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concerning the degree to which answers have been provided about

teaching young disadvantaged children. It is also asserted that
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I.  Introduction

A second QeﬁeFéfiéﬁ §£uay (or §td8§e§) 1nformed by the lessons learned
and the problems identified in Follow Through is certa1n1y needed (Hodges,
1978); The fact that the National Institute of Education (NIE) is seeking
ways to capitalize on the past is encouraging: The need For improving
education in general and for poor children in particular is still criti-
cal. Hopefully; the decision that will be made is to "try harder" rather
thar: “give up" (Rivlin and Timpane; 1965):

The Follow Through Planned Variation Experiménts were bold new ven-
tures in education that addressed important problems fhése studies required
coTTéboratfon among the U.S. Office .of Education, state departments of edu-
cation, local education agencies, and educational iodel builders (sponsors).
A deiibef;te effort was made to empirically compare and contrast the effects
of educational models derived from different theoretical and philosophical
points-of-view. St. Pierre (Note 1) has . suggested that Follow Through
“serves vital functions in providing funds for curriculum research and de-
velopment under field conditions. In this-itght, Follow Through has pro-
"bably come closer to being a 'reform as an experiment’ (Céﬁbbe115-196§)

and to Campbell's (Néte 2) vision of the exper1ment1ng society' ‘than

sor's headquarters at Georg1a State Un1vers1ty——The Parent Supported Diag-
. nostic Approach: The development of this paper was supported by the .
‘Nat1ona1 Institute of Education: - ‘
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1977; House; Glass; McLean; & Walker; 1978; Anderson; St. Pierre, Proper,

1978; Bereiter & Kurland, 19783 and St. Pierre, 1978). Kennedy (1978)
even suggested that: | R

...The Follow Through study was more Tikely to fail than to

sicceed. The models assessed were can%pundé& with their spon-

sors’ abiiitiés_tc manage multiple-site imﬁiéméntatibn, as well

as with a variety of characteristics of communities and chii-

dren exposed tb them. The tests dia not equally %é%iééf.fﬁé o

goals of all the models. During the 1ife of the study; chil-

dren moved, schools collapsed, and teachers came and went: The

degree of implementation depended on unions; administrators;

and even school boards. as mich as on-Sponsors and teachers.

The design flaws alone have caused the study to be iéBéTéd a

good example of @ bad evaluation: (p 10—115

Kennedy 15; Rowever; one official who has taken a positive view of the
study in spite of its severe limitations. She recognized that the stidy
~produced new knowledae and raised important research issues.’ |

| _ Prograr evaluation techniques were not well

aé§éiépéa‘ih 1967-1968 when the planned variation concept was first applied
"to the Follow Through program. Measurement tools were lacking. The ori=.
ginal Follow ?Hrbugh staff in the Office of Education Was not sejected for
its research background since Follow Thrrough was intended to be a servicg
rather than research program. ;Actiﬁﬁs had to be taken swiftly and there
was little chancé'tb'hbhé ideas in the crucible of collegial discussion

and criticism.



in a variety of sources; but the most complete documentation is found in
Haney (1977) and Villaume and Haney (1977): That history highlights a wide
range of problems that need to be considered in order to plan well for future

intervention studies: The history will not be repeated here.

This paper focuses on two interrelated categories of questions involved
in improving the education of low-income children. The first category is
prograiiatic-—what and how to teach--and includes both the content and the
were to be resolved through a variety of instructional models. Considerable
COntroversy has arisen concerning the degree to which the questions of. how
to teach young disadvantaged children have been answered.

The second set of questions is procedural=-how best to insure imple-

are reflected in the processes of installing and implementing an instructional
system using a third-party intervention strategy called sponsorship. Méﬁy
Follow Through data and the ékbék?éﬁééé of those who participated show that
more questions have been generated concerning the processes of educational
change than have been answered:

This author é§§dﬁé§'fﬁéf there is still iﬁféfé%t ir studying the use-
fulness,of instructional models and of sponsorship as edicational improvement
strategies either singly or in combination: Both concepts are legically

instructional models (Part I); sponsorship (Part I1)i and ends' by proposing



a set of second generation studies (Part III).

1I. Instructional Models

“History. Unlike Head Start and almost by accident those charged with
managing the Follow Through program chose to use an intervention supervised
by persons outside the local school districts: As a result of dramatic
“cuts' in tﬁé 0ED baagét in Eétemser 1967 thé ?oiiow Through budget was slashed
.Héad Start was ih troubié A néw idéﬁtity wWas needed for survival and the

Force on Ch11d Deve1opment cha1red by w1111am Gorham, Assistant Secretary
for P1ann1ng and Evaluation of the Department of Hea]th Educat1on and We]-
fare. Ths Report had Suggested that the‘FolloW Through program be used to
evaluate major variations in compensatory education programs in the early
e1ementary grades. +he Task Force §u§§é§téa that: w "
In consu1tat1on with the 0ff1ce fo Economic 0pportun1tv, the
projects that systematically vary
--curriculum _
--pupil-instructional staff Fatic
~-racial and socio-economic mix
_-age and training of teachers and aides
—-tyﬁe of 559&5% involvement. |

—-mu1t1p1e criteria of sueeess_(ach1evement, self-esteen;

6 .




‘and social competence) ]

'::comparabjé measurements in as many programs- as possible: .
(quoted in Haney, 1977, p. 16). |
The problems of mounting such a program from the U:S: Office of Edu-
cation were partly resolved when Robert Egbert; the Director; and Richard
" Snyder, the Chief of Evaluation; developed the idea of sponsorship:
Sponsors would develop and implement an instructional model-as well as
relieve the U.S. OFfice of Education of the 1ikely charge that they were
dictating local educaticnal policy and program. "From thé‘ﬁbiht of.
view of administering the  planned variation experiment, the idea of .

model sponsors was, as Richard Eliiore termed it, a stroke of genius" (as

In Follow Through a number of joint-venture projects were begun, each
of Which included an LER, the federal government, and‘a model sponsor. The
state education agencies were, in many instances, less conspicuous parties
£p the program. The federal gcverhmént delegated the content.of the pro-
gram--what was to happen to children--to the sponsors. The local education
agencies were to host these modsls and- through the direction of the sponsor
staff instruction was to be delivered to children according to the §ﬁ66§6?§‘
instructional model. | |

. Independent Variables. The instructional models became the indepen-

dent variables. Thus the definition, classification, and validity of the
instfuctional models are important issues. These three characteristics
several problems. First, the original developers were in various stages-

of development at the time of their invitaion to participate. The ulti-



' ﬁéié form of these models was not to evolve For soiie time to &ome. From
the beginning, therefore, the studies were hampéééa by incomplete treatment
definitions: |

Second, the treatments were to vary curriculum,.pupil-instructional
staff ratio, racial and socioeconomic mix, age and training of teachers
ahd.éidés5 afid type of péreni involvement (Haney; 1977;.p: 167): These
dimensions did not systeﬁaticaiiy enter into the selection of model sponsors.
The lack of such requirements made a mockery of ﬁiéﬁﬁé& variation. .This
 problem was magnified when no program was developed to determine the actual
variations among models early in the experiment.

Third, comprehensive services; parent involvement, and the delivery
éyéiéﬁé were supposed to be constants but they were not. These aspects
of programs probably varied as much as the instructional approaches but

o u_

not necé§§éF€1y in tandem with the models. Even assuming a well-designed

experiment in all other aspects any results would be suspect due to these

" variations. But even more ihbéftahtsebmpkéhéhsiVE services were available

in all communities, but not to the control children, thus contaminating
Fourth,; some models changed dramatically over the éqprsé of and as

: a resilt of the éxpériméht. Even the more well déVéibbéa-ﬁbaéié changed

as the developers gained ificreasing insight into their own theoretical

.positions as a result of the tensions created between the reality of the

© *Comprehensive services were, however, responsible for the partici-
pation of many fTamilies who would have chosen not to become involved ex-
: cept for” these benefits. :



sites and the idealism of the models. Sponsors models and communities
have both changed as a result of the interactions. These reciprocal in-
fluences are real=life and desirable phenomena but they do confuse the
identification of the treatments. |

Fifth, most sponsors associated with more than one site will testify
to the wide variation in the degree to which the instructional model was
executed among sites; among buildings; and among classrooms: It has becore
equaily clear that sponsors varied tremendously in their effectiveness
in the development; translation; and enactment processes of sponsorship.

