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REAUTHORIZATION OF THE FOLLOW THROUGH
PROGRAM

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1986

HoUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuscoMMITTEE cN HUMAN RCSOURCES,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a.m., in room
2261, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dale E. Kildee (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Kildee, Bruce, Perkins, and
Petri.

Staff present: Susan Wilhelm, staff director; Anne McGrath, leg-
islative associate; Tom Kelley, clerk; Carol Lamb, minority legisla-
tive associate. .

Mr. KiLbee. The Subcommittee on Human Resources meets this
morning to discuss the reauthorization of the Follow Through Pro-
gram. Follow Through is a unique program combining the re-
sources of local schools, universities, and parents to reinforce in the
lower elementary grades the gains which low income children have
made in preschool.

Since its creation in 1968, the achievements of Follow Through
have been widely recognized. I am pleased to have within my own
district one of the Follow Through Programs validated as exempla-
ry by the Joint Dissemination Review Panel of the Department of
Education.

There can be no higher priority for us as a nation than the edu-
cation of our children. Since iis creation in 1975, Follow Through
has pllayed an important role in helping children to succeed in
school.

For the fifth year in a row, however, the administration is rec-
ommending that specific Federal funding for Follow Through be
terminated at a time when other programs are being increased.

There’s no question that the extra money that the Department of
Defense has gotten in the last 5 years has not come from increased
taxes. As a matter of fact, taxes were cut in 1981. The extra dollars
came from filching dollars from other programs. They filched some
of their dollars for MX missiles, some of their dollars for B-1 bomb-
ers from Follow Through Program. The other dollars cama from
borrowing the money and increasing our national debt.

I am very concerned to make sure that we protect those pro-
grams that have been proven to really help young people, and not
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let another department of Government that is very powerful, to
filch those dollars from those programs.

I appreciate those of you who have come here this morning to
tell us how successful Follow Through has been in preparing our
young people to be productive and happy citizens in this country.
Because Follow Through, like Head Start, not only is directed to-
wards educational skills, but also good social skills, it helps those
young people experience success, which is very, very important if
they’'re going to have that motivation to go on.

We’ll have a number of witnesses testifying this morning. This
record will be held open for 2 weeks to hear others testify, because
the administration is not able to testify at this time, but will testify
on February 24. We might want to have some input from those
who are testifying today, or other people, to respond to the testimo-
ny from the administration, because we know very well what the
administration’s testimony will be, inasmuch as their budget pro-
posals are zero for this program.

We will take additional written testimony, in response to the ad-
ministration testimony.

I am pleased to welcome today’s witnesses. The first panel will
consist of Dr. Eugene A. Ramp, chairman of the National Follow
Through Association; Dr. W. Ray Rhine, University of Missouri,
Saint Louis; Mr. Richard H. Feldman, Bank Street College of Edu-
cation, New York, NY; and a good friend of mine from the school
district in which I taught for 8 years, Mr. Edward J. Hansberry,
the coordinator of compensatory programs in the Flint Community
Schools.

If they would come forward, please.

You may summarize your testimony, if you wish, in any fashion.
If y01{1i do sumtnarize, your full testimony will be included in the
record.

You'll find today, on Capitel Hill, the Education and Labor Com-
mittee just put together its budget recommendations for the Budget
Committee.

For the most part, we’ll consider ourselves fortunate if we're able
to keep the current services level going. I can recall years when we
tried to improve programs. But we’re in very, very difficult times,
as you well know. Gramm-Rudman hovers over all our consider-
ations.

My only defense is that I voted against Gramm-Rudman. So fa.
the courts have agreed with me.

These are difficult times. Your testimony is very important today
because we really have to sell the Budget Committee and the Ap-
propriations Committee on the importance of this program.

So, you may proceed in, probably, the order that I called upon
you.
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STATEMENTS OF EUGENE A. RAMP, CHAIKMAN, NATIONAL
FOLLOW THROUGH ASSOCIATION—SCAN, LAWRENCE, KS; W.
RAY RHINE, UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ST. LOUIS, ST. LOUIS,
MO; RICHARD H. FELDMAN, BANK STREET COLLEGE OF EDU-
CATION, NEW YORK, NY; AND EDWARD J. HAMNSBERRY, COOR-
DINATOR OF COMPENSATORY PROGRAMS, FLINT COMMUNITY
SCHOOLS, FLINT, MI

Mr. Ramp. Eugene Ramp.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, distinguished members,
particularly Mr. Petri. Thank you for the——

Mr. KiLpEE. I'm sorry. I didn’t see Tom.

Tom, do you have an opening statement?

Mr. Ramp. I'm sorry. 'm very sorry.

Mr. Petrr. Well, I'd be happy to listen to the testimony today.
And just very briefly I'd like to underline what the chairman said.
This program, as you know, was started a number of years agn,
pretty much on an experimental basis, with the idea that a number
of different techniques and approaches would be tried, and that,
hopefully, from those experiments school districts all across the
country would learn and find good models and would then pick this
up on their own.

And members from most of the country are very aware, natu:al-
ly, that if something has got to be cut, there’s an old saying, don’t
cut me, and don’t cut thee; cut the fellow behind the tree. They say
the same thing about taxes.

This program operates in 59 school districts across the United
States and no more as I undersiand it. Therefore, the argument
can be made that the Federal Government has made a unique and
unusual commitment to a relatively small percentage of our stu-
dent population, and, therefore, it’s unfair, in a time ot budget
cuts, to maintain an experimental program chat benefits only a few
people, when the experiments have already been conducted.

So, I'll be especially interested in hearing if there are new ap-
proaches thac have not been tried in the past, of if there are ex-
periments that are ongoing that need to be completed so that we
can help all of the kids in the country and justify continuing this
program. Thank you.

Mr. Ramp. Thank you again.

I will just be highlighting my prepared testimony, which you
should have. I thank the chairman and Mr. Petri for their com-
ments.

