Curriculum Teachers (Full time;
Counselors (Full time)

Counselor (Half time)

Coordinator (Part time)

Consultants (Part time) :
Activities Advisors (Part time)

NN = B Y 00—

No. of Students to be Secrved: 825

G69-233E-731-1-18111

-4~ 38 -




DISTRICT

Honolulu

Jarrett Inter.
Kaimuki High

Remedial
Compensatory
Guidance

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

DECREASING SCHOOL ALIENATION PROJECT - KAIMUKI
COMPLEX - This project has been designed to
provide an cxpanded curriculum, a specialized
rehabilitative educational center for school
alienated pupils with emotional and/or bchavioral
problems, the development of materials to
involve the disadvantaged child, an articulated
program of instruction and a school climate that
promotes needed curricular modifications and
adaptations. The activities to be provided
include an adjustment class, outdoor education,
an cducational assessment tecam, modified curri-
culum classes, counscling and guidancec services,
"Life Adjustment' activities, and student acti-
vities.
Amount Approved: $108,476
Personnel: 3 Educational Assistants (Full time)
- 3 Elementary Adjustment/Motivation
Teachers (Full time) '
2 Sccondary Adjustment/Motivation
Teachers (Full time)

3 Counsclors (Full time)
2 Counselors (Half time)

No. of Students to be Served: 358

G69-233E-731-1-18111
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PROQJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT
Honolulu

- 26

Farrington Iligh
Dole Intermediate
Kalakaua Inter.
Fern

Kaewai

Kalihi

Kalihi-kai
Kalihi-waena
Linapuni

Puuhale

Gr. K-12
Compensatory

Remedial
Guidance

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

DECREASING SCHOOL ALIENATION - FARRINGTON COMPLEX -
The objectives of this project are:

a. To raise the achievement level of education-
ally disadvantaged students in basic education.

b. To improve the holding power of school and
minimize the number of cases of truancy, class
cutting, absences, and dropouts.

In accord with these objectives, this project is
designed to provide an expanded curriculum, a
highly specialized rchabilitative educational
center for school alienated students, development
of materials involving the disadvantaged child,

an articulated program of instruction and a school
climate that will be conducive to the implementa-
tion of needed curricular modifications and
adaptations.

Activities that are provided for in this project
include an adjustment class, outdoor cducation,

an educational assessment team, modified curriculum
classes, and counseling and guidance services.,

Amount Approved: $341,218

Personnel: 13 Educational Assistants (Full time)
6 Elementary Language Development .
Teachers (Full time) :
Life Adjustment Teacher (Full time)
Modified Curriculum Teachers (Full time)
Educational ‘Assessment Team Members
(Full time) ‘
1 Educational Assessment Team Member
(Half time)
Counselors (Full time)
Counselor (Half time)
Coordinator (Part time)
Consultants (Part time)

N 00 =

N ==

No. of Students to be Served: 1,124

G69-233E-731-1-18111
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PROJECT
NUHDER

1
.7
10
12
18
1@
23
27

30

TITLE I, P. L. 40-10

APPROVED PROJECTS OR
FPISCAL YUAR 1970

COMNPINSATORY PROJECTS

REGULAR TER

DISIRICT
Pawaiil

Lauad

Leevard 0Oahu
Leewvard Qahu
Windward Oahu
Haui

Honolulu
Lonolulu

ilonolulu

TOTAL

$ 215,110

36,553
54,303
16,931
35,498

98,838

15,500
36,000
$ 519,360




PROJECT

Gr. PreK-12

Compensatory

Amount Approved:

Personnel:

No. of Students to be Served:

NUMBER DISTRICT PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1 Hawaii COMPENSATORY PROJECT - This project provides for
Kapiolani the following activities:
Hilo High
Konawaena High a. English Team Teaching
Kealakche b. Field trips and excursions
Holualoa c. Expansion of educational resource centers
Konawaena Elen. d. Individualization of instruction
Keaukaha e. Expansion of library services
Hookena f. Experiences to broaden the children's
Naalchu knowledge of the community
Laupahochoe High g. Experiences to build the child's self-image.
Paauilo Inter. h. Parental involvement in school programs.
Pahoa High i, Broadening the counseling services.

j. Experiences in oral language development

$215,110

1

2 Elementary Teachers (Full time)

5 Educational Assistants (Full time)
1 Library Assistant (Full time)

1 Stenographer (Full time)

1 Stenographer (Part time)

1 Cook (Part time)

1 Dorm Attendant (Part time)

2 Tutors (Part time)

1,359

G69-233E-735-5-18150

8- 42

Director, Reading Clinic (Full time)
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PROJLCT

NUMBLER DISTRICT

18 Windward Oahu
Waiahole
Gr. Pre-K
Compensatory

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PRE-XINDERGARTEN FOR DISADVANTAGED 4 YEAR OLDS -
This is a continuation projcct. It is designed
to continuc with a rcgular Head Start pre-school
and cmphasize fostering of language arts skills,

‘The project will consist of play experiences,

flexibly arranged, where children can learn as
they play with matcrials and share expericnces
with their peers and adults. Lunch services and
cultural exposure through excursions and field
trips arc included.

Amount Approved: §16,931

Personnel: 1 Pre-School Teacher (Full time)
1 Educational Assistant (Full time)

No. of Students_;o be Served: 20

G69-233E-734-4-18142




PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT

19 Maui
Hana
Haiku
Kamehamcha 1171

Gr, Pre-K

Compensatory

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COMPENSATORY-HEAD START PROJECT - This project
is designed to provide cxperiences that will
allow the educationally deprived children to
begin the regular school programs on moe equal
terms with their more fortunate classmates.
The project will provide a curriculum rich in
first-hand and multi-sensory experiences to de-
velop positive self-image, language, basic
skills and the ability to solve problems., Two
of the sub-projects will be implemented in the
second semester.

Amount Approved: $35,498

Personnel: 1 PreSchool Teacher (Full time)
2 PreSchool Teachers (Full time -
Second Semester)
1 Educational Assistant (Full time)
2 Educational Assistants (Full time -
Second Semester)

No. of Students to be Served: 45

G69-233E-736-6-18160

-10— 44




PROJECT

NUMBER DISTRICT
A 7 Kauai
{ Hanalei
Gr. Pre-K
Compensatory

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PRE-SCHOOL EXPERIENCE PROJECT FOR THE

EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED - This is a continuation
project. It is a full-time full-ycar project.
The major cmphasis will be to provide the child-

ren from cconomically disadvantaged families

with the kinds of experiences that will cnable
them to succced in the regular school program.
Carefully planned field trips as well as other

enriching experiences are to be included.

Anount Approved: $10,631

Personnel: 1 Pre-School Teacher (Full timce)

No. of Students to be Served: 14

G69-233E-737-7-18172

- 45
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PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT
10 LLeeward Oahu

Maili Elcm.
Waianae Elem.

Gr. K-6

Compensatory

PROJECT DUESCRIPTION

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION FOR THE EDUCATIONALLY
DEPRIVED - This project provides for the follow-
ing components:

a. Reading and health education activities at
the elementary level.

b. A Supplementary Instructional Materials
Center to concentrate on servicing the
educationally deprived children at Waianac
Elementary School.
Amount Approved: §36,553
Personnel: 1 Elementary Reading Teacher (Full time)
1 Elementary Health Teacher (Full time)

1 Teacher, Media Specialist (Full tine)
1 Stencgrapher (Full time)

No. of Students to be Served: 122

G69-233E-733-3-18130

~12- 46




PROJECT

NUMBER DISTRICT PROJECT DESCRIPTION
12 Leeward Oahu PRE-SCHOOL EDUCATION FOR THE EDUCATIONALLY
Nanaikapono DEPRIVED - This is a continuation project. It
Waianac Elem. is designed to provide early school experience
for the culturally different youngsters. The
| Gr. Pre-K program will constitute teachers, teacher aides,
a nurse's aide and a nurse. llealth education
Compensatory plays an important role in the total program of

the pre-school age child.
Amount Approved: $54,308
Personnel: 2 Preschool Teachers (Full time)
1 Nurse (Full time)
1 Social VWorker (Full time)
2 Educational Assistants (Full time)

No. of Students to be Served: 40

G69-233E-733-3-18133

-13- a7




PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT PROJECT DESCRIPTION
23 Honolulu COMPENSATORY EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION
Fern PROJECT - The Early Childhood Education
Kaewai Projcct is a continuation of the project
Kalihi initiated during the 1968-69 school year.
Kalihi-kai It provides for an instructional and organi-
Kalihi-wacna zational method within grades 1-3 in which a
Lanakila third teacher is assigned to a teaching
Royal situation where two are nor normally assigned.
This complements the State Department of
Gr. 1-3 Education's attempt in implementing the
"3 on 2" demonstration project. Seven schools
Compensatory will be involved in the implementation of this
project.

Amount Approved: $98,838
Personnel: 11 Primary Grade Teachers
No. of Students to be Served: 220

G69-233E-731-1-18110

14 -

43
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PROQJLECT

NUMBER DISTRICT

27 Honolulu
Likelike
Gr. Pre-K
Compensatory

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

LIKELIKE PRESCHOOL PROJECT - This is a continua-
tion project and is designed to provide cxperiences
for educationally deprived children to enable them
to enter kindergarten on a more cqual footing

with their pecers. The program will emphasize play-
ground activities, classroom activities, and
carefully planned ficld trips for the twenty
participants. :

Amount Approved: $15,500

Personnel: 1 Preschool Teacher (Full time)
1 Educational Assistant (Full time)

No. of Students to be Served: 20

G69-233E-731-1-18112

-15- 49



RAMSRDNO

L SUIRER DISIRICT

32 ionolulu
Palolo

T.anakila

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PROJECT DTECRIPYION

PUAJECT FALLOY THICUSY - A snecinl project for
children vho have particirated in fieadstart
Project classes. Title I funds are to

sunplement the rerular vroject funds in nrovidine
the particinatin~ children an enriched tune
innovativy learning situation.

Amount Approved: $36,09)

Personnel: 3 Teachers

2 Fducational Assistants
o, of Children to be served: 456G 1
G-h0-233-1-73N-2-16181
L
A
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TITLE I, P.L. 89-10

APPROVED PROJECTS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1970

GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING PRQOJECTS

PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT REGULAR TERM
3 Hawaii $27,87:
4 Central Oahu 38,264
8 Kauai 28,320
11 Leeward Oahu 19,906
14 Maui 12,392
17 Windward Oahu 60,300
Totals $187,057
;-17- s

1

SUMMER

TOTAL

$27,875
38,264
28,320
19,906
12,392

60,300

$187,057



PROJECT

NUMBER

4

DISTRICT

Central Oahu
Aica High
Waialua High § Elem.

GI‘. 8"12

Counseling
Guidance

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE PROJECT TO REDUCE

SCHOOL ALIENATION - This is a continuation
project. At Aiea High School this project
provides for a counseling and guidance program
with slight modifications for a classroom
program with stipends for behavior modification.
This project at both schools is to provide
expericnces which will assist in improving the
self-image of the students selected. Experiences
such as field trips, excursions, camping trips,
resource speakers will be used together with
planncd learning and guidance activities as

well as intensive counseling sessions to achicve
the project objectives.

Amount Approved: $38,264

Personnel:
Aica High School
1 Sccondary Teacher (Full time)
1 Counseclor (Full time)
1 Educational Assistant (lHalf time)
Waialua High School
1 Counselor (Full time)

No. of Students to be Served: 75

G69-233E-732-2-18121

=18~




PROJECT

8

NUMBER

DISTRICT

Kauai
Kapaa High & Inter.
Kalaheo
Mobile Class
Waimea
Kapaa Elem,
Kapaa High

Gr. 3-12

Guidance

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE PROGRAM FOR THE
EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED - This project provides
for threce components:

a. Student Counseling and Home-School Liaison
b. Mobile Class
c. firoject Rejuvenation

The first two components are continued from

the previous school year while "Project Rejuve-
nation'" is to be initiated during the 1969-70
school ycar. The objective of this project
including all the components is to decrease
school alienation in the clementary as well as

in the sccondary grades. The emphasis will be
the samec as for the previous yecar -- to establish
meaningful guidance and counseling experiences
for the educationally deprived youngsters.

Amount Approved: $28,320

Personnel: 2 Secondary Teacher-Advisors (Full time)
1 Counselor-Social Worker (Half time)
1 Coordinator (Part time)
2 Elementary Teacher-Advisors (Part timeg)
2 Sccondary Teacher-Advisors (Part time)

No. of Students to be Served: 103

G69-233E-737-7-18171




-

PROJECT

NUMBER

14

DISTRICT

Maui
Lahainaluna

Gr. 9-12

Guidance

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

GUIDANCE-COUNSELING PROJECT - This project is
to provide counsecling services for the educa-
tionally disadvantaged secondary students.
The objectives of this project are to improve
student attitudes toward school and to raisc
the educational and occupational expectations
of the students.

Amount Approved: $12,392
Personnel: 1 Counselor (Full time)

G69-233E-736-6-18163

-20- 51



PROJECT

NUMBER DISTRICT

11 Lecward Oahu
Makaha
Gr. 1-3
Guidance

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

GUIDANCE PROGRAM FOR THE EDUCATIONALLY
DISADVANTAGED - This project is designed to
provide counseling and health services to
eligible youngsters. These arcas are vital

to the in-school educational program and provides
meaningful experiences to those in need of such
services. Emphasis will focus on the preven-
tive aspects through carly identification and
follow up.

Anount Approved: $19,906

Personnel: 1 Counselor (Full time)
1 Health Teacher (Full time)

G69-233E-733-3-18132

-21-
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PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT

17 Windward Oahu
Castle High
Waiahole
Hauula
Kaaawa
Kahaluu
Laic

Gr. Prek-12

Counsecling
Guidance

PROJECT DCSCRIPTION

COUNSELING AND GUIDANCE PROGRAM FOR THE
EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED - Projeccts involve
counseling services to cligible participants.,
Decreasing school alicnation in the clemen-
tary as well as in the sccondary grades will

be the focus of the counselors. Stress will

be upon early referral and individual and
group counseling techniques will be used.
Efforts to develop meaningful working reclation-
ship with parents will be intensified.

Amount Approved: $60,300
Personnel: 4 Counselors (Full time)

1 Counsclor (4/5 time)

1 Counsclor (1/5 time)

1 Educational Assistant (Half time)
No. of Students to be Served: 276

G69-233E-734-4-18141

25



PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT

2 Hawaii

5 Central Oahu
6 Kauai

9 Leeward Oahu
13 Maui

15 Maui
16 Windward Oahu

Totals

TITLE I, P.L. 89-10

APPROVED PROJECTS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1970

REMEDIAL PROJECTS

REGULAR TERM SUMMER

$ 40,415
88,573
31,871
69,517
53,736

8,797

107,053

$399,962

-23-

TOTAL

$ 40,415
88,573
31,871
69,517
53,736

8,77

107,053

$399,962



PROJECT

2

NUMBER

DISTRICT

Hawail District
Hilo High
Hilo Inter,.
Honaunau
Keaukaha

Gr. K-12

Remedial

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

REMEDIAL PROJECT - This project has been developed
to provide the necessary cxpericnces for the
educationally deprived students that will cnable
them to develop adequate academic skills. Methods
to be uscd include small group remcdial recading
instruction, use of individualized instructional
materials, exposure to cultural expericnccs,
hcalth, dental and counscling services and speech
and hearing activitiecs.

Amount Approved: $40,415

Personnel: 1 Nurse (Full time)
3 Educational Assistants (Full time)
3 Educational Assistants (Half time)
1 Clerk (Part time)
1 Tutor (Part time)

No. of Students to be Served: 352

G69-233E-735-5-18151

224 -




PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT

[ Central Oahu
Haleiwa
Halawa
Wahiawa
Waialua
Aieca
Aiea Inter,

G6r. K-7

Remedial

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

REMEDIAL AND MODIFIED CURRICULUM - This is a
continuation project., The activities provided
center around remedial and developmental
instruction on the language arts, with some
emphasis on the social studies at the elcmentary

and interinediate levels.

Amount Approved: $88,573

Personnel:

No. of Students to be Served:

G69-233E-732-2-18120

2 Elementary Teachers (Full time)
1 Sccondary Reading Teacher (Full time)
8 Educational Assistants (Full time)




PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT

6 Kauai
Kapaa Elcmentary
Koloa
Waimea
Gr. K-6

Remedial

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

LANGUAGE ARTS REMEDIATION PROJECT - This is a
continuing projecct. All remedial activities

proposed arc focuscd upon the language arts.

Specificall -, the activities are centered on

the developnient of reading skills,

Amount Approved: §31,871

Personnel: 1 Elementary Tcacher (Full time)
4 Educational Assistants (Full time)

No. of Students to be Served: 107

G69-233E-733-3-18131

-26-



PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT

13 Maui
Kilohana
Paia
Waihece
Kihei
Kula
Wailuku

Gro K-8

; Remedial

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

REMEDIAL-LANGUAGE ARTS PROJECT - This is a
continuing project. -But for the 1969-70

school ycar, the emphasis has been limited to
language arts. Various approaches will be
utilized among which will be included small
group instructon, remedial reading activitics,
counseling and guidance services, tutorial
services and individualizing instruction. The
objective, which is in accord with that of the
State, is to improve the achievmcent and skills
of the participating students in language arts.

Amount Approved: $53,736

Personnel: 3 Elementary Teachers (Full time)
4 Educational Assistants (Full time)
1 Tutor (Part time)

No. of Students to be Served: 193

G69-233E-736-6-18161

27- 61



PROJECT

NUMBER DISTRICT

15 Maui
Maui High
Gr. 9-12
Remedial

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

REMEDIAL-MODIFIED CURRICULUM - This project is
designed to provide a modified English-Social
Studies Program for the educationally disadvan-
taged sccondary students. The English and
Social Studies Program will be modified into

a corec progran to coordinate the language

arts instruction with social studies. It will
be possible to assess the needs of the students
on an individual basis. This in turn will enable
teachers to do corrective and developmental
teaching.

Amount Approved: $8,797
Personnel: 1 Secondary Teacher (Full time)
No. of Students to be Served: 117

G69-233E-736-6-18162

-"28" r52




PROJLCT
NUMBER DISTRICT
9 Leeward Oahu

Waianac High
Nanakuli High & Int.
Waianac Inter.
Nanaikapono

Gro 1"2
Gr., 7-12

Remedial

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

REMEDIAL EDUCATION FOR THE EDUCATIONALLY
DEPRIVED - This is a continuation project
except that Nanakuli High School is changing
to the "Fader' activity from the "Off campus
community classroom'" that was tried last
school year. Among the other activities

that are to be continued mclude the following:

a. A language arts tecam to service an
elementary school.

b. A modified curriculum of English, recading
and social studies at an intermediate
school.

¢. A modified curriculum using educational
assistants at a high school.

Amount Approved: $69,517

Personnel: 2 Elementary Tecachers (Full time)
2 Sccondary Teachers fFull time)
4 Educational Assistants (Full time)
1 Stenographer (Full time)

No. of Students to be Served: 218

G69-233E-733-3-18131

=29~ 6 3



PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT PROJECT DESCRIPTION
16 Windward Oahu REMEDIAL AND MODIFIED CURRICULUM FOR THE

Castle High
Kehuku High

EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED - This is a continuation
project. Project activities center around

Hauula remedial instruction in the language arts for
Pope the elementary and the modified curriculun,
Kaaawa in the language arts and the social sciences
Waimanalo for the secondary. Basic intent of services
Kahaluu will be to provide more individual and small
Parker group attention to the deprived youngsters.
Laie Continuing programs will place special emphasis
on improving language skills.
Gr. K-12
Amount Approved: $107,053
Remedial

Sccondary Teachers (Full time)
Sccondary Teachers (llalf time)

Personnel: 2
: 1
6 Elementary Teachers (Full time)
1
1
6

Library Assistant (Full time)

Educational Assistant (Full time)

Educational Assistant (Half time)
No. of Students to be Served: 494

G69-233E-734-4-18140

-30-



PROJECT
NUMBER DISTRICT
22 Honolulu

TITLE I, P.L. 89-10

APPROVED PROJECTS FOI
FISCAL YEAR 1970

AUXILIARY PROJECTS

REGULAR TERM

b
\

SUMMER

REGULAR
& SUMMER

$20,500

TOTAL

$20,500



PROJECT

NUMBER DISTRICT

22 Honolulu
Project
Coordination
Auxiliary

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

DISTRICT COGRDINATION - The Coordination will
assist the District Superintendent in adninis-
tering and supervising all Title I projects

ijn the Honolulu District, coordinate all

" evaluations, be responsible for public relations,

work closely with the Community Action Programs,
and set up a working relationship with private
and public school officials. In this continu-
ing project, the Coordinator's position will

be funded by the State. There will be 23
schools serviced by the Coordinator. Emphasis
will focus on in-service training for personnel

involved.

Amount Approved: $20,500

Personncl: 1 Steno (Full time)
1 Clerk (Full time)

1 Student Help (Part time)
2 Consultants (Part time)

Other Expenses: Equipment
Supplies and Materials

G69-233E-731-1-18113

=32= rars
60




N
TTILT 1, P L. 86-10
APPROVET PROTLOTS T
VISCAL YoAL 1270 .
SUTZIOY PROJECTS
PROJECT

R DISTRICT EOTATL
| 21 laui $ 5,574

20 Haraii 17,372
‘ 31 Vindward vahu 6,N83

32 tinduard  Nahu 20,157

33 Windward QOahu 6,100

34 Fawaii 20,476
| 35 NMavail 7,295
3 36 Havaii 5,994
| 37 Hawaii 4,989
} 33 lHawaii ' 9,501
|
| 39 Hawvaii 2,232

40 Hawaii 7,212 .

41 Hawaii 3,548
42 Honolulu 52,890
43 Honolulu 57,752

44 Honolulu 131,935

45 Kauai 1,000

46 Yonolulu 3,027

2,738

Central Cahu



[NARINOI)
SRR

48

49

53
54
55

56

DISTRICT
Central Nahu
Lecward Nalhu
Leeward Qahu
Lecuard Oahu
Lecward Qahu
“aui

Maui

Maui

Hawaii
Vindrard Qahu
Yindward Dahu
Lecward Qahu
Lecward CQahu
Leeward Oaliu
Maui

Maui

7,059

$ 518,065




PROJECT

NUMBER DISTRICT

20 Maui
Makawao
Gr. 1"3
Compensatory

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COMPENSATORY - SUMMER SCHOOL PROJECT - This
project is designed to focus on a summer school
setting vhere selected students will be provided
with a language arts orientation. The emphasis
will be upon improving thec oral language of the
educationally deprived children.

Amount Approved: §$5,574

Personnel: 6 Elementary Tecachers (Full Summer
School Term)

No. of Students to be Served: 30

G69-233E-736-6-18164

-35-



PROJECT N0,

29

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NISTRICT

Hawaii

Konawaena lizh
Fealakehe
llolualoa
llonaunau
Hookena
Haalchu

Pahoa
Kapiolani
Laupahochoce
Paauilo

SU™ER PROJECT

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Operation SCOPI (Sur—er Carv and Outdoor
Particination lducation)

A progran involvinz academic work and outdoosr
activities will be provided selected students
from eligible Title 1 schools. There will be
planned recreation including organized athletics
that vill assist the bovs participating in the
project to adjust themselves to the regular
schools.

Amount approved: $17,372

Dates: a. Mav 25 - July 31, 1970
. Aug,3 - 28, 1970

o

Coordinator
Teacher
Counselor

Dorm Attendants
Vork Supervisor
Cook

Personnel:

o N e

No. of children to be served: 270

G69233F-735-5-18158

-36-
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' R
-
o |
S RO |
|
|
NTSTRICT PTOTECT DESORTRTTON |
i Vinduvard Oanhu FRUD SUTIER SCHOOL |
o
Pone An individualinzed inctructional nronra: will |
be offered the students participating in the |
. . o T |
: nronoran that will best meet thelr needs. A |
diacvnostic nrescrintive rethod i1l bhe used 4
and the academic and seocial needs: of the childron
; will be nssessed. The instructicnal nropran |
will be planned for cach child aad the learnine |
: . 0 . . - » . . ‘
| cdenter will be utilized to facilitate indepen- |
, dent study. |
|
| Arount annvoved: 56,08
r
| Nates: June 22-Julv 31, 1979 -
Personnel: 32 teacliers
Xo. of children to be served: 75
CH92331-734-4-18143
Windward BIHAVIOR ARALYSIS AND MODITICATION: PRECISLON
1 TEACUTING TECHNLOQUES PRACTICUM
! Kahuku High
. lLaie A supmer school program to nrovide participating
Hauula students individualized instruction in mathe-
Kaawa matics and language arts. Fach student's level
) of achievernient will be considered in developing
the instructional program. '
: y
Amount approved: $20,157
Dates: June 15 - July 24, 1970
Personnel: 1 Coordinator
5 Supervisors
1 Media Specialist
50 Teachers
1 Clerk
3 Custodians (Part time)
3 Student Helpers
No. of children to be served: 250
G69233E-734-4-18144
-37- 71
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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33 Vindoeard Oatu LBUIONTON CTODTUTCATTON Thneldy A, s
T AV RECRUNTTC
K 0] omana .
A sin henry ner dav osdeoer procran for tihie tards
Gr.7-12 cf the Vamii Youth Cerrectional Center attond-
inT Olomana School. The focus of the instruc-
tirnal prosran will he on art, music and
recreation to nrovide opnortunities for the
students to develop their talents and to achieve
ir areas other than acadernic, and throush recog-
nition of their talents to assist then in
developing better social behavior patterns.,
Armount anpproved: §6,100
Dates: July 6 - August 14, 1970
Personnel: 3 Teachers
2 1.ducational Assistants
1 Coordinator
No. of children to be served: 60
G69233L-475-4-200601
L]
r
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

35

DTSTRICT

Hawaiil

Hilo Hig¢h

awaii

Hilo Inter.
Waiakea Inter.
St. Joseph
Kalanianaole

PROIECT 5 SCRTIPTTO.
OPENATTIe BILO (Velpin. Individuals to Learn
atout Ocrcupations)

A pilot nroject cesisned to proviae school
alicenated vouth with vork studvy onportunitics
and intense counseline, Vield trips to various
shops, hotels and industrial concerns will be
arransed to provide the participacts with an
orientation to the many occupational opportu-
nities available.