,,,,,,

among treatments: Two of these were empirical and the remaining were post
hoc and intuitive.  Soar (Note 3) made a valuable contribution to the
Follow Through 1iteFature as he studied the interactions in a variety of
Follow Throtugh classrooms. He studied the differences aﬁéng Fol16w Through
models thkéugh_ciéséﬁbbm OBSéYV§fibh§:) He attempted to specify these
differences on the: basis of classroom activities and the types of teacher
control style. Some classrooms from among nine sponsors were studied.

The ré§u1t§ indicated that thé.ciassrdoms of the sponsors fell into from
two to four differentiable ranges, but that these ranges were not statis-
tically different from one another.

Stallings and colleagues (Note 4) and Sféiiihjé; Kaskowitz; and col-
Teagues (Note 5) studied Follow Through classrooms through an elaborate
observation system in each of two years. Twelve sponsors' Classrooms were
observed in 1971-1972 and seven sponsors’ classrooms in 1972-1973. The
results indicated that sponsor classrooms could be differentiated from one



the variables that éoﬁeérea most salient in the differentiations were not
those that necessar11y related to the conceptua] dimensions of the fiode1s;
as was predicted. Direct Instriuctio, and Behavior Analysis ¢1assrooms
were most frequently identified correctly, they were seidom confused with
he classrooms of other sponsors; the classrooms of other sponsors were

quently Eonfused with one another than were Direct Instruction and Behavior
Analysis confused with any other type of program: The wmost important di-
ﬁéﬁéiaﬁ'éhab1ihg-éh obsarver to differentiate was the degree of structure
1n adult-child interaction, or 1ndependence of child act1v1ty  Unfortunately,
of the models that were included in the rational evaluation. Both studies
required elaborate and costly observation schemes. Experimentors did not
lise these stidies to assess the relative degree of implementation and relate
these data to the Cohort II1 outcome ana]yées (Cohort 111 was the brihtipéi
cohort used to summarize Follow Through outcomes). These studies did not
generate the means to clearly differentiate the operating models on dimen-
sions that make conceptual sense.

Orie 1mportant post hoc intuitive differentiaiton among models was made
by Stebbins; St: Pierre; Proper; Anderson, & Cerva (1977) in Volume II-A
of the Abt Associatcs ana]yses of the Cohort III data (the most widely dis-
cussed report of the Follow Through Planned Variation exper1ment) The
d1st1hct1ons made by Stebbins and co]]eagues were based on the wr1tten
de%criptiohé of the models. After reviewing several alternative classifi-

d

cations, it was decided to classify sponsor models on the basis of their

10



goals as interpreted by StéEbihs and her colleagues. In addition, this
group classified the outcome measures along the same dimensions as the
models:. WRich classification came first is not clear. Models were thus

identified as Basic Skills; Cognitive-Conceptual, or Affective. Much

Lean, aﬁd Walker (1978) have said about this process:
As anyone familiar with innovative educational programs knows,
sofie distance frequently exists between a project's stated aims
and those it actually pursues. In describing an innovation to
those not familiar with it, one emphasizes as ﬁéﬁ} good points
as possible and ordinarily does not say much about the priorities
among these points. In any éVéﬁE; to read ééif-déétf%htiéhs
of program goals and make a judgement about the model type is an
exceedingly complex matter, one where reasonable people are likely
intuitively. Nowhere are any procedures or criteria specified.
The report does ot describe the individuals who read the state-
ments of goals and objectives, their training, the time they

took; or the directions given to them. Overall, the three-fold

classification system for Follow Through models does not meet

the criteria that sich schemes éré normally expected to meet

ih_SGtiai-seiéhcé research. Serious questions must be éékéa

about a classification derived under such conditions. (p. 136)

Attempts to order instrictional models along meaningful continua have
suffered from diverse and often confliéting goals and objectives; the
various assufptions about appropriate incentives for children; equivocation

i

\
|
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in sequencing activities within a program; and the lack of cléar definitions

of teachers' roles: Karnes (Note 6) and Dickie (1968) chose the continuum
of level of structure within programs as the critical variable. Differences
in structure appear to be more obvious; more readily scaled; and more avail-
able for empirical study than other variables. It may not be the most criti=
cal variable. i '

Confounded with the concept of program stricture is ‘the role of the
teacher as it is projected in different models. It may be possible to
identify a continuum of teacher béhaviogs rélated to presentation modes,
feedback strategies, and diagnostic interactions quite independent of bro-
gram structure. Scales reflecting this continuum could be drawn from the
various models and appi{éd to the analysis of classroom behavior to see if
the models generate different teaching styles and to determine the dimen-
sions of model differencesf Identifying what teachers are required to do
under various models is essential (Hodges; 1973):

There are other classifications: Kohlberg (1968) in his review of cog-
nitive-developmental theory briefly described EﬁérﬁétiViSt-mata?atiéhisfs |
and the behavioristic-social learning positions. Rohwer (1970) analyzed
in some detail the instruméntal-conceptual and cumulative-learning positions
of Jerome Bruner and Robert Gagne; respectively: Katz (1969) differentiated’
two major approaches to education as "traditional" and “experimental,"

She saw the major distinction between the two approaches as differences

in teacher behavior with respect to: (a) who initiates the classroom ac-
tion (teacher or child); and (b) what role the teacher plays with respect
Wto reinforcement." Bissell (Note 7) in a more fine-grained analysis has

separated approaches on the basis of: (a) general teaching strategy from

12
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under these dual criteria into categories of Permissive Enrichment; Structured
Cognitive, Structured Informational, and Structured Environment: In addition
to this first anaiysi§; Bissell reviewed each program for its §éﬁé?51 ob-
jective (development of whole child, development of Tearning processes; and
teaching of 1earnihg processes), the degree of §EFUEEUFe provided, the nature
o¢ the structure, and the specific objectives for children:

Horowitz and Paden (1972) have sugacsted yet another dimension sepa- -
rat1ng the models--how disadvantaged children are viewed with ?eSbeét'tb the

source of their school difficulties: They point out that some assume de-

_héVe §U??éhea ai§f6ifi6ﬁ§ 1n socialization, e:g: 1aek of motivation for

achievement: SEi11 others assume that a large repertoire of competihg

 responses has been 1eé?hed;' Each of these three assumptions--deficit,

. d1stort1on, difference--leads to d1fferences in the resulting educational

model:. Horowitz and Paden believe that the difference assumpt1on is the most

parsimonious and productive. |
‘Definition: Proper and St. Pierre (Note 8) preferred to refer to

the instructional programs implemented by Follow Throuéh_éﬁbh§6?§ as éﬁﬁiaééhé§

rather than models. Their reasoning was that the concept of model implied

a f1xed system unreflective of the dynamics of educational change. Model,
however; does have the connotation of a more 1dea11zed design for instruction
and thus the current author has stuck to that concept which is; by now; a
familiar one in the educational community. "Approach" is too soft a term

to apply to most of the models which evolved in F6116w Tthﬁgh;:

13
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////Proper and St. Pierre {thé 8) chose a framework for assessing potential

model sponsors based on a review of Fo]]ow Through 11terature, 1mp1ementat.on

11terature, and Follow Through regu]at1ons This framework 1dent1f1es

A: Program characteristics:
1. Curriculum and matériais;
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B. Implementation strategies:

1. U.S.0.E. (now Department of Educat1on), sponsor; and local edu-

cation agency relationships;

2. Training; and .

3. Evaluation (Proper and St. Pierre; Note 8; p: 11):

| This framework is helpful but does not go far enough: In the present
author's Framework an instructional model must demomstrate that it is
capable of eliciting the support of faculty; staff,; administrators; and
parents: The model-sponsor staff must be able to show changes in the know-
ledge, attitudes, and skills of the teaching faculties and staffs of the
schools with whom they affiliate. . Components of the model must be clearly
related to what the children are SUﬁpréd’tb 1éarn in the schonls and those
sbjectives nist be clear enough for parents and other non-educators to under:
stand what the model represents. Model sponsors should not be responsible
for child achievement directly--that is the local district's respo.sibility.