If I could just start out by maybe addressing briefly my prepareu
oral testimony—gets at that. But let me just start out by saying
that it is true, at this time, we—the Follow Through Program is in
58 or 59 communities in the United States. But its impact goes far
beyond that. In fact, I believe, at the present time, Follow Through
has reached well, on an annual basis, close to half a million chil-
dren a year. If you include all of the materials developed through
the Follow Through Program, we are reaching in the neighborhood
of 2 to 2%2 million students per year.

The other point I would make about that is that this unique re-
source that has been developed through the Follow Through Pro-
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gram is something that took a long time to develop. It just didn’t
appear.

The programs that have come about through the Follow Through
experience are, in some ways, not replicable, not easily replicable,
in the sense that if Follow Through went away what we have
learned in these modtls for other school districts and other Federal
programs would no longer exist.

Many Federal programs as well, as I mentioned, many other
school districts and children throughout the United States have
benefited from Follow Through both directly and indirectly.

Follow Through’s impact has had a significant impact on Head
Start. It’s parent involvement program has been recognized as one
of the best ever to come out of any program anywhere, Federal or
otherwise. And Head Start, chapter I, and a number of other pro-
grams have picked up on that and used it.

If Follow Through were not here, I don’t know where those
school districts or those other Federal programs would turn for
some of the particular programs that have beern developed through
Follow Through.

In some respect, a counter argument to that would be that you
have here, in terms of a relatively sriall investment, a resource
that is way beyond its size in terms of t:e number of projects that
are out there.

I look at the Follow Through programs and its 59 operating
school districts as a national resource for other communities as
well as other programs. And if you take resource away, I'm not
sure what you have, except perhaps you may have lost 20 years
and over three-quarters of a billion dollar investment.

Some aspects of this important program need to be preserved,
and they need to be preserved in a form that other people can
access and utilize.

We've not only learned how to develop programs and put them
in to place in to school districts everywhere, we have also learned
how to disseminate those programs, as I mentioned, reaching liter-
ally millions of children a year.

This doesn’t show up in—if you look at the number of children
served and the dollars spent, it—you know, the program costs
somewhere between $400 and $500 per student.

But if you look at Follow Through in terms of the number of
children actually impacted out there, total, on an annual basis,
we're talking of somethmg—something probably slightly over $25 a
student. And I'd say that’s cheap for the investment you’'ve made.
And I would argue strenuously that we not simply give up that
huge investment both in time and money.

I would just like to briefly go over my oral comments now.

I've been deeply involved in the Folluw Through Program since
it's beginning. And I am chairman of the National I'ollow Through
Association.

I'm also the executive director of Educational Systems Associates
at the University of Kansas, which is a sponsoring organization for
éO communities operating in school districts throughout the United

tates.

The two questions that I'm most commonly asked as chairman of
the National Association are, one, What is Follow Through? Many
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people, because of the small size of the program, have never heard
of it. The second question from people who know about the pro-
gram is, Has the program been successful? Has it been effective?
Have these Federal funds been used appropriately and in a way
that really has benefited our society?

My answer to the first question usually begins with a brief his-
torical account of how and why Follow Through Program began.

Follow Through began nearly 20 years ago as an amendment to
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. In fact, 20 years ago this
month, R Sargent Shriver, who was then the Director of the old
Office of Economic Opportunity, said in a speech, I think it was in
Milwaukee, WI, to a lot of educators, that his—I have a quote here.
He said that the gains made by children in Head Start and other
quality preschool programs are being—and these are his words—
crushed by the broken promises of first grade.

Although the children seem to thrive while in these programs,
disadvantaged children seem to have great difficulties upon our en-
tering our regular school systems.

In his speech, Shriver called for a new program to follow up on
these children entering the regular schools.

In 1967, Congress amended the Economic Opportunity Act and
Follow Through was born.

Originally, Follow Through was to have been a large program,
operating in every school district where Head Start programs exist-
ed. Requested was $150 million for the first appropriation for
Follow Through.

For a lot of reasons, including, maybe, in particular, because, at
that time, the Vietnam war was beginning to heat up, the final ap-
propriation for Follow Through was only $15 million, one-tenth of
what had been requested.

In some ways this may have been a blessing in disguise because
the limited funds, it was decided, should be used to determine what
really could work to help disadvantaged children, rather than
simply pour large sums of money in to school districts all over this
country to use as they saw fit.

And out of Follow Through grew a set of models, educational ap-
proaches, very consistent, theoretically consistent, yet practical
ways of educating children who came to school with special prob-
lems, as disadvantaged children tend to do.

Today, Follow Through is a national resource that provides high
quality models of validated educational practices through our local
school districts.

These model programs were designed, tested, and proven effec-
tive over nearly 20 years of work in school districts, in collabora-
tic;ln with teachers, students, school administrators, parents, and
others.

The programs operate in urban and rural school settings, on
Indian reservations, and bilingual classrooms, almost everywhere
problems exist in our school systems in the early elementary
grades.

Follow Through is, at this time, a national network of sponsoring
organizations, school districts, and resource centers.

You will be hearing from representatives of each of those three,
so I won't get into their unique functions.

Q 9
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Today, Follow Through is also a national dissemination network
for school districts and other Federal programs looking for effective
methods of educating disadvantaged children upon entering our
schools.

Follow Through methods, materials, and models have been dis-
seminated to hundred of Follow Through communities, extending
the benefits to millions of disadvantaged children.

The second question, is Follow Through successful, I usually re-
spond to—well, there are dozens of ways that I respond, depending
on who's asking the questions. But, for the most part, I point out
that of the 58 or 59 Follow Through projects operating in the
United States today, they have the best record of effectiveness of
any Federal educational program in history. And this is based on
many different kinds of data.

Because it is so small, however, most people are unaware that
nearly 80 percent of the Follow Through projects have been vali-
dated es exemplary and effective by the Department of Education’s
own Joint Dissemination and Review Panel.

This was pointed out to Congress in a Department of Education
evaluation report a couple of—2 or 3 years ago.

In addition, a study conducted for the Department of Education
by an outside contractor found—and I'm quoting—impressive gains
in reading, math, and language arts achievement scores in 90 per-
cent of the Follow Through projects studied.

Keep in mind, these are disaa antaged children who would nor-
mally expect to score less not more than national averages. And we
have been finding that on the average our children are scoring
above norms rather than below norm.