Anmount approved: 520,476
Dates: June 15 - July 31, 1970

Personnel: 3 Counselor-Coordinators
3 Community Aides

tio. of children to be served: 15

G-69233F-735-5--18053

OPTI:RATION COPE (Crafts, Outdoors and Ihysical
Education)

The students selected from the intermediate
schools will he involved in a propram designed
to provide them with opportunities to learn
various indoor and outdoor snorts, crafts and
outdoor skills. Counseling will be provided
to assist the students to better adjust them~
selves to the regular school program,

Amount approved: §7,295
Dates: June 15 - August 7, 1970

Personnel: 1 Director
3 Teachers

5 Specialists (Part Time)
3 Student Helpers

No. of children to be served: 70

G69233E-735-5-18157

39- 73




PROJRCT

37

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Kealabehe
Holualoa
Konawaena Ulenm.
Hanannau
Hoowena
Naalehu
Palioa
Fapiolani
St.Josceph
Laupahocnece
Paauilo

liawaii

Waiakea Int,.
St. Joseph

[SRRAVLRES ¢ RS R TI
TR CREPE

SLOJECT PRCIRIPTINN

CUURATTION VSE (Volcano Sumzer Comp)

Vols projecet is desipned to provide selected
students from the elipible Title 1 clenen-
tary scoools cith cultural and caucationalls
enrichvint cxnericnees: in 4 camn setting,

Ceunseline vill be provided the childroen to
assist toen in improvinge their avtitudes

toward the recular school propram.

Jmount aporoved:  §5,799
Dotes: August 3 - 28, 1970

Personnel: 1 Coerdinstor

1 Teacher

2 Student Counselors
1l Custodian

1 Dus Hriver

1 Coox

el of children to be scerved: 100

G£9233¥-735-5-18155

OFIHATLION PSA (Prevention of School Alienation)

This project 1is to provide selected students
from elicible Title I schools with opportunities
to irnrove thelr reading skills in an intecgrated
languape exverience nrogram. Arrangements will
be made to provide the children with expericrcees
in music, practical arts and crafts on a
voluntarv basis,

Amount approved: $4,930
Dates: June 17 - July 29, 1970

Director (Half Time)
Teachers

Counseclor

Fducational Assistants
Librarian (tlalf Tiwe)
Clerk (Part Time)
Custodian- (Part Time)

Personnel:

[

e

“o., of children to he served: 40




T PR e sC Ly o e

X Parrat i Coeration CCC (Copstrecting Cuorricvlus Centroats)

Smlected toachers fros Vitle 7 eliciltle seln el
vIID b iavolved inoa wortshon to develon
instructiondl packaces to be ascd in indivicualired
instructional programs in the succceding scocol
year. Tuo ewnericnced instructors from

Sacrarento, California will assist the teaciwers.

Amount Approved: 89,501
Dates: Julv 27 - Aunust 14, 1970
Personnel: 1 Instructor-Director

1 Instructor
20 Teachers

No., of children to be served:
G692331-735-5-13051

39 Hawaii OPIRATION LAMB (Language Arts and l'atn Program)
Hookena '
This project is designed to provide wulected
educationally deprived children witi
prescribed instructional assistance to help
them overcome their deficiencies in language,
arts and mathematics.

Amount approved: §$2,232
Dates: June 1 - July 10, 19790
Personnel: Teacher/Coordinator (D

1 Teacher
1 Student Helper

No. of children to be served: 30

G69233E~735-5-18052

O 7 5
FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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0, DISTPRTCY
40 Hawaiil
41 Hawaii

Hilo Inter.

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

NN

PEOGICT DNBCRIPTIN

OPERATTOS TUTOR (Youth Tutorine Youth)

This rroject is desipned to train selected
students {rom elirible Title U schools to
assist their peers in certain arcas of
learning, Teachers whe will participate

in this wvorkshen will acauire skills in
diarnosine and prescribing matevials for
the students needine special tutorineg help,
The teachers and the student tutors will
learn to vork as teans in assisting the
educatiounally deprived students.

Amount Approved: §7,212

NDates: Aug

DR

17-28, 1970

Personnel: 1 Instructor
7 Teachers

No. of children to be served: 35

G692331~735-5~-1805N0

OPERATION TEAM (Teaching Fager Amatecurs Music)

To provide selected incoming seventh graders
with an opportunity to play a musical
instrument, participate in a play, and to plan
and build stage settings. These planned
activities will help the participants to
improve their proficiency in the use and
command of language skills as well as to build
a positive attitude toward school.

Amount approved: $3,548
NDates: June 15 - July 24, 1970
Personnel: 1 Coordinator-Teacher
1 Drama Teacher
1 Student lelper

No. of children to be served: 40

G69233LE-735-5-18153

—42— "”e
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PUOdRCY

i LT Dot epa e
H2 fenolulu N S S A S ST LA RN B
TUOCHINE ST TED DISADYAITAND

2

A teacher trainine institute will be conduetoed
throurh tie cooperative efforts of 'onoluln
Discrietr and the Universicve of davaii, Colle:e
of ducation, Teacuhers, counscelors, educational
assistants, parcntg from the elicible Title I
schiools will particinate in the training.

Three classes of twentv children each will
provisde the laboratory eiperience for the
particinants.

Amount Apvroved:  $52,890
Dates: June 17 to Julv 29, 1970

Personnel: 1 Director
1 Ass't. Director
1 Clerk
36 Teachers
13 Counselors
18 tducational Assistants
18 Parents.

No. of children to be served: 60

G69233E~731-1~18114

| 43Ty
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

NTSTRTET

onoluln

Central Int.

ole

e,

Nalanlkann

ilo

Tru.,

Int.

VEDJCL BEECRLTI

O ENPERIINCE AT

Ao A sunrer canmpine experience 0111 he nrovided

vourcaters ated 13 to 15, whio il he <iven
vork expericnces and carn monetar s rewvards.

Be A siw—vaeell cann exporience for «sisty teen-aced
bovs will Lo bold at Valrea Schieol on Lavail.
These bowvs will e provided vith ovi-coor work
expevionces and parn ronetary revards.  Tntense
personalized counscling services vill be pro-
vided., The goal of these two components is to
help the participating students to develop
better sclf-iraces and scelf-understandive.

Amount Annroved:  $57,752

Dates: A, June 17 - Aupust 7, 1270
L. June 22 - July 31, 1970

Personncl:

A, 1 Camp Dircctor
4 Camp Councelors

N, 1 Camp Director
1 Principal
4 Camp Counsclors
1 Cool:
1 Assistant Cool:

o, of children to he served:

A, 72
B, 60

G69233E-731~-1-18116
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I Ponoluln

AT Title L
“lieinle Scrools
in District

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PO T

CONMPENRATORY SIm0in MO IvTTe s

Children sclacted f
in the district will noarticivate in a spocinl
surneY prooran stressine Lancuare arts and non-

acxdenice activitices such sy arts and crafts, ru=ic,

drama and vhyvsical education. A camnins corpenent
is included to provide the particinatine children
vith outdoor educational expericnces.

Amount Anproved:  §131,935

bates: June 17 to July 29, 1970

81 Teachers

20 Center Dircctors

3 Counseclors

1 Summer Dircctor

1 Fvaluator

2 Resecarch Assistants

3. Psvchological Workers
& Educational Assistants
20 Clerks
20 Custodians

Personnel:

vo. of Children to bhe Served: 1,540

G692335-731-1-18115
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46

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

proJECT

DLSTRICY

"auail

Vavaa Fieh
Yapaa Flerm,
aimea Ylem.

Honolulu

Farrington
Faimuki

>

Helinley

SIMTHR PROJECT

PROJLCT DIESCRIVTTON

ST CATR PROJECT WO LR ERUVCATTOUALLY

DEPRIVED

Twelve selected boys from the clirible
schools will he provided outdoor
aducation and carmninm ovnportunitics.
They will learn outdeor living skills
and vill he provided vith intense
counseling services to help them adjust
to the regular school program.

Amount approved: §1,000
NDates: June 13 - 27, 1970
Personnel: Contract with Y!CA
\

Mo, of children served: 12

G-69-233~1-737-7-18173

FOOD SERVICE AWD HOSPITALITY EDUCATION
PROJECT

To provide sclected deprived students
among elicible high school students with
an opportunity to learn the skills of
food scrvice and related services. This
would provide the participants with
saleable occupational skills upon
leaving tne school setting.

Amount Approved: $3,027.50
Dates: June 15 - July 24, 1979

Personnel: Contract with Kapiolani
Community College

G-69-233-E-731-1-18117




PROJECT
NO. DISTRICT

47 Central Oahu

43 Central Oahu

Vailua Figh &

Inter.
Aieca Inter,

" FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SUTULLIR PR

PROJICT BIFCRIPITON

OPURATION RLSCUL

Provide students +ho have failed in Unolisl anlt
Social Studiecs with rlanned {ndividual dinstruction
to assist the - in acouirine nractical knevledne of
the suhijoct areas. llonetary inducements il be
made to encourage better academic nerformance.

2

Armount approved: $2,73

[

Dates: June 17 - July 29, 1970

Tersonnecl: 2 Sccondarv Teachers

~

vio of children to be scerved: 30

G-62233).-732-2-18122

DECREASING SCHOQL ALTUEUVATION-FNHAKCLIG BFITIN
LIVILG

To provide selccted intermediate school students
who have teen identificed as educationally derrived
with intensive individual and group counseling

in camping sessions., These experiences are to
assist tue particinants in developing better self
images which =ill improve their academic worl:.

Amount approved: $31,220

NDates: June 15, July 292, 1¢70

Camp Directors (Malf Time)
Counselors (Balf Tine)

2

7

6 Sr. Counselors

1 Tvaluation Consultant (Part Time)

Personnel:

No. of children to %e served: 126

G69233E~732-2-18123
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50
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Teacuwnard vinh

Vatanace iler,

Leeward Oahu

Waianae Inter.

SUro e U0E AT CRATTS PUOGRATY

Studengs Lo hoeve heen Ldentified as
cidveationally deprived i1l pe enrelled in
one ol 7ol

provided ~tith outdoor cducation exnaeriences:

. . . ; . 4 .
LOLVILNT COrporenty BOsTayE oelng

a, Sewine class for eirls,

b, Class for stude of roclets for bovs.
c. Ceramics class

d., Rhwthm class

Amount anproved: S$10,774.65
Dates: June 15 - July 29, 1970

Personncl: 1 Project Director
5 Tecachers
10 lducational Assistants
1 Clerk
1 Custodian

“o. of chiildren to be served: 140

§
o
el
™o

33K-733-3-18138

REMEDIAL READING ARD CULTURAL FEXRICIDENT
To provide selected educationally deprived children
with individualized instruction in reading and

communications skills. Enriching experiences have
been included to complement the academic program. .

Amount approved: $4,500
Dates: June 15 - July 29, 1970
Personnel:

1 Project Director

3 Teachers

1 Educational Assistant

1 Clerk (Part Time)

1 Custodian (Part Time)

No. of children to be served: 50

G-69233E~733~3~-18136
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L DISTRTCT PROJLCT D SGRTI 10
51 Leovard Oahu DANARULL RIZITDLAL ALD CULTURAL ERTCITHINT
PROGRAN

vanalialu Figh
To nrovide solected educationally deprived children
with expericences in the following arcas:
(1) readineg, (2) social studies, (3) vhvsical
education and recrcation, and (4) music and
practical arts. Cultural cnrichrent activitics
will be included in conjunction <ith the
academic program.,

Amount approved: §5,218

Dates: June 15 - July 29, 1970

Personnel: 1 Director (Part Time)
5 Teachers

1 Secretary (Part Time)
1

Custodian (Part time)
No. of children to be served: 60

G-692331-733-3-18134

) 52 Lecward 0Oahu ART AND PEYSICAL EDUCATTON PROGRAM
1 Vaianae Figh To provide selected educationally deprived

students with experiences in arts and crafts and
physical education and recreation.

Amount approved: $4,222.44
Dates: June 15 - July 29, 1970
Personnel: 1 Teacher
1 Project Director
1 Student Aide

No. of children to be served: 40

G-69233E-733-3-18135

g
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PROJECT
RO, DISTRICYT

53 HMaui

Wailuku

54 Maui

Kamehameha III

SUitmn progecy

PROJZCT DESCRIPTION

SUTIIHN PRE-SCHNOL

To provide selected children frowm deprived
farilies with ewpericences in on ermanizaed school
setting.

Amount Approved:  §5,951

Dates: June 15~ July 29, 1970

Personnel: 1 Project Director

2 Teachers

2 ¥Educational Assistants
Tvpist (Part Time)

1 Custodian (Part Time)

]

No. of children to he served: 30

G 69233F-736-6~18167

SUXCIFR PRE-SCEOOL
To provide seclected pre-school deprived
children with planned activities in a school
setting,
Amount approved: $2,081
Pates: June 15 - July 29, 1970
Personnel: 1 Teacher
1 Educational Assistant
1 Clerk (Part Time)

] Custodian (Part Time)

No. of children to be served: 15

G-69233E-736-6-18166




56 Pawaii

Hilo High
flilo Inter.
Kapiolani

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A planned nroeran of activiticos to be provided

a crovn ol are=scheol aood e iTdre s e B how

¢

identd fied ax Jdepriveds Thev o111 e oprovided

cith eroun as well ag o dnddvidual activitics,
Arount Anproved: . §2,592
Nates: June 15 - July 29, 1970
Personncel: 1 Teacher
1 Fducational Assistant
1 Cleri (Part Tiwe)
1 Custodian (Part Tinc)

No. of children to be served: 15

G--67233-E-736-6-15165

LANAUTLA COIUNTEY STUDY CRWIDR

To provide selected children with opportunitics
to extend tihrouch the summer menths activitics
in readins and individual study.

Amount approved: $706

Dates: July 1 - August 31, 1970

Personnel: 1 Library Aide

No. of children to be served: 275

G-69233E-735-5-18156




NN DISTRLCT

57 Tindvard Nahu

alauole
Rahaluu
Hauula
Laie
Faaawa

58 Windward Qahu

Waimanalo
Pope

" ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SRR PO

Progiot hrsaartion

WTTONIARD DT ETAICT sUiott ART PROJLCT

To provide selected studeonts vho have been
identificed as beina educationally denrived

vith opportunities to participate in an

intensive pronram emphasizing Pawailian arts,
crafts and culture. This expericonce will

ennhance their self-irmace and assist the studonts
to improve their academic worl.

Amount apwnroved: $17,550

Dates: June 15 - July 29, 1970
Personnel: 1 Project Director

8 Teachers
No. of children to be served: 220

G-692331~-734-4-18146

POPE-WATHARALQO SUITMER ART EURICIMENT PROJICT

To provide selected students who have been
identified as educationally deprived with
opportunities to participate in an intensive
in-depth summer art enrichment program with

an emphasis on Yawaiian arts, crafts and culture.
Tlhiese children will be nrovided opportunities to
achieve success which will enhance their regular
academic work,

Amount approved: $11,454
Dates: June 15 - July 29, 1970

Personnel: 1 Project Director
3 Teachers

No. of children to be served: 100

G-69233E-734~4-18145

1§

T .




PROJECT
KO,

DISTRICT

59

60

Leeward 0Oahu

Leeward Oahu

Makaha
Maili

SUIBMER PROJECT

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COORDINATION OF TITLE I PROJECTS

To provide coordination and administration
in support of the Title I projects in the
Leeward Oahu District. The evaluator/writer
will assist the District Coordinator in
providing these services.

Amount Approved: $750.00
Dates: June 22 - July 29, 1970
Personnel: 1 Evaluator/writer
No. of children to be served:

G-69233E-733-3-18030

MAKAHA-YAILI LANGUAGE SKILLS PROJECT

To provide selected children. identified as being
educationally deprived with opportunities to
participate in planned individualized educational
activities. The activities include reading,
speaking, listening, creative writing and creative
art. Fnrichment activities will be planned to
supplement the academic activities.

Amount approved: $40,557
Dates: June 15 - July 29, 1970
Personnel: 1 Project Director

24 Teachers

1 Librarian

1 Clerk (Part Time)

1 Custodian (Part Time)

No. of children to be served: 471

G-69233E-~733-3-18137

-53- 8/



PROJECT
N0,

61

62

DISTRICT
Leeward Oahu

Waaaikapono

Maui

Wailuku

SUNIR PROJECT

PROJECT DESCRIPTICS

NANATRAPONO SUMMER TAUGUAGE PROGRAM
To provide a group of the most seriously educationally
deprived students with opportunitics to participate

in remedial and enrichment activitics to strengthen
their communication and language skills.

Amount approved: ‘385,025
Dates: June 15 - July 29, 1970

Project Director
Teachers

Personnel: 1
6
3 Fducational Assistants
1
1

Clerk
Custodian

A

No. of children to be served: 198

G-69233E-733-3-18031

LANGUAGE ARTS AND ARITIZIETIC PROGRAM
To provide a group of cducationally deprived
students an opportunity to participate in
academic learning activities that will assist them
in retaining the knowledge gained during tne
regular school year.
Amount approved; $2,539
Dates: June 15- July 29, 1970
Personnel: 2 Teachers

1 Clerk (Part-time)

1 Custodian (Part-Time)

No. of children to be served: 30

G-69233E-736-6-18061

-54- o) 8



PROJICT
L0, DISTRICT
¢33 slaud
Mauil I'igh
Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DOTNCT DESCRIPTION

SUILHT SGHOOL

To provide a eroun of sclcocted educationally

denrived students with an opvwortunity to
participate in individualized educational
activities desiened to improve their
reading and writing skills.

Amount approved §7,059

Dates: June 15 - July 29, 1970

Personnel: 1 Project Director
5 Teachers
1 Clerk

*o. of children to be served: 50

G--69233L-736-6-15168
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APPENDIX C

Evaluative Analysis of Data
by

Education Research and Development Center
University of Hawaii
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FOREWORD

The carrying out of EDRAD's responsibilities in the evaluation
of the 1969-70 Title I Program conducted by the Hawaii State Department
of Education was under the supervision of Dr. Frederick T. Bail. This
report was written by Dr. Kendel S. Tang. The processing and analyses

of the data were performed by Miss Patricia Leong using computer

programs written by Miss Eileen Zukemura and Mr. Robert Bloedon.
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I. Introduction

Contract between the Hawaii State Department of Education (DOE) and
the Education Research and Development Center (EDRAD), University of
Hawaii completed on October 7, 1969, provided that specified services be
performed by EDRAD as part of a statewide evaluation of DOE's educational

services relative to Public Law 89-10, Title I Program.

A, Contract Specifications

The contract between DOE and EDRAD specified that the following
services be performed by FEPRAD for the Hawaii State Department of
Education:

1. to compile & list of appropriate standardiz=d tests by major
areas and grade levels in light of program objectives and make recommenda-
tions to DOE as to the most valid and reliable tests for measuring the
stated project objectives (verbal and numerical);

2. to assist DOE in the administration of the school alienation
inventory (School Attitude Inventory) for students enrolled in
Compensatory Education:

(a) print and score the pretest and posttest of the schocl
attitude inventory;

(b) summarize findings for school utilization, and

(c) discuss results with the Administrator of Compensatory

Education;

3. to assist DOE in writing instructions for administration of inz:i:u-

ments, including time schedules, etc.;

4, provide statistical analyses of pretest and postrest raw ccores;

95
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5, to provide schools and DOE with a report of the results and
analyses of differences between pretest and posttest data at the conclunisn
of the project;

6. to assist DOE by participating in discussions of the evaluation
report with district coordinators;

7. to assemble and interpret the statewide data provided by indivicval
projects involved in the pretesting and posttesting, relative to project
objectives, to permit an overall evaluation of pupil achievement; to

compile a statewide summary of the evaluation data relating to program

objectives for inclusion in the annual Department of Education's Title I

report for Fiscal Year 1970,

B. Title I Program Objectives

Title I projects included in the evaluation were those whose major
purposes were to achieve one or more of the following objectives:

l. to improve performance as measured by standardized achievement
tests (language arts);

2. to improve classroom performance in reading beyond usual
expectations;

3. to improve verbal functioning;

4, to improve performance as measured by standardized tests
(arithmetic and quantitative skills); and

5., to improve attitude toward school which may result in reduced
dropout rate.

C. Review of EDRAD-NOE 1969-70 Evaluation Efforts

As a preliminary to formal contractual agreement entered into by

DCE and EDRAD, an outline ~f events and serviccs to bz ghe=ad by DIE
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and EDRAD in the 1969-70 evaluation of Title I Program was prepared bw
EDRAD and agreed upon by DOE, The outline specified the extent of EDRAD
and DOE responsibilities in carrying out evaluative procedures relative t»
Title I Program and the tentative dates on which certain evaluative
activities were to be performed.

According to the outline, EDRAD assumed responsibility for the

following:

1., make recommendations to DOE concerning the most valid and reliable
measures for evaluating statewide Title I Program objectives;

2. provide DOE with School Attitude Inventory (SAI) forms;

3. score and analyze SAI responses;

4, analyze pretest and posttest scores of Title I students on
recommended standardized tests; and

5. prepare summary of results for inclusion in the DOE Title I report
for fiscal year 1970,

DOE assumed responsibility for the following:

1. order standardized tests;

2. survey project objectives and population sizes from field
projects; and

3. administer pretests and posttests,

1. Recommendations., In the hope that the 1969-70 evaluation would

be more effective than the previous ones, EDRAD made the following
recommendations in the 1968-69 final report (EDRAD, 1969, p. 44):
a. ''that pretests be administered in late September rather than

in late November (as was the case this year, 1968-69);

Al

b, '"that a test of arithmetic and quantitative skills also be
administered in order to determine the extent to which obiective No, 4 ¢7F

Title I projects is being achieved. For this purpose, it i recommended




e

that the Arithmetic Computation subtest of the Stanford Achievemert T~

be used, In the interest of economy, it is further suggested that orly

one form of the test be used, the same form being employed for both pre#*-st

and posttest, since it is Quite unlikely that familiarization effect will
significantly operate over seven to eight months with purely numerical
computations, Test security will, of course, be important,

"The tests designated for the appropriate grade levels for Title I
students are listed below:

Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I ~ Grades 2-3
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary II - Grades 4-5
Stanford Achievement Test, Intermediate I - Grades 6-7
Stanford Achievement Test, Intermediate II - Grades 8-9
Stanford Achievement Test, Advanced - Grades 10-12

3. "that the School Attitude Inventory be included in the testing
program in order to estimate the extent to which Objective No, 5 of
Title I projects is being achieved. Only the Upper Grade Form of this
instrument will be administered, and only grades 4-12 included;

4, "that if the Department of Education wants EDRAD to perform an
extra service of also describing the most successful projects, it should
provide (the latter) information relative to significant features on each
project, by grade level,"

2. Implementation. The first recommendation in last year's report

was not carried out, Although DOE was to have ordered the recommender
standardized tests on August 20, 1969, for administration in late
September, pretesting of standardized tests was not carried out until Iz o

January, 1970, Pretesting for only the SAI was done in early November.

1969. EDRAD furnished DOE with the SAI forms in Septembe:, 1969, as

schedvled. The instrmert could not be ad:inistered in Sej:ember since




-5-

DOE had not yet made the survey of objectives and population size« of
Title I field projects. This sutrvey was actually done in early October.
1969, It was scheduled to have been completed by August 25, 1969.

The second, third, and fourth recommendations were implemented in
1969-70., DOE furnished EDRAD with a list of Title I project activities
and/or services as suggested in the fourth recommendation and EDRAD
identified and described the most successful projects in terms of their
activities and/or services,

Incoming data from various participating schools were carefully
checked by EDRAD against data furnished by DOE on the latter's survey of
project objectives and population sizes., Title I projects which had
Objectives 1, .2 and 3 were administered the Metropolitan Readiness
Tests in grades preschool through one and the Gates~MacGinitie Reading
Tests in grades two through twelve, Projects which claimed Objective 4
were administered the Arithmetic Computation subtest of the Stanford
Achievement Test. It should be noted that these standardized tests were
recommended to be administered at the grade levels approximately two grades
above the grade norms of the tests, In other words, tests designed for
average fourth graders were administered to sixth grade Title I students,
Projects which had Objective 5 were given the SAI in grades four through
twelve as earlier recommended.

3. Irregularities in test administrations. Some schools submit:- *

test data which were not appropriate for their stated objectives, Ot!. -~
schools delivered posttest data only (no pretest) or pretest data only
(no posttest) for certain individuals,

Posttest measures were administered as scheduled except for the
School Attitude Inventory. The SAI was administered in March, 1970, (o

about half of the Title T students who were supposed to takn~ it and

99




b
again in April, 1970, to the remaining half, The SAI was origin~lly
scheduled to be administered in March, 1970, but due to about two months'
delay in its initial administration, EDRAD suggested in early February
that the SAI be administered in April instead of March, in order to
lengthen the testing interval between pretest and posttest to five months,
Some schools, however, administered the SAI in March and others administered
it in April, 1970, SAI data were therefore analyzed separately by testing
interval (four or five months) and combined and analyzed together by
grade level in the statewide evaluation.

D. Description of Evaluative Procedures

The original design for the Title I evaluation Qas basically a pretest-
posttest analysis of mean differences, i.e,, average gains or losses. The
evaluation instruments were to be administered to Title I students early
in the school year and again after.an interval of seven to eight months,
i.e,, toward the end of the school year. It was assumed that gains made
by students participating in Titie I projects could be attributed mainly
to activities and services rendered by Title I projects.