There should be both a division of labor and a division of responsibility

| 5%Y
<3y
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in educational improvement projects. The following characteristics are

|eui

propo: ‘ R

1. An instructional model will state explicit §6§1§ and bbjéétiVés
dlong with the source and rationale from which these gbais:ahd objectives
are derived. Or the instructional model will include a process by which
such goals and objectives can'be derived. The rationale will reveal the
points-of-view on child development and the role of formal education held
by the modei-deveioper. The model developer must also explain how the goals
and objectives respond to societal pressures for an achievement orientation
based on competitive individualism.. If the model-builder focuses on other
values then these responses are critical in giving the model face-validity.

2. An instructional model will include techniques and strategies for

eliciting and maintaining the willful-interaction of children with those
“activities designed to lead to the goals and objectives of the model. It
is assumed that these techniques and stratégiés are non-coercive and non-
punitive. )
3. An instructional model will identify the criteria which guide
the selection or creation of learning actiy{t%éé or materials consistent
With the basic. theoretical/philosophical position of the model-developer-:
These criteria may be rules for the use of any materials or activites as
opposed to those criteria which govern selection or development:
4. An instructional model will indicate how the activities engaged
in by the children lead to both proximal objectives and distal goals and
what order is presumed to best facilitate child development.:, “
5. An instructional model will specify the knowledge, attitudes, and

behaviors required of the teachers; paraprofessionals; administrators;

ol |



parents, and others in its implementaiton:

6. An instructional model will include techniques and strategies for
eliciting and ma1nta1n1ng the willful interaction of the facu]ty, staff
adm1n1strat1on, and parents in the 1mp1ementat1on of the mode1

7. An 1nstruct1ona1 model will specify the cr1ter1a to be used in eva]u--
ating both the process and outcomes of 1mp1ementat1on of the model and will
specify the evidence required to substantiate the value of the model.

In addition to including the seven parts of the instructional model
listed above a model can be judged on its consistency among

a. goals and objectives with practice;

b. pract1ce w1th assessment and eva1u=t1on,

c. assessment and evaluation with goa]s and obaect1ves

below 1t is possible to conceptua11ze the mu1t1d1mens1ona1 and overlapping
nature.of programs derived from different mode]s. -Developing a sgt of matrices .
to adequately describe model differences is one important refinement of
efforts needed to make meaningful comparisons within- and across instructional
models. -
Such matrices can provide an initial format for determining the inter- -
nal consistency of programs derived from a single model. Second, these .
matr1ces can be used to isolate d1??é?ences among var1ab1es within one or
analysis of effects of Sin§1é Vafiab1é56n6h11d?én. And third, théSé matrices

will help. identify major and more subtle differences among models. For

ek



example; two programs derived from a maturationist viewpoint may differ
on teacher behavior espoused while holding target population, materials;
'pr1er1ty program obJect1ves, and instructional obJect1ves constant. The
development of these two programs from a single model conducted by several
tsachers in each program, using the classroom as the unit of ana]ys1s5 can:
be used to generate useful data %éééf&iﬁéaééﬁéﬁéi teaching strategies ih.
natural settings. .
Similarly, behavioristic and éagﬁ%f%Vé-HéVéldaméhtai programs may be
~ derived which differ in priority program objectives, but hold constant
. specific instructional objectives, teacher behaviors, target population;
and materials: Such programs will make it possible to gather data which
will shed some 1ight on ai?FéFéﬁéés among theoretical approaches.
Need. It has been assumed throughout this paper that 1nstruct1ona1
models are an appropriate veh1c1e for organizing theorys ph11osophy, and
research into a coherent system for instruction and that the further de-

ve]opment of such models w111 be product1ve in the education of children.

Not everyone agrees So it is instriuctive to examine some of the_preSumed

benefits as well as the potentfal shortcom1ngs of model bu11d1ng as potent1a1

. var1ab1es for future research.

Instructional models provide an organizing focus EhafjéﬁaBiés fasks to

held. These presumpt1ons can be put to emp1r1ca1 test by comparing mode]s
on the degree to which:each does th1sorgan1zat1ona1 task and does; in fact;
make 11fe in schools more livable (Egbert & Brisch, 1978};

Instruct1ona1 ‘models can- prov1de some consistency across classrooms;

grade 1evels, and schools thereby potentially reducing discontinuities

ek |




‘experienced by children. One of the more obvious disadvantages of typical
public school practice is the disarray among teachers as to what constitutes
good professional practice. "The effect of a well-conceived instructional
model is to bring some order out of these differences:. In addition models
provide obvious criteria to use in accountability systems; an economy associated
with a specific focus; criteria by which new ideas and data can be judgeds;
and a thoughtful professionalism often lacking in public schools.

On the other side of the ledger the Follow Through experiences suggest
that models can narrow the range of curriculum and 1imit the variety of

- teaching approaches: This can reduce the probability of selecting appro-
priate learning 6bb6?fﬁﬁitiés for those children who require an option.

The implemientation of an instriuctional model does require discipline,
ékf?é.Wé?E; strong 1éadéf5hip5 and cohtihUéinadmihistrativé'§ﬁ556Ff;

The most Séfibusifiéw in model building is that somé'modeis give the

impression of finality/truth even though both theory and data are not suf-

such circumstances is to build more; not fewer, models, and to do more,
not less, research on tﬁéir imbiéméntabiiity and evaluability:

" Finally, there may be some merit in the proposition that teachers have
to build their own models of instruction. Such proposition can be made
orily because there is so much ignorance concerning how %o build an in-

structional system that can account for all Tearning and devzlapmental be-

‘tice" when aduits and children are involved in the teaching-learning process.
The present diversity of models probably represents several aspects of

instruction which when combined in a conceptually sound manner will lead to

18
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greater empirical effectiveness. Some current model sponsors have initiated
" efforts to combine disparate instructional phiiosophies (notably High/
Scope’s Cognitive Curriculum With the University of Kansas' Behavior Analysis
Classroom and Gesrgia State University's Parent Supported Diagnostic Ap-
sroach with The Adaptive Learning Program of the Learning Research and De-
velopment Center at the University of Pittsburgh).

11I. Sponsorship

Background. In a recent summary of 20 years of research and evaluation
Hodges and Smith'(iééé) concluded that educational interventions with young
children and their families work béét near the base of the originator's
home institution and where the intervention is part of a well-organized
research effort. This is likely due to a number of factors inciuding the
phygicéi preésercé of the principai investigator and to the special attention
often given tp those implementing the intervention. EVéFiéﬁéiéXﬁééfé changes
to occur. | |

Home and preschool intervention are more successful than intervention
into a primary classroofr. Two explanations occur: the hame is a smaller,
more flexible unit than an 65éfé£iﬁ§'éiéééfééﬁ; and preschool classrooms
have been established primarily for purposes of studying them. ' Intrusion
of an intervention program into the social system of an existing public
school classroom requires changes among many levels within the system.

Curriculum models appear to be more comparable in effectiveness when

implemented in tightly controlled research settings even when the origi-

(Weikart; Epstein; Schweinhart; & Bond; 1978), Karnes Curriculum Comparison

1 9 : Ii'-



Variation studies the intervention rodels were implemented as additions

'to or replacements for programs that were already being conducted by Toca

Head Start projects and local school districts respectively.. Control over

the ‘independent variables (the curriculum models) was difficult in these
situations and the results were disappointing. In Follow Through, for example,
there was a preponderence of null effects, a fodest number of effects in |
favor 6f Follow Through, and a third set of effects favoring non-Follow

Through (Stebbins; et al., 1977). When each model's effectiveness is

examined closely; it is clear that the niodels which gave the most attention

“to the skills typically measuréed on acadenic achievement tests had more

 siiccess in more communitiss than did the models which directed the bulk

of their attention to othéer concerns--productive language; problem-solving;
and decision=making.