Follow Through is also a very strong parent involvement pro-
gram.

Another report by a different contractor for the Department of
Education found that Follow Through had—and, again, I'm quot-
ing—greater amounts of parent involvement in all aspects of
project management and operations than did any other of the Fed-
eral prograrus studied by this contractor.

Further evidence of the program’s effectiveness is its success in
disseruinating effective practices to other schools.

A recent Department of Education report to Congress states-—
and I'm quoting again—Follow Through practices have been spread
well beyond sites directly funded by the program. Close quote.

While Follow Through serves directly only about 20,000 to 30,000
children in 58 communities, Follow Through programs have been
disseminated to more than 700 additional communities, thereby
benefiting nearly a half million children annually.

As I mentioned earlier, if we were to include in this estimate all
children in classrooms around the country who have worked from
materials developed through Follow Through, we're talking about
numbers in excess of 2 miliion per year.

In spite of these impressive results, the program is still reaching
only a small fraction of children who could benefit from its success-
ful programs and practices. But I'm not here to ask for an ex-
tended program at this time.

I do feel that it's imperative that we not lose what has been ac-
complished here and what we have learned through the national

10
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Follow Through Program. A reauthorization of the program is es-
sential if we are to have an impact on improving the life chances of
disadvantaged children in our society.

Many years ago, the Head Start Program was almost eliminated.
I think we would be in a sorry state today in many ways if that
happened.

I think the reasons for having Follow Through exist today are
perhaps more important than they were 20 years ago. The need for
effective educational programs in the early elementary grades to
help support and nurture disadvantaged students to become more
productive citizens has not been lessened, it has been increased.

The many reports pointing to the failure of our schools, particu-
larly secondary education, make it only too clear that we still have
serious problems.

Fortunately, there is a growing realization that these problems
must be attacked much e:rlier than high school. It is becoming
clearer that to have a real impact we must get to these children
before they are 10-years-old.

Head Start and Follow Through do this. And both President
Reagan and Secretary of Education Bennett have recently made it
clear, both in their words and deeds, that there needs to be a great-
er focus and a greater emphasis on early elementary education.

The Secretary of Education, I think just a couple of weeks ago,
said that this administration—and this is almost a quote—~wants to
determine what works for disadvantaged students.

He also, within the past 2 months, has appointed a National
Commission on Elementary Education to look at the issues of how
can we get to children before the problems becomes so ingrained
that we have social problems and academic problems that cost this
country huge sums, not just in money, but in personal turmoil and
strife.

Follow Through is cne of the few programs that has a proven ap-
proach to doing this, and it must be continued.

We know from the experience of many other programs that
Follow Through cannot survive as part of a block grant. It must
have a central, Federal coordinating role if it is to survive and con-
tinue to funection in this important capacity.

As I stater! earlier, there is a great need for Follow Through
today, a greater i eed for Follow Through today than there was 20
years ago.

It seems to me that we should not be asking whether we can
afford to reauthorie Follow Through. The question you need to
answer is can we af ‘ord not to reauthorize this important program.

If you fully understand why the program exists and how success-
ful it has been, I believe your answer to that is, no, we cannot
afford to lose it, and, yes, we should reauthorize it.

. hat concludes my prepared remarks.

[Prepared statement of Eugene Ramp follows:]
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Prepsred Ststement of Eugene A. Remp, Ph.D., Chalrman, The
Nstionsl Follow Through Associstion--SCAN Educstional Systems
Associates, University of Kensas

Introduction

1 woulc¢ like to begin by thenking Chairnaen Kildee snd the
House Subcommittee on Humsn Resources of the Committee on
Educstion end Lsbor for this opportunity to testify on
s bill to reauthorize the nationsl Follow Through progrsm. 1 am
submitting this testimony on behalf of the National Follow
Through Associstion--SCAH, an organizstion that serves in &
communicstion end advisory capacity for the program. OQur
organization includes Follow Through local programs, resource
centers, sponsoring organizations (research institutions) and
porents. 1 am currently Che‘rman of SCAN and Dirzctor of
Educational Systems Associates at the University of Kansas, a
Follow Through sponsoring organization,

1 am very grateful for this opportunity to submit testimc :y
to the Subcommittee that has made such an important contribution
to American education through its support of Head Start, Follow
Through, and other education programs. The Subcommittee's
proposed legislation to extend the Follow Through program
continues this tradition ¢f support.

Now, more than ever, the importance of programs, like Follow
Through, Heac Start, and CIA Chapter I that serve disadvantaged
"high-risk" ycung children, is increasingly recognized. Throughout

the nation, ejucators, policymakers, and researchers are pofiting to
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the critical need for improved education for young, disadvantages
children, For example:

o The recently relesssd report of the Education Commission
of the States, "Reconnecting Youth: The Next Stage of Reform,"
states that the nation risks grave economic, political, and
social turmoil if it fails to act to help the increasing numbers
of teenagers who are "disconnected" from their schools, their
families, and the work place, The report's recommendations
include strengthening elementary and early childhood programs,
particularly for low-income children, as one way of heading off
the problems of these "at-risk" youth before they become
entren_hed,

0 Other reports thet have addressed similar problems and
made similar recommendations to strengthen early education
include "Investing in Cur Children," by the Council for Economic
Development, "Barriers to Excellence: Our Children at Risk,”
by the National Coalition of Advocates for Students, and "A
Nation at Risk," from the resident’s own Commission on
Excellence in Education,

o The importance of early childhood programs has b.en
increasingly recognized at the state level, For example, an informal
survey by Education Week revealed that at least 28 states have
recently enacted inftiatives in early childhood education, including
support for heod-Start-type programs, expansion of kindergarten
programs, increased funding for "at-risk" children, and mandated

decreases in class size at the early elementary level,

* Rk
YV

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




~
19

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

10

o Hesearch studies continue to demonstrate the long-term
benefits of society's fnvestment in early childhood educsation.
For example, the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation's
continuing longitudinal study of the long-range effects of a
Head-Start-type program for very disadvantaged children has
demonstrated that good early education programs not only improve
academic performance throughout elementary, secondary, and post-
secondary education, tﬁéy also enhance "real-life" success as
measured by increased employment, reduced use of welfare, reduced
delinquency, reduced teenage pregnancy, and enhanced life-time
income. While this study covered programs for children ages
three and four, its findings can be extended, by implication, to
the early elementary years served by Follow Through. Most
educators would agree that the cycle of school failure that grows
out of poverty is most successfully attacked in the early years of
schcoling; in preschool and primary ichool. Though efforts in later
years may help, they are often "too late," and earlier investment is
most cost-effective because it can prevent the need for years of
costly remedial services.