For ethical reasons, evaluation of the Title I Program could not be
conducted with true experimental controls, i.e., exclusion of some
eligible Title I students from the program for the purpose of obtaining
a true control group could not be ethically justified. 1In a sense, however,
each Title I pupil served as his own control, since pre- and posttez:
measures were taken on the same individuals., Furthermore, the diffex: -~
projects themselves served as controls for one another in the comparn~:ive
evaluation of the various projects., Finally, the norms provided in the
manuals of the standardizedvtests furnished criteris or standards by which

to gauge the progress of Tixle I students relative to nat'onal norms,

100
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The irregularities in the test administrations resulted in many schi.ui~
submitting only posttest data. It was then decided that the 1969-70
posttest means be compared with the 1968-69 posttest means so that use
could be made of the information contained in these incomplete data. This
was done by comparing the performances of the 1969-70 Title I students
with the performances of their counterparts in the preceding school

year, assuming that the 1969-70 Title I students were not Title I

participants in 1968-~69. 1If the 1969-70 Title I students were the same
as the 1968-69 Title I participants, then the 1968-69 and 1969-70
posttest-posttest comparisons would reveal either progress or lack of
progress in the course of a school year,

Comparisons of 1968-69 and 1969-70 pretest data were not made for two
reasons: (1) many pretest means were missing in the 1969-70 data and
(2) different pretest administration dates for 1968-69 (November) and
1969-70 (January) made comparisons of these data inappropriate.

E. Summary of Analyses Performed

To determine the significance of the observed differences (gains or
losses) between pretest and posttest scores, a t-test was performed on the
correlated sets of data, This analysis was performed on available test
data by school, by grade within school, and statewide by grade., A z-test
for uncorrelated data was used in comparing 1968-69 and 1969-70 posttest
means,

Finally, to check whether the regression effect was contributing
significantly to the statewide results, the data were subjected to a
regression analysis, However, since the analysis of regression is a

statistical technique to determine the significance of the correlation

between predictor (pretest) and criterion (posttest), i.e., the degree

of predictability of posttest scores from pretest scores, a significant

Lol
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F-ratio obtained from this analysis indicates substantial correlation
between pretest and posttest scores, It does not, however, indicate
whether the correlation is merely a statistical artifact due to the
regression phenomenon, a result of the experimental treatment, or some
combination of both, The regression effect therefore may be confounded
with the treatment effect, 1In order to make the findings more conclusive,
the results were corrected for regression effect where significant F-ratios
were obtained in the analysis of regression to determine whether the
residuals were significant., It was assumed that the residuals (differcnces
between actual and predicted scores) were due to treatment, More confidence
was placed in the gains which remained significant after correction for

the regression effect than in those gains which were not significant

after the effects of regression was accounted for.

F., Dissemination

In the dissemination of information relative to Title I evaluation,
EDRAD participated in two DOE-initiated conferences with school administra-
tors, project coordinators, and interested teachers. The first conference
was held in Honolulu on August 20, 1969, and the second in Wahiawa on
May 26, 1970.

Results of analyses of 1969-70 Title I data with the accompanying
explanation were sent to each participating school via DOE at the end of

the 1969-70 school year. A summary of the results with their interpreta-

tions was also submitted to DOE.




I1I. Comparison of Title I 1968-69 and 1969-70

Posttest Data

Posttest mean scores by grade level of 1969-70 Title I students on
the Metropolitan leadiness Tests and the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Tests were compared with the corresponding mean scores of 1968-69
Title I students on the same tests to determine indirectly the progress
made by 1969-70 Title I students. This was done since, as mentioned
in the introduction, many of the 1969-70 Title I participating schools
submitted only students' posttest scores.

Comparisons of the 1968-69 and 1969-70 posttest means were verforma!
using a z-test. Table I shows the means, standard deviations and numbar
of cases for both the 1968-69 and 1969-70 groups on the various subtests
of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests and the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Tests. The last column of Table 1 shows the 2z-ratio obtained from the
comparison of corresponding means on each subtest. A negative z-ratio
indicates that the 1969-70 posttest mean was higher than the correspondinsg
1968~69 posttest mean on a certain subtest since the mean difference
was obtained by subtracting the former from the latter. Significance
of the difference between the means compared is indicated by the
presence of one (p < .05) or two (p < .0l) asterisks after the
corresponding z-ratio.

Examination of the results showed that there were no significant
differences between 1968-69 and 1969-70 posttest means on the word
meaning, listening, matching, and numbers subtests of the Metropolitan

Readiness Tests at the kindergarten level. This indicates that the
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1969-70 Title I kindergarten pupils performed just as well as theix
194369 counterparts (performance of 1968-69 Title I studenfts improved
significantly from pretest to posttest in all subtests except
listening). (See Table 2 of 1968-69 EDRAD's Final Report to DQE on
Title I Evaluation.) The 1969-70 Title I kindergarten pupils had a
significantly higher posttest mean score on the alphabet subtest but
a significantly lower posttest mean score on the copying subtest than
their 1968-69 counterparts. However, compared to their own initial
performance on the copying subtest, the 1969-70 kindergarten pupils
improved significantly over the school year (see Table 2). The mean
scores of the two groups on the total Metropolitan Readiness Tests
were not significantly different.

At the first grade level, no statistically significant differences
were observed between the 1968-69 and 1969-70 means on any of the
subtests with the exception of the word meaning subtest. The 1968-69
first grade Title I pupils had a significantly}higher mean on this
subtest than the 1969-70 pupils. However, compared to their own

initial performance on the word meaning subtest, the 1969-70 first

grade Title I pupils made a significant (p X .0l1) mean gain (see Table 2).

The nonsignificant difference between the means of the two groups on
the total‘test indicates that both performed at about the same level
" on the posttest.

On the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests there were no significant
differences between the means of 1968-69 and 1969-70 second and third
graders on the vocabulary and comprehension subtests. Examipration

of their respective scores, however, revealed that both groups made

a .
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sienificant goins from pre- to posttest on all the subtests (-ee Tahlo 3
of this.report and Tables 4 and 5 of EDRAD's 1968-69 Final Report).

Significant differences favoring the 1968-69 students weie obserwad
between the means of 1968-69 and 1969-70 fourth and fifth gfaders on both
the vocabulary and comprehension subtests of the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests. This does not mean, however, that the 1969-70 fourth
and fifth graders did not achieve significant gaiﬁs relative to their
initial performance. Even though their final performance was significantly
lower than that of their 1968-69 counterparts, those 1969-70 students
who had pretest scores also made significant progress, on the average
(see Table 4).

Posttest mean scores of the 1969-70 sixth graders were not
significantly different from the corresponding 1968-69 means on the
vocabulary subtest, but were significantly lower on the comprehension
subtest. However, the 1969-70 group of sixth graders made significant
gains from pre- to posttest on both subtests (see Table 4).

At the seventh grade level the 1969-70 posttest mean on the speed
subtest of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests was significantly higher
than the corresponding 1968-69 mean. There were no statistically
significant differences found between 1968-69 and 1969-70 posttest means
on the accuracy, vocabulary, or comprehension subtests. Performance
of the two groups was therefore comparable on these last three subtests.

Though no significant differences between the 1968-69 and
1969-70 posttest means were found at the ninth and tenth grade levels,

the 1969-70 ninth grade posttest means on all the four subtests

(speed, accuracy, vocabulary and comprehension) were somewhat higher




-12-
than the corresponding 1968-69 posttest means. The difference on the
vocabulary subtest approached statistical significance.

The differences between the 1968-69 and 1969-70 posttest means

"of tenth graders were significant only on the speed and accuracy

subtests (imn favor of the 1969-70 group). The mean differences on

the vocabulary and comprehension subtests were not statistically signi-
ficant, indicating comparable final performance.

At the eleventh and twelfth grade level, there were no significant
mean differences between the 1968-69 and 1969-70 groups on any of the
four subtests of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests. This finding
indicates comparable posttest performance by both groups.

In general, the 1969-70 Title I students performed as well as their
1968-69 counterparts. Whereas fourth, fifth and sixth grade 1969-70
Title I means were somewhat lower than the corresponding 1968-69
meané 1969-70 Title I students had generally higher means at the ninth,
tenth, and eleventh grade levels (see Table 1).

Though these comparisons assume that the 1968-69 and 1969-70 Title I
populations were comprised of different students, some students in the
1968-69 group may have been retained in the 1969-70 Title I Program.
Retention of some students in the Title I Program for more than one
year, however, does not necessarily suggest a different interpretaticn
of the above results, especially if the same students took tests of
different difficulty levels. More direct measures of the effectiveness
of the Title I Program are the gains made by the students in any given
school year from pretest to posttest; these are discussed in the next

i section.
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III. Analyses of Pretest and Posttest Data

A. Statewlde Summary of Results by Grade lLevel

At the outset it should be mentioned that ''statewide results’
refer only to results for schools which had both pre- and posttest

data available. Due to the late ordering of the tests, the

unavailability of some tests at the time they were needed, and some
problems in the administration of the tests, not all Title I schools
were able to submit both pre~ and posttest data for inclusion in the
statewide analyses. Consequently, several of the statewide analyses by
grade level were based on data from only a few schools and occasionally
on the data of just one school. Thus, in judging the overall effective-
ness of the Title I Program, other evaluative criteria should be used
in addition to these '"statewide results."

1. Metropolitan Readiness Tests (Grades Pre, K, 1)

At the preschool level, significant results were obtained on four
of the six subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests. The four
subtests are word meaning, matching, numbers, and copying. On the
total test, a significant (p < .0l) mean gain (i.e., mean difference)
of 6.42 was obt;ined from the pretest administered in January,

1970, to the posttest administered in May, 1970 (see Table 2).
However, these results were based on data submitted by only two
schools (viz., Waiahole El. and High School and Hanalei School),

encompassing only 26 pupils.
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Relative to the national norms, the preschool Title I pucils
progressed from the 12th percentile to the 19th percentile. It should
ba noted, however, that the standardization group for the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests consisted of children who were either finishing kinder-
garten or entering grade one. Furthermore, the ''standardization group
may be slightly superior to tﬂe national average with respect to
median income and average schooling of adults in the communities" (Hildrcth,
Griffiths, & McGauvran, 1965, p. 15).

At the kindergarten level, the statewide analyses were based on
data for 230 pupils from 22 schools. Significant gains were obtained
on five of the six subtests (word meaning, matching, alphabet, numbers,
and copying) of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests. The overall mean
gain (mean difference) from pretest (January, 1970) to posttest
(May, 1970) of 10.09 was significant beyond the p = .01 level of
confidence (see Table 2). The progress from pretest to posttest was
equivalent to an improvement from the 20th percentile to the 36th
percentile, as measured against national norms. On the average,
children scoring on the 36th percentile are '"likely to succeed in
first grade work" (Metropolitan Readiness Test Manual, 1965, p. 8).
However, the Manual suggests that careful study should be made of
specific strengths and weaknesses of individual pupils and their
instruction planned accordingly.

At the first grade level, results of the analyses based on 522 cascs
from 35 schools revealed significant gains on all six subtests of tho

Metropolitan Readiness Tests, viz., word meaning, listening, matching,
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alphabet, numbers, and copying. The total gain score of 8.52 was also
significant (p € .01) (see Table 2). Using national norms, the total
pretest and posttest mean scores were equivalent to the 56th and

65th percentiles, respectively. (The mean scores are reported here

in percentile equivalents since the Metropolitan Readiness Test Manual
does not have grade score equivalents for raw scores.)

2. Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests (Grades 2-12)

At the second grade level, results of analyses based on data
provided by 163 pupils from 18 schools showed significant gains (p < .0%)
on both the vocabulary and comprehension subtests of the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (see Table 3). For all analyses of the Gates-MacGinitie
by grade level, the testing interval from pretest to posttest was
approximately four months. Though these gains were statistically
significant, by national standards, the Title I pupils included in
these analyses progressed only from a pretest mean grade equivalent
score of 1.4 (four months in the first grade) to the posttest mean grade
equivalent of 1.6 (six months in the first grade) on the vocabulary'
subtest and from 1.5 to 1.6 grade equivalent scores on the comprehension
subtest. (It should be noted that comparison of Title I educationally
and culturally deprived children in Hawaii with the average children
of the same grade level on the U.S. Mainland in terms of academic
progress may be inappropriate.)

The results of analyses of third grade data on 128 cases from 17
schools showed significant gains on both the vocabulary and
comprehension subtests of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests (hereaftei:
referred to as G-MacGRT). The results were significant beyord the

P = .01 level (see Table 3).
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At the fourth grade level, there were 96 cases from 12 schools.
Results of analyses of the data on these 96 pupils showed significant
gains (p £ .01) made from pre- to posttest on both the vocabulary and
comprehension subtests of the G-MacGRT (see Table 4). Compared to the
national norms these 96 pupils obtained grade scores of 2.8 and 3.0 for
the pretest and posttest, respectively, on the vocabulary subtest and
grade score equivalents of 2.6 for the pretest and 2.8 for the posttest
on the comprehension subtest.

At the fifth grade level, significant results were also obtained
on both the vocabulary and listening subtests of the G-MacGRT.

The analyses were based on data from 91 pupils from 11 schools.
Significént mean gain scores on both the vocabulary subtest (p < .0l)
and the comprehension subtest (p < .05) were found (see Table 4). The
pretest and posttest mean scores were equivalent to grade scores of
3.3 and 3.4, respectively, on the vocabulary subtest and 2.9 and 3.0,
respectively, on the comprehension subtest; this implies progress of
only .1 grade compared to the national norms.

At the sixth grade level, using data on 94 pupils from 12 schools,
mean gain scores on both the vocabulary and comprehension subtests
were significant (p € .0l) (see Table 4). Mean grade score progress
on the vocabulary subtest was from 3.9 to 4.2 while that on the
comprehension subtest was from 3.5 to 3.9.

At the seventh grade level, significant improvement was observed
on the speed, accuracy, and comprehension subtests of the G-MacGRT, whilc

students' performance on the vocabulary subtest remained
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practically the same from pre- to posttest (see Table 5). Th2se analvses
were based on data from 150 cases in ten schools.

Compared to the national norms, the students' mean grade equivalent
score progressed from 4.8 to 5.8 on the speed subtest, 4.4 to 4.9 on
the accuracy subtest, and 3.6 to 4.1 on the comprehension subtest. On
the vocabulary subtest, the pretest and posttest scores were equivalent
to the grade scores of 4.4 and 4.2, respectively.

Analyses of the eighth grade statewide data were based on only 53
cases coming from seven schools. Mean differences between pretest and
posttest mean scores were significant on three of the four subtests
of the G-MacGRT, viz., speed, accuracy, and comprehension (see
Table 5). No significant change was observed on the vocabulary
subtest. Relative to the national grade norms,  the students progressed
from 4.8 to 7.0 on the speed subtest, 3.8 to 4.6 on the accuracy
subtest, and 3.2 to 3.3 on the comprehension subtest, over the course
of four months. Pretest and posttest mean £:ores on the vocabulary
subtest were each equivalent to a grade score of 3.9.

At the ninth grade level, significant progress was observed only
on the speed and accuracy subtest of the G-MacGRT. Pretest and
posttest mean scores were 20.4 and 24.74 on the speed subtest,

17.17 and 21.23 on the vocabulary subtest, and 33.54 and 33.70 on the
comprehension subtest (see Table 6). The analyses were based on data

from 106 pupils in four schools. In terms of mean grade score equivalents,
pre- and posttest mean scores were 6.3 and 8.1 on the speed subtest

and 5.5 and 7.5 on the accuracy subtest. On the vocabulary and

comprehension subtests, the grade scores remained at 5.0 and 4.8,

respectively,
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At the tenth grade level, significant improvement in performenre
was observed on the speed and accuracy subtests (p £ .0l1). Pre- aund
posttest mean differences on both the vocabulary and comprehension
subtests were not statistically significant (see'Table 6). These

analyses treated scores from only 58 pupils in two schools (Waialua

High and Intermediate School and Konawaena High and Intermediate
School). Grade score equivalents for pretest and posttest mean
scores were 10.7 and 12.3 on the speed subtest, 8.0 and 9.8 on the
accuracy subtest, 5.6 and 5.9 on the vocabulary subtest, and 4.5 and
4.3 on the comprehension subtest.

Analyses of eleventh grade statewide data were based on only 34
cases from three schools (Waianae High, Hilo High, and Konawaena High).
Significant differences were not noted between pretest and posttest
mean scores on any of the four subtests (see Table 6). Grade score
equivalents for both pre- and posttest mean Scores were 10.7 on the
speed subtest, 8.6 on the accuracy subtest, and 6.6 on the vocabulary
subtest; Mean grade scores on the comprehension subtest were 6.0 for the
pretest and 5.8 for the posttest.

The twelfth grade data were furnished by only one school (Hilo High)
with just 10 cases. Obviously, this school could not be regarded as
representative of statewide Title I participating schools at this
grade level. But since these were the only data available, they wera
analyzed under the statewide category. Significant improvement (p < .05)
was observed only on the speed subtest (see Table 6). Mean differences
on the three other subtests were not significant. Grade score equivaler:s

for pretest and poettest mean scores were 8.5 and 12.3 on the vocabulary
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subtest, 8.0 and 9.2 on the accuracy subtest, 7.7 and 7.7 on the
vocabulary subtest, and 6.6 and 6.6 on the comprehension subtest.

3. Stanford Achievement Test (Arithmetic Computation) (Grades 2-~1i2)

Analyses using the Stanford Achievement Test (arithmetic computation)
were based on few cases for each grade and thus were probably not
representative of the numerical performance of Title I students statewide.
Although these data have been analyzed statewide, generalization to the
statewide population should probably not be made.

For grade two, pretest and posttest mean scores were 30.5 and
31.39, respectively. This gain of 0.89 was not statistically significant.
The analysis was based on only 27 cases from two schools (Hauula and
{eaukaha El1.). 1In terms of equivalent grade scores, both pretest
and posttest mean scores were equivalené to 1.6.

For grade three, the mean difference was not significant. The number
of cases was extremwely small (four), coming from just one school,

Keaukaha Elementary. The gradeAequivalent score for both pretest and
posttest means was 1.8.

For the fourth grade level, a significant mean increase (p £ .01)
was found. Equivalent grade scores for pretest and posttest means
were 3.0 and 3.6, respectively, a progress of .6 grade in four months
according to national norms. There were, however, only 23 cases from
two schools (Hauula and Keaukaha Elementary).

At the fifth grade level, the obtained mean increase of 2.38 (from
21 pupils in Hauula El. and Keaukaha Elementary) was not statistically
significant. Equivalent grade scores for pretest and posttest means

were 3.3 and 3.6, respectively.

Data for the sixth grade did not indicate a statistically significant
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mean increase from pretest to posttest. Again, there were only
nine pupils, all from Keaukaha Elementary. Pre- and posttest means
wvere equivalent to grade scores of 4.9 and 5.3, respectively.

No data were available for seventh, and twelfth grades on the
Arithmetic Computation subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT).

At the eighth grade level, analysis was based on just five cases
from Konawaena High and Intermediate School. The obtained mean gain
of 1.40 failed to reach statistical significance. By national
norms, the pretest and posttest mean scores were equivalent to
grade scores of 5.1 and 5.4, respectively.

All the statewide ninth grade data on 72 students also came from
Konawaena High and Intermediate School. A statistically significant
(p £ .05) gain was obtained from pretest to posttest. Grade score
equivalents of pretest and posttest mean scores were 5.9 and 6.1,

respectively.

4. School Attitude Inventory (Grades 4-12)

The School Attitude Inventory (SAI) is an instrument constructed
by EDRAD to measure general attitude toward school. Its development ic
described in EDRAD's 1969 Final Report to DOE (EDRAD, 1969). Adoption
of the SAI by DOE as a measure of attitude toward school was based
on EDRAD's recommendation (EDRAD, 1969, p. 44).

Data for the SAI were analyzed initially in two sets, according

to the length of the time interval occurring between the pretest and
the posttest. One set of SAI data had a testing interval of approximateliy
five months. After completion of these two analyses, the two sets of

. data were combined and analyzed as one set.
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Results of the analysis of the first set of data (4-month testing
interval), by grade level are shown in Table 8. Among the nine grad.
lavels (grades 4-12) significant mean decreases from pretest to
posttest were observed for grades seven, nine, and ten. The pretest
mean for the seventh grade, for instance, was 129.29 with a standard
deviation of 22.84. The posttest mean for the same grade was 125.35
with a standard deviation of 23.82. The difference between the pretest
and posttest means of -3.94 was significant (p < .05) with 140 cases.
The mean decreases obtained in the ninth and tenth grades were signifi-
cant at the p < .05 level. The results for the rest of the grades worc
not statistically significant. Mean SAI scores increased for grades
11 and 12, but not significantly so.

Results of the analysis of the second set of data (5-month testing
interval) are presented in Table 9. 1In this analysis, grades nine and
ten showed statistically significant (p < .05) decreases in mean SAT
score from pretest to posttest. Most of the other obtained mean
differences were gains, but none were statistically significant.

Results of the analysis of combined data from both testingAA
intervals are shown in Table 10. Significant decreases were found in
grades seven (p < .05), nine (p £.0l1), and ten (p £ .01). The mean
differences obtained for the remaining grade levels were not statisticall:
significant.

B. Comparison of Results of Individual Projects

Comparisons of various projects were based on the magnitude of

significant mean differences between pretest and posttest mean scores.
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These comparisons used both subtest scores and total test scares nn
each of the tests employed.

1. Mggyopolitan Readiness Tests (Grades Pre, K, and 1)

At the preschool level, only Waiahole, Hanalei, and Hana participated.
(Data from Hana were not included in the statewide analyses since they
were received late.) Waiahole had the most successful project in
that it made the most significant gains on the word meaning, macching,
and number subtests, as well as on the total test. Hanalei made a
statistically significant gain only on the copying subtest, while Hann
made no gains at all on five of the subtests used. 1In fact, significnn:
decreases were noted on the word meaning, listening, matching, and
copying subtests (see Tables 11 -24).

At the kindergarten level, 23 schools submitted pre- and posttest
data for analysis. (Data from one school were analyzed late and failed to
be included in the statewide analyses.) Schools that achieved
significant gains on the particular subtests are listed below according
to the magnitude of the significant gains made. (When more than 10
schools made significant gains on a given subtest, only the 10 greatest

gains are given.)

Word Meaning Listening Matching
1. Honaunau 1. Paauilo 1. Honaunau
2. Maili ' 2. Maili 2. Faauilo
3. Koloa 3. Kaahumanu 3. Hookena
4. Royal
5. Keaukaha
6. Laupahoehoe
7. Maili
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élEEEEEE Numbers Copying Total
1. Kula 1. Paauilo 1. Maili 1. Paauilo
2. Paauilo 2. Kaahumanu 2. Paauilo 2. Honaunau
3. Koloa 3. Laupahoehoe 3. Koloa 3. Maili
4., Laie 4. Lanakila 4. Honaunau 4. Koloa
5. Laupahoehoe 5. Koloa 5. Royal 5. Laupahoehoe
6. Wahiawa 6. Honaunau 6. Likelike 6. Kauluwela
7. Kauluwela 7. Kapiolani 7. Kauluwela 7. Kaahumanu
8. Keaukaha 8. Wahiawa 8. Wauiawa
9. Likelike 9. Kapiolani 9. Likelike
10. Kaahumanu 10. Royal

It should be noted that the above judgments were made on the
basis of the statistical significance of the gains and not on the
absolute value of the gains themselves. Sometimes a large mean gain
using data from only a few subjects was not as statistically significant
as a small mean gain with a large number of subjects. Thus, for
example, on the matching subtest Kula made a higher mean gain (4.00)
than Hookena (2.88) but the former's gain failed to reach statistical
significance since there were only two cases involved (see Table 29).

A much greater gain would be required to meet the criterion of statistical
significance with a sample of only two. For other such cases, see
Tables 25-38.

Most of the gains achieved were significant beyond what could be
attributed to statistical regression~-i.e., to prediction of posttest
score from knowledge of pretesé score alone. However, it should be
remembered that the regression phenomenon itself is confounded with the
treatment effect. A significant F-ratio obtained from an analysis of
variance of simple linear regression simply indicates that a usefully
valid prediction can be made from the pretest to the posttest. However,

a significant F-ratio for the analysis of regression does not necessarily

?q-
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implyv gains or losses. It simply denotes that a high enough correlation,
either positive or negative, exists between pretest and posttest sco.#s
to warrant a valid prediction of one from the other.

To be relatively assured that the observed gains were greater than
what could be expected from the regression phenomenon alone (i.e.,
regression toward the mean), the following procedure was employed.

The mean difference between actual posttest and predicted posttest

scores, using pretest scores as the predictor was computed for each
subtest in each school and tested against the null hypothesis,

i.e., that the regressed mean difference was not significantly different
from zero. This was done by dividing the regressed mean difference
score for each school by the standard error of regressed scores
(differences between actual and predicted scores) for all the subjects
for each subtest.

Using the t-test results, mean differences which were significartly
larger than those which could be expected from the regression effect
alone are marked with a plus sign (+) or signs (++), depending on the
level of their significance (p < .05) and p < .01, respectively). For
example, in Table 25, the mean difference score of 1.53 for Maili has
two plus signs after it to indicate that it is significantly
larger (p < .01) than what would be expected from the regression effects
alone.

In some cases, such as that of Royal on the matching subtest
(see Table 29), the gain of 2.62 wes not significantly larger than what
would be expected from regression alone. Ilevertheless, such results

were not discournted since, as ~antione<d above, regression toward tho

mean is, in the case of Title I projects, confounded with the treatment
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effect. Greater confideuce can be placed on the gains if th.. ar-
significant by both the t-test and the regression test.

To continue, schools which made significant gains on the vz:“iou:

subtests and on the total test at the first grade level are listed

below.