The conclusion above is qualified. Each Follow Through model was
tried both in communities in which the model was poorly im51éméhtéa and
in other communities where implementation was more favorable: There was
some , bﬁt not consistent, evidence that low 1é9§1§.6? imbiéméhtétibh‘Wéré”
related to less favorable results for Follow Through compared to non-Follow

.. Through children (Stallings, 1975). But implementation and outcome were
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not part of the same studies used to document the effects of Follow Through.

_No éaéauéfé*ﬁéééuié of implementation of an intervention has yet been de-

Véiéﬁéa however; although the problem has received an increasing amount

of attention (Ha]]; Loucks; Rutherford, & New]ove; 1975).
Home  intervention may be the éasiést type to impiémént In this au-

from parents dur1ng the first year of the proaect).' Phy111s Levenste1n s

Mother-Child Home Program is a major intervention research effort that has

been implemented well in communities away from the originator with 1ittle

apparent 1085 of effect Levenstein's model does not require that an in-
tékVéht1bh be 1mp1éméhtéd in an ongoing educational or éﬁ%ia-éé?é system

but rather w1th1n homes where there is no systemat1r competing program:

Long-term effects. The Consort1um on Developmental Eont1nu1ty (tazar,

Hubbéii, Murray, Rosche, & Royce; Note 9) and the High/Scope Educational

Research Foundation (Weikart; Bond; & McNe11 1978; Weikart, Epstein, Schwein-

hart, & Bond, 1978; and Weber, Foster; & Weikart, 1978) provide follow-up

" data indicating that children Who were in experimental preschool programs

during the 1960s were more frequently in grade for age and not as frequently
in special education as were children from contrast grbups of those original
studies.

‘Data from the Vpsilanti Perry Preschool Project (Weikart, Bond, &

‘McNeil; 1978) show a link between the preschool and later effects in the form

of cons1stent1y h1gher achievement test scores for the experimental ch11dren
th '"ughout their school years. These data cnow that the later effects are

rot necessarily "s]eeper" effects with no mediating 1ink between preschool
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intervention and later school performance.
Weikart reported that:
Preliminary analyses of achievement test data obtained at eighth
grade, hihé vears aftér thé"préschooi intérVéntion, ihdiééfé Eﬁé%
tihﬁéd[td ihcréééé. In eighth grade, the experimental group
butpérforméd the control group on the California Achievement.
Test total score and on all but one subtest. The magnitude of
the treatment effect was at least twice that found at fourth

gradé. Although auh1evement 1evels in the exper1menta1 group

remain,.1n genera];.far below that of the national norm (as does
achievement for the rommunity as a whole); achievement gains by
eighth grade would seem E@lsé educationally as well as statistic
cally significant. (p. 88)
Weikart; Bond & MdNeil (1978) hote that "there is Tittle in the early
ch11dhood educat1on 11terature to para]]e] this f1nd1ng of . ach1evement

d1fferences not merely persisting but grow1ng through the fourth grade"
(. 88)- | |

How to replicate educational models out of the context of small,

" intensive; Fairly well-controlled research studies run on, or near, a
ﬁbaéT-déVélﬁbé?s base-of- operati'o’iié and irfto the non- exper1menta1 world
‘of local school districts 1n far-flung commun1t1es is still a major con-
cern: Kennedy (1978) wonders if the idea of replicating educational in-
 terventions is not fool's gold. ..

.. ét any Uhit bf éhéiysis:-chiid'ciaséroém; school; or com-

20
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with all aspects of life in the community. New treatments; when
placed 1n siich settings, cahhot be expeofed to demonstrate the
simple additive effects that are found in labcratory studies. |
Perhaps what is needed are studies of the relationships between
education and the environment, so that those factors wh1ch in-
fluerice treatments, or which combine with treatments to influence
outcones, can be understood. (p: 11) |
The recent emphasis on accountability has led éo an even greater de-
marid for change in the schools and more adequate evaluation systems. Con-’
'sequentiy,thé process of change has become an issué.ih U,§.'éducatioh and
in educational rééééréﬁ;”'Adaitioﬁa1 modes of encouraging i:hange have been.
tried inciuding: demonstretion projects in early chiidhood:soeciai edu-
cation, technical é§§iétahéé‘téhters;'stréhgtheh%hg state departmehfé
. formance standards for facu]ty and adm1n1strators, estab11sh1ng educat1ona1
laboratories and research eenters, 1n1t1at1ng the Follow Through sponsor—
ship concept the Follow Through resource centers, and bu11d1ng the National
.Diffusion Network. ~

-From amohg these ‘efforts several géne}ai strategies for change have

emerged 1ne1ud1ng the provision of riew knowledge for those who are sup-

posed to have power to.effect change in pract1ca1 s1tuatlons, the pro-

Y

Viéioh of technic al. tance for those who are 1ﬁ§1éﬁehtihg new programs;
and the provision of mode]—spOnsors who have the reeboﬁSiBility to forimu-
1ate, translate, and ehact d1fferent models’ of 1nstruct1on

Sponsorsh1p and Educat1onalAChange, Sponsorsh1p as an educational

chanqe process fits severa] of the educat1ona1 d1ssem1nat1on pr1nc1p1es

.23
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11).  (a) Effective dissemination and change require that usable information
be readily available. Sporsorship meets this requirement handily since

one task of the sponsor is to meet the information needs of projects.

(b) The information should be relevant to the user's needs. The relatively
long-térm sponsor-LEA rélationship might well be based upon a continuous
assessment of the needs of the LEA and in many instances this was the case.
The sponsor is in a good position to assess local needs. (c) Problem-
s01ving should be a continuous act%vity. Sponsors and LEA personnel were
engaged in this process to a greafér_eitéhf than Wédi&;BE 1?ké1y without

the sponso%. The presence of an external resource makes prob]em-solv1ng

a more likely activity than it is when the LEA has no external pressure:

(d) A carefully developed plan of action research must guide the change

process. In Follow Through there was; in many projects; a ﬁfaééss/%afmat€vé
evaluation system that was used to inform the curriculum; staff development,
and ‘parent involvement activities: () The culture of the comminity must
be iﬁéé?ib?éféa into the program and the iﬁnavatiah ﬁHSt be abié £o édépt

4fﬁ1s process\gf mutua] adaptat1on was paramount. S1nce sponsor repre-

tural realitiés ofxeach commun1ty (f) Adopt1on of new ideas occurs in
stages and the speed of adoption is s determined by the culture of the adop-
ters and the complexity of the innovation. This principle was a basic part
of the original grade-by-grade’ installation of a Follow Through model-

In retrospect, most sponsors would suggest that the adoption process be
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process evaluation.
Follow Through'observed other dissemination and change principles less

well. For example, sustained commitment and top level administrative sup-
‘ port were not consistently attained early in the projects and in some pro-
jects such commitment ﬁéVéF materjalized. Some sponsors were 1ess than

willing to consider alternative strategies to the ones that they advecated

The same can be said for some local proaects, too: Péfhaps thé greatest

breach of principle was that all stakeholders were not a part of the sponsor

selection process or the early planning of local projects. It took con-
siderable time to build a sense of openness and trust among Sponsors;
local ﬁféjéété; and the parents: In some ihStéhCéS stch openness and trust
never evolved. |
Fiﬁa11y; Mann's (iéié) pafaaox is pérticuiariy relevant to the concept
Change is whatever the service de11verera—5schooisiénd teachers--
decide it-is to be. The less self=determination is allowed to
these ultimate implementors of change, the less total change
will restlt. On the other hand, the federal government has a
responsibility to cause improvements in education: We expect
the féderai government to make change Héﬁﬁéﬁ even where local

author1t1es--1nc1ud1ng teachers--may d1sagree The decisions

of local-level actors about what changes shou]d or shou]d not

.be implemented are legitimate dec1s1ons But so are the dee1‘10ns

" of federal-level administrators. If de11very level. autonomy
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vitiates or coﬁtradicts federal decisions; then how can there
be a user=driven, federally supported system of school improve-
ment? How can a federally sponsored system be designed that maxi-
mizes user self-determination? (p: 389) |
Wide variation among local-project results was found among the datas
" The Tevel of implementation of a model in a local-project depended on many
factors; including For examples:

he Simplicity or complexity of the educational model;

ot

1.
the breadth of focus of the educational model,
the organization of the model-sponsor,

. the effectiveness af the model-sponsor representative,

1S I - TUR

the motivation of the local school district for participating
in the study,
6. the degree of support from the upper administration of the local

&

school district; =~

~

the ibééi:prbjéct-diréctcr and the faculty and staff of the spe-
cific schools involved. (especially the. principals),
local teacher placement aiid retention policies,

local child placement and retention policies,

Q. W 00

‘the demands ,laced on local school districts by state departments
of education,

11. the influence of teacher unions; |

12. the jocal school district's regular curriculum;

13. the Weather and natural disasters of various kinds such as floods;
and |

14. many others.
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Participants in the Follow Through experiment believe that these in-
fluerices on implementation were not random and; therefore; contributed
fiich to the findings of wide variation among local-projects on the outcorie
feasures used. It is un11ke1y that better des1gn of new experiments will
be ible to significantly reduce these variations and; therefore, it is
suggested that these differences be assumed to exist and that measures of
jmplementation be used as covariates in eh11d outcome ana 1 ses.