o Even the current Administration, which has supported
reduced federal funding for many educa*ion programs, has
demonstrated its recognition of the critical need for early
education programs by expanding the numbers of chilaren served by
the national Head Start program. Recognizing the many unmet needs o1
low~-income, "high-risk" children, Education Secretary William Bennett

recently pointed to the need to "find out what works in educating
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disadvantaged children" (Michigan Daily, February 1986),

Clearly the stated aims of Administration policy are compatible
with the functions and goals of Follow Through, That the
Administration continues to see Follow Through as & program that has
successfully fulfilled its mission and should iherefore be phesed out
may result from & misunderstanding of what the program does and what

it can offer in &n area of urgent need.

Follow Through: Meeting a Critical Need

What, then, i3 unique about Follow Through? In what ways

can it continue to serve the needs of American education? Follow

Through is a federally funded education program that provides a
high quality classroom program and supporting services to
disadvantaged primary school children in school districts across
the U.S. Follow Through is authoirized under the same legislation
as Head Start, and the program is administered by the Office of
Elementary and Secondary Education in the Department of
Education.

Follow Through is designed to provide disadvantaged
children, coming from Head Start, with the extra support they
need to succeed in primary school. Follow Through local programs
provide high quality, comprehensive elementary education programs
that sustain and build uvpon Head Start gains. The progranms are
located in 58 school districts across the U.S. and serve
approximately 20,000 disadvantaged children and their families in
a wide range of settings, including urban ghettos, i.olated rural

areas, bilingual communities, and Indian reservations. Each
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local Follow Through project involves teachers, aides, psrents,
and children working together 83 a team. The pro¢jects serve from
100 to 3000 disadvantaged children in each community with the
following services in grades kindergarten through 3:
o A high quality full-day classroom program
covering basic skills, social studies, arts and

sciences

o Access to comprehensive health, social, nutritional,
and psychological services

o Parent involvement activities that enable parents
to take part in their child's education and
participate in decision-making about the community's
Follow Through program.

Follow Through's structure is unique among education

programs in that the effectiveness of its local programs is

enhanced through a partnership with sponsors and resource centers.

Follow Through spousors are institutions of higher education
or research organizations that developed the original
neducational models™ that are the basis of Follow Through
programs. (An "educational model" is a defined approach to
education that includes a classroom curriculum, and methods for
training teachers and working with parents.) Sponsors play a
central ~ole in Foliow Through: they assist local sites in
adapting the sponsor's educational model to meet local needs;
once the program is in place, they continue to assist the school
district in maintaining, documenting, evaluating, and
disseminating the program. Each Follow Through sponsor works
closely with from 1 to 11 local projects.

Follow Through resource centers are Follow Through local
programs that have been recognized as exemplary by the Department

of Education and that have received additional federal funds to
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disseminate Follow Through practices, Resource centers, working
closely with sponsors, are key agents in the spread of Follow Through

models and methods.

This interdependent system of local projects, sSponsors and

resource centers makes Follow Through unique among education

programs. Because of this unique structure, Follow Through not

only provides direct services to children, it is also an "applied
research" program that generates new knowledge, demonstrates
exemplary practices, and provides technical assistance. The
project/sponsor/resource center partnership enables Follow Through to
perform an important technical assistance role; as well as providing
services to children, the program provides service at another level--

to school districts. Teachers and administrators whc need help

in solving their-educational problems can look to Follow Through

for models and methods that have proven effective.

In Follow Through, our nation has the unique resource that can

provide the enswers Education Secretary Bennett says we need in the

area of educating disadvanlaged children. In almost 20 years'
experience, these answers have been developed, tested, and

disseminated widely.

The Follow Through Models and What They Offer,

As Edward Zigler commented in his foreword to W. R. Rhine's

Making Schools More Effective, New Directions from Follow Through

(Academic Press, 1981):

One important result of Follow Through 1s
that the nation now has an array of educational

ERI
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programs that have proven to be effective in
educating disadvantaged children.

Here are some of the areas in which the Follow Through partnership
can provide proven models of effective services to communities
seeking to provide similar high quality services to special

groups of children:

o Academic instruction--curriculum design and management
of instruction

o Classroom management
o Teacher-training and paraprofessional training

o Parent involvement in the educational process and
in educational policymaking

o Coordination of comprehentive services
o Evaluation practice and uses

o Meeting the needs of handicapped children withir
ordinary classroom programs

o Programming for bilingual or non-English-speaking
children in the classroom

Follow Through-—A Range of Choices for Educators

4 special advantage of the Follow Through models is that they
span the range of theoretical positions in education, thereby
offering alternatives to communities and states with unique
educational needs. Districts or states can select an educat.onal
philosophy they are comfortable with and methods and technologies
tailored to the specific problems they face. The Reagan
Adminilstration has spoken eloquently of the need for diversity and
choice in education. According to Education Secretary Bennett, the

ability of schools to Select their own educational path, and the

18
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sutonomy to carry through on these choices, besrs a criticsal

relationship to educational exceilence:

"One of the strongest findings of recent education
research is that the most effective 3schools-~
those whose students learn the most and the
fastest—=tend to be schools with a clear sense
of purpose, an institutl!onal ethos, team spirit,
and a8 measure of sutonomy. Yet the current reform
movement is tending to remove from the schools
many of the judgments and powers that comprise
[sic] this auvtonomy. It is, to be sure, doing
this in order to upgrade the performance of
unsatisfactory schools. But in the process it
may be endangering the capacity of all schools
to create those internal working arrangements
that foster educational excellence. , , .Here
we are talking about the ability--often lacking,
even in local public-school systems that retain
much autonomy——of the individual school team,
i.e., its principal and teachers in conjunction
witn its students, parents, and community, to
establish goals and procedures that maximize its
strengths, meet its disti.ctive needs, and elicit
professionalism from its staff."