Word Meaning Listening Matching

1. Aiea 1. Wahiawa 1. Honaunau

2. Royal 2. Kahaluu 2. Ben Parker

3. Maili 3. Waialua 3. Kahaluu

4. Holualoa 4. Alea 4, Wailuku

5. Wailuku 5. Maili 5. Fern

6. Fern 6. Ben Parker 6. Aiea

7. Ralihi-kai 7. Holualoa 7. Waialua

8. Kauluwela 8. Maili

9. Kaiulani
10. Kalihi-kai

Alphabet Numbers Copying Total
1. Pahoa 1. Ben Parker 1. Paauilo 1. Ben Parker
2. Wailuku 2. Honaunau 2. Ben Parker 2. Maili
3. Ben Parker 3. Maili 3. Honaunau 3. Honaunau
4. Haleiwa 4. Nanakuli 4. Koloa 4. Aiea
5. Anuenue 5. Kalihi-waena 5. Kalihi-waena 5. Wailuku
6. Honaunau 6. Kaeswail 6. Maili 6. Haleiwa
7. Laupahoehoe 7. Aiea 7. Haleiwa 7. Pahoa
8. Maili 8. Wailuku 8. [Kalihi-kai 8. Kahaluu
9. Waialua 9. Haleiwa 9. Raiulani 9. Fern
10, Kaiulani 10. Waialua 10. Aiea 10. Wahiawa

There were a total of 36 schools which participated in the Title I

program at the first grade level. (Data from one school was not

included in the statewide analyses due to late processing of the d-¢a.)

The results for these schools are shown in Tables 39-52.

2. Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests (Grades 2-12)

The Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests have two subtests, (viz., vecabu-

lary and comprehension) for forms B and C and four subtests (viz.,

speed, accuracy, ocabulz2ry, und compyehension) for forms D and E.
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Form B was administered to gsecond and third graders; Form C to fourth,
fifth, and sixth graders; form D to seventh, eighth, and niuth gradeis;
and form E to tenth, eleventh, and twelfth graders.

At the second grade level, the schools that made the most significant

gains on the vocabulary and comprehension subtests are listed below.

Vocabulary Comprehension
1. Kihel 1. Waihee

2. Paauilo 2. Laupahoehoe
3. Kalaheo 3. Wailuku

4, Aiea 4, Maili

5. Laupahoehoe 5. Hookena

6. Waihee

7. Kula

8. Holualoa

9. Maili

There were twenty participating schools at this grade level, but the
rest of them did not make significant progress on either the vocabul :y
or comprehension subtest (see Tables 53-56).

Of the 17 participating third grade classes those that made
significant progress according to magnitude of the gains on the

vocabulary and comprehension subtests are listed below.

Vocabulary Comprehension
1. Homnaunau 1. Honaunau
2. Aiea 2. Wailuku
3. Holualoa 3. Holualoa
4. Wailuku 4. Maili

5. Waimea

6. Makaha

The detailed results are found in Tables 57-60.
The most significant gains of t™e 13 fourth grade classes on the

two subtests were achieved by:

Vocabulary Comnrrehension
1. Kapaa ' 1. Waimea
2. Keaukaha 2. Kapaa
3. Holualoa 1')
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Results of the analyses of the data by subtest are presented more
fully in Tables 61-64.

Of the 12 participating schools at the fifth grade level, only
two obtained significant gains on the vocabulary subtest and only one

on the comprehension subtest. These successful schools are listed

below.
Vocabulary Comprehension
1. Halawa 1. Keaukaha
2, Kula

The generally nonsignificant gains could be largely due to the small
) number of cases involved in almost every project at this grade level.
The results of the analyses are shown in Tables 65-68.

At the sixth grade level, three of the 11 participating schools
made significant gains on the vocabulary subtest and four on the

comprehension subtest.

Vocabulary Comprehension

1. Kilohana 1. Aiea

2. Kapaa 2., Halawa

3. Halawa 3. Keaukaha
4. Kapaa

For details of the results, sée Tables 69-72,

Results for the seventh grade are found in Tables 73-80. Among
the 10 participating schools those which showed gains on threes of the
four subtests are identified below. No seventh grade made significant

gains on the vocabulary subtest.

Speed Accuracy Comprehension
;: ggii:iga 1. Holualoa 1. Honaunau
3. 1iio Int. ! 2. Honaunau 2. Wailanae
3. IKonawaena 2. Aiea
4. Hilo Int. 4, W-lualoa
5. ¥iio Tat. 3 2 J’{_
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Again, that many of the observed gains were not statistically significant
may have been due in part to rather small sample sizes.

As in the seventh grade, vocabulary subtest gains in the eighth
~rade classes were not significant. Among the seven participating
schools at the eighth grade level, those that obtained significant
zains on the three other subtests are enumerated below (see Tables 81-88

for detailed results).

Speed Accuracy Comprehersion
1. Nanakuli 1. Holualoa 1. Holualoa
2. Konawaena 2. Honaunau 2. Waianaa
3. Waianae 3. Konawaena

At the ninth grade level, only one school (Konawaena) made
csignificant gains on both the speed and accuracy subtests. None of
the six participating schools made significant progress on either the
vocabulary or comprehension subtests (see Tables 89-26).

Only three schools had data at the tenth grade level. Those

which made significant improvement on each of the four subtests are as

follows:
Speed Accuracy Vocabulary Comprehension
1. Konawaena 1. Hilo 1. Kahuku 1. Konawaena

2. Konawaena 2. Konawaena
Details of the results are found in Tables 97-104.
At the eleventh grade level, three schools had data on all
the four subtests and one other school had data only on the vocabulary
and comprehension subtests. None of the gains were significant except

the mean gain made by Konawaena on the accuracy subtest (see Tables

105-112).
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At the twelfth grade level, only two schools were involved. The
only statistically significant gain was made by Hilo High on the
speed subtest (see Tables 113-120).

The criterion used in selecting the first ten (or less) schools was
simply the relative magnitude of statistically significant gains. This
does not necessarily mean that those selected schools scored highest
on the posttest. For example, on the comprehension subtest (see
Table 87) the Waianae eighth grade, with a posttest mean of only
16.00, was selected as a successful project, while the Honaunau
eighth grade, with a posttest mean of 37.50 was not. This was in part
due to the fact that the Honaunau sample involved only eight pupils.

At the upper grade levels, fewer schools obtained significant
gains. This might not kave been the case had it been possible to
include all ngle I project schools in the comparisons. Many schools
could not be included in the comparative analyses because they had
not obtained pretest data. The posttest data furnished by these
schools were utilized only in the analyses comparing statewide 1968-69

posttest means with the corresponding 1969-70 posttest means.

3. Stanford Achievement Test (Grades 2-12)

It was not possible to compare schools by grade level on the
Arithmetic Computation subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test
because in some grades (3, 6, 8, 9, 10, and 11) only one school
participated and in three grades (2, 4, 5) only two schools participated
(see Table 64). There were no data for grades seven and 12.

Individual schools that made significant gains at the indicated

grade level were: Keaukaha (grade 2); Keaukzha and Hauula (grade 3);
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Keaukaha (grade 5)'@ and Konawaena (grades 9, 10, and 11). These
schools had indicated that one of their objectives was to improve
arithmetic and quantitative performance as measured by a standardized
test.

4. School Attitude Inventory (Grades 4-12)

The School Attitude Inventory (SAI) was administered to all students
in grades 4 through 12 in projects which had improvement of attitude
toward school as one of their objectives. Since the SAI was used fov
all grade levels mentioned above and since the number of cases was
small for many of the schools the data were analyzed for purposes of
this report, by school, not by grade level.

The results are subject to various interpretations. Among the
26 schools involved, only two made significant gains on the SAI from
pretest to posttest: McKinley High School and Kalaheo School. Their
gains were significant at the p < .05 and p < .0l levels, respectively.
These results, along with those of all other schools, are found in
Tables 122 and 123.

Some of the schools demonstrated statistically significant
decreases from pre- to posttest. This indicates deterioration of
attitude toward school over the course of the school year. 1If there is
a general tendency for students to become less enthusiastic about
school during the course of the school year (regardless of the type »f
program), perhaps a change in the SAI testing schedule would show that
deterioration in attitude under Title I programs is less than that
observed in normal school programs. Thus, instead of giving the SAI
pretest and posttest in the fall and spring of the same school year,

\
the SAI posttest might be administered at the same relative time in
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the school year as the pretest, but in the following school year,
This should lead to more accurate assessment of the fifth objactive,

1t should be noted, however, that the posttest mecons on the SAIX
for grades four through eight were higher than the mean of the randomly
selected 1968-69 Title I students who were used in the validation of
the SAI., The means for grades four through eight of the 1969-70
Title I students ranged from 122.32 to 132.15 whereas the mean for the
1968-69 sample was only 119,17 (see Table 10 of this report and Table €3
of last year's final report). The means for grades 11 and 12 were about
the same as that of the 1968-69 sample., Compared with the randomly
selected 1968-69 Title I students who were tested also toward the end
of the school year, the 1969-70 Title I groups did about equally well
at two grade levels (11 and 12) and much better at five grade levels
(4 through 8).

Except for grades nine and ten the rest of the grade levels'
average scores were equal to or greater than four on the six~point
SAT scale, A scale score of four is designated by the description ''prett::
much like me" for positive statements about school, The scale
descriptions ranged from ''not like me" (point one) to ''very much like-.
me" (point six). These descriptions are possible responses to itens
indicating an individual's general liking for school or school
selected persons and activities (see EDRAD, 1969, for a more detailed
~ description of the SAI items and scale), The general SAI responses nf th:
1969-70 Title I students indicate a general liking for school which mav
be described as "above average.' (Title I participating schools should
perhaps make wore use of the SAI as an jinstrument for identifying indivi-

dusi students who are potential schaol éremauts,)
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5. OQutstanding Title I Projects

The 10 schools which made the greatest number of significant
gaius on the standardized tests, (MRT, G-MacGRT, and SAT where applicavle)
are listed by grade level below. The listing is not strictly rank ordered
since each project had different numbers of participating classes at the
various grade levels. For instance, some schools had four grades
at the elementary level and others had three at the intefmediate level.
However, those schools which appear at the top of the list tended fo
have a greater number of significant gains at their respective grade

levels than those at the bottom. The top 10 Title I projects are as

follows:
1. Maili (grades K-3) 6. Aiea Elem. (grades 1-6
2. Wailuku (grades 1-3) 7. Kapiolani (grades K-6)
3. Konawaena (grades 7-11) 8. Keaukaha (grades K-6)
4. Holualoa (grades K-8) 9. Halawa (grades 4-6)
5. Kapaa (grades 4,6) 10. Hilo Inter. (grades 7-9)

For illustrative purposes the primary activities of several of
the outstanding projects are described below. These descriptions may
prove useful and informative to other projects in planning their future
programs. The activities or services are briefly stated undcr each
school, as reported by DOE (DOE official correspondence, Aug. 7, 1970).

Maili (grades K-3)

1. "Attendance at class for reading and language, held in

school, headed by project teacﬁer, averaging one hour cor
less per day;

2. "Presence of nurse or health coordinator”

Wailuku (grades 1-3)

1. '"Attendance at class for reading and language, held in

school, headed »y nroject teache:, averaging one hour or

less per day;

-
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"Full time educational assistant working with small groups

or individual children"

Konawaena High and Intermediate (grades 7-11)

1.

"Provision of materials and equipment in special education
classes;

"ETV hookup, unspecified usage;

"Attendance couaselor or aide;

"Students trained as helpers in TV and instructional
materials center;

"Resource center (equipment, supplies, toys) for children

and teachers.”

Kapiolani (grades K-06)

1.

6.

"After school study center/library;

"Full time educational assistant working with small groups or
individual children;

“'"Counseling;

"Full time educational assistant working some with c¢’:ildren,
but more than half time on clerical, material producticn,
study hall monitoring, etc.;

"Resource center (equipmeént, supplies, toys) for children

and teachers;

"ETV hockup, unspecified usage.®'

Halawa (grades 4-6)

1.

"Diagnosis of reading problems by task force or diaguostic

team after referral of child from classroom and/or school;
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9. UAttendance at class for reading/language, held in readir~

center, headed by project teacher, averaging one hour or

less per day;

3. "fFull time educational assistant working with small groups

or individual children."




IV. Discussion

Interpretation of the findings of the foregcing analyses should iz
tempered by the knowledge that only about one-half of the data reccived
from participating schools on the standardized tests contained pretest
information, Results of the pretest-posttest analyses of the data receivod
are therefore indicative of the performance of only about one-half of the
Title I population in the State of Hawaii. All posttest data, includ’..z
those without corresponding pretest data, were, howsver, utilized in *%c
statewide posttest comparison between 1968-69 and 1969-70 Title I gr-ups,
by grade level, on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests and the Gates-MacGi..iti=z
Reading Tests, These comparisons show the posttest performance of the
total Title I population this school year relative to the poéttest perfuc=
mance of last year's population on the two standardized tests. Results of
the 1968-69 and 1969-70 posttest-posttest comparisons are bet{=zr indiczcors
of the performance of the total Title I students,

As mentioned earlier the Métropolitan Readiness Tests (for grades
Pre-1) and the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests (for grades 2-12) wer~
administered to schools which indicated as their objectives ore or mire
of the following: (1) to improve performance as measured by standa. ..izad
tests (language arts), (2) to improve classroom performance in reading
beyond usual expectations, and (3) to improve verbal fuaction:iang, w“esults
of statewide analyses, by grade level, of 1969-70 pretest-posttest ~:a.:
and posttest~-posttest ccmparisons, by graas level, between 1508-69 uud
1969-70 Title I populations indicate that the above-mentioned objectives

have been caiisfqenovily aculorad,

-
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Inspectinn of Tables 2-6 reveals that most gains were made in the
lower grades, Three explanations, not mutually exclusive, are offered
to account for this observation: (1) the particular remedial programs used
with lower grade pupils were more effective {han those used with upper
grade students, (2) youanger children are more receptive to external
intervention designed to improve their academic performance, and (3) the
tests were more suited for azzessirg inatructionz) objectives in the lower
gradcs,

The fourth cbjective of the Title I Program =5 U5 improve periormance
as measured by standardized tests (arithmetic and qu=ntitative skills),
Analyses of the data relevant to tkis objective were based on only 206
pupils from three schools., Thus, rcsults from these analyses are not
generalizable to the quantitative performance of the whole Title I
population,

Significant results were obtained at four out of nine grade levels
(see Table 7). Thus, whether tlie fourth objective of the Title I Program
was generally attained is not clear.

Analyses of SAI data should also be interpreted with caution since
661 students (about one-third of the total SAI respondents) were excluded
from the statewide analyses, due to missing pretest or posttest data.
Results of the analyses of available data, however, strongly suggest that
the fifth objective of the Title I Program (viz., to improve attitude
toward school) has not been met, There are a number of possible
explanations for thié apparent lack of improvement in attitude toward
school., First, the remedial programs may not have been potent enough to'
modify Title I students' attitudes toward school. Second, the attitudes
measured by the SAI may be too strong to be altered in the course of

four or five months, Third, students probably have a stronger liking
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for school at the beginning of the school year than toward the end (signi-
ficant decreases in mean SAI scores were observed in the seventh, ninth,
and tenth grade levels--see Table 10). If this is the case, the SAL
pretest and posttests might better De adminigstered in the fall of two
consecutive school years. In summary, further investigation is needed to
determine the reasons underlying this observed lack of improvement in
attitude toward school by Title T st.udents.

The most successful individual projects were identified in terms cf
the magnitude and number of significant gains made, There was, among
the most successful projects, commonality in the types of activities or
services they rendered to students. For instance, providing a special
class for reading and language and establishing a resource center for
children and teachers were mentioned by most of the first ten outstanding
projects as part of the services they offered. Many of the top projects
also reported hiring the services of either part-time or full-time
educational assistants who worked with the children either individually
or in small groups. It might be helpful to the less successful projects
to obtain detailed accounts of the content and procedures used in some of
the more successful projects; these contents and procedures might then ke
modified to suit their own project situations and goals.

Twenty-six projects had as one of their objectives the improvement of
students' attitude toward school, yet only two schools (viz., McKinley
High and Kalaheo Elementary) made significant mean gains on the SAIL. In
this regard, it is interesting to note that McKinley High School provided
a special class for students with behavior and learning problems and
Kalaheo Elementary School used counseling as a remedial procedure, Since
none of the other 24 schoole, in the state of Hawaii, made significant mzon

gains on the SAT, cansidarirg rheir total Title I students regardless
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V. Summary and Recommendatiors

Statewide analyses of available data indicatc that the first three
objectives of the Title I Program--viz., (1) to improve performanre as
measured by standardized tests (language arts), (2) to improve classrocm
performance in reading beyond usual expectations, and (3) to iamprove ve:ihaj
functioning--have been satisfactorily met. Regarding the fourth objaciivi- -
viz., to improve performance as measured by standardized tests (arithoetic
and quantitative skills), the findings were inconclusive, since data veorc
sent in by only three schools on 206 students aad significant gains werc
made at only four out of nine grade levels., The fifth and last objectiwva-~
viz., to improve students' attitude toward school--was not generally
attained. As menfioned previously, about a third of the SAI data sent
in for pretest-posttest analyses could not be used, due to missing pretcst
and/or posttest scores. This fact somewhat tempers the generality of the
conclusion regarding Title I students' attitude toward school. These
findings should be supplemented by evaluation reports from the individual
participating schools,

Comparison of the individual projects permitted identification of th=
10 most successful projects in terms of number and magnitude of significan~
gains made. In an attempt to identify the most effective remedial pronaraanz,
services and/or activities conducted by the majority of these more succecsa-
ful schools were briefly described.

For a more adequate evaluation of the total Title I Program in Harail
the following recommendations are presented for possible implementation in

the next school year:
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(1) that the standardized tests be ordered much earlicr and be
administered early in the school year (i.e,, by late September);

(2) that the School Attitude Inventory (SAI) posttest be administered
exactly a year after the prectest, in order to control influenzes such as
the general tendency for all students to become less enthusiastic about
school as the school year progresses; and

(3) that regional conferences be held with rcpresentatives from the

more successful projects in order to disseminate the content and procedures

adoptzd by these more effective projects.
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SM1B00L ATTITUDE INVENTORY

Nrna: School:
Crade: Data:
INSTHUCTIONS @

Fill out the blanks above with your name, grade, school, and today's date,
Do this now,

On the following pages you will find 30 statements about what you think and
iow you feel about school. Read each statement very carefully, and then decide
now much ezch statement is like you or not like you. Then check your answer on
the space provided under each statement.

This is not a test, and there are no right or wrong answers. Please answer
hone=stly so that your teachers and counselcrs will be able to understand you
ot and help you more with your problems. Your answers will not in any w2y
affzot your grades im school,

e 2iE 1

I 1.2 school,

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very m-uach
like me like me like me like me like me like me

If you love school, mark an "X" on the line above "very much like ma." If
you do not love school, mark an "X" on the line above '"not like me.'" If the state-
ment is slightly like you or quite like you, then mark an "X" on the line above
your answer. Mark your answer now,

EXAMPLE 2

I don't like playing in school,

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty nruch “Cuite Vary much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

If you don't like playing in school, then your answer should be "very much
like me." But if you like playing in school, your answar should be 'not like me."
If your answer is sowewhere in-between, mark an "X'" on ihe line above your answer,
Do it now, Axn there eny questicns? If none, tiien turn the page over and begir.

'r..ﬂ
cs
~d




4

10,

can work alone for a period of time,

When I study, I easily get bothered by things going on around me.

Not Slighti§- Screwhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
complete my work not finished the day before.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
do my school work most of the time.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me lilke me like me like me like me
read without anybody telling me to.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
. enjoy books, newspapers, and magazines.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like ma
carry out my work until it is finished,
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very wmuch
like me like me lilie me like me like me like me
I know that I can do what the teacher wants me to do,
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very mush
like me 1'ke me like me like me like me like me
I am interested i: the results of my work.,
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me 1ike me like me like me like me like me
I stick with a job until finished,
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
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11, I like most of my teachers,
Not Slightly Semeihiat Pretty much Quite Very mu.:h
like me like me Yike me like me like me like mwe
12. I don't feel like doing school work.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very mien
like me like me like me like me like me like m=
13. I come to school almost every day when there's school.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite ﬁary ruch
like me like me lire me like me Lilte ma like me
14, 7T do extra school work,
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very:ngy
like me like me like me like me like me like me
15, I hate school.
Not Slightly Somawhat Pretty much Quite Very oy
like we like me like me like me like me like me
16. I get right down to work if I have studying to do.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
17. I usually get my classwork in early.
Not Slightly Somevhat Pretty much Quite Very mnuch
like me like me like me like me like me like me

18. In class 1 often look out the window or at things around the room.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
12. ¥ {ind learning new things interesting.,
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very umuch
like me like me like me like me like me like me
20, I 1iike to go to school,
Not Slighily Pretty much Quite Very much l;}{)
like me like w> like me like me lita me




=21,

22,

24,

25,

26,

27.

I think school is fun.

Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
I think school work is not useful.
Mot Slightly Somevhat Pretty much Quite Very mach
like mnie like me 1ikn me like me like me like m=
I would like to leave school.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite §Ery mue
like me like me lika me like me like me like me
T am doing well in school,
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very T
like me like me 1:%2 me like me like me like me
It's nice to be in school.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite vary e
like me like me like me lika me like me like pm2
I «hink teachcrs give us too much work,
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very mua:
like me like me like me like me like me like ma
I think school is like a prison or jail.
Nex Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite ﬁéryiwmi{
like me like me like me like me like me lila wn
T think teachers are not interestcd in me.
Not Slightly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
L thnink school is important.
Not Sligntly Somewhat Pretty much Quite Very much
like me like me like me like me like me like me
School is not pleasant,
Not Slightly Scmaiial Pretty much Quite Vexry much 741()
like me like me 1ike me liia me like me like m2 -




List of Designated

Honolulu District

Code Project
No.

101 Anuenue
102 Fern

103 Kaahumanu
104 Kaewai

105 Kaiulani
107 Kalihi-kai

108 Kalihi~waena

109 Kauluwela

110 Lanakila

111 Likelike

112 Linapuni

113 Palolo

114  Puuhale

115 Royal

116 Central Inter.
117 S.B. Dole Inter.
118 Jarrett Inter.
119 Kalakaua Inter.
120 Washington Inter.
121 W.R, Farrington Hi
122 Kaimuki Hi

123  McKinley Hi

125 St. Anthony's

Hawaii District

Code Project
No.

701 Hilo Hi

702 Hilo Inter.

703 Holualoa Elem.

704 Honaunau

705 Hookena

706  Kapiolani Elem.

708 Keaukaha Elem.

710 Konawaena Hi &
Inter,

711  Laupahoehoe Hi &
Elem,

712 Naalehu

713 Paauilo Elem. &
Inter.

Pahoa Hi & Elem.

Leeward District

Project

Nanaikapono Pre.
Waianae Elem.
Maili Elem.
Nanaikapono Elem.
Waianae Inter.

Nanakuli Hi & Inter.

Waianae Hi
Makaha

indward District

Project

Hauula

Kaaawa Elem.
Kahaluu

Kahuku Hi & Elem.
Laie

Blanche Pope Elem.

Waiahole Elem. & Inter.

Benjamin Parker
Waimanalo Elem.

Maui District

Project

Waihee Elem,
Kula Elem.
Kihei Sch.

Paia Elem.
Wailuku Elem.
Kilohana Elem.
Hana Hi & Elem.

Code Numbers of 1969-70 Title I Projects

Central District

Code Project
No.

401 Halawa Elem,
402 Waialua Elem.
403 Aiea Elem.
404 Wahiawa

405 Haleiwa Elem.
406 Aiea Inter.

407 Waialua Hi & Inter.
408 Aiea Hi
409 St. Michael's

Kauai District

Project

Waimea Elem.
Koloa

Kapaa Elem.