Many ideas have been tried: Severa]ghave been evaluated. None is a clear- "

. cut winner. Obviously implementation depends on a host of interacting

variables. One problem with the cbhcius{Ohs cohcerhing the dissemination/

theses of the results of independent stud1es u51ng different strateg1es
Nowhere are.the several techn1ques of educat10na1 change compared d1rect1y
or comb1ned te determine the effects of mu]tnp]e strategies. In aqgjiﬂon,

the Stﬁaiés feviewea by Eméick and Peterson used iﬁ&iées of change; ¢:s-

data on Child dutCOmest Retrospect1ve studies within existing progects
can help provide some understanding at relatively low cost: Prospective.

Follow Through studies should provide opportunities to study child out-

comes and 1mp1ementat1on processes concurrent]y

ﬁeésures and Variables. Assume that an 1nstruct1ona1 mede] is we]]-

foriulated, the developer eager to cooperate in an experiment by putting
the model on the 1ine, the objectives consistent with a philosophical and
theoreticaily sound base, and the instructional requirements such that

they can be implemented in local communities: This degree of development
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and commitment is necessary but not sufficient. There is also.a series
of management variables to be considered including: o

1. The role of the Department of Education. 7

The role of the model developer.

omfuRity, including parents.

w n
.y
—
(0]

role of the 1

role of the

7. The selection of communities and their match with models:
8. The education of stakeholders concerning the nature of the ex-
periment and the interrelationships to be sought among them. |

The Role of the Department of Education

The administrative branch of the federal government is o promulgate

rules and regulations in accordance with the laws passed by Congress and
to see that these riles and regulations are inplemented by grantees or

especially during the early years 1968-1971; project officers sat with

“sponsor and local education agency representatives to negotiate the bud-

gets for each succeeding year. This process was time-consuming but pro-

ductive. The discussion of budget items clarified the perspectives of

all three parties concerning what both the model sponsors and the local

‘education agency desired. In some instances ths federal project officer

26

arbitrated differences between site and sponsor that would have been dif-

ficilt for the two to resclve without the project officer. During this
period there was a three-party program in operation. By most accounts

this process was feritorious.



27

The three-party negotiating process gradually faded to a mere shadow
of the hard negotiating that took placé in those first few years. Bureau-
cratic realities, budget limitations, changes in federal office priorities,
and an apparent lack of leadership at the federal level led to an erosion
of the joint three-party negotiation process. What took its place was
confusion, indecision, and fiscommunication.

The role of the federal government in the program continues to be
confused. The sponsorslhave noted the following recent items related to
the federal role in administering the program (Weikart, Note 12).

- Follow Through was level-funded from 1975-1980, allowing inflation

to erode the program. This summer and fall, (1980); Congress enacted 25%

. cuts in the program as part of its efforts to balance the federal budget

and control inflation. (Heikart reference notes; 1980; page 2-3):
- Eollow Through's administrative agency has introduced initiatives

to reduce or phase out the program every year since 1974. The negativism

of middie and high-level Department of Education officials towards Follow

Through has resulted in extreme frustrations for those officials directly
responsible for the running of the program. The National Follow Through
Director has beeri quoted as saying; "Follow Through is regarded as a success-
ful and worthwhile program everywhere but in its own agéhcy.“ Congressions]
contacts have freguently told their constituents that the resistence to the
program has riot originated in Congress, which by-and=large favors Follow
Through; but from the administration. Congress is reluctant to support a
program which has only moderate support.from its own agency. At a recent
Foliow Through Conference, an aide to one Senator said that one of the biggest

obstacles facing Follow Through is the Senate's concerns about “the intent
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of the Department of Education. AdministratiVe.confuéiBﬁ surrounds the.

program and the Department of Education's failure to issue new regulations

for Follow Through is a symptom of this confusion. (Weikart; Note 12): |
- 1t is estimated approximately $1.8 miliion in Follow Through funds

for 1980 and 81 remain unspent and may be returned to the Treasury. Manage-

Through local projects received calls from their project officers informing
them that they would recieve 3% suppiements to their budgets resulting -
—-""from a surplus of $800,000 left over from fﬁé previous year. A few weeks
later, after many local projects had committed themselves to new expendi-
tures based on the 3% increase, the budget supplements were inexplicable
withdrawn (Weikart, Note 12). |
- The Department of Education recently awarded a large contract to

the Urban League using Follow Through funds.. A1l unsolicited proposals

from groups within the program were rejected without official notice to the
proposal authors (Weikart; Mote 12).

- The Urban Leagie is one of two new organizations to recently recieve

Follow Through reserch funds. Follow Through awarded $400,000 of its 1980

bidget to the National Institute of Education to design a five-year program:
million per year for the next five years to carry out the research program.
(Weikart; Note 12).

As one can detect from these few examples Follow Through has been

vilnerable. The program has been subjected to repeated attempts to phase-
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chronic torub]es with its administrative agency Congr sS cbntinues, year

the children, parents, teachers; staff, and comiunity members--see it as
successful and effective: . (Weikart, Note 12).
' One continues to hear from Department of Education officials that

Fo]]ow Through is too expens1ve compared to other compensatorv education

programs: The usua] referent is Title I programs Title I, however; is

~.a "pull- -out" program de11ver1ng 30" 40' of service to a child each day

with no eembrehehSive services. Follow THrough, in most situations, is

a comprehensive program providing health, nutrition; and social services,

whole day educational programs, and systematic parent involvement: It
has also been a vehicle for research and development. Realistic cost
comparisons have not been made. |

There are a number of roles that the Department of Educatiqﬂ can take
in the promulgation of future Foliow Through studies: These roles can be
studied as part of the research program. Whatever policy the Departient
of Education takes it should be as clearly articulated as are the objecs
tives required of the model developers and the local school districts and

subjected to rigorous evaluation as part of the implementation process.

The Role ofgihégﬂédélgbéﬁéTbher‘ SbéhSGF

13, 14). It is not techn1ca1 assistance alone. Technical assistance does
not imply responsibility .on the part of the technical assistant. Tééﬁﬁiééi

assistance also implies that there is a finite time 1imit between the tech-

nical assistant and the client organjza1ton. Sponsorship assumes some
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responsibility for the effectiveness of the program and an unspecified
tifie 1imit. Technical assistance is usually ﬁé??6w1y focused while spon-

as in the degree to which the sponsor “owns" the program éombared to the.
degree to which a consultant is free of ownership. The differences be-

tween sponsorsh1p as a change strategy and encourag1ng local education

“agency self- he]p through monetary incentives, mak1ng 1nformat1cn, packages,

training are obv1ous. Sponsorsh1p is a true intervention--thereas, most

other change strategies are not: In summary, sponsorsh1p d1ffers from
other strategies at least on five variables: time, accountability, breadth,
ownership; and degree of intervention.