— Education Week, Nov. 6, 1985
Follow Through offers many choices to school systems that e..able
them to create the conditions that foster excellence. Mcdels based
on direct instruction, open education, bilingual education, learning
games, behavioral techniques, and parent education are just a few of

the range of educational options offered by Follow Through.

Accomplishments of Follow Through: Follow Through Works!

Many observers have commented on the contributions of Follow
Through to the education of disadvantaged children. For example,

"Follow Through, which is designed to meet instructional,
physical and psychological needs of children from low~
income families, has helped hundreds oI thousands of
children since its inception. . . .Many feel the program, in
which parents, schools and sponsoring research
institutions take part, is preserving the hope and
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opportunity of Head Start."

-~ The New York Times, January 10, 1982

"Project Follow Through is an immensely important milestone
in the search for more varied and better ways to educate
« children, disadvantaged or not. We now have a clear
precedent for change in public school education.”

—- B. R. McCandless and E. D. Evans in
Children and Youth: Psycho-Social
Development. Hinsdale, IL: Dryden
Press, 1973

wHead Start and Fcllow Through represent a monumental effort
to show that the intellectual competence of vast numbers of
children can be altered through mass education."

— J. Bergan and J. A. Durn in
Psychology and Education: 4
Science for Instruction. New
York: Wiley, 1976

"The point has been made frequently that Follow Through 1s
too expensive for local districts to assume the burden.
This may well be true. It may be that the federal
government will need to supplement state and local funding
for the primary grades, education of children from minority
and low-income families. That was certainly the concept in
1967 when Follow Through came into being. If a cost-
benefit analysis should determine that the benefits are
much greater than the costs, as has been demonstrated 1n
the follow up of preschool graduates, then both federai and
state governments should take & new look at whether they
can afford to—-or can afford not to—fund Follow-Through-
type programs."

— Rouovert L. Egbert, Professor of
Education, University of Nebraska

Follow Through's accomplishments in disseminating 1ts models

and methods. Though it is a relatively small program, both 1n
budget and in the numbers of children directly served, Follow
Through has had a very broad impact on children, teachers, and
parents throughout the country. One reason for this impact 1s

the success of the program in disseminating effective practices.
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The strong and active partnership of Follow Through Sponsors,

resource centers, and local projects serves as sn idea bank that

is disseminating its educational expertise throughovi the entire

natlon. Follow Through practices have frequently been adopted
district-wide, city-wide, and even state-wide, and Follow Through
concepts have permanently changed the face of American primary
education. Follow Through is a unique resource that school
districts and other federal programs have called upon to find
solutions to diverse educational problems.

The charts and map on the following pages document the very
broad impact Follow Through has had on education throughout the

country. They show how the Follow Through program has reached

out to millions more children than those directly served through

Follow Through funds, Flgure 1 {llustrates the communities

throughout the U.S. that have adcpted Follow Through materials,
practices, and concepts as a result of the dissemination efforts
of Follow Through sites, sponsors, and resource centers. Figure 2
shows the number of adoptions in each state. Figure 3 shows how
the cost of Follow Through shrinks when all children benefitting
are considered, and why federal dollars spent on Follow Through

are a very wise investment.
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Evidence of Follow Through's success from evaluation and

research, Another way to look at the accomplishments of Follow
Through 1s to consider the growing mass of research evidence that
the program 1is helping children and families. Much of this

evidence comes from the Department of Education's own studies,

which have demonstrated that Follow Through is one of the most

effective education programs ever funded by the federal

government.

For example:

o Of the 58 operating Follow Through programs, 46 have
been validated as exemplary programs by the Joint
Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) of the Department of
Education, an independent panel of evaluation experts
who conduct rigorous reviews of federal education programs.
In malting decisions on validation of particular programs,
the JDRP looks primarily at evidence that the program

increases children's achievement. Follow Through has

the highest proportion of validated projects of any

federal education program. (For example, of 13,900

Title 1 projests, only 21 are validated.)
o A study conducted for the Department of Education by an

outside contractor found impressive gains in reading,

Follow Through programs studied.

-]

A follow-up study of long-term effects of Follow Through

on high schoolers who participated in the program

12
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in primary school found significant and l1ssting benefits.
The Follow Through group, &8s compared to their siblings who
did not have the program, had a significantly lower school
drop-out rste, snd Follow Through females, 83 a group, had
significently fewer grade retentions. In sddition, the
sibling group who did not have Follow Through spent, on the
sverage, more thsn twice as many years in costly special
education classes in later years as the group from Follow
Through, both for the individual children and for their school
districts, A number of other Follow Through sponsors and
communities are also conducting similar studies of long-term
effects.,

An interim report of a study of parent involvement in four
federal education programs, released by Systems Development

Corp. of Santa Monica, California, indicated that Follow

Through has greater amounts of parent fnvolvement in all

aspects of project management and operation than do any

of the other programs. The other three programs compared
in the study were Title I and Title VII of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act and the Emergency School Ald
Act (ESAA) program.

These are only a few examples of the mounting evidence of

positive impact of the program.

The Department of Education's Plans for Follow Through

The partnership of sites, sponsors, and resource centers, and

complexity of functions this structure has created for the
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progrsm, has been the scurce of much controversy and confusion
throughout the history of Follow Through. However, ss many
observers have commented, it is this unique structure that {s the
source of meny of the tenefits st Follow Through:

The program, which involves s partnership

between schools, parents and sponsoring

resesrch institutions, seems to have worked

well for under-privileged children, But {t
services snother important role: ss s laboratory
for American peosgogy. In working with various
teaching methods, Follow Through has fostered

a wide variety of models.