Kapaa Hi & Inter,
Hanalei

Kalaheo




Table 1

Analyses of Statewide Title I 1968-69 and 1969-70 Post-test
Data (Grades 1-12) on the Metropolitan Readiness
Tests and Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests

142

1968-69 1969-70
Grade Test N Mean SD N Mean
K Metropolitan 319 340
Word meaning 6.880 2.560 6.700
Listening 8.070 2,630 7.690
Matching 7.720 3.370 7.590
Alphabet 8.410 4,880 9.290
Numbers 9.250 3.890 8.940
Copying 5.310 3.830 4.650
Total 45,670 16.480 44,770
1 Metropolitan 391 594
Word meaning 8.310 2.420 7.670
Listening 9.630 2.640 9.650
Matching 16.630 2.690 10.490
Alphabet 13.700 3.420 13.540
Numbers 13.290 3.800 13.100
Copying 8.250 3.000 7.910
Total 63.770 12.510 62.300
2 Gates-Mac. Pr (B) 330 459
Vocabulary 17.020 7.380 17,100
Comprehension 9.660 4,780 9.650
3 Gates~Mac. Pr (B) 331 426
Vocabulary 24,520 8.650 24,270
Comprehension 13,510 6.940 14.330
4 Gates-Mac. Pr (C) 200 297
Vocabulary 26.100 7.880 24.570
Comprehension 20.450 8.160 18.360
5 Gates=-Mac. Pr (C) 197 189
Vocabulary 32.190 7.870 28.720
Comprehension 26.640 9.220 22.450
6 Gates=-Mac. Pr (C) 152 180
Vocabulary 35.220 9.280 34.620
Comprhension 31.200 9.390 28.780
7 Gates=-Mac. Sur (D) 239 301
Speed 17.760 7.320 19,110
Accuracy 14.510 5.920 15.100
Vocabulary 23.720 8.500 22.720
Comprehension 28.650 10.850 27.710
8 Gates-Mac. Sur (D) 175 168
Speed 22,110 8.700 22.840
Accuracy 18.230 8.270 18.110
Vocabulary 24,940 8.980 24.870
Comprehension 31.150 11.420 29,210
9 Gates-Mac. Sur (D) 133 176
Speed 22.930 9.130 23.900
Accuracy 18.380 8.050 19.8380

Z

— -SD_______ran_Q_

2.610
2.810
3.540
4.990
4.390
3.720
17.560

2.380
2.590
2.770
3.440
3.770
3.100
12.300

8.360
5.710

9.880
7.570

8.300
8.040

8.780
8.430

8.520
10.460

7.860
6.000
7.930
9.850

8.090
7.420
9.040
11.850

8.340
8. 0(10

0.89%
1.793
0.483
-2.288%
0.961
2.242%
0.679

4.088%%
-0.117
0.790
0.717
0.770
1.717
1.816

-0.142
0.027

0.371
~1.550

2.077%
2.817%%

4.,083%%
4.663%%

0.609
2.220%

-2,060%

-1,143
1.399
1.041

-0.805
0.142
0.072
1,543

-0,960
-1.623
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1968-69 1969-70 2z
Test N Mean SD N .Mean _.SD_. _.._ratio_
K Metropolitan 319 340
Word meaning 6.880 2,560 6.700 2.610 0.894
Listening 8.070 2.630 7.690 2,810 1.793
Matching 7.720 3.370 7.590 3.540 0.483
Alphabet 8.410 4.880 9.290 4,990 -2.288%
Numbers 9.250 3.890 8.940 4,390 . 0.961
Copying 5.310 3.830 4.650 3.720 2.242%
Total 45.670 16.480 44,770  17.560 0.679
1 Metropolitan 391 594
Word meaning 8.310 2,420 7.670 2.380 4.088%%
Listening 9.630 2,640 9.650 2.590 -0.117
Matching 16.630 2.690 10.490 2.770 0.790
Alphabet 13.700 3.420 13.540 3.440 0.717
Numbers 13,290 3.800 13.100 3.770 0.770
Copying 8.250 3.000 7.910 3.100 1.717
Total 63.770 12.510 62.300 12,300 1.816
2 Gates-Mac. Pr (B) 330 459
Vocabulary 17.020 7.380 17.100 8.360 -0.142
Comprehension 9.660 4,780 9.650 5.710 0.027
3 Gates-Mac. Pr (B) 331 426
Vocabulary - 24,520 8.650 24,270 9.880 0.371
Comprehension 13.510 6.940 14.330 7.570 -1.550
4 Gates-Mac. Pr (C) 200 297
Vocabulary 26.100 7.880 24,570 8.300 2.077*
Comprehension 20.450 8.160 18.360 8.040 2.,817%%
5 Gates-Mac. Pr (C) 197 189
Vocabulary 32,190 7.870 28,720 8.780 4.083%%
Comprehension 26.640 9.220 22.450 8.430 4,663 %%
6 Gates-Mac. Pr (C) 152 180
Vocabulary 35.220 9.280 34.620 8.520 0.609
Comprhension 31,200 9.390 28.780 10.460 = 2,220%
7 Gates-Mac. Sur (D) 239 301
Speed 17.760 7.320 19.110 7.860 -2.060%
Accuracy 14.510 5.920 15.100 6.000 -1.143
Vocabulary 23.720 3.500 22,720 7.930 1.399
Comprehension 28.650 10.850 27.710 9.850 1.041
8 Gates-Mac. Sur (D) 175 168
Speed 22,110 8.700 22,840 8.090 -0.805
Accuracy 18,230 8.270 18.110 7.420 0.142
Vocabulary 24,940 8.980 24,870 9.040 0.072
Comprehension 31.150 11.420 29.210 11.850 1.543
9 Gates=-Mac. Sur (D) 133 176
Speed 22,930 92.130 23.900 8.340 -0.960
Accuracy 18.380 8.050 19.880 8.040 -1.623
Vocabulary 24,890 8.480 26.810 9.040 -1.915
e Comprehension 30.710 11.630 32.280 11.780 -1.168
' 10 Gates-Mac. Sur (E) 160 84
Speed 17.920 8.060 21.460 7.850 =3.316%**
Accuracy 13.010 5.310 16.650 6.420 =4 457 %%
Vocabulary 16.950 6.4830 18.000 6.200 -1.237
Comprehension 24.230 8.980 23.990 9.650 0.189
11 Gateg-Mac., Sur (E) 118 53
Speed 20.420 8.240 19.380 8.600 0.741
Accuracy 14,780 6.500 15.550 7.940 -0.619
Vocabulary 19,020 7.180 19.530  5.030 -0.533
Comprehension 26,140 10.070 28.090 10.740 -1.119
12 Gates-Mac. Sur (E) 139 23
Speed 21,400 8.920 20.:700 7.490 0.433
Accuracy 16.500 7.520 15.910 6.740 0.332
Vocabulary 19,990 6.060 19.830 9.720 0.077
Comprehension 28.570 8.380 28.960  12.070  -0.3a2

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .01 level




Table 2

Analyses of Statewide Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test

Data (Grades Pre-l) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests

PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
df
Subtest Mean SD Mean SD _(N-1) t

Word meaning 6.15 1.80 7.88 1.63 25 3.54%%
Listening 8.96 2.03 8.31 2.26 25 1.33
Matching 4,85 2.15 6.31 1.89 25 2.82%%
Alphabet 4.35 2.21 5.00 2.55 25 0.99
Numbers 5.85 2.48 8.35 3.51 25 3.57%%
Copying 0.92 1.60 1.62 2.30 25 2.46%
Total 31.04 5.86 37.46 9.14 25 4 ,04%%
Word meaning 6.17 2,52 6.97 2.79 229 4,55%%
Listening 8.08 2.67 8.C5 2.90 229 0.18
Matching 6.10 3.31 8.00 3.66 229 9.57%%
Alphabet 6.36 4.77 9.98 5.15 229  15.45%%
Numbers 7.97 4.42 9.79 4.64 229 8.61%*
Copying 3.59 3.46 5.50 3.29 229 9.48%%
Total 38.20 16.06 48.29 18.59 229  16.37%*
Word meaning 6.97 2,22 7.82 2.38 521 6,89%*%
Listening 9.05 2.41 9.74 2,57 521 5.39%%
Matching 8.81 3.17 10.54 2.79 521 12.96%*
Alphabet 11.16 4.33 13.59 3.41 521 17.18%%*
Numbers 11.13 3.88 13.02 3.74 521 12.83*%*
Copying 6.89 3.42 7.90 3.13 521 7.13%*
Total 53.98 13.08 62.50 12.40 521 20.68%*

*Significant at the .05 level
*%Significant at or beyond the .0l level
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Table 3

Analyses of Statewide Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test

Data (Grades 2-3) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Primary B)

PRE-TEST POST-TEST T
{01-19-70) (05-11-70) :
MHean df
Grade Subtest Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
2 Vocab 13.48 7.23 18.08 8.13 4,60 162 9.25*%*
Compre 9.01 5.09 10.75 5.68 1.74 162 4.08**
3 Vocab 20.97 9.64 24.49 10.10 3.52 127 7.32%*
Compre 13.10 6.68 15.15 7.59 2.05 127 4,63*%*

**Significant at or beyond .01 level




-

Table 4

Analyses of Statewide Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Grades 4-6) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Primary C)

————— ===

PRE-TEST POSTTEST
(01~19-70) - (05=11-70)
Mean df
Grade Subtest Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
4 Vocab 25.29 7.73 27.05 8.14 1.76 95 3.96%*
Compre 19.16 7.19 21.44 8,36 2.28 95 3.61**
5 Vocab 29.59 7.97 31.27 9.08 1.68 90 3.16*%*
Compre 22.65 8.45 23.82 8.90 1.18 90 2.04*
6 Vocab 35.18 8.05 36.95 8.29 1.77 93 3,92*%%*

Compre 28.13 9.96 30.86 10.54 2.73 93 4.21%*

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .0l level
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Table 5

Analyses of Statewide Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Grades 7-9) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (tnrvey D)

PRE-SLST VOST-T1 ¢
{(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Grade Subtest Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
7 Speed 16.35 6.75 19.09 7.99 2.75 149 4,20%*
Accuracy 12.69 4.42 15.06 5.80 2.37 149 6.50**
Vocab 23.52 7.25 22.73 7.73 -0.79 149 1.65
Compre 24.51 8.56 28.25 9.50 3.74 149 6.27%%
8 Speed 16.17 7.98 22.15 9.68 5.98 52 4.57**
Accuracy 11.49 5.60 14 .45 7.11 2.96 52 4,53*%*
Vocab 19.94 8.87 19.87 9.65 -0.08 52 0.10
Compre 20.53 11.53 22.94 11.99 2.42 52 2,52%%
9 Speed 20.04 6.19 24.74 8.27 4.70 105 6.16**
Accuracy 17.17 6.29 21.23 8.19 4.06 105 8.04%**
Vocab 28.18 8.13 28.30 8.70 0.12 105 0.29
Compre 33.54 10.19 33.70 11.59 0.16 105 0.26

**Significant at or beyond the .01 level




Analyses of Statewide Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Grades 10-12) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Survey Z)

Table 6

FRE-TEST POST-TEST T
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean daf
Grade Subtest Mean SD Mean SD Diff  (N-1) t
10 Speed 19.34 9.33 23.91 7.46 4.57 57 3.36%*
Accuracy 13.52 7.43 17.21 6.78 3.69 57 4.,91**
Vocab 16.29 5.74 17.21 5.72 0.91 57 1.65
Compre 22.86 9.72 22.71 8.86 -0.16 57 0.18
11 Speed 19.29 9.35 19.12 8.92 -0.18 33 0.13
Accuracy 14.71 7.48 15.03 8.58 0.32 33 0.33
Vocab 19.47 5.94 18.94 5.27 -0.53 33 0.78
Compre 29.00 10.32 27.82 9.78 -1.18 33 0.94
12 Speed 16.00 7.24 20.80 8.34 4.80 9 2.38*
Accuracy 13.80 6.30 16.40 6.17 2.60 9 1.63
Vocab 22.00 9.88 21.70 10.34 -0.30 9 0.18
Compre 31.00 13.14 30.80 12.16 -0.20 9 0.10
*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .01 level
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Table 7

Analyses of Statewide Title I 1969~70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Grades 2-11) on the Stanford Achievement
Test (Arithmetic Computation Subtest)

PRE-TEST POST~TEST
(01-19~70) (05~11-70)
Mean df
Grade Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
2 30.50 10.30 31.39 9.83 0.89 27 1.12
3 38.25 4.79 38.00 9.93 -0.25 3 0.08
4 27.05 12.37 33.23 13.74 6.18 21 2.83**
5 30.71 11.89 33.10 15.58 2.38 20 1.31
6 18.00 6.65 20.11 3.70 2.11 8 1.22
8 13,80 2.77 15.20 4.44 1.40 4 0.61
9 17.82 6.79 18.76 6.94 0.94 71 2.01*
10 12.00 5.53 13.48 5.96 1.48 43 2.95%%
11 10.63 4.00 12.13  4.42  1.50 7 2.20%

*¥Significant at the .U5 level
*%Significant at or beyond the .0l level




Table 8

Analyses of Statewide Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Grades 4-12) on the School Attitude

Inventory (4~month interval)

PRE-TEST POST-TEST TESTING INTERVAL
Mid-Nov. 1969 Mid-March 1970 Four Months
Mean f
Grade Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t

4 134,11 17.35 133.00 16.00 -1.11 18 0.27

5 136.68 18.83 131.57 22.57 -5.11 27 1.96

6 128.67 25.25 127.22 24,36 -1.44 26 0.39

7 129.29 22.84 125,35 23.82 -3.94 139 2.30*

8 122.69 25.44 122.64 27.51 -0.05 119 0.03

9 124 .44 14.89 118.33 17.67 -6.10 38 2.24*

k 10 119.04 22.61 114.78 24.70 -4.25 109 2.41*
11 115.01 23.32 117.75 22.75 2.74 102 1.62
12 119.44 19.75 19.76 22.89 0.32 62 0.13

*Significant at the .05 level
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Table 9

Analyses of Statewide Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post~test
Data (Grades 4-12) on the School Attitude
Inventory (5-month interval)

PRE-TEST POST-TEST TESTING INTERVAL
Mid-Nov. 1969 Mid-April 1970 Five Months
Mean df
Grade Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
4 130.58 24.50 131.81 23.86 1.23 47 0.32
5 128.41 27.78 128.59 20.43 0.18 48 0.05
6 131.27 26.32 132.46 20.85 1.20 40 0.30
7 125.85 21.74 124.85 25.51 -1.01 70 0.38
8 120.04 22.07 120.96 23.52 0.93 27 0.21
9 117.63 26.02 111.95 27.57 -5.68 120 2.84*
10 118.51 19.98 108.08 26.20 -10.43 48 3.38*
11 112.95 30.30 113.00 22.00 0.05 18 0.02

*Significant at the .05 level
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Table 10

Analyses of Statewide Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Grades 4-12) on the School Attitude
Inventory (Both testing intervals)

PRE-TEST POST-TEST AVERAG: TESTING INTERVAL
Mid-Nov. 1969 Mid-April 1970 A% Months
Mean af
Grade Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
4 131.58 22.63 132.15 21.92 0.57 66 0.19
5 131.42 25.09 129.68 21.13 -1.74 76 0.65
6 130.24 25.74 130.38 22.29 0.15 67 0.05
7 128.13 22.49 125.18 24.34 ~2.96 210 2.04*
8 122.19 24.79 122.32 26.73 0.14 147 0.09
9 119.29 23.93 113.51 26.61 _5.78 159 3.51%*
{ 10 118.87 21.77 112.72 25.28 -6.16 158 3.95%*
11 114.69 24.41 117.01 22.61 2.32 121 1.54
12 119.72 19.75 119.61 22.74 -0.11 63 0.05

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .01 level
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Table 11

Analyses of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test

Tests (Word Meaning Subtest)

Data (Three Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness

SCHOOL PRE-TEST P"OST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean af

Mean SD Mean SDh Diff (N-1) t
308 Waiahole 5.71 1.79 7.53 1.62 1.82 16 2.97**
505 Hanalei 7.00 1.58 8.56 1.51 1.56 8 1.83
610 Hana 7.40 1.78 3.90 2.08 -3.50 9 4.87**

Table 12

Analysis of Regression_of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Three Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Word Meaning Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 0.154 0.154 0.056
Residual 24 66.500 2.771
Total 25 66.654

**Significant at or beyond the .01 level
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Table 13

Analyses of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Three Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness
Tests (Listening Subtest)

PRE~TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
School Mean sD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
308 Waiahole 8.59 2,27 8.29 2,08 «0.29 16 0.50
505 Hanalel 9,67 1,32 8,33 2,69 -1,33 8 1,51
610 Hana 9,30 1,83 3.80 2.44 -5,50 9 6,607
Table 14

Analysis of Regression of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
; and Post-test Data (Three Schools) on the Metropolitan
' Readiness Tests (Listening Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 12.803 12,803 2,678
Residual 24 114,735 4,781
Total 25 127,539

**%Significant at or beyond the ,01 level
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Table 15

Analyses of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test

Data (Three Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness
Tests (Matching Stbtest)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST SOSToTEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean arl

Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t

308 Waiahole 4.00 1.27 5.76  1.92 1.76 16  2.92**

505 Hanalei 6.44  2.60 7.33  1.41 0.89 8  0.90

610 Hana 6.40  4.67 0.40 0.52  -6.00 9 4.22*
Table 16

Analysis of Regression of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Three Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Matching Subtest)

Source df Sum of Square Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 2.010 2.010 0.551
Residual 24 87.528 3.647
Total 25 89.539

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .01 level




Table 17

Analyses of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Three Schools) on the Metropolitan Rradiness
Tests (Alphabet Subtest)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST +OST-~". “iST
(01-19-70) {05-11-70)

Mean SD Mean SD

308 Waiahole 4.88 2.26 5.29 2.95
505 Hanalei 3.33 1.80 4.44 1.51

610 Hana 4.00 2.87 4.30 4.03

Table 18

Analysis of Regression of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Three Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Alphabet Subtest)

———

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio

Regression 0.008 0.008 0.001
Residual 161.992 6.750

Total 162.000




Table 19

Analyses of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Two Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness

Tests (Numbers Subtest)

- SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
308 1Iaiahole 5.06 1.95 6.82 2.21 1.76 16 3.190**
S05 Hanalei 7.33 2.78 11.22 3.80 3.89 8 2.28
Table 20

Analysis of Regression of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Two Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Numbers Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F~-ratio
Regression 1 33.222 33.222 2.903
Residual 24 274.663 11.444
Total 25 307.885

**Significant at or beyond the .01 level




Table 21

Analyses of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Threé Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness
Tests (Copying Subtest)

School PRE-TEST POST-TEST

(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD__ Diff (N~1) t
308 Waiahole 0.59 1,50 0,82 1.74 0.24 16 1.29 1
505 Hanalei 1.56 1.67 3.11 2.57 1,567 8 2,33%
610 Hana 2.90 2,47 1,10 2,85 -1,80 9 3,.52%
Table 22

Analysis of Regression of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
, and Post-~test Data (Three Schools) on the Metropolitan
* Readiness Tests (Copying Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 81.716 81,716 38,884%%
Residual 24 50.437 2,102
Total 25 132.154

*#Significant at the ,05 level
%*Significant at or beyond the ,01 level




Table 23

Analyses of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Two Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness
Tests (Total Score)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean - SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
308 Waiahole 28.76 5.70 34,53 7,67 5.76 16 3.60**
505 Hanalei 35.33 3.28 43.00 9.51 7.67 8 2.14 ]
Table 24

Analysis of Regression of Preschool Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Two Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Total Score)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 491.175 491.175 7.389*
Residual 24 1595.290 66.470 4
Total 25 2086.465

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .01 level

st
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Table 25

Analyses of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-~test and Post~-test
Data (23 Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
(Word Meaning Subtest)

SCHCOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-10-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df

Mean SD Mean Sh Diff (N-1) t
101 Anuenue 2.60 1.07 3.20 1.48 0.60 9 0.97
103 Kaahumanu 6.35 1.93 6.40 1.23 0.05 19 0.09
105 Kaiulani 4.85 1.72 5.54 2.99 0.69 12 0.81
109 Kauluwela 5.14 1.35 6.43 3.99 1.29 6 1.01
110 Lanakila 5.91 2.17 6.55 2.70 0.64 10 0.61
111 Likelike 4.94 1.34 5.44 1.55 0.50 15 1.04
115 Royal 6.31 1.32 6.08 2.43 -0.23 12 0.31
203 Maili 8.21 1.87 9.74 2.23 1.53++ 18 2.41*
206 Nanakuli El. 6.39 2.23 6.42 1.66 0.03 35 0.06
303 Kaaawa 4.00 0.00 7.50 0.71 3.50 1 7.00
306 Laie 4,70 1.57 5.30 2.67 0.60 9 0.57
310 Waimanalo 5.00 1.73 4.67 4.62 -0.33 2 0.20
404 Wahiawa 5.91 2.63 6.27 2.05 0.36 10 0.56
502 Koloa 8.93 2.76 10.34 2.69 1.41++ 28 3.42**
603 Kula 5.50 2.12 6.00 2.83 0.50 1 1.00
703 Holualoa 6.00 4.24 9.50 3.54 3.50 1 7.00
704 Honaunau 4.50 1.07 8.25 1.28 3.75++ 7 5.79**
705 Hookena 5.88 1.73 6.38 1.85 0.50 7 0.45
706 Kapiolani 5.71 1.94 6.18 1.85 0.46 27 0.98
708 Keaukaha 7.33 3.28 7.11 1.54 ~0.22 8 0.17
711 Laupahoehoe 4,89 2.71 6.56 1.42 1.67 8 2.04
713 Paauilo 6.44 2.65 6.22 2.11 -0.22 8 0.20
714 Pahoa 5.67 0.52 6.00 1.90 0.33 5 0.44

Table 26
Analysis of Regression of Kindergarten Title I 196%-70 Pre-test
and Post=-test Data (23 Schools) on the Metropolitan

Readiness Tests (Word Meaning Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 456.608 456.608 78.265**
Residual 228 1330.181 5.834
Total 229 1786.789

*Significant at the .05 level

**Significant at or beyond the .01 level

++Significant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for WZ£3[)
statistical regression




Table 27

Analyses of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (23 Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
(Listening Subtest)

SCHOOL PRE~TEST POST~TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean daf
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
101 Anuenue 3.50 1.58 2,50 2.42 ~1,00 9 0.92
103 Kaahumanu 7.25 2,34 8,60 2,37 1.35+ 19 2,7 4%%
105 Kaiulani 6.69 2,36 6.69 3.52 0.00 12 0.00
109 Kauluwela 7.71 2.43 7.57 2.99 ~0.14 6 0.10
110 Lanakila 8.55 2,62 8.18 3.40 -0.36 10 0.39
111 Likelike 7.9% 1.48 7.19  2.10 ~0,75 15 1,13
115 Royal 7.15 2,27 8.08 1,44 0,92 12 1.41
203 Maili 9.53 2,39 11,21 2,07 1.68+- 18 2,37%
206 Nanakuli El 3.33 1.84 7.19 2.33 -1.14 35 2,44%
303 Kaaawa 6.50 2.12 6.50 0.71 0.00 1 0.00
306 Laie 10.47 1.78 9.26 2.38 -1.21 18 1.93
310 Waimanalo 8.67 1.15 7.67 1.53 -1.00 2 0.65
404 Wahiawa 7.18 2,60 6.64 2,11 -0.55 10 0.86
502 Koloa 10,28 2,55 10,66 1.65 0.38 28 0.72
603 Kula 11,00 0.00 9.00 2,83 -2.00 1 1,00
703 Holualoa 10, 00 1.41 9.00 2.83 -1,00 1 0.33
704 Honaunau 7.50 2,83 8.25 2,25 0.75 7 0.9
705 Hookena 9.13 1.13 7.25 1.49 -1,85++ 7 2,71%
706 Kapiolani 7.57 2,25 6.36 2,41 -1,21 27 2,33%
708 Keaukaha 7.67 2,12 8.67 2,45 1,00 8 1,10
711 Laupahoehoe 92.11 2,26 8,67 2.69 -0.44 8 0.49
713 Paauilo 6,22 1,86 8.44 2,13 2,22+ 8 4, 26%%
714 Pahoa 8.83 2,32 7.67 2,34 -1,17 5 1,12
Table 28
Analysis of Regression of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (23 Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Listening Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 382,636 382,636 56,509%*
Residual 228 1543,841 6.771
Total 229 1926.477 L
- *Significant at the ,05 level

**Significant at or beyond the .01 level '

++Significant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for

statistical

regression,
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Table 29

Analyses of Kindergarten Title I 1969-~70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (22 Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
(Matching Subtest)

SCHCOL PKE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean Sh Diff (N-1) t
101 Anuenue 2.90 2.51 3.40 3.63 0.50 9 0.86
103 Kaahumanu 7.40 2.91 8.70 2.72 1.30 19 1.86
109 Kauluwela 6.57 1.72 8.71 3.59 2.14 6 2.17
110 Lanakila 8.09 4,37 7.36 4.76 -0.73 10 0.84
111 Likelike 5.44 2.63 6.88 3.58 1.44 15 1.72
115 Royal 4.92 2.53 7.54 2.70 2.62 12 4,87**
203 Maili 9.74 3.26 11.95 1.58 2.21++ 18 3.81**
206 Nanakuli El. 6.14 2.00 7.50 2.65 1.36 35 2.51*
303 Kaaawa 7.00 2.83 4.50 4.95 -2.50 1 1.67
306 Laie 5.80 2.78 6.90 2.47 1.10 9 1.01
310 Waimanalo 7.33 3.51 10.00 2.00 2.67 2 1.44
404 Wahiawa 4.360 1.36 5.64 2.84 1.27 10 1.55
502 Koloa 9.62 2.51 11.28 2.09 1.66++ 28 3.82%*
603 Kula 3.50 0.71 7.50 4.95 4.00 1 1.00
703 Holualoa 7.00 1.41 11.00 1.41 4.00 1 4.00
704 Honaunau 4.88 3.52 11.13 2.59 6.25++ 7 4,64*%*
705 Hookena 3.38 2.20 6.25 1.75 2.88 7 3.54**
706 Kapiolani 4.21 1.71 5.64 3.23 1.43 27 3,22%*
708 Keaukaha 3.67 1.00 6.11 3.06 2.44 8 2.82*
711 Laupahoehoe 4.44 2.40 6.78 2.99 2.33 8 2.27%*
713 Paauilo 4.060 1.73 8.67 2.35 4.67++ 8 4.13**
714 Pahoa 5.00 1.79 6.67 2.88 1.67 S 0.97
Table 30
Analysis of Regression of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (22 Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Matching Subtest)

Source df  Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 1228.610 1228.610 152.457**
Residual 228 1837.390 8.059
Total 229 3066.000

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .01 level

+Significant at the .05 level after correction for statistical regressicn
++Significant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for

statistical regression
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Table 31

Analyses of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test

Data (22 Schools) on the Metr.,olitan Readiness Tests

(Alphabet Sul'=est)

SCHOOL Pii~TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
M~=an df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
SD

101 Anuenue 3.10 4.53 3.40 4.79 0.30 9 0.38
103 Kaahumanu 6.65 4.23 10.15 4.84 3.50 19 3.64**
199 Kauluwela 6.43 2.04 10.71 3.30 4.29++ 6 3.67**
110 lLanakila 9.91 6.07 12.36 4.67 2.45 10 2.10
111 Likelike 4.00 2.13 7.81 3.78 3.81 15  4.47**
115 Foyal 6.31 4.C5 8.62 4.87 2.31 12 3.33**
203 lMaili 13.63 2.54 15.84 0.50 2.21 18 3.81**
206 Nanakuli El. 5.61 2.89 8.58 3.82 2.97 35 4.09**
303 Kaaawa 7.00 2.83 7.00 7.07 0.00 1 0.00
306 Laie 2.10 2.60 7.10 3.87 5.00+ 9 5.59**
310 Waimanalo 7.67 4.73 11.67 6.66 4.00 2 1.51
404 Wahiawa 5.00 4.47 9.36 4.70 4,36+ 10 3.76**
502 Koloa 10.07 3.51 15.52 0.69 5.45++ 28 8.66**
603 Kula 2.00 2.83 12.50 2.12 10.50++ 1 21.00*