Development. Sponsorship can be compared with other curriculum reform

deve]opments of the 19505 and ear]y ]9605 ‘suich as the Sc1ence Curr1cu1um

- Improvement Study, The Un1vers1ty of Mary]and Mathemat1cs Proaect The

Schoo] Mathemat1cs Study Group; The University of ILlinois Committee on
School Mathemat1cs, the Phys1ca1 Science Study Committee, the Bo]og1ca1
Sciences Curr1cu1um Study; and the CHEM Study These were a]] devoted
to the development of curricula in a s1ng1e subject-matter area; The
task was similar to but more comprehensive than that assumed by a text-

book writer. Only modest concern was given to how these new curricula

were to be f1t within the structure of the school day and the limits

of space and time. Each deve]opmenta] group strove for- the ideal in that
particular discipline. Teathers genera]]yyhad to execute these curr1cu1a
with some preservice orientation and training; but with 1ittle continuous

[
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sﬁﬁﬁort (Hodges; Sheehan; & Carter 1979): L
Sponsors developmental tasks were different: They were able to develop
a complete instructional program that encompassed a major part or the whole

day*. No single subaeet-matter was the focus of the1r developmental ef-
forts: Long-term tra1n1ng and support for teachers were prov1ded The
sponsors were develop1ng mode]s from developmental theory, educat1ona]
ph1losophy, or psycho]og1ca1 pr1nc1p1es The curriculur reformers in
to the subaect matter and to a model of the adu1t as mathematician and/or
scientist. Sponsors were concerned With the nature of the child and the
1mpact of botﬁ///ne and school on the emergent ‘adult. Sponsors were: fo]]ow1ng—
up on Head Start which was dec1ded1y deye]opmenta] in focus (D:.tta," 1976)t.

f beve1opin§ a‘maré complete br%mary'ﬁfaéfaa had several implications

First, sponsors had to think of the c1assroom, the home; the schoo1, and

~ the community as a system. A proposed change in the c]assroom effected

other parts of the classroom as well as other parts of the system: Adding

‘achievement tests or monitoring instruments had negative or positive re-

percussions throughout the system depending upon the degree to which each

part of the system had been considered: These interrelations are well

noted by Bronfenbrenner (1974) and others whose concern is with the ecology

of educat1ona1 (and other) 1ntervent1ons

Second the system did not stop at the boundar1es established by the

1eg]siat1on; The klndergarten and pr1mary grades were only a sub-systé

*There are severa] execptions to th1s statement. A few sponsors worked

_mainly with parents and supplemented the routine curricula; others were

not curriculum models;.and still others intended to supplant only the

ex1st1ng approaches to math, read1ng, and 1anguage



32

of the larger network of the community. School buildings usually hosted
three or more grades in addition to the Follow Through project. Teaching
methods introduced as part of Follow Through spread to other classrooms.
1In some buildings not all the kindergartens or primary classes were in-

" cluded in‘Fpiibw Through. In many situations there were éémpétihg programs
in operation. Families had preschool and older children who became: part
of the system. The regulations prohibited direct services to tHéSéiCHiidréh
but the concern with change dictated that sponsors deal with entire fami=
1ies. School building principals were responsible for more than Follow-
Through and this distracted from the saliency of the model.

| Third, sponsors had to consider daily classroom management concerns

such as Tunch money; bus schedules, toilet time, play routines, state re-
‘quirements for so many minutes of arithmetic or reading per day or week,
and on ad infinitum. These concerns were met by developing curriculum
materials, assessient procedures, monitoring devices, training manuals;
training workshops; training materials, and evaluation instruments and pro-
cedures on a large scale (Rath, O'Neil, Gedney, and Osorio; 1976): A
sponsor had to develop an instructional model for adults in addition to the
instructional model for children.

f?éhsiéf%bh. Developmental activities Féﬁ?éééﬁféa‘fﬁé first step in
the prOCE§§ of sponsorship the‘thédrétiééi-55116%6&51651 position of the
sponsor into a system for educational éﬁ&ﬁéé and ai§§éﬁiﬁa£iéh: The model

Some sponsors believed that ﬁ?é§éﬁf?ﬁ§ a set of teaching hfihcipiés

“derived from cognitive theory to teachers would result in change in the

classroom. Others Béiﬁéﬁé& that ﬁﬁiiééébﬁy could be made operational by
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continuous consulting with teachers in order to find and meet the teachers'
needs. Still others believed that workshops on behavior management would
be required before discipline and on-task behavior could be fmproved.
‘But these processes were insufficient. | |

| "Follow Through had a research and development focus. Process evalu-
ation was an integral part of many sponsor's implementation package.

Sponsors learned quickly that lecture-workshops were not sufficient.

The gap between practice and the teacher-trainer's model of teaching was
~noted. . Sponsors who espoused diagnostic teaching learned that such a goal

was not universally sought by teachers. Those who were interested in shifting

~ from large-to small-group instruction often found a lack of enthusiasm

were provided for planning. Specific step-by-step instructional activities
had to be developed and impiéméntéd. Rationales for all changes haa to satisfy
the naturai.pessimism of local staff. Frequent (weekly if possible) mutual
sharing and-supﬁort sessions among local staff were necessary.
Enactment. A third aspect of sponsorship was to sée that the users

in a local project were atle to enact the sponsor's transiation of the
version was a new role. Most previous educationai reforms, such as the
curriculum reforms in math and the sciences of the 1950s and 1960s, did

not hold the developers responsible for implementing their curricula.
Textbook series authors are not directly résbohﬁibie if their methods,
.materials, and content do not work, but sponsors were. This accountability
resulted in heavy involvement of sponsors in field testing and enacting the

mode1 :




34

The enactment process required that sponsor staff work in project

communities on a periodic but routine basis. Sponsor and community were

sponsor staffs had to be trained in the philosupny and activities of the
‘model. New roles had to bé'aéVéiqpéa for sponsor=staff who visit local
communities. Target personnel in local schools had to be identified.
Sometimes a local person was hired by the sponsor.to, be the local staff
tréihé}. In other instances roles were developed wihin the Tocal staff
that served the training and monitoring function. Frequent visits to the
local communities by sponsor representatives were part of the routine
 pattern of service. | | |
The focus of development had to shift from materials to people be-
‘cause Follow Through rapidly became a Eajbi féaéhéf-tfaihihg program with
‘sponsor staffs analogous to departments of teacher-training. Each dépértméhtv
(model headquarters) had its theoretical base.. Each had its chairperson
in the sponsor-leader; and each had one or more staff aéVéiopménf projects
in Tocal communities: |
" Sponsors became on-the-job adult educators, who still had to consult
idealized program into the real world of schools and communities.

Sponsors were described by some local personnel as catalysts. They

for some of its children. Sponsors were described as "burs under the caddle”
in other communities. They weré seen as intellectual brokers--translating

’
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to fill the cata]yt1c, cha]]eng1ng, trans]at1ng funct1ons filled by compe-

tent sponsorsf Sponsorsh1p came to be wiewed by many as a new strategy

[ Comments: Sponsorship is a critical and unigue féatyré of Follow
fhfdagh; It is also the fost controversial. On the surface, sponsorship
Fébiéééhts one 6% the fiost extreme forms of intervention. It éntomhééééé
réctly to an immediate source for up;tbidate sgcial science research; re-
sources for self-renewal, and growth potential through the catalytic func-
.tibh of the sponsor.

If sponsorship 15 so grand why didn't more happen? MWhy are the data
so equivocal? There are several possible explanations:

v

1. Sponsorship is too extreme as 1t presently exists: Local édﬁéétibh
agencies have too little say about the content of the ihStFﬁttiéhai pro-
gram, too many conflicts with ]oca] and state mandates occur; too many
federal programs compete for the teachers' attention and the children's
minds . | |

2. On a slightly different tack it may be that not enough is yet
known about the processes involved in sponsorship so that implementation
is generally weak at each 1ihk ih thé interactive chain among local edu-

ventional wisdoiis reflect the weakness ses and softness in their underlying

theoriss; philosophies; and research data. Theories are weak and convincing
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tional objectives move past the level of basic skills.