--Time, Nov. 9, 1981

The 'sponsored model mechanism' i{s 'the most
important organizational feature of the Follow
Through experiment and the one that deserves
closest scrutiny by designers of luture
experiments,

—R.E. Elmore in "Follow Through;
Decision Making in @ Large Scale
Social Experiment” (unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Harvard
University, 1976,

"The successful use of planned variation and
sponsorship in Follow Through has yielded
important results about the effects of

diverse approaches to educating children,

but the significance of these two strategies
extends beyond the project, Planned variation
and sponsorship might also be used to study
alternative models at all levels of education
and perhaps in other problem areas as well.

--W.R., Rhine in "The Role of
Psychologists in the National
Follow Through Prgject,”
American Psychologist, 1983,

It is not surprising that so few people understand how
Follow Through operates, since to our knowledge no other federal

education program is structured in the same way, By the same
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token, no other program can make the special contribution that
the unique design of Follow Through enables it to make. Massive

service programs, Such as Chapter 1 ECIA and Head Start, though

providing critically important Servcies to children, are not set

Up to perform the demonstration/dissemination/technical

assistance role that Follow Through does 3o effectively. 1In

fact, Follow Through could be an important resource for these
programs, in spite of its comparatively low budget.

Follow Through as a resource for excellence in education, has
a critical contribution to make to ~ducation in the 1980s.
Follow Through can prov.de some of the solutions we need to
head off the growing crisis facing our nation's schools.

The Administration's plans to phase Follow Through intc the
Block Crant reflect a fundamental misunderstanding of
the program's three-part structure and the functions it performs.

Phase-in of Follow Through to the education Blcck Grant amounts

to 8 virtual elimination of the program, since its demonstration

and dissemination capabilities cannot be maintained through

small, fragmented grants to states and school districis. For

each state to estzblish and maintain 8 similar network of
demonstration programs, sporisors, and resource centers for
technical assistance and training purpcses would be impraztisal;
the expertise does not exist and the cost and duplication of

effort would be enormous. It makes much mcre sense to maintain

such a system at the federal level.
Further, even if the program's demonstration, disscminaticn,

and technical assistance functions were el inated entirely, it

26
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is a mistake to assure that most local Follow Through sites cculd

continue to provide their services to children under the Bleck

Grant. For most small communities, the grant they receive under
ECIA Chapter II is wmuch smaller than the total cost of operating
a follow Throuy program; in addition, competition for the use of
these funds from other worthwhile educational programs in the
community makes 3t unlikely that many of these communities can

spend enough of their Block Grant on Follow Through to preserve

any of its essential Services.

Funding History of Follow Through

Follow Through's Fiscal '86 appropriation is $7.5 million.
In FY '87, unless Follow Through 1s reauthorized, it will be
completely merged with the Block Grant, a mcve that would
effectively destroy the program. The scheduled merger of Follow
Through with the Block Grant would result in the continuation of
a pattern of declining appropriations that has plagued the
orogram since FY 1980, As Figure 4 indicates, Follow Through's

budget has been cut repeatedly.
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None of these cuts has been intended as & reflection on the program's
intrinsic merits—in fact in all cases the cuts have been made as
part of a package of reductions affecting other education programs as
well, However, because Follow Through is such a small program, the

effects of these cuts have been devastating. This is snother reason

why reauthorization of Follow Through is so urgently needed.

Reauthorization would reverse this downward spiral and once again

restore an adequate level of funding for the program, Otherwise

Follow Through, scheduled for its 20th birthday in the 1986-87 school

year, will die without reaching its potential.

To summarize, both for myself and others in the SCAN
network, I would like to thank Mr. Kildee and the Committee for

the important contributicn they have made to American education

By proposing to reauthorize Follow Through.
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Mr. KiLpee. Thank you.

Mr. Ramp. I'll be glad to answer any questions that you have.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you very much.

I think we’ll hear from the other panelists first and then ask
questions. )

I will say, however, that on both sides of the aisle, you find this
feeling developing that we should have less emphasis on programs
that create dependency, and more emphasis on programs that
create selfsufficiency.

And I think that Head Start and Follow Through really are de-
signed to create that self-sufficiency rather than dependency.

As a matter of fact, in the State of the Union message, when
President Reagan mentioned that we really have to try to empha-
size those self-sufficiency designed programs, he got applause from
both sides of the aisle.

I really appreciate your testimony.

OK. The next member of the panel, Dr. Rhine.

Mr. Ruine. Chairman Kildee, Mr. Petri, staff members, I want,
first of all, to express my deep appreciation for this subcommittee’s
actions over the years in supporting Follow Through and giving
strong bipartisan support.

I'm not a person who tends to throw stones at the Congress. But
I must warn you that actions of this sort should certainly give you
a bad reputation of being able to be farsighted and wise in your
decisions, which would contrast with what a lot of pecple seem to
think about congressional actions these days.

This opportunity to testify before this subcommittee in support of
the reauthorization of Follow Through is a very high privilege for
me, and I sincerely appreciate it.

From the summer of 1968 to the summer of 1971, I worked for
the Stanford Research Institute in the National Longitudinal Eval-
uation of Follow Through.

During that period of time, my life was characterized by ex-
tremely long hours, of overwhelming complexities, and travel re-
quirements that sometimes left me beyond the point ot exhaustion.

But the result of that was a truly exhilarity experience. And I,
like many of my colleagues, through that experience, that is, my
colleagues who worked in Follow Through, became convinced that
we were participating in something that was extremely important
in the life of a nation.

One of the things that I decided during that period of time was
to attempt to produce scientific literature on Follow Through.

In my view, in che scientific area, if something is fairly good, you
can write descriptive or polemical literature about it. You can
make claims for it that may or may not be very well supported.

If it is really good, then you can write credible scientific litera-
ture. This may seem like the topic is somewhat removed from the
education of children and the participation of parents, but actually
I think it isn’t. Because it’s extremely important that in an effort
such as Follow Through, where you had a good deal of money ex-
pended, and you had a lot of researchers involved over the years,
it’s very important that you establish the credibility of this effort
at the highest possible levels.
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And attempting to work toward that onjective was the task that
I took upon myself when I left the Stanford Research Institute in
1971 and joined the faculty of the University of Missouri at St.
Louis.