{ "703 Holualoa 12.00 5.66 15.50 0.71 3.50 1 1.00

’ 704 lionaunau 6.63 6.00 10.00 5.18 3.38 7 2.50*
705 Hookena 4.50 1.51 5.88 3.44 1.38 7 1.25
706 Kapiolani 3.25 2.68 6.39 3.87 3.14 27 5.76**
708 Keaukana 3.00 2.50 7.22 4.84 4,22 8 3.83**
711 Laupahoehoe 6.11 3.59 10.78 3.19 4.67++ 8 6.11**
713 Paauilo 2.11 2.15 10.33 3.46 8.22++ 8 6.28**
714 Pahoa 4,33 1.63 7.33 5.85 3.00 5 1.53

Table 32
Analysis of Regression of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (22 Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Alphabet Subtest)

Source af Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 3388.337 3388.337 287.130**
Residual 228 2690.558 11.801
Total 229 6078.895

*Significant at the .05 level
**Gignificant at or beyond the .01 level
.05 level after correction for statistical

+Significant at the

regression

++Significant
statistical

at or beyond the .01 level after correction for
regression




Table 33

Analyses of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (22 Schools) oa the Metrci»litan Readiness Tasts
¢ Numbers Sub. :st)

POST- EST

32%00L PRE "T.ST
(01-19-70) (05-17.~70) Mean df
_Meon SD Mean SD “iff (N-1) t
101 Anuenue 4,860 5.79 3.50 3,57 ~-1.30 9 1,14
103 Xaahumanu 6.70 .75 9.65 2,23 24954 19 3,006%%
109 Fauluwela 7.00 &.58 9.57 2,70 2,57 6 1.97
110 ‘ianakila 11.36 1,66 14,09 5.C1 2,734 10 3.46%%
111 iikelike 5.63 ~.90 7.06 3,11 1.44 15 2,00
115 Royal 7.69 .31 8.85 4.47 1,15 12 0.82
203 aili 12.47 .93 14,53 3,49 1.05 18 1.68
206 Nanakuli El €.92 %.26 7.11 2,75 0.19 35 0.36
303 :laaawa 7.00 1,41 6.50 3.54 -0.50 1 0.33
306 Laie 6.40 4,12 9,30 4,79  2.90 9 1,98
310 Wwaimanalo 6.00 2,65 6.67 2,08 0.67 2 0.33
404 viahiewa 6.27 Z,69 8.45 3,35 2,18 10 1.91
502 Xolec: 11,83 5,97 14,07 3,62 2,24+ 28 5,16%%
603 Kula 8.00 0.00 9.00 1.4} 1.00 1 1.00
703 Holualoa 7,00 1.41 11.50 0.7 £.,50 1 3.00
704 Yonaurau 7.25 2.71 9.13 2,70 . 1..88 7 3,07%
705 look:..a 4. 69 1.69 4,75 2,19 0.75 7 1.03
706 Kapiclani 5.25 2,55 6.79 3,17 1,54+ 27 2,56%*
708 Xeauk:ha 8.00 3.08 S.44 2,60 0.44 3 0.61
711 Laupa.iehoe 8.22 3.19 11.11 4.23 2,894+ 8 3.00%
713 Paaui’o 6.11 3.69 11,33 3,84 5,224+ 8 5.39%%
714 Paloa 9.33 7.00 11.00 5.93 1,67 5 1.69
Table 34
Analysis of Regression of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (22 Schools) on thz2 Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Numbais Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Squares F-ratio
Regression 1 2785,793 2785,793 295,672%%
Residual 228 21438,191 9.422
Total 229 4933,984

_ *Significant at the .05 level
- *%Significant at or beyond the ,01 level

+Significant

statictical

at the .05 ievel

regression

after corvection for
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Analyses of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test

Table 35

Data (22 Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
(Copying Subtest)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70) Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N=-1) t
101 Apuenue 1.60 2,99 1,70  2.26 0.10 9 0.18
103 Kaahumanu 3.30 2.79 2.55 2,24 -0.75 19 1.49
109 Kauluwela 2,57 1.91 4,43 2,37 1.86 6 4, 04%%
110 Lanakila 6.45 2,46 5.27 1,95 -1,18 10 3,13%%
111 Likelike 4,63 3.96 6.63 3.96 2,00+ 15 3,20%%
115 Royal 1,92 2.14 4,00 2,35 2,08 12 3.71%%
203 Maili 3.00 3.06 9.79 2,12 6.79++ 18 10, 08
206 Nanakuli E1 1.22 1,31 2,39 1,57 1,17 35 5.49%%
303 Kaaawa 2,50 3.54 3.50 4,95 1,00 1 1,00
306 Laie 1,10 1.60 1.90 2,18 0.80 9 1.81
310 Waimanalo 5.33 4,16 4,67 1,15 -0,67 2 0.38
404 Wahiawa 0.82 0.98 2,64 1,21 1.82 10 4, 54%%
502 Koloa 7.14 4,03 10,14 3.9 3.00++ 28 4, 53%%
603 Kula 10.00 0.00 9.50 0,71 -0.50 1 1.00
703 Holualoa 4,50 3.54 5.00 4,24 0.50 1 1.00
704 Honaunau 4,25 2,43 7.13 1,96 2,884+ 7 3,21%%
705 Hookena 10,78 2.33 11,56 2,01 0.78 8 1,36
706 Kapiolani 1.61 2,01 3.25 3.01 1.64 27 4,38%%
708 Keaukaha 4,56 2.70 5.11 2,67 0.56 8 0.60
711 Laupahoehoe 5.11 4,20 7.89 3.10 2,78 8 2,12
713 Paauilo 2,67 2,00 5.89 3,02 3,224+ 8 4, 87%%
714 Pahoa 2.17 3.25 3.00 2,10 0,83 5 1,39
Table 36
Analysis of Regression of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post~test Data (22 Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Copying Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio**
Regression 1 1550,766 1550,766 179, 049%*
Residual 228 1974,734 8.661
Total 229 3525,500

*%Significant at or beyond the ,01 level
+Significant at the .05 level after correction for

statistical regression --Esr-
+-Significant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for Lloo

statistical

regression




Table 37

Analyses of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (22 Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
(Total Score)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean af
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
101 Anuenue 18,50 12,19 17.70 15,30 ~0,80 9 0.32
103 Kaahumanu 35,60 12.98 46,05 10,28 10,45 19 3,91%%
105 Kaiulani 11,54 3.64 26,15 15,08 14.62& 12 3,70%%
109 Kauluwela 35,43 10,00 47.43 15,28 12,00+ 6 2,98%
110 Lanakila 50,27 19,65 53,82 16,18 3.55 10 1.39
111 Likelike 31,81 12,22 40,88 11,77 9.06 15 3,95%%
115 Royal 34,31 14,50 43,15 14,78 8.85 12 2.80%
203 Maili 57 .47 9,30 73,74 7.44 16,26+ 18 10, 74%%
206 Nanakuli El 34.61 6,46 39.19 8.99 4,58 35 3,12%%
303 Kaaawa 34,00 12,73 35.50 20,51 1.50 1 0.27
306 laie 28,60 13,43 36,90 13.25 8.30 9 2,05
310 Waimanalo 38.67 9.81 45,33 15,04 6.67 2 1.54
404 Wahiawa 29,55 9.51 39,00 10,04 9.45 10 3,86%%
502 Koloa 57.86 13,15 72,00 7.60 14,144 28 8,82%%
603 Kula 40,00 5,66 53.50 4,95 13.50 1 1.80
703 Holualoa 46,50 14,85 61,50 12,02 15.00 1 7.50
704 Honaunau 35,00 13,77 53.88 11,81 18, 884+ 7 8,20%%
705 Hookena 63,78 10,18 65,33 11,94 1,56 8 0.90
706 Kapiolani 27.61 7.53 34.61 11.59 7.00 27 5.09%%
708 Keaukaha 34,22 11,61 42,67 13,74 8.44 8 3,15%%
711 Laupahoehoe 37.89 13,02 51,78 14,58 13,8%H+ 8 6,71%*
713 Paauilo 27.56 10,83 49,67 10,4 22,11+ 8 8,28%%
714 Pahoa 35,33 9.54 41,67 16,68 6.33 5 1.62
Table 38
Analysis of Regression of Kindergarten Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post~test Data (22 Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Total Score)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 59140.816 59140,816 674 ,195%%
Residual 228 20000,309 87.721
Total 229 79141.125

Y

*Significant at the ,05 level
#*%Significant at or beyond the ,01 level
++Significant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for
statistical regression

&Total flean gain score based on two subtests only ,1

o
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Table 39

Analysis of First Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (36 Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
(Word Meaning Subtest)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SDh Diff (N-1) t

101 Anuenue 6.00 1.41 7.11 1.62 1.11++ 8 1.70
102 Fern 5.44 2.60 7.22 1.99 1.78 8 2.40*
103 Kaahumanu 8.57 1.95 9.04 1.87 0.48 22 0.92
104 Kaewai 6.21 1.82 6.08 2.14 -0.13 37 0.34
105 Kaiulani 6.97 1.76 6.86 1.85 -0.10 28 0.21
107 Kalihi-kai 6.52 2.14 8.22 2.42 1.70++ 26 2,63%*
108 Kalihi-waena 6.71 2.14 6.57 1.72 -0.14 6 0.26
109 Kaluwela 7.11 1.54 8.78 2.39 1.67++ 8 2.29%*
111 Likelike 5.62 1.69 6.10 1.76 0.48 20 1.16
112 Linapuni 6.46 2.66 7.57 1.97 1.11 27 2,13~
115 Royal 7.00 1.83 10.50 2.65 3.50++ 3 7.00%=*
203 Maili 6.56 2.04 9.78 2.16 3.22++ 17 5.55*%*
206 Nanakuli El. 5.66 2.00 6.28 1.89 0.62 28 1.21
210 Makaha 5.53 2.25 6.47 2.63 0.95 18 1.34
302 Hauula 6.48 1.94 6.97 1.90 0.48 28 0.92
303 Kaaawa 7.43 1.62 7.57 2.64 0.14 6 0.13
304 Kahaluu 6.30 2.45 8.00 2.16 1.70 9 1.95
306 Laieg 8.89 2.08 7.06 2.46 -1.83++ 17 2,71%*
309 Ben Parker 8.08 2.00 7.96 1.73 -0.13 23 0.25
310 Waimanalo 6.00 2.00 6.33 0.58 0.33 2 0.28
402 Waialua 7.60 1.96 7.30 2.31 -0.30 9 0.42
403 Aiea 6.12 1.90 12.00 2.32 5.88++ 16 11.45**
404 Wahiawa 7.75 2.22 8.58 2.15 0.83 11 1.70
405 Haliewa 6.93 2.74 6.67 2.32 -0.27 14 0.40
502 Koloa 7.16 2.22 7.79 2.46 0.63 18 1.03
603 Kula 7.93 1.77 8.36 2.56 0.43 13 0.70
607 Wailuku 5.22 2.05 7.33 2.12 2.11 8 2.46%*
703 Holualoa 8.06 2.21 10.38 3.03 2.31++ 15 3.31**
704 Honaunau 6.00 1.58 7.11 1.36 1.11 8 1.55
705 Hookena 7.56 1.94 8.00 1.73 0.44 8 0.69
70 Kapiolani 7.65 2.06 7.50 1.70 -0.15 19 0.29
708 Keaukaha 7.60 3.58 8.40 2.41 0.80 4 0.83
711 Laupahoehoe 6.53 2.36 7.80 1.86 1.27 14 1.81
712 Naalehu 8.71 1.98 8.29 2.30 -0.43 13 0.69
713 Paauilo 7.75 3.30 7.75 1.56 0.00 3 0.00
714 Pahoa 6.80 1.10 8.80 1.79 2.00 4 1.69

*Significant at the .05 level

**Significant at or beyond the .01 level
++Significant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for statistical

regression
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Table 40

Analysis of Regression of First Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (36 Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Word Meaning Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares lean Squares F-ratio

Regression 1 200.840 200.840 37.929%*
Residual 520 2753.508 5.295

Total 521 2954 .348

**Significant at or beyond the .01 level




Table 41

Analyses of First Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (36 Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests

(Listening Subtest)

il

SCECOL PRE~TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N=1) t
101 Anuenue 71.44 2,01 7.44 2,70 0.00 8 0.00
102 Fern 7.67 2.29 8.44 2,19 0.78 8 0.71
103 Kaahumanu 2.13 2,65 10.48 2.91 1.35 22 1.©5
104 Kaewai 8.45 2,54 9,37 3.25 0.92 37 1.49
105 Kaiulani 9.14 2,39 3.24 2,85 -0,90 28 1.36
107 Kalihi-kai 8.78 2,36 9.59 2,26 0.81 26 1.54
108 Kalihi-waena 9.57 3.26 10.14 1,57 0.57 6 C.62
109 Kaluwela 9.78 2,77 10,22 2.64 0.44 8 0.36
111 Likelike 8.19 1.91 8.38 2,58 0.19 20 0.33
112 Linapuni 9.46 2,20 9.07 2,39 -0.39 27 0.59
115 Royal 9.50 2,65 10.75 2,75 1.25 3 1,00
203 Maili 8.83 2.41 10.61 2,33 1,78+ 17 3,0G%%
206 Nanakuli El 8.07 1.98 8.86 2,39 0.79 28 1.77
210 Makaha 7.37 2,79 7.63 3.47 0.26 18 0.23
302 Hauula 9.03 2,28 .9.83 2,69 0.79 28 1.58
303 Kaaawa 10.14 1,07 8.14 1,68 -2,004 6 3.06%
304 Kahaluu 8.40 1.65 10.70 1.89 2,30 9 2,91%
306 Laie 10.44 1,82 9.22 2,44  -1,22 17 1.84
309 Ben Parker 8.63 2,68 10,38 2,62 1,754+ 23 2,99%*
310 Waimanalo 9.00 2,00 9.67 0.58 0.67 2 0.46
402 Waialua 6.50 2,64 8.60 3.27 2,10 9 2,64
403 Aiea 8.12 2,23 9.9 2,08 1,824+ 16 2,26%
404 Wahiawa 9.17 1.80 11,92 2,07 2,754+ 11 3.,947%%
405 Haleiwa 8.87 1.55 9.20 2,21 0.33 14 0.49
502 Koloa 11.00 1.91 10.63 3.0  -0.37 18 0.71
603 Kula 9.43 1.70 10.14 1,46 0.71 13 1.16
607 Wailuku 7.33 2,06 8.33 2,18 1,00 8 8.93
703 Holualoa 10,31 2,60 11,75 2,18 1,444+ 15 2,79%%
704 Honaunau 9.00 2,00 7.78 2.11 -1,22 8 1.28
705 Hookena 10.56 1.94 11,44 2,24 0.89 8 1,00
706 Kapiolani 3.80 2.24 9.65 1,76 0.85 19 1,92
708 Keaukaha 12,00 1,58 11,40 2,30 -0.60 4 0.42
711 Laupahoehoe 9.73 1,71 10,13 1.64 0.40 14 0.69
712 Naalehu 11,36 1.95 11,71 1,59 0.36 13 0.7¢
713 Paauilo 9.75 1.26 11,75 1.71 2,00 3 1.41
714 Pahoa 7.80 0.84 10,60 2,30 2,80 4 2.42
*#Significant at the .05 level
*%Significant at or beyond the ,01 level
++Significant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for
statistical regression




Table 42

Analysis of Regression of First Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (36 Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Listening Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F~ratio
Regression 1 . 336.835 336,835 56,207%%
Residual 520 3116,227 5,993
Total 521 3453,063

*%Significant at or beyond the .01 level
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Table 43

Analyses of First Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (36 Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
(Matching Subtest)

o~ e e —mmm

SCHCOL PRE~-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
101 Anuenue 9.98 3.59 9.78 3.96 -0.11 8 0.14
102 Fern 8.00 2.65 11.44 1.51 3.44+H 8 4, 30%*
103 Kaahumanu 10.78 2,97 11.87 2.44 1.09 22 1.80
104 Kaewail 8.63 2.73 10.08 3.03 1.45 37 2.64%%
105 Kaiulani 8.00 3.56 10.17 3.87 2.17 28 4,31%*
107 Kalihi-kai 9.93 2.51 12.00 1.88 2.07+ 26 7.22%%
108 RKalihi-waena 9.57 2.94 9,86 3.13 0.29 6 0.31
109 Kaluwela 11.78 1.48 10.89 1.90 -0.89 8 1.24
111 Likelike 8.90 2.90 10.48 1.91 1.57 20 2.69%*
112 Linapuni 10.00 2.52 11.46 2.28 l.46+1 27 3.20%%
115 Royal 9.75 2.63 11.75 1.89 2.00 3 1.36
203 Maili 7.67 2.66 10.06 2.34 2.39 17 4 724
206 Nanakuli El. 9.00 2.83 10.45 1.96 1.45 28 3.08%*
210 Makaha 5.53 4,38 6.68 4.36 1.16 18 0.98
302 Hauula 9.48 2.82 10.45 2.61 0.97 28 1.90
303 Kaaawa 9.57 1,27 9.14 2.27 -0.43 6 0.51
304 Kahaluu 6.40 3.31 10.90 2.51 4 504+ 9 3.58%
306 Laie 9.83 2.01 10.83 2.07 1.00 17 1.82
309 Ben Parker 6.54 3.72 11.25 1.94 4,71+ 23 6,98%%*
310 Waimanalo 7.67 2.52 7.00 4,36 -0.67 2 0.23
402 Waialua 7.90 3.00 10.50 1.51 2.60+ 9 3.07%%
403 Aiea 10.12 2.47 12.94 1.48 2.82++ 16 5.40%%
404 Wahiawa 9.08 2.91 10.33 3.31 1.25 11 1.74
405 Haleiwa 7.13 3.34 9.07 4,15 1.93 14 1.71
502 Koloa 10.74 2.51 12.26 1.41 1,53+ 18 3.62%%
603 Kula - 9.50 2.82 10.79 3.19 1.29 13 1.35
607 Wailuku 7.22 3.60 11.11 1.05 3.89++ 8 2.91%
703 Holualoa 9.44 1.82 10,75 2.74 1.31 15 l.66
704 Honaunau 4,00 2.45 9.11 4,57 5.11++¢ 8 4 60k
705 Hookena 9.67 1.80 9.89  1.45 0.22 8 0.41
706 Kapiolani 8.35 2,32 8.80 2.46 0.45 19 0.61
708 Keaukaha 9.80 2.28 9.80 4,21 0.00 4 0.00
711 Laupahoehoe 8.73 3.31 10.47 1.73 1.73 14 3.03%%
712 Naalehu 11.21 1.85 9.57 2.53 ~1.64+ 13 3.23%%
713  Paauilo 7.75 2.99 9.75 1.256 2.00 3 1.26
714 Pahoa 6.20 3.70 9.40 2.97 3.20 4 2.58

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .01 level
+Significant at the .05 level after correction for statistical
{ regression
++Significant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for statistical
regression

ha 2




Table 44

Analysis of Regression of First Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test

and Post-test Data (36 Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Matching Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F~ratio
Regression 1 954.354 954,354 159,713%
Residual 520 3107.225 5.975
Total 521 4061,578

*#%Significant at or beyond the .0l level




Table 45

Analyses of First Grade Title 'I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
(36 Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
(Alphabet Subtest)

T T

— e

“3CHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff _(N-1) t

101 Anuenue 8.44  4.50 12,78  4.68  4.33+F 8 3,96
102 Fern 13.33 2.92 15,11 1.54 1.78 8 1.92
103 Kaahumanu 13.17  2.72  15.48  0.59  2.30+ 22 &4 40w
104 Kaewai 10.32 4,10 12,97  4.35  2.66+ 37 3.85%%
105 Kaiulani 8,76 4,97 11.52 5.23 2.76 28 3, 96%%
107 Kalihi-kai 13.07 3.16 14,74 1.61 1.67 26 3,.3%%
108 Kalihi-waena 13,29 3.86 14,00 4,00 0.71 6 0.92
109 Kaluwela 13,467 2.45 14,00 3.08 0.33 8 C.41
111 Likelike 9.86 4.59 12.33 3.77 2.48 20 4, 4G%%
112 Linapuni 12,04 3.51 13,89 2.53 1.86 27 3,90 %%
115 Royal 12,25 1.89 13,25 2.36 1.00 3 0.93
203 Maili 11,33 4,43 14,56 1,65 3.22++ 17 3,52%%
206 Nanakuli E1, 11.38 3.57 13.83 2.22 2.45 28 4, 109%
210 Makaha 6.16 4.43 8.21 5.47 2,05 18 1.43
302 Hauula 11,97 3.93 12.48 3.84 0.52 28 1,15
303 Kaaawa 11,57 3.55 13,71 3.90 2.14 6 2.23

{ 304 Kahaluu 10,80 4.16 13.20 2.62 2.40 9 2.84%
306 Laie 13,22 2.76 15.00 0.91 1,784+ 17 2.90%%*
309 Ben Parker 9.71 4.20 14,54 2.23 4,834+ 23 6,82%%
310 wWaimanalo 13.33 2.52 14,67 1.53 1,33 2 2.00
402 Waialua 9.30 4.19 12.50 4.33 3.20 9 2,82%
403 Aiea 13,24 2.84 15.47 1.23 2,244+ 16 3.82%%
404 Wahiawa 11,58 4,80 14.00 3.25 2.42 11 2,15
405 Haleiwa 6.27 3.86 11.07 3.90 4.80 14 5,30%%
502 Koloa 14,63 1.83 15,32 1.20 0.68 18 2,00
603 Kula 12,43 2.74 14,93 1,07 2.50++ 13 3.83%%
607 Wailuku 8.44 3.91 14.11 2.32 - 5.67++ 8 5.75%%
703 Holualoa 13,31 3.65 14.81 2.66 1.50 15 3.67%%
704 Honaunau 11,11 4,81 15.22 1.99 4,114+ 8 3.31%%
705 FEHookena 14,78 1.48 13.44 2.55 -1.33 8 1.89
706 Kapiolani -8.10 3.81 9.50 3.69 1.40 19 2,92%%
708 Keaukaha 12.40 5.86 13.40 4,16 1.00 4 1.20
711 Laupahoehoe 11.20 4,99 15.00 1.51 3.80+*+ 14 2.93%%
712 Naalehu 13.86 1.66 14,64 2,56 0.79 13 1.56
713 Paauilo 8.25 5.50 15.00 1.15 6.75 3 2.82
714 Pahoa 8.20 5.36 14,60 2.07 6. 40+ 4 2.96%

! *Significant at the ,05 level

**Significant at or beyond the .01 level

+Significant at the .05 level after correction for statistical
regression

.- +tSignificant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for statisticnl
regression
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Table 46

Analysis of Regression of First Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Datu (36 Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Alphabet Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 2766,059 2766.059 436.848%%
Residual 520 3292,.566 6.332
Total 521 6058.625

#*%Significant at or beyond the .01 level
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Table 47

Analyses of First Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre~test and Post-test
Data (36 Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests
(Numbers Subtest)

1795

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N~-1) t
101 Anuenue 8.11 2,80 11,00 4,06 2.89 8 3.09%%
102 Fern 10,22 3.60 12,89 4,04 2,674+ 8 2,67%
103 Kaahumanu 13.22 3.10 14,30 3.02 1.09 22 1.90
104 Kaewai 9.26 3.15 12,53 4,12 3,264+ 37 4,70%%
105 Kaiulani 10,48 3.97 10,52 3.56 0.03 28 0,07
107 Kalihi-kai 11,74 3.81 13.89 3.40 2,154+ 26 3,39%%
108 Kalihi-waena 10,71 3.64 14,43 4,86 3,714+ 6 4, 60%*
109 Kaluwela 13,67 4,18 14,22 4,84 0.56 .8 0,73%
111 Likelike 10,10 3.21 16,95 2.48 0.86 20 1.43
112 Linapuni 12,93 3.50 13,75 3.80 0.82 27 1.66
115 Royal 16,25 5.12 14.50 5.20 =~1.75 3 1,22
203 Maili 10,06 3.32 14,06 2.82 4, 004-- 17 5,967
206 Nanakuli El1 11,62 3.50 15,41 3.02 3.79 28 5,15%%
210 Makaha 8,37 3.09 8,84 4,73 0.49 18 0.42
302 Hauula 13,07 4,24 12,83 3.95 ~0.24 28 0.53
303 Kaaawa 12,14 3.44 12,57 2.9 0.43 6 0.57
304 Kahaluu 10,40 2,88 11.60 3.78 1,20 9 1,13
306 Laie 16,39 2,28 14,94 3.06 ~1.44 17 1.85
309 Ben Parker 8.38 2,67 14,25 3.40 5,88~ 23 8,83%%
310 Waimanalo 10,67 2,08 11,00 1,00 0,33 2 0.20
402 Waialua 8.30 3.27 11,20 2,25 2,90 9 3. 145
403 Aiea 11,59 2.29 14,59 3.04 3,007 16 4,76%%
404 Wahiawa 12,58 3.29 14,75 2.96 2,174+ 11 3, 12%%
405 Haleiwa 7.93 3.26 10,87 2,67 2,93 14 3.20%%
502 Xoloa 13.47 4,40 15,84 3.82 2,374+ 18 3.75%%
603 Kula 8.93 259 11,64 2,56 2,71 13 3.65%
607 Wailuku .33 1.66 12,33 2,29 3. 00++ 8 4, 2453
703 Holualoa 13,31 3.46 16,13 4,75 2,814~ 15 3, 24%%
704 Honaunau 3.89 2.67 13,22 3.60 4,33+ 8 2,71%
705 Hookena 10,44 3,84 11,00 5,77 0.56 8 0.51
706 Kapiolani 9.85 3.22 11,10 3.42 1.25 19 1.92
708 Keaukaha 12,60 4,04 13,60 3.05 1.00 4 0.71
711 Laupahoehoe 10.33 3.27 12,33 2.41 2,00 14 2.50%
712 Naalehu 14,29 2,73 14,71 2,33 0.43 13 0.49
713 Paauilo 11,00 5.23 13,50 1,00 2,50 3 0.86
714 Pahoa 11,60 1.34 13,00 2,00 1.40 4 0.98
*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the ,0l level
+-Significant at or beyond the .0l level afier correction for
statistical regression