4. 1t is possible that the model developers were not bold enough-
What was thought to be revolutionaFy in model development may only have been
the reorgan1zat1on of strateg1es similar to standard teaching pract1ce;
If it was otherwise one must assyme that the schools selected for Follow
Through were the least competently staffed, most disorganized; and least
éfféctiVé of all potential experimental sites and, therefore, with respect

to their teaching; that these staffs could only improve under the auspices

of a sponsor. If; one assumes, however, that school districts were se1ected
because they were among the most progressive (or aggressave) districts
in each particular state ében a different phenomenon may have been oc-
curring. Imagine faculties who be11eved that they were doing éArespectab?é
.job==and the best that could be donc--who were now subject to a new or
different model being imposed by persons ekteiﬁai to the syste.

5. It is also possible that the constraints within which public
schools operate allow too little flexibility to accoumodate the dramatic
changes necessary to show up in achievement test scores.

The Role of the Local Community

The 1oca1 educat1or agency s m1531on is to de11ver a program in accor-
dance w1th local and state mandates and a1ways ‘within bounds of 11m1ted
resources. These mandatzs have become 1ncreas1ng]y specific in the past
ten years: Several states have passed mihimum competency exams for gradu-
ation from high school: The ?equiremehe of these exams has influenced
policy; curriculum; and evaluation d11 the way from kindergarten through

the twelfth grade. Readihg and math management programs, minimal require-
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ments for passage from one grade level to the next; and; in general; more
concrete wayé of Héidiﬁé teachers accountable for child performance are
waxing: In at least one instance a local school district has decided to
withdraw from Follow Thkough because it perceived the model sponsor's
approach as not being directly relevant to the demands being placed upon

it for achievement in readgng and math.

kocal education agencies are complex social systems. These systems

are rélatively autonomous and self-perpetuating bureaucracies with a cul-

o N - P
that local education agencies\were unprepared to accommodate. SéY‘éSOh

(1971) has suggested "that many of those who comprise the school culture

 do not ssek change or react enthusiasticaily to it." ( p. 8) Sarason

goes on to suggest: ‘ j

...that those who are ?é’p&néibié for introducing change into
the school culture tend to_%gvé»no clear conception of the com-
plexity of the process--no orgihized set of principles that
explicitly takes account of fthe complexity of the setting ir
its social psychological and sociological aspects; its usual
ways of functioning and changing; and its verbalized and unverb-
alized traditions and values:" (p: 9)

Skinner (1968) has suggested that although the purpose of educational

intervention is mainly to change: '
...the behavior of the student; there are other Figures in the
world of education to which an experimental analysis applies:
We need a better understanding not only of those who learn but

“of those (1) who teach; (2) who engage in educational research
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immediately among local-projects, local school districts, model-sponsors,
éhd.stéte educational agencies in the present network. These studies can
explore some of the questions concerning community differences and imple-
mentation. These initial studies can use interviews, observations; and
documentation of various perceptions of the local environments ard the pro-
blems of implementation. Mods (1979) has pioneered in the evaluation of
treatment environments and He and his colleagues have developed instru-
ments for assessing the contexts within which 1nfeFVent1on must take place.
Adaptation of these instruments to the primary schoo]s can yield va]uab]e
There is sufficient teacher turnover within existing local- proaects
to make possible studies of different modes of staff deve]opment as new
personnel enter the systems. Using classrooms in several commun1t1es it .
Would be possible to study different ways of Working with different sets
of teachers. Superintendents, school board members, principals, teacherss

aha 6the? ?6fmér part%cipéhts can bé ihtérviéWéd to collect their pércép:

part1cu1ar commun1ty.~ Sponsors and communities can study how to cut per=

child cbsts; how to direct commuhity compréhehsiVé resources to the right

Through projects, and how to help the commun1ty participate more fully
in education.

Second Generation Studies. The second generation studies proposed

herein are addressed to a series of relevant questions. First, does more
change in instrJction occur under a sponsored mode of educational dissemi-

nation or under a knowledge-only mode?, Second, what are the effects of

RN
ok
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In Community II, mode} A; C; and X will be assigned in the same way. In
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an instructional §y§féa (a maaé15 on cﬁiia pér#afmahcéi Third what are

ch11d performance? These quest1ons are not prec1se nor is the mu1t1—

The proposed design fo]]ows (see Figure 1): 1. Assume that six edu-
cational models are going to be compared and that each model is to be im-

plemented in ten communities. Communities that are asked to participate

will have at least three school buildings which have significant numbers

of Follow Through e11g1b1e children and whose staffs are relatively stable
and willing to part1c1pate in a riew adventure in self-development (and

hard-work}.. In each community one school building will be assigned at

random to one model, a second building to another model; and the third

building to model X (the comparison school): In Community I, model A, B,
and X will each be assigned at random to one of the three school buildings.
Community 111, nédé{\ﬁ* D, and X will be assigned: In Community IV, models
A, E, and X will be assvgned And in Community V, models A, F, and X

will be assigned. This same process will be repeated for Communities VI

through XV, thus pairing éaéﬁ model with eaCH of thé othér f1Vé models.

Beg1nn1ng with commun1ty XVI and cont1nu1ng through communi ty XXX the
~

entire process is repeated until every\Tode1 has been pa1red with every

other model tW1ce (once in each of two com@un1t1es) The pairs of models

are assigned at random to pa1rs of commun1t1e’, Communities are paired

because of their reg1ona1 ind demograph1c s1m11a’ities As can be seen in

f1gure 1 mode]s A and B were randomly ass1gned to the~pa1r of commun1t1es
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I and XVI. Random assignment can be achieved in fﬁ?éé instances within
the proposed design--when models are assigned to communities; when models -
are assigned to schools, when communities are-assigned to the sponsorship

or the knowledge-only change ét?étééj;

‘sponsorship Cormiunities : ' kriowledge-0nly Commanities

commanity Schools & Modals* Community Pairings Community Schools & Models
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Figure 1. _A Multiple-Evaluation Design for Future Follow Through Studies
Using Six Models, Thirty Communities, Ninety School Buildings.* . Paired

-Models_are assigned to paired comunities at random. Within the two com- ‘
munities to which a pair of models {5 assigned at.random-the models.are. . : i
assigned to schaols at random,-e.g. Model A is paired_with Model B and are e
assigned to communities- 1 & XVI_at random. Then Models_A, B, and X are
randomly assigned.to.schools.. .Communities aré paired_in_order to be as.

- demograptiically similar as possible: In a pair of communities one is as-

L signed to the Sponsorship or Knowledge-only strategy at random.

el KEY: Models = A,

i € D, E, F, X {the non-sponsored contrast school
selected.in each community).
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It is now possible to compare models With éaéﬁ'cthéf Wfthiﬁ}the same
communities in aaaifia* to being -able to compare each mode] w1th a non-
sponsored- school in the same commun1ty One basic idea is that cach cofi-
munity can be considered to be a comp]ete study within 1tse1 ‘and each pa1r‘
of commun1t1es is another study. There are now two 1evels of random1- -

| 'iafiaﬁ--eammahitiés‘ta pairs of sponsors and school building to sponsor-.
:v/’ o The reason for pa1r1ng each pa1r of sponsors in two d1fferent com- -
7‘m 11ﬁeg/:;/to porv1de an opportun1ty to study the effects of the models
—«////////;j?hg the sponsorsh1p strategy in one commun1ty and us1ng a know]edge-
only strategy in the,second commun1ty. The third random procedure is ac-
complished when each one of. a pair of communities is assigned at random -
to be sponsoréd or to rEcaive knowledge-only treatment from the model

‘,ﬂdeve1oper

é. Deteriiine Model Effect1veness Independentﬂyfgglhegldlographlcugwlthlﬁ:/

Mode] Studies

The proposed design includes a series of within-model studies which
requires the gather’ng of base11ne data on each of the schools that are
chosen for the studies during the year(s) preceed1ng the 1mp1ementat1on
of the modeis'(see Figure 2). The Ea§é11ne data would include both,1mp1er
mentation data and child outcome data for all classes in each of the three

schools in the k1ndergarten through the third grade: The fact that ampié

time is needed for the collection of these data is obvious:

*Id1ograph1c is used in this paper in the.sense of a study using a

single model as the only case rather than in the regu]ar meaning of a

single-subject des1gn




Periods - paseline " Treatment  Post Treatment -
Inplementation | Model A Implementation
pata | -  child © Model B - child
ﬁér?ormancé ‘ Model X : Péf#armahqé'

Figure 2 Within-Model "Idiographic" Study

The: deS1gn also requ1res that data be gathered after the. sponsor-
ihputs have been removed. These data would also 1nc1ude 1mp1ementat1on
.and child outcome data based on the same var1ab1es as those gathered for.
the pre*sponsorsh1p baseline; for the exper1menta1 per1od, and for the post-
sponsorship per1od. The 1ength of time during which these post-eiﬁeiiﬁehta1"
'data should be gathered is indeterminate, but should be for as long a
foliow-up period as possible: The proposal here is to study the classrooms
) andvthé éh?T&?eﬁ in the same k-3 ciassés as well as to follow up the Ehii-t
dren who were in the classes dur1ng the experimental period.