And I must say that in this attempt to capture something of the
mission, the excitement, and the accomplishments of Follow
Through, it’s been one of the great experiences in my life to be able
to share with Dr. Ramp and other of the leading sponsors in Follow
Through, because we all have been working together to attempt to
create this kind of credible scientific literature that I mentioned to
you.

What we wanted to do is to establish knowledge about Follow
Through beyond the immediate family of Follow Through.

You don’t have much of a problem of convincing the family of
Follow Through, the im:1ediate friends of Follow Through that the
effort is important.

But what we wanted to do is to portray Follow Through as a
leading edge of educational change in this country. And in order to
do that it was my feeling that we had to reach a much larger audi-
ence of people and, in particular, professional educators, research-
ers, administrators, and policymakers outside of the Follow
Through project.

So, that’s the task that I have addressed myself to for the past 15
years.

I think that one could understand that for a person to pursue a
task for that length of time a person must believe himself that he
has good reasons for doing so.

My reasons for doing so go back to my early work experience as
a school psychologist on the near South Side of Chicago and other
experiences that I've had in schools in large cities and in small
rural areas, working in various capacities in schools in principally
Tllinois and California.

I also was impressed in Follow Through with the enormous in-
tensity of the commitments of parents to what was going on. I
think it’s clear that parents are not going to be so committed to a
project unless they feel that interests that are of desperate impor-
tance to them are being addressed.

The response of children that I saw in Follow Through class-
rooms and evidence that their academic achievement and, indeed,
their growth in areas of personal, social, emotional development
were also being positively affected contributed to my decision to
spend a great deal of time on this matter of creating literature to
tell others about Follow Through.

Also, frankly, the fact that we had large numbers of researchers
involved in this project from the beginning. It appeared to me that
it was perhaps the most important test of the relevance of knowl-
edge about children’s growth and development to the improvement
of education that we had yet devised in this country.

So, the research community, university researchers, those work-
ing in regional laboratories, all of us who have worked in Follow
Through as researchers, we have a large stake in this project. We
want to portray the effects of that work in ways that are objective
and in ways that are indicate of scientific credibility.
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So, from my view, this matter of producing literature on Follow
Through was an extremely important task. It was one that was
clear to me was not being taken up. And in part it wasn’t being
taken up because there were reservations, at least in the begin-
ning, about sharing information concerning Follow Through. And,
so, there were deliberate efforts made to restrict the amount of in-
formation.

So, I felt that it was something that really needed to be done,
and it was worth the effort to attempt to do it.

So, those are my reasons, an attempt at justifying a line of activi-
ty that I've been engaged in for many years now.

The thing that I've seen develop over the years in Follow
Through is that there have been new possibilities for the mission of
Follow Through.

I was interested in the statement that you made, Mr. Petri,
about the original intent in Follow Through. And I agree with you
that this intent to devise and evaluate and refine these approaches
to childhoold education, that this was the stated mandate of the
project.

But sometimes when you get researchers involved in something
strange things begin to happen. You find that this effort is much
more complicated than what it might have appeared at the begin-
ning. You also find, perhaps, that there are opportunities for ex-
ploiting the results of the work that may open up as time goes on.

So, 'm not sure whether we could get here, in our group, a con-
ser.sus on exactly what the mission of Follow Through is at this
moment.

But it’s clear to me that there’s a very great opportunity for
Follow Through to engage in dissemination activities to service the
needs of other school districts where individuals recognize the
needs for improving education.

It’s also clear to me that a very major concern in school districts
is how do we really slice completely this Gordian knot that has
thus far prevented the children from economically poor back-
grounds of being able to progress all the way up the educational
system, not just through preschool, not just through kindergarten
and the first three grades. But what about this problem where we
develop this bottleneck effect up around the sixth, and seventh-
and eighth-grade levels? What is it that’s going on there?

You know, we started out in this mission of helping children
from poor economic backgrounds by hoping that just a few weeks
in a Head Start project would solve this problem.

Then we went ahead and decided that maybe we should have a
whole year of Head Start and perhaps that would do it.

Finally, we decided that a still stronger treatment was necessary.
So, we implemented Follow Through.

And, now, indeed, we find that the effects of Follow Through are
frequently extremely positive, but that still as these children
progress through education that there are, for whatever reasons,
impediments to their progress that are not being overcome at the
upper grade levels.

o, the things that I hear, and I must say that these requests are
coming from the school people themselves, they're not coming from
researchers or other groups, that this interest in both the dissemi-

32




Ll

29

nation activitics and the expansion of Follow Through up thrcugh
the higher graae levels, that this comes from the people in the
schools. Because they're doing everything that they know to do,
and they recognize the positive effects of Follow Through, but they
also recognize that this problem that they're dealing with is bigger
than they are at this point.

So, in a sense, what they're doing is to kind of issue another call
for the cavalry. And in this instance I would view that the cavalry
are indeed the Follow Through sponsors. Because the sponsors are
those people who have that reservoir of brain power, of techniques,
and most important, I would say, a framework within which it is
possible to learn from experience.

And the school people, then, working with the sponsors, assimi-
late what the sponsors are talking about. And in time they become
competent to carry on this work with the role of the sponsors being
lessened greately.

However, I must say that in the type of thing that we're involved
in in Follow Through I do believe that some kind of consultation
function is probably required because there are problems that come
up.

Every time you try to effect change in a new educational envi-
ronment, nothing works exactly the same way it did over in the
other community where it may have been successful. So, you do
need people who understand how it's possible to encounter a prob-
lem, analyze the elements of the problem, and work out a resolu-
tion for the problem.

This is really the heart and soul of effective innovation. It's
being able to identify the problems, confront the problems, and
overc me them. In this way you build a esprit de corps in the
group of people working with you, so that they no longer dread
problems, they look forward to problems.

This I think is the important ingredient that sponsorship in
Follow Through brings to this project that has been missing in
most of the other efforts to improve education.

Now, do I have a—do you want me to stop here soon?

Mr. KiLpEk. If you could summarize now.

Mr. RHINE. All right.