Table 48

Analyses of Regression of First Grade Title I 1969-70
Pre~test and Post-test Data (36 Schools) on the
Metropolitan Readiness Tests (Numbers Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio

Regression 1 2701,609 2701,609 307,323%*
Residual 520 4571.203 8,791

Total 521 7272,813

**Significant at or beyond the ,0l level




Table 49

Analyses of First Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and
Post-test Data.(36. Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Copying Subtest)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST~-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean af
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t

1Dl  Anuenue "5.89 3.14 5.89 3.02 0.00 8- 0.00
102 Fern 6.22 2,05 7.22 1,09 1.00 8 1.66
103 Kaahumanu 7.61 2,62 7.26 3.25 =-0.35 22 0.48
104 Kaewai 5.89 2,37 5.68 2,54 -0.21 37 0.45
105 Kaiulani 5.93 3.12 7.76 3.58 1.83+ 28 3,43%%
107 Kalihi-kai 7.44 2,12 10,63 2,32 3,19+ 26 8. 04%%
108 Kalihi-waena 6,00 1.00 9,71 2,63 3,714+ 6 4, 29%%
109 Kaluwela 6.33 1.9 6,56 1.42 0.22 8 0.48
111 Likelike 10,62 2,92 10,52 2,75 -0,10 20 0.20
112 Linapuni 5,71 3.10 6.64 2,60 0.93 27 2,37%
115 Royal 8.50. 5.57 7.25 2,22 -=1,25 3 0,66
203 Maili 2,67 1.71 6.33 2,54 3,67+ 17 6,35%"
206 Nanakuli El 6,83 2,87 8.45 2,56 1.62 28 4, 13%%
210 Makaha 5.26 4,32 5.79 3.54 0.53 18 0.75
302 Hauula 8.17 3.30 7.79 2,68 -0,38 28 0.63
303 Kaaawa 8.71 3.90 9.14 2,79 0.43 6 0.39
304 XKahaluu 6.10 3.38 6,00 4,06 -0.10 9 0.08
306 Laie 6,22 2,29 5.94 2,55 -0,28 17 0.40
309 Ben Parker 4,17 1.81 8.67 1,97 4,504+ 23 11,82%%*
310 Waimanalo 4,67 3.06 4,67 2,08 0.00 2 0.00
402 Waialua 7.00 3.62 6.30 2,98 -0.70 9 0.77
403 Aliea 7.9 3.45 9,71 3.64 1,76+ 16 3,12%%
404 Wahiawa 5.92 2,43 7.33 2,53 1.42 11 3.03%*
405 Haleiwa 6,07 2,96 9.47 3.34 3,40+ 14 4, 08%%
502 Koloa 6.16 2,77 10,16 2,83 4,004+ 18 5,85%%
603 Kula 8.86 2,44 9.93 2,50 1,07 13 1.42
607 Wailuku 5.89 3.10 7.44 2,07 1.56 8 1.47
703 Holualoa 7.69 2,89 5.88 1,31 -1,81+ 15 2,35%
704  Honaunau 4,78  3.38 9.00 2,12 4,224+ 8 5, 43%
705 Hookena 10,78 2,33 11,56 2,01 0.78 8 1.36
706 Kapiolani 5.60 2,84 5.90 2,53 0.30 19 0.74
708 Keaukaha 9.80 2,95 6,60 3.58 =3,20+ 4 4, 35%%
711 Laupahoehoe 11,73 1.53 10.40 1,96 -1,33 14 2, 81%%
712 Naalehu 11,57 1,99 8.79 1,63 -2,79+- 13 4, 48
713 Paauilo 2,75 4,27 12,75 0.96 10,00+ 3 2,94
714 Pahoa 9.20 3.27 6.00 2,45 ~3.,20 4 3,30%

*Significant at the ,05 level

**Significant at or beyond the ,0l level

++Significant at or beyond the ,0l level after correction for
statistical regression
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Table 50

Analyses of Regression of First Grade Title.I.1969-70 Pre-test

and Post-test Data (36 Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Copying Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F~ratio
Regression 1 1245,139 1345,139 135,59 1%%
Residual 520 3763.896 748
Total 521 5114.,035

*%Significant at or beyond the .0l level
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Analyses of First Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (36 Schools) on the Metropolitan Readiness

Table 51

Tests (Total Score)

= @ .

SChOOL

PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N=-1) t

101 Anuenue 45.67 12.60 54.00 17.16 8.33 8 2,40
102 Fern 50.89 10.76 62,33 8.23 11.44+44 8 4, 78%:
103 Kaahumanu 62,04 9.73 67.52 8.92 5.48 22 4, 25%%
104 Kaewai 48.76 10.40 56.45 15.23 7.68+ 37 3.70%%
105 Kaiulani 49.28 13.53 55.07 16,50 5.79 28 4.20%%
107 Kalihi-kai 57.48 9.66 68.07 10.80 10.594-+ 26 7 .84%%
108 Kalihi-waena 55.86 12.58 65.43 12,74 9.57++ 6 5.40%%
109 Kaluwela 62,22 9.88 64.67 12,30 2.44 8 1.06
111 Likelike 53.29 10.71 58.76 10.26 5.48 20 4,25%%
112 Linapuni 56.86 12.50 62.39 12,56 5.54 27 4, 56%%
115 Royal 63.25 13.72 71.25 18,48 8.00 3 1.34
203 Maili 47.11 10.29 65.50 8.90 18.39++ 17 12.46%*
206 Nanakuli E1l. 52.55 9.50 63.28 9.19 10.72 28 8,76%%
210 Makaha 38.42 14.40 43.63 20.49 5.21 18 1.06
302 Hauula 57.83 14.60 60.34 12.68 2.52 28 2.01
323 Kaaawa 59.57 8.90 60,29 7.83 0.71 6 0.26
304 Kahaluu 48.40 11.08 60.40 11.74 12,00+ 9 3.63%%
306 Laie 65.00 6.40 63.00 7.17 -2.00 17 1.07
309 Ben Parker 45.50 10.54 67.04 8.44 21,544+ 23 16,22%
310 Waimanalo 51.67 3.21 53.33 4,04 1.67 2 0.56
402 Waialua 46.60 9.28 56,40 8,76 -9.80 9 4, 10%%
403 Aiea 57.06 10.14 74,65 6.55 17.59++ 16 10.58%%
404 Wahiawa 56,08 11.59 66.92 11,74 10.83++ 11 4. 59%%
405 Haleiwa 43,20 12.96 56.33 11.65 13,13+ 14 4,73%%
502 Koloa 62.42 12.67 71.11 11.08 8.68++ 18 4.39%%
€03 Kula 57.07 8.89 65.79 9.61 8.714++ 13 4,81
607 Wailuku 43.44 7.11 60.67 5.17 17.22+ 8 12,03
703 Holualoa 62.13 12.34 69.69 12.44 7.56+*- 15 3. G0
704 Honaunau 43.78 11,13 61.56 11.52 17,78++ 8 6.20"%
705 Hookena 63.78 10.18 65.33 11.94 1.56 8 0.90
706 Kapiolani 45,35 9.00 52.45 11,17 4.10 19 4, 50%*
708 Keaukaha 64.20 16.45 63.20 16.96 -1.00 4 0.29
711 Laupahoehoe 58.93 8.49 66.13 7.32 7.20 14 4, 31%%
712 Naalehu 71.00 7.41 67.71 7.44 -3.294-- 13 2.33%
713 Paauilo 47.25 18.66 70.50 0.58 23.25 3 2.46
714 Pahoa 49.80 7.12 62.40 8.14 12,60+ 4 5.60%*

*Significant at the .05 level
*#%Significant at or beyond the .01 level
+Significant at the .05 level after correction for statistical

regression

+—Significant at or beyond the .0l level after correction for statistical

regression
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Table 52

Analysis of Regression of First Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (36 Schools) on the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (Total Score)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 42457.746 42457.746 587.193%*
Residual 520 37599.254 72.306
Total 521 80057.000

**Significant at or beyond the .01 level




Table 53

Analyses of Second Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (19 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Vocabulary Subtest, Primary B)

-
——— .«

SCIIO0L PRE=-TEST POST~TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
203 Maili 9.58 1.83 14.50 6.32 4.92 11 2.41%
210 Makaha 15.00 11.30 16.17 12.20 1.17 17 0.61
402 Waialua 7.80 4.55 9.60 4.22 1.80 4 1.77
403 Aiea 9.18 2.60 16.12 4,03 6.94-+ 16 5.96%%
404 Wahiawa 11.00 1.58 17.00 4,30 6.00 4 3.00%
501 Waimea 11.50 3.87 11.83 5.54 0.33 11 0.16
506 Kalaheo 11.50 8.54 18.75 11.50 7.25 3 3.75%*
602 Waihee 8.86 7.36 15.71 2.56 6.86- 6 3.09%
603 Kula 18.09 9.59 23.91 9.30 5.82++ 10 3.36%%
€04 XKihei 16.00 2.73 25.00 5.66 9.00++ 7 3.4]1%%
607 Wailuku 15.33 4.10 18.50 5.90 3.17 11 2.54
703 Holualoa 21.80 8.80 27.00 10.28 5.20--- 9 2.42%
704 Honaunau 12.67 6.43 16.67 6,35 4,00 2 0.66
705 Hookena 8.38 4.87 11.13 6.03 2.75 7 1.00
7G8 Keaukaha 14.10 8.35 16.80 8.20 2.70 9 1.84
711 Laupahoehoe 11.75 5.42 18.63 5.24 6.88+\ 7 5.40%%
712 Naalehu 19.75 3.06 23.63 7.56 3.88 7 1.40
713 Paauilo 13.25 l.67 21.00 7.48 7.754+ 7 2.88%*
714 Pahoa 19.00 5.66 17.50 4.95 -1.50 1 3.00
Table 54

Analysis of Regression of Second Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (19 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Vocabulary Subtest, Primary B)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 4726.629 4726.629 127.057%*
Residual 161 5989.336
Total 162 10715.965

*Significant at the .05 level

#%Significant at or beyond the .01 level

+Significant at the .05 level after correction for statistical
regression

++Significant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for statisticzal
regression




Table 55

Anclyses of Second Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (19 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Comprehension Subtest, Primary B)

SCHCOL PRE~-TEST POST~TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean af
Mean sh Mean SD Diff (n-1) t
203 Maili 7.00 3.9 10,42 3.75 3.42+4 11 5,86%%
210 Makaha 11,06 5.99 9,22 7.73 -1,83 17 1,71
402 Wainlua 3.60 1.34 6,40 1.82 -2,20 4 1,58
403 Aiea 7.24 2,02 7.06 3,72 -0.18 16 0.22
404 Wahiawa 5.00 1.87 9.40 4,28 4,40 4 2,44
501 Wairnea 8.42 3.92 8.42 2.54 0.00 11 0.00
506 Kalaheo 6.00 12,00 8.50 8.58 2.50 3 1.19
602 Waihee 3.29 3.15 10,43 4,31 7. 14 6 5.35%%
603 KXula 12,27 65.23 13,27 6.05 1.00 10 1,25
674 Kibei 8.75 3.1 12,25 5,92 3.50 7 1.35
607 Wailuku 9.50 2,28 13,75 6.05 4,254+ 11 2,.39%
703 Holualoa 13,40 7.14 15.90 5.00 2,50 9 1,27
704 Honaunau 13,33 7.02 16,67 5,86 3.33 2 0.57
P 705 Hookena 3.25 3.45 6,63 3.50 3,38 7 2.45%
g 708 Keaukaha 11,70 5.93 9.90 7.17 -1.80 9 0.90
711 Laupahoehoe 6.75 4,43 11,13 4,16 4,384+ 7 2,30%
712 Naalehu 10,88 4,61 15,50 6.57 4,63 7 1.32
713 Paauilo 8.63 4,10 9.00 5.13 0.38 7 0.19
714 Pahoa 11.50 4,95 10,50 2,12 -1,00 1 0,50
Table 56
Analysis of Regression of Second Grade Title I 1969~70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (19 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Comprehension Subtest)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 1266,792 1266,792 51,583%%
Residual 161 3953,896 " 24,558
Total 162 5220,688

*Significant at the ,05 level
#%Significant at or beyond the ,0l1 level
+Significant at the ,05 level after correction for
statistical regression
4--Significant at or beyond the ,0l level after correction for
statistical regression

Q 182




Table 57

Analyses of Third Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (17 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Vocabulary Subtest, Primary B)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)

Mean SD Mean SD t

Maili 12,11
Makaha 19.00
Waialua 12.25
Aieca 13.45
Wal.iawa 18.38
Waimea 22.83
Kula 26.89
Paia 36.25
Wailuku 22.00
Kilohana 16.60 21.20
Holualoa 24,29 30.00
Honaunau 19.33 34.00
Hookena 18.14 18.00
Keaukaha 25,25 26.00
Laupahoehoe 19.33 20.33
Naalehu 22.75 25.38
Pahoa 19.60 24,00

15.67
23.00
14.25
20.55
21.88
27.17
28.78
35.25
27.22

1.37
3.96%%
2.83
4,02%%
1.22
3.25%*
2,16
0.73
3.86%%
1.49
5.38%%
16,63%%
0.07
0.88
0.87
1.70
2,21
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Table 58

Analysis of Regression of Third Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post~test Data (17 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Vocabulary Subtest, Primary B)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio

Regression 1 9323.305 9323.305 324 .450%%
Residual 126 3620.695 28.736
Total 127 12944,000

*Significant the .05 level

**Significant or beyond the .0l level

+Significant the .05 level after correction for statistical
regression

++Significant or beyond the .0l level after correction for statistical
regression '




Table 59

Analyses of Third Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre~test and Post=-test
Data (17 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Comprehension Subtest, Primary B)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POS' =TEST

(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df

Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
203 Maili 8.33 2,06 11,33 2.2% 3.00 8 2,71%
210 Makaha 12.22 6.94 14,94 8.54 2,72 17 2,01
402 Waialua 7.75 2,22 6.00 3.83 -1.75 3 0.63
403 Aiea 10.18 2,75 10,91 7.13 0.73 10 0,49
404 Wahiawa 12,88 9.13 14,75 8.55 1,88 7 1.44
501 Waimea 13.83 5.56 14,17 5,95 0.33 5 0.33
603 Kula 16.44 5.34 16,78 7.36 0.33 8 0.17
605 Paia 25.25 4,03 25,17 4,82 -0,08 11 0.05
607 Wailuku 10.33 2.92 18.44 4,19 8,114+ 8 4,96%%
509 Kilohana 10,00 3.00 12,00 7.14 2.00 4 0.9
703 Holualoa 15,14 4,74 20,43 5.22 5,294+ 6 7.77%%
704 Honaunau 13,00 6.24 22,33 4,93 9,33+ 2 7.00%
705 Hookena 9.29 3.86 10,43 3.82 i.14 6 3,88
708 Keaukaha 16,00 8.60 18,25 10.21 2.25 3 1,17
711 Laupahoehoe 13.00 4,58 8.33 4.51 4,67 4+ 2 14,00%x
712 Naalehu 11.13 5,82 12,88 5.36 1,75 7 1,37
714 Pahoa 11.40 3.29 11,60 6.04 0.20 4 0.14

Table 60
Analysis of Regression of Third Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (17 Schools) on the Gates~MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Comprehension Subtest, Primary B)

Source af Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 4234 ,691 4234,691 173.,604%%
Residual 126 3073.488 24,393
Total 127 7308.180

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .0l level
-~Significant at or beyond the ,0l1 level after correction for
statistical regression




Table 61

Analyses of Fourth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (13 Schools) on the Gates-MacGiritie Reading Tests
(Vocabulary Subtest, Primary C)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST

(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
401 Halawa 23.54 7.26 24,85 7.03 1.31 12 0.78
402 Waialua 15.13 4,85 16.88 5.41 1.75 7 0.93
403 Ailea 22.17 5.85 23.83 7.86 1.67 5 0.79
501 Waimea 22.89 6.05 24,00 5.36 1.11 8 1.00
503 Kapaa“ 30.69 4,91 33.23 5.05 2. 544 12 2.95%%
506 Kalaheo 29.00 7.62 31.75 4.79 2,75 3 1.13
603 Kula 33.25 2.06 33.75 6.18 0.50 3 0.23
605 Paia 36.00 7.35 35.50 5.57 -0.50 3 0.18
609 Kilohana 22.40 2.61 26.00 7.52 3.60 4 1.54
703 Holualoa 26.75 7.65 28,63 10.17 1.88 7 1.34
704 Honaunau 21.40 8.11 24.60 9.86 3.20 4 1.37
705 Hookena 22.67 6.12 22,33 7.37 -0.33 5 0.29
708 Keaukaha 27.36 7.34 29,82 6.37 2,45+ 10 2.19%
Table 62

Analysis of Regression of Fourth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (13 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Vocabulary Subtest, Primary C)

— g et ——

Sdurce df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 4556,266 4556,266 246.075%*
Residual 94 1740.484 18.516
Total 95 6296.750

*#Significant at the .05 level

*#%Significant at or beyond the .01 level

+Significant at the .05 level after correction for statistical
regression

++Significant at or beyond the .0l level after correction for statistical
regression




Table 63

Analyses of Fourth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre~test and Post-test
Data (13 Schools) on the Gates-=MacGini-ie Rea.dlng T:sts
” (Comprehension: Subtest, P ima: s C)

SCHOOL PRE~-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19~70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N~-1) t
401 Halawa 17.85 6.39 20,31 9.74 2,46 12 1,58
402 Waialua 11,13 1.46 12,88 2,356 1,75 7 1.76
403 Aiea 18.17 65.68 18.33 6.95 0.17 5 0.05
501 Waimea 14,33 4,74 20.44 4,30 6,11+ 8 3.59*
503 Kapaa 23,85 6.26 28,85 8,02 5.004-- 12 4, 14%%
506 Kalaheo 22,25 7.93 29.75 9.91 7.50 3 1.79
603 Xula 21.50 4,51 21,75 6.99 0.25 3 0.13
605 Paia 33.50 5.32 27.00 7.79 -0,65 3 2,10
609 Kilohana 19,20 6.38 17.40 4,34 -1,80 4 0.88
703 Holualoa 18,38 6,65 23,38 8.18 5.00 7 4, 08%%
704 Honaunau 18,60 7.67 20,20 6,57 1,60 4 0.67
705 Hookena 15.50 5.79 16,33 5.85 0.83 5 0.39
708 Keaukaha 21,09 5.26 21,36 3.56 0.27 10 0.11
Table 64

Analysis of Regression of Fourth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (13 Schools) on the Gates~MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Comprehension Subtest, Primary C)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 3188,265 3168,265 86, 784%%
Residual 94 3453,360 36.738
Total 95 6641,625

*#Significant at the ,05 level

**Significant at or beyond the ,0l level

“+Significant at or beyond the ,0l1 level after correction for

statistical regression
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Table 65

Analyses of Fifth Grade Title 1 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (12 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Vocabulary Subtest, Primary C)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST

(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
401 Halawa 27.46 7.47 31.54 9.65 4, 08++ 12 3.03%%*
402 Wailalua 20.13 6.15 20.50 6.85 0.38 7 0.14
403 Aiea 30.00 7.18 . 31.40 6,50 1.40 4 0.39
501 Waimea 32.83 6.59 35.83 7.76 3.00 5 1.84
506 Kalaheo 24.43 8.26 23.71 8.67 -0.71 6 1.18
603 Kula 33.40 6.35 37.10 7.65 3.70++ 9 3.18%%*
604 Kiheil 29.50 7.78 35.50 0.71 6.00 1 1.00
609 Kilohana 32.33 3.91 35.11 6.97 2.78 8 2.07
703 Holualoa 28.22 5.04 27.22 5.78 -1.00 8 0.51
704 Honaunau 33.67 9.71 35.17 9.04 1.50 5 0.66
705 Hookena 29.14 10.24 29.43 9.88 0.29 6 0.12
708 Keaukaha 34.78 7.90 34.89 8.21 0.11 8 0.07

Table 66

Analysis of Regression of Fifth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post~-test Data (12 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Vocabulary Subtest, Primary C)

————————— e,

e s
——

Source _ ' df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 5118.738 5118.738 197.433%%*
Residual 89 2307.449 25.926
Total 90 7426,168

**Significant at or beyond the .0l level

+Significant at or beyond the .0l level after correction for
statistical regression




Table 67

Analyses of Fifth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (12 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests

(Comprehension Subtest, Primary C)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST~TEST
(01~19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
401 Halawa 22,46 9.07 22,77 7.40 0,31 12 0.21
402 Viaialua 12.63 5.97 13,63 1.51 1,00 7 0.42
403 Aiea 24,00 5.61 27.20 8.17 3.20 4 2.43
501 Waimea 24,83 3.18 27.00 7.51 2,17 5 1.47
506 Kalaheo 16.57 4,35 13.86 4,88 -2,71 6 1,82
603 Kula 25,90 8,96 27,70 8.04 1.80 9 1,08
604 Kihei 17.50 7.78 25,50 92.19 8,00 1 8.00
609 Kilohana 27.67 5.94 27.89 7.15 0.22 3 0.10
703 Holualoa 20,00 5.05 21.56 6.69 1,56 8 0.73
704 Honaunau 28,33 5.13 27.83 11,16 -0.50 5 0.14
705 Hookena 22,00 9.95 21,43 10,26 -0.57 6 0.76
708 Keaukaha 26,22 9,72 30.89 7.80 4,67+ 8 3,68%%
Table 68
Analysis of Regression of Fifth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (12 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests '(Comprehension Subtest, Primary C)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 4577.813 4577,.813 159.314%%
Residual 89 2557,375 28,735
Total 90 7135.188

**Significant at or beyond the .0l level
+-Significant at or beyond the .0l level after correction for
statistical regression
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Table 69

Analyses of Sixth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (11 Schools) on the Gates-MacGintie Reading Tests
(Vocabulary Subtest, Primary C)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
"401 Halawa 38.25 7.71 41,08 6.10 2.83++ 11 2.32%
403 Aiea 30.29 5.47 31.29 7.43 1.00 6 0.54
503 Kapaa 33.08 6.99 37.46 5.25 4,384+ 12 4, 64%%
506 Kalaheo 29.13 10.86 30.75 10.11 1.63 7 0.87
603 Kula 37.88 4.26 39.50 5.50 1.63 7 1.72
605 Paia 42.20 9.34 38.80 8.67 =3.40++ 4 2.72%
609 Kilohana 38.33 3.72 45,33 1.63 7.00~ 5 3.42%
703 Holualoa 32.00 10.15 33.73 11.38 1.73 10 1.61
704 Honaunau 38.40 12.40 37.60 11.80 ~0.80 4 0.64
705 Hookena 36.83 3.97 36.33 6.15 -0.50 5 0.33
708 Keaukaha 36.33 4.89 37.17 6.66 0.83 11 0.82
Table 70

Analysis of Regression of Sixth Grade Title I 1969-~70 Pre-~test
and Post-test Data (11 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Vocabulary Subtest, Primary C)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 4697.746 4697,746 255.886%%*
Residual 92 1689.004 - 18.359
Total 93 6386.750

*Significant at the .05 level

**Significant at or beyond the .01 level

++Significant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for
statistical regression
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Table 71

Analyses of Sixth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test

Data (11 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests

(Comprehensive Subtest)

SCHCOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
401 Halawa 30.67 9.40 36.17 8.76 5.50++ 11 3.49%%
403 Aiea 19.29 5.53 26.14 7.24 6,86+ 6 2,77%
503 Kapaa 26.69 8.47 31.77 8.14 5.08+- 12 3.97%%
506 Kalaheo 20.75 10.02 16.13 8.71 -4.63 7 1.99
603 Kula 28.50 6.93 29.00 10.72 0.50 7 0.19
605 Paia 36.60 8.26 34.20 11.56 -2.40 4 1.22
609 Kilohana 36.50 3.83 39,00 4.05 2.50 5 1.54
703 Holualoa 26.73 12.69 28.73 11.90 2.00 10 1.04
704 Honaunau 34.20 10.13 36.60 12,22 2.40 4 1.86
705 Hookena 29.67 6.19 30.83 9.15 1.17 5 0.45
708 Keaukaha 28.58 10.71 33.83 8.03 5.25++ 11 3, 14%*%
Table 72

Analysis of Regression of Sixth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test

and Post~test Data (11 Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Comprehensive Subtest, Primary C)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 6827,156 6827.156 178.737%%
Residual 92 3514.094 38.197
Total 93 10341.250

*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .01 level
++Significant at or beyond the .0l level after correction for
statistical regression
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Table 73

Analyses of Seventh Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre~test and
Post~test Data (Ten Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Speed Subtest, Survey D)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
207 Waianae 14,66 7.18 15.66 8.30 1.00 28 0.65
306 Laie 20,33 8.50 10,33 5,05 10,00 5 2,88%
310 Waimanalo 19.40 9.45 17.80 9.20 -1,60 4 0.28
406 Aiea 12,88 4,40 14,72 4,76 1.84 24 1.94
506 Kalaheo 16,50 4,36 33,00 6.00 16,504+ 3 5.03%%
702 Hilo Int 17.86 6.78 20.63 7.11 2,77 56 2,62%%
703 Holualoa 16,11 5.64 20,78 7.00 4,674+ 8 3.06%
704 Honaunau 17.86 5.15 19,57 3.41 1,71 6 0.75
705 Hookena 18,17 9.70 24,17 13,33 6.00 5 1.61
710 Xonawaena 18,29 8.06 20,00 5.97 1,71 6 0.46
Table 74
Analysis of Regression of Seventh Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre~-test
and Post~test Data (Ten Schools) on the Gates-MacCinitie
Reading Tests (Speed Subtest, Survey D)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 1687,170 1687.170 31,868%%
Residual 148 7835,523 52.943
Total 149 9522,695