This part of the mu1t1p1e eva]uat1on design permits a variety of pert1-
v héﬁt analyses d1rected at y1e1d1ng 1nf0rmat10n concerning several 1mportant
&dé§ti6ﬁ§ First, did any mode] in any commun1ty change the c1assroom
1mp1ementat1on strateg1es fro what they were before the model was in-
stalled in the school bu11d1ng7 To answer th1s quest1on 1mp1ementat1on
: installation after the first-1nsta11at1on year* This procedure is carr1ed
out for each of the 90 school buildings in the prOJect

éécbhdglafter §p0nsor-inputs are removed 1s there any change in the

implementation strategies? Data from the post-sponsorsh1p period are com-
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pared wWith the data from the sponsorship period.

- Third, do child outcome data change from the baseline period to the
experimental period? Outcome data from the baseline and the experimental
periods are compared. | |

Fourth, do child outcome data change after the sponsor-inputs are
‘removed? Outcome data from the post-sponsorship perHod are compared with
the dat. from the sponsorship period.- |

‘These first four questions cannot be answered without entertaining
the alternative hypothesis that history may have influenced the outcomes

" as much as the sponsor-inputs. The design of these sub-studies is; however,
éiééﬁé? than previous studies. |

MakeAMeanlngfulAModeJ Eompar1sons

‘ A second set of questions to be answered involve cemparisons among

models within each community; including the Model X school in each community
where no speC1f1c model is 1mp]emented (see Figure 3). It is recommended
that r”gress1on analyses be used in making these comparisons using imple=
mentation scores for each of the schools and regressing the outcome data

of children on these implementation data. Since there are 30 communities
_1nvo1ved in the study there w1]1 be 30 separate analyses. The 30-replica-
t1ons procedure is recommended in the face of the know]edge that community -
var1ab111ty is great and is a source of nuisance var1at1on that cannot be
removed from the desigh It is, therefore, 1mportant to know how each model
fares in compar1son with each other model given adjustments for implementation.
A series of multivariate analyses is required, one for each community,

‘that would provide an oversimplified picture of how many times each model

was more effective than other models-and the contrast schools in the total




47

pared wWith the data from the sponsorship period.
~ Third, do child outcome data change from the baseline period to the
experimental period? Outcorie data from the baseline and the experimental
periods are compared. | |
Fourth, do child outcome data change after the sponsor-inputs are
‘removed? Outcome data from the post-sponsorship peféca are compared with
the dat. from the sponsorship period.- '
‘These first four questions cannot be answered without eﬁtertéihihg
the alternative hypothesis that history may have influenced the outcomes
" as much as the sponsor-inputs. The design of ‘these sub-studies is; however,
c]eaner than previous stud1es; |

MakegMeanlngfulAModeJ Eompar1sons

. A second set of questions to be answered involve comparisons among

models within each community; including the Model X school in each community
Where no speC1f1c model is 1mp]emented (see Figuré 3). It is recommended
mentation scores for éach of the schools and regressing the outcome data

of children on these implementation data. Since there are 30 communities
'1nvo1ved in the study there w1]1 be 30 separate analyses. The 30-replica-
t1ons procedure is recommended in the face of the know]edge that community -
var1ab111ty is great and is a source of nuisance var1at1on that cannot be
removed from the desigh It is, therefore, 1mportant to know how each model
fares in compar1son with each other mode]_g1ven adjustments for implementation.
A series of multivariate analyses is required, one for each community,

‘that would provide an oversimplified picture of how many times each model

was more effective than other models-and the contrast schools in the total

49




49

% *
A
o = +
Models B |
. * '
X
Sponsorship  Knowledge
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(Comm. I) (Comm. II)
Implementation Strategy
Figure 4. Between Commun1ty/Betwegn7§hange Strateg1es

* Implementation and Child Performance Data are used

in Mu1t1p1e Regression Analyses (15 separate analyses):
graphic studies--90 in a]]—-and within Eéﬁﬁﬁhitiés for between model com-
par1sons-—30 in a]]k In this instance; between commun1ty compar1sons
are to be made: Iﬁﬁ]ementat1on data are crucial to these compar1sons -and
should be considered to be the first set of outcome data to be examined==
the dependent variable is implementation (at least for the first analyses).
The question to Be answered is whether or not one strategy==sponsorship--
is more effective in getting a‘model implemented than is another strategy--
knowledge only. There are more serious problems in analyzing these aaia

because the differences between communities are ot accounted for and con-

tribute to the variation in implementation and probably to variation in
child outcemes. The commun1t1es are pa1red in the initial selection pro-
cess, however, so that pa1rs of commun1t1es that are going to ?ﬁﬁiéﬁéht '
the same models (either by spbhs0rsh1p or by Knowledge-on]y) are as similar
_as possible on demographic characteristics such as income of families
feed1ng into the schoo]s |

Advantages of the ProposedAMultlplegEvaluatlonfﬁes1gn " The dééigh

‘ahd analyse § proposed above offer severa] advantages over prev1ous eva]u-
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a community that will be nuisance variation: Implementing two models in
a tommunityﬁgiiiAboée no more serious problems than one model: and with
careful preplanning these community problems can be ﬁiﬁiﬁiié&;

A third advantage is the multiple-evaluation strategy itself: 'Géé,
part of the multiple_ strategy is the within-model idiographic design using

enable one to evaluate a model without reference to other models or to

external controls: It is in this part of the design that it is recommended
that each sponsor be required to design measures and gather data that will

show the mode] to best advantage: In addition; information will be provided
on the effects of sponsor-withdrawal: These sponsor-specific data should |

be in addition to the basic data recomiended below for all schiools involved
in the project in all communities. A second part of the strategy is the
within-community comparison among the two sponsored schools and the con-
trast school using multiple regression technigues with impiementéiioﬁfétokéé
and outcome scores included. The third part of the strategy is the between
community analyses using the two communities which are implementing the
saie mbdéfs,But using different implementation étiéiééiéé--éﬁéﬁ§6f§ﬁiﬁ
and knowiéﬁgé;oniy. | 7

A fourth advantage 15 the economy of data collection. The same data
are used in each of the facets of the multiple-evaluation strategy. ~For
example the implementation data are used in both the within-community be-

gies analyses. The same éhiﬁataufébﬁé data are used throughout the analyses:
A Fifth advantage is that each model-sponsor Will have to provide
sponsorship to only five communities plus.initial training and training

\
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packages to five 6fﬁéi‘66ﬁﬁﬁﬁitié§; A d1sadvantage is that models will be
. é§§f§ﬁéa to communities at random. Such a plan may Fédﬁi?é that twice as
many communities as are needed in the final study should be selected, the
models assighéai a’n’a'ti’mé gﬁéh to see if the communities can and will work
Gne quest1on -is whether the gain by random1y ass1gn1ng mode]s to com-

munities 1s worth the potent1a1 loss of 1mp1ementat1on within qommun1¢1es

' who do not want to aff111ate with certain models.

V, Conc]usion

A scheme for a sécond generation of Follow Through research :is pro-
pbsed in this paper. The scheme addresses questions concern1ng both how
to instruct young children and how to get that instruction to them: An
epirical approach has been recommended. Education is a value to which '
most of us pledge our allegiance. Some of us believe that education is an
experiment and that the experiment can become more sophisticated:
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