*Significant at the ,05 level

**Significant at or beyond the ,0l level

++4-Significant at or beyond the ,0l level after correction for

statistical regression
y
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Analyses of Seventh Grade Title I 1969-~70 Pre-test and Post-test

Table 75

Data (Ten Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Accuracy Subtest, Primary D)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean __SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
207 Waianae 10.00 2.80 11.59 4,62 1.59 28 1.92
306 laie 20.83 8.38 7.00 4,65 -13.83 5 5,05%%*
310 Waimanalo 12,20 4.87 12.80 3.70 0.60 4 0.29
406 Aiea 11.44 3.55 12.56 4,66 1.12 24 1.08
506 Kalaheo 13.75 4,92 18.25 7.85 4.50 3 2.03
702 Hilo Inter. 14.30 3.85 16.84 4.86 2.54 56 4,45
703 Holualoa 13.22 6.04 18.22 8.71 5,004+ 8 3.69%*
704 Honaunau 12,43 5.53 15.71 3.35 3,29+ 6 2.45%
705 Hookena 13.50 8.22 16.00 9.01 2.50 5 1.35
710 Konawaena 13.43 5.13 16.43 6.43 3.00+ 6 3.55%%
Table 76

Analysis of Regression of Seventh Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test

and Post-test Data (Ten Schools) on the Gates-MacCinitie

Reading Tests (Accuracy Subtest, Primary D)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 2115.416 2115.416 107.995%*
Residual 148 2899.045 19.588
Total 149 5014.461

*Significant at the .05 level

**Significant at or beyond the .0l level

+Significant at the .05 level after correction for statistical
regression

++Significant at or beyond the .0l level after correction for

statistical regression




Table 77

isnalyses of Seventh Grade Title I 1969~70 Pre-test and Post-tert:
Data (Nine Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Tests (Vocabulary Subtest, Survery D)

SCHOOL PRE~TEST POST-~-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N~1)

Waianae 19.24 19,31 6,72 0.07 28
Waimanalo 21.00 16.80 4,71 -4,20 4
Aiea 23,44 23,04 7.27 -0.40 24
Kalaheo 24.25 17.25 9,98 ~7.004+ 3
Hilo Int,. 25,40 24,21 7.59 -1.19 56
Holualoa 28.44 28,22 10,97 -0,22
Honaunau 25,57 26,00 7.72 0.43
Hookena 19,50 19,67 4,63 0.17
Konawaena 21,71 22,14 4.10 0.43

Table 78

Analysis of Regression of Seveunth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Nine Schools) on the Gates~MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Vocabulary Subtest, Survery D)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio

Regression 1 4260.043 4260,043 - 135.654%%
Residual 148 4647.770 31.404
Total 149 8907.813

*Significant at the .05 level

*%Significant at or beyond the .0l level

+i-Significant at or beyond the .0l level after correction
statistical regression




Table 79

Analyses of Seventh Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-tect
Data (Nine Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Comprehension Subtest, Survey D)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)

Mean SD Mean SD t

Waianae 16,86 23.52 4,74%%
Waimanalo 18,40 17.80 0.15
Aiea 25,76 30.20 2,25%
Kalaheo 24,75 16,00 1.57
Hilo Int, 27.42 30,72 4,61%%
Holualoa 31.56 35.00 2,32%
Honaunau 23,57 32.00 4 ,72%%
Hookena 22,00 24,17 1.63
Konawaena 26.00 26.14 0.10

Table 80

Analysis of Regression of Seventh Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Nine Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Comprehension Subtest, Survery D)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio

Regression 1 6172,043 6172.043 125,33 %%
Residual 143 7288.395 49,246
Total , 149 13460.438

*Significant at the ,05 level
~%*%S5ignificant at or beyond the ,0l level
+Significant at the .05 level after correction for statistical regression
++Significant at or beyond the .0l level after correction for
statistical regression




Table 81

Analyses of Eighth Grade Title I 1969~70 Pre-test and Post-test

Data (Seven Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading

Test (Speed Subtest, Survey D)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-~TEST
(01«19-70 (05~11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
207 Waianae 14.39 9.20 20,39 11.10 6,00 22 2,99%
1

208 Nanakuli 5,00 3.58 15,27 9.07 10,27 10 3.73%
310 Waimanalo 17.50 13,483 13,00 2,16 -4,50 3 0.63
407 Waialua 16,33 1,53 25,00 10.15 8.67 2 1,37
703  Holualoa 15.50 6.76 22,00 10.20 6.50 3 3.52*
704  Honaunau 22.88 5.79 26,00 7.37 3.13 7 1.63
710 XKonawaena 14,25 2,63 21.00 2.58 6.75 3 14,10%

1Administered form E instead of D

Table 82
Analysis of Regression of Eighth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre~-test
and Post~test Data (Seven Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Speed Subtest, Survey D)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 901,335 901,335 11,580%
Residual 51 3969.458 77.833
Total 52 487C,793

*8ignificant at the ,05 level
#*Cignificant at or beyond the .0l level
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Table 83

Analyses of Eighth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test

Data (Seven Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading

Test (Accuracy Subtest, Survey D)

3CHOOL PRE-TESL POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05~11-70)
Mean df

Mean SD Mean Sh Diff (N-1) t
207 Waianae 5,70 3.73 11.35 5.36 2,65 22 2.33
208 Nanakuli 11.73 7.72 5.82 3.74 -5.91 10 2.50%
310 Waimanalo 11,75 6,75 9.25 3.59 -2.50 3 1,35
407 Waialua 15.00 2,65 19,00 2,65 4,00 2 1.73
703 Holualoa 15.50 6,76 21,00 9,76 5.50=- 3 3.54%
704 Honaunat 18,13  6.38 22,75  7.05 4,634 7 3,11%
710 Xonawaena 10,00 3.56 13,75 3.50 3.75 3 5.96%%

lpdministered Form E instead of D

Table 84

Analysis of Regression of Eighth Grade Title I 1969~70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Seven Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie

Reading Tests (Accuracy Subtest, Survey D)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 1454,180 1454,1830 63,336%%
Residual 51 1170.952 22,960
Total 52 2625,133

*Significant at the ,05 level

*Significant at or beyond the .0l level

++8ignificant at or beyond the .0l level after correction for

statistical regression
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Table 85

Analyses of Eighth Grade Title 1 1969~70 Pre~test and Post~test
Data (Eight Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading

Test (Vocabulary Subtest, Survey D)

SCHOOL PRE~TEST POST-TEST

(01-19-70) (05~11-70)
Mean df
Mean Sh Mean SD___Diff N-1) ¢t
207 Waianae 15,00 7.03 14,43 3.02 ~0.57 22 0.37
203 Nanakulil 11,82 3.43 11,91 4,83 0.09 10 0.06
310 Waimanalo 15,75 3.30 17.00 4,55 ‘1.25 3 0.44
407 Waialua 26,00 5.57 25.33 4,62 -0,67 2 0.55
703 Holualoa 29.75 9.98 30.25 9.71 0.50 3 0.42
704 Honaunau 30,25 7.70 32,75 8.33 2,50 7 1.42
705 Hoolkena 14,67 2.69 23.78 12,14 92.11 8 2,16
710 Konawaena 21,00 5.89 16,50 2,65 =4,50 3 2,56
1Administered Form E instead of D
Table 86
Analysis of Regression of Eighth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Eight Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Vocabulary Subtest, Survey D)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 3286;369 . 3286,369 107,597%%
Residual 51 1557.709 30,543
Total 52 4844,078

: —

“%Significant at or beyond the ,0l1 level
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Table 37

Analyses of Eighth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Eight Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading

Tests (Comprehensive Subtest, Lurvey D)

SCHOOL PRE- /75T POST-TLaT
(01-10-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
207 Waianae 12.26 7.41  16.00 9.77 3.74 22 2.02%
208 Nanakulil 12.73  4.71 12.36 3.38 -0.36 10 0.30
310 Waimanalo  17.50 5.45 15.00 3.92 -2.50 3 0.73
407 Waialua 32.33  6.66  28.00 3.46 -4.33 2 1.59
703 Holualoa 34.75 7.37 39.00 7.02 4.25++ 3 17.00%%
704 Honaunau 35.25 9.16 37.50 10.01 2.25 7 1.54
"705 Hookena 10.78 3.27 11.78 6.12 1.00 8 0.50
710 Ronawaena  24.75 1.89  21.25 7.23  -3.50 3 1.29

1
Administered form E instead of D

Analysis of Regression of Eighth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Eight Schools) on the Gates-MacGinite

Table 88

Reading Tests (Comprehensive Subtest, gurvey D).

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 5073.910 5073.910 .107.959%%
Residual 51 2396.922 46.998
Total 52 7470.832
*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .0l level
++Significant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for
statistical regression
o .1t)&;




Table 89

Analyses of Ninth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Five Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Speed Subtest, Survey D)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11~70)
Mean df

Mean SD Mean 1)) Diff (N=1) t
208 Nanakulil 8.80 5.03  13.00  9.30 4.21 9  1.39
209 Waianae 19,92 8.17 20.71 7.33 0.79 23 0.63
310 Waimanalo 18.62 0.58 13.33 6,43 -5.33 2 1,36
407 Waialua 18.80 6,87 17.20 4,09 -1,60 4 0.57
710 Konawaena 20,22 5.59 27.01 7.71 - 6,804+ 73 7.75%%

1

Administered form E instead of D

Table 90

Analysis of Regression of Ninth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre~test
and Post~test Data (Five Schools) on the Gates~MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Speed Subtest, Survey D)

Source df Sum of Sguares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 1379.726 1379.726 24,762%%
Residual 104 5794.879 55.720
Total 105 7174.605

#%Significant at or beyond the ,0l level
+i-Significant at or beyond the .0l level after correction for
statistical regression
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Table 91

Analyses of Ninth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-~test and Post-test
Data (Five Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Accuracy Subtest, Survey D)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11~70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff N-1) ¢t
208 Nanalulil 13.80  4.13 8,50  6.52  -5,30 9 4,16%
209 Waianae 16,04 6,62 17.54 8,22 1.50 23 1,64
310 Waimanale 11,00 6.56 10,00 3.61 -1,00 2 0.50
407 Waialua Hi 16,60 6.19 15,00 6,40 -1,60 4 0.59
710 Konawaena 17.82 6.12 23,30 7.48 5.474+ 73 9,86%*
Ipndministered form E instead of D
Table 92
Analysis of Regression of Ninth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Five Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Accuracy Subtest, Survey D)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 4205,043 4205.043 154,231%*
Residual 104 ©2835,523 27.265
Total 105 7040,566

*Significant at the ,05 level

*%Significant at or beyond the .0l level

++-8ignificant at or beyond the .01 level after correction for

statistical regression
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Table 93

Analyses of Ninth. Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Six Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Vocabulary Subtest, Survey D)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Di.ff N-1) t
208 Nanakuli1 17,50 7.38 16,50 9,05 ~1,00 9 0,37
209 Waianae 25,54 7.97 24,71 3,30 -0,83 23 0,96
310 Waimanalo 24,00 2,65 24,33 2.52 0,33 2 0.19
407 Waialua Hi 26,40 9.61 27.80 6,50 1,40 4 0,72
504 Kapaa 13,33 6,66 13,67 5,51 -4,67 2 2,00
710 Xonawaena 29,32 5,06 29,66 38,83 0.34 73 0,67
Administered form E instead of D
Table 94

Analysis of Regression of Ninth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Six Schools) on the Gates~MacGinitie

Reading Tests (Accuracy Subtest, Survey D)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F~ratio
Regression 1 6053.078 6053,078 332,149%%
Residual 104 1895,297 13,224
Total 105 7948,375

*%Significant at or beyond the .0l level
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Table 95

Analyses of Ninth Grade Title I 1969~70 Pre~test and Post-test
Data (Six Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Comprehension Subtest, Survey D)

SCHOOL PRE~TEST POST~TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
1

208 Nanakuli 21.90 5.99 20,10 9,87 -1,.80 Q 0.52
209 Vaianae 31.38 9,78 31,04 10.35 ~0.33 23 0.31
310 Waimanalo 20,00 12,00 16,67 1.15 -3.33 2 0.44
407 Waialua 33.20 9,78 32,60 14,45 -0,60 4 0.14
504 Kapaa 25,00 10,15 21,67 6.66. =3,33 2 1.17
710 Konawaena 34,81 9,96 35,32 11,45 0.51 73 0.70

1
Administered form E instead of D

Table 96

Analysis of Regression of Ninth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Six Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Comprehension Subtest, Survey D)

Source daf Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 9810.844 9810,844 237.091%*
Residual 104 4303,531 41,380
Total 105 14114,375

**Significant at or beyond the ,01 level after correction for
statistical regression
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Table 97

Analyses of Tenth Grade Title I 1969~70 Pre~test and Post-test
Datz (Three Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Speed Subtest, Survey E)

SCHOOL PRE~-TEST POST-TEST
(01-17~70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
407 Waialua 15,20 4,44 14,80 6.34 -0.40 4 0.27
701 Hilo 14,89 10,18 19.44 8.32 4,56 3 0.83
710 Xonawaena 20,73 9.28 25.86 6.28 5.14 43 3,.66%%
Table 98

Analysis of Regression of Tenth Grade Title I 1969~70 Pre=test
and Post-test Data {(Three Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Speed Subtest, Survey E)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 207.464 207.464 3.91
Residual 56 2963.1.06 52,913
Total 57 3170.570

**Significant at or beyond the ,0l level
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Table 99

Analyses of Tenth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Three Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Accuracy Subtest, Survey E)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD (N-1) t
407 Waialua 11.20 6.30 12.00 6.67 4 0.87
701 Hilo 8.44 5.66 14,78 5.02 8 3, 86%%
710 Konawaena 14.82 7.47 18.30 6.82 43 3. 847
Table 100

Analysis of Regression of Tenth Grade Title 1 1969-70 Pre-~test
and Post~test Data (Three Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie

Reading Tests (Accuracy Subtest, Survey E)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 1205.287 1205.287 47 .794%%
Residual 56 1412,233 25,218
Total 57 2617.520

*%Significant at or beyond the ,0l level




-

Table 101

Analyses of Tenth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test

Data (Four Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Tests {(Vocabulary Subtest, Survey E)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df

Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1)  t
305 Kahuku 10.70 3.16 14.50 3.24 3.80 9 2.51%
407 Waialua 15.60 4,28 16.60 8.44 1.00 4 0.27
701 Hilo 14.89 7.46  15.33  6.24  0.44 8  0.24
710 Konawaena 16.66 5.57 17.66 5.34 1.00 43 1.95%

Table 102

Analysis of Regression of Tenth Grade Title I 1269-70 Pre-test and
Post-test Data (Four Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie '
Reading Tests (Vocabulary Subtest, Survey E)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 989.521 989.521 63.113%%
Residual 56 877.998 15.679
Total 57 1867.520

*Significant at the .05 level

**Significant at or beyond the .0l level
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Table 103

Analyses of Tenth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test Data

(Four Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Tests (Comprehension Subtest, Survey E)

——

SCHOOL ~ PRE-TEST POST~TEST

(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
305 Kahuku 17.10 2,51 17.80 2.82 0.70 9 1.02
407 Waialua 25.60 9.15 18.20 7.92 -7.40 4 2,22
701 Hilo 22,56 9.98 18.22 5.7  -4.,33 8 1.34
710 Konawaena 22,61 9.90 24,14 9.13 1.52 43 2.05%
Table 104
Analysis of Regression of Tenth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-tzst Data (Four Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Comprehension Subtest, Survey E)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 2474.,018 2474.018 69.411%*
Residual 56 1996.001 35.643
Total 57 4470,020

*Significant at the .05 level
#*%3ignificant at or beyond the .01 level




Table 105

Analyses of Eleventh Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Three Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Speed Subtest, Survey E)

~ SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST

(01-19-70) (05-11-70)

Mean df

Mean SD Mean SD Diff  (N-1) t
209 Waianae 18.92 8.81 15.92 6.65 -3.00 12 1.61
701 Hilo 18.77 10.01 18.38 9.74 -0.38 12 0.17
710 Konawaena 20.75 10.19 25.50 8.38 4,75 7 1.67

Table 106

Analysis of Regression of Eleventh Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Three Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Speed Subtest, Survey E)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 999.842 999,842 19,657%%
Residual 32 1627.689 50.865
‘Total 33 2627.531

A

**Significant at or beyond the .0l level
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Table 107

Analyses of Eleventh Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-~test and Post-tes
Datua (Three Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Accuracy Subtest, Survey E)

t |

SCHOOL PRE~TEST POST~TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
209 Waianae 12.54 7.17 11.23 7.00 -1,31 12 1.58
701 Hilo 16.54 7.76 15.77 8.97 -0.77 12 0.41
710 Konawaena 15.25 7.55 20.00 §.32 4,75+t 7 2.32%
Table 108
Analysis of Regression of Eleventh Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Three Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Accuracy Subtest, Survey E)
Souzrce df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regresesion 1 1358.910 1358.910 40.562 1
A
Residual 32 1072.062 33.502%*
Total 33 2430.973

*Significant at the .05 level
*%Significant at or beyond the ,01 level
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Table 109

Analyses of Eleventh Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Four Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Vocabulary Subtest, Survey E)

SCHOOL “PRE-TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-l) t
209 Waianae 17.08 4,09 16,54 4,96 -0,54 12 0.62
504 Kapaa 24,33 10.63 19.67 5.28 4,67 5 0.99
701 Hilo 21,62 7.12 20,08 4,70 -1.54 12 1,05
710 Konawaena 19,88 5.57 21,00 5.76 1.13 7 1.39
Table 110

Analysis of Regression of Eleventh Grade Title - ".969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Four Schools) on the Gatas-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Vocabulary Subtest, Survey E)

Source daf Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 521,948 521,948 42,185%%
Residual 32 395,935 12,373
Total 33 917.883

**Significant at or beyond the .0l level




Table 111

Analyses of Eleventh Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test:
Data (Four Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Comprehension Subtest, Survey E)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TES". |

(01-12-70) (05-11-7C;
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N~1) ¢
209 Waianae 25,69 9.24 24,92 6.46 -0,77 12 0.36
504 Kapaa 34,83 14,82 22,50 16,51 ~-12,33 5 2,34
701 Hilo 32,92 10.80 29,85 12,31 -3.08 12 1.31
710 Konawaena 23,00 10,25 29,25 9.68 1.25 7 0.89
Table 112

Analysis of Regression of Eleventh Grade Title I .969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Four Schools) on the Gate--MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Comprehsion Subtest, Sur-2y E)

—

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 1711.931 1711,931 37.964%%
Residual 32 1443,010 45,094
Total 33 3154.941

**Significant at or beyond the .0l level
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Table 113

Analyses of Twelth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (fne Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Speec Subtest, Survey E)

" SCHOOL PRE~TEST POST-TES:.

(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t 1
701 Hilo 16.00  7.24 20,80  8.34  £.80 9 2.38%
Table 114

Analysis of Regression of Twelfth Grade Title I11969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (One School) on the Gates~MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Speed Subset, Survey E)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 282,256 282,256 6.577%*
Residual 3 343,345 42,918
Total 9 625,602

*Significant at the ,05 level
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Table 115

Analyses of Twelfth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (One School) on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Accuracy Subtest, Survey E)

SCEOOL PRL~TLST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff n-1) t
701 Hilo 13.80 6.30 16.40 6.17 2.60 9 1.63
Table 116

Analysis of Regression of Twelfth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre~tect
and Post-test Data (One School) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Accuracy Subtest, Survey E)

Source daf Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 154,170 154,170 6,552%
Regidual 8 186,231 23,529
Total 9 342,400

*Significant at the .05 level
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Table 117

Analyses of Twelfth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test
Data (Two Schools) on the Gates~MacGinitie Reading Tests
(Vocabulary Subtest, Survey E)

SCHOOL PRI-TELT POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD 7Piff (N-1) t
504 Kapaa 16,50 6,09 18.33 7.76 1,83 5 1.13
701 Hilo 22,00 9.88 21.70 10,34 -0,30 9 0.18
Table 118

Analysis of Regression of Twelfth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post-test Data (Two Schools) on the Gates~MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Vocabulary Subtest, Survey E)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Square F-ratio
Regression 1 718,036 718,036 23.536%*
Residual 2] 244,065 30,508
Total 9 962,102

*%8ignificant at or beyond the .01 level
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Table 119

Analyses of Twelfth Grade Title I 1969~70 Pre~test and Post-tcs:
Data (Two Schools) on the Gates~MacGinitie Reading Tests

(Comprehension Subtest, Survey E)

SCHOOL PEE=-TEST POST-TEST -
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean df
Mean SD Mean SD Diff N-1) t
504 Kapaa 33.33 11.93 29,67 14,95 -3.67 5 0.76
701 Hilo 31,00 13.14 30,80 12,16 -0,20 9 0.10

Table 120

Analysis of Regression of Twelfth Grade Title I 1969-70 Pre-test
and Post~test Data (Two Schools) on the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests (Comprehension Subtest, Survey E)

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Squeve F-ratio
Regression 1 1003,861 1003,861 24, 5044
Residual 8 327.740 40,968
Total 9 1331.602

**%Significant at or beyond the ,0l1 level
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Table 121

Analyses of Title I 1969-70 Pre-~test and Post-test Data (by School
within Grade) on the Stanford Achievement Test
(Arithmetic Computation Subtest)

N

SCHOOL PEH~TEST POST-TEST
(01-19-70) (05-11-70)
Mean  df
Grade Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) ¢t
2 708 Keaukaha 29.80 14,20 32,70 13,70 2.90 9 2,64
2 302 Hauula 31.41 7.75 31,18 7.56 -0.24 16 0,22
3 708 Keaukaha 38,25 4,79 38,00 9.93 -0,25 3 0,08
4 302 Hauula 20,36 9.15 24,00 10.29 3.64 10 2,44%*
4 708 Keaukaha 33,73 11.80 42,45 10,16 8.73 10 2,14
5 302 Hauula 24,83 7.48 23,92 11,63 -0,92 11  0.46
5 708 Keaukaha 38,56 12,46 45,33 11,24 6.78 8  2,43*
6 708 Keaukaha 18,00 6.65 20,11 8,70 2,11 8 1,22
8 710 Konawaena 13.80 2.77 15,20 4,44 1.40 4 0,61
9 710 Konawaena 17,82 6.79 18.76 6.94 0.94 71 2,01%
10 710 Konawaena 12,00 5.53 13.48 5.96 1.48 43  2,95%
11 710 Konawaena 10,63 4,00 12,13 4,42 1,50 7 2,29%

*Significant at the ,05 level




Table 122

Analyses of Title I 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test Data
(12 Schools) on the School Attitude

Inventory (4-month interval)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
Mid-Nov. 1969 Mid-March 1970
Mean df

Mean SD Mean SD Diff (N-1) t
123 McKinley Hi 109.66 23.16 116.28  22.79 6.63 31 2.1°%
704 Honaunau School 124.91 15.51 128.53 17.78 3.62 33 1.3C
701 Hilo Hi 118.03  22.22 119;22 24,23 1.19 36 0.¢
207 Waianae Inter. 120.66  27.99 120.64  28.33 -0.02 49 0.01
117 Dole Inter. 133.02  25.20 131.65  24.10 -1.37 85 0.71
122 Kaimuki Hi 115.06  21.57 113.09 24.19 -1.97 108 1.¢%
121 Farrington Hi 122.93  21.87 120.82  22.51 ~2.11 97 1.22
118 Jarrett Inter. 126,53 17.95 123.75  20.44 -2.78 72 1.56
706 Kapiolani Elem. 134.91  22.80 131.95  22.29 -2.97 57 1.35
120 Washington Inter. 116.74 23.00 110.61 32.73 ~6.13 22 1.46
119 Kalakaua Inter. 120.31 18.87 111.00 17.94 ~9.31 41 2,99%"
406 Aiea Inter. 143.71 17,77 130.00 26.93 -13.71 6‘ 1.50

*Significant at the .05 level
*#%Significant at or beyond the .01 level
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Table 123

Analyses of Title T 1969-70 Pre-test and Post-test Data
(14 Schools) on the School Attitude
Inventory (5-month interval)

SCHOOL PRE-TEST POST-TEST
Mid-Nov. 1969 Mid~April 1970
Mean df
Mean SD Mesan SD Diff (N-1) t

506 Kalaheo

School 100.14 26.80 136.24 24,32 35.10 20 7.2%
116 Central Inter. 120.66 25,56 123.20 26.92 2.54 34 0.73
304 Kahaluu

School 125.30 17,38 127.74 16.03 2.43 22 0.85
703 Holualoa Elemn. 128.08 24.54 129.82 23.37 1.74 38 0.75
120 Washington

Inter. 119.78 21.05 121.09 23.70 1.30 22 0.325

N 404 Wahiawa School 114,00 39,00 113.50 33.83 -0.50 3 0.0/
- 303 Kaaawa Elem. 130.48 20.23 128.96 19.13 -1.52 - 22 0.40

308 Waiahole Elem.

& Inter. 131.74 21.94 128.79 26.G7 -2.95 18 0.50
710 Konawaena Hi

& Inter. 120.30 24,58 113.45 27.70 -6.386 138 3. 74L%%
406 Aiea Inter. 114,38 23.07 107.38 27.14 -7.00 12 0.90
209 Waianae Hi 117.45 24,15 110.03 24,53 -7.42 32 1.32
306 Laie School 147.05 13.5% 138.05 16.55 -9.00 20 2,788
407 Waialua Hi 111.80 25.91 101.07 13.88 -10.73 14 1.32
302 Hauula School 145.20 @ 21.38 124.25 24.79 =20.95 19 2., 66%%

*Significant the the .05 level
**Significant at or beyond the .01 level