I would just say that the successes of Follow Through are impres-
sive. I'm not going to repeat the 20 or so points that I've made in
my prepared statement here. But certainly these critical ones nea’
the top of the list, many successful educational programs for chil
dren from economically poor home backgrounds, enthusiastic sup-
port, and participation by parents of children enrolled in Foliow
Through classrooms, an increase in possibilities for parents to exer-
cise freedom of choice in selecting educational programs for chil-
iiren, and progress in teaching basic academic skills more effective-
y.
These are in particular, I think, the very important justifications
for the past and for the future of Follow Through.

I would hope that in talking about the future of Follow Through
that will emerge again, hopefully, from the reauthorization action
that two areas will, indeed, receive very close scrutiny. One of
them is to make the dissemination activities more widely availabie.
Second, to begin to look at the possibilities for extending the effects

33
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of Follow Through beyond third grade level, up through the higher
grade levels.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you very much, Dr. Rhine.

{Prepared statement of W. Ray Rhine follows:)
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I, Introduction

I appreciate the invitation from Chairman hildee to provide :nformation and com=
ment concerning the accomplishments and future prospects of the Follow Through
Project to member: of the Subcosmittee on Human Resources of the U.S. House of
Representatives Committee On Education and lLador. My kiowledge about tne project
since 1t began in 1268 causes me to be enthusiastic concerning the capabilities
of Follow Through for making addit:onal lmportant contributions in the national
interest. Improving the quality of schooling for America’s children encourages
domestic productivity and tranquility, as well as successful responses to pred:c-
table mxlitary and econ.mic challenges of our geopolitical leadership among na-
tions. This statement includes information about my background and participation
1n Follow Through, and additional comment on both the accompl:shments and future

of Follow Through.

II. My Background and Participation 1n Follow Througn

My academic and professional experiences include 5 years as a scnool nrsycholcg:st
(Bureau of Child Study - Chicago Public Schools, Public Schools - Madiscn County,
IL), a PhD in psychology from the University of Texas - Austin and l year as an
assistant professor at that university, a postdoctoral fellowship :n psychology
and educational research at Stanford University, and 1 year in educational re-
search with the American Institute of Research (AIR) in Palo Alto, CA. Beginning
in the Summer of 1968, when Follow Through began, I was employed for 3 years as

a research psychologist and task leader in the national longitudinal evaluatior
of Follow Through conducted in the Urban and Social Systems Division of the Stan-
ford Research Institute (SRI) 1a Menlo Park, CA. Since 1971, I have been a faculty
member of the Behavioral Studies Department, School cf Education, University of
Missouri - St. Louis. During the Fall of 1981, I served as a Policy Research
Fellow at the National Institute of Education (NIE), including partic.paeior in

a number of planning sessions on Follow Through. Since 1971, I have not been em-
ployed in Follow Through, nor have I received any financial remuneracion or grant
funds from tne project.

My activities in research and publication :nclude many papers and synposia pre=
sented to meetings of the American £ducational Research Association (A RA) and
the Amer:can Psycholcg:ical Association (APA), 2 numder of articles, and a book:
Making Schools More Effective. New Directions From Follow Through. New York
Academic Press, 1981. Copies of front matter from the book and of an arexcle
("Role of Psychologists in the National Follow Through Project.” Americen Psy-
cholog:st, 38, 1983, 288-297) are presented here (Appendix I-A, I=B) These
materials p;vzde a base of information for the remainder of my comments A copy
of the pook on Follow Through was gelivered to this suptommittee Several years

ago (Andrews/Clay - Appendix Ii=C).

The Unwersity 6f Missoun § 40 Quat #mL oyment 300 AducatiCndl wOOOMtUNY A3 tut 0n
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IIr. Accempl.skrments of Fo.low Through

If criteria to establ.sh the success of Follow Through rad been statea ten (19}
years ago, the list prooably would have :ncluded ev.dence of notab.e performance
on these parameters:

1. Many successful education jrams for .ailaren from econcm.cally

poor home backgrounds.

<. Enthusiastic support and par .ipation by parents of chilaren c.rolled

in Follow Through classrooms.
3. An increase in possibilities for parents to exercise freedom of choice
in selecting educational programs for their children.
4. Progress in teaching basic academic skills more effectively.
5. Consistency between statements of the Secretary of the Departrment of
Education and the goals and accomplishments of Follow Through
6. Strong statements of support for Follow Through from prominent politi-
cians, authors, and other public figures, who might otherwise oppose
social programs generally.
7. Evidence that information about Follow Through 1s pulsing posit:ve
change 1in education in countries other than the United States
8. Favorable comments about Follow Through in publications such as Time,
New York Times, washington post. —
9. A public, data-based approach to improving the nation's schools

10. Formation of resource centers that make the advances in Fol_ .w Through
available to citizens, parents, and educators throughout Amer:ica.

11. Greater &ccountability in education.

12 An active interest in the role of values in schooling.

13. Progess in education that clearly supports the effective implementation
of vital military and economic policies to project Amer:can geopolitical
influence among nations.

14. Evidence of a vast fund of information, techniques, and capabil:ties
that may be applied successfully to other levels of education, and
perhaps to social concerns other than those in education.

15. publication of research and educational/social policy literature on
Follow Through in professional journals and books that meet the highest
academic standards.

16. Long-~term commitments and cooperative working relationships between
parents and professional educators in local comrunities with researchers
in universities and regional research laboratories.

17. Bipartisan support in the U.S. House of Representatives for leg:slation
such as H.R. 2148.

18. The publication of information about Follow Through 1n contemporary
ta: _books on educational curriculum and child development.

19. The influence of Follow Through in stirmulating a strong interest among
behavioral/social scientists 1in the production of socially-relevant
"practical” rnowledge, in addition to traditional "theoretical” knowledge.

20. In summary, evidence that Follow TYwough 1is perhaps the most successful
enterprise ever developed to improve schooling in America through cooper-
ative, constructive working relationships among parents, professional
educators,, researchers, and government at local, state, and federal levels.

Each of these statements can be supported by strong documentat:on, but ny comments
here are lirmted to the first ten (1Q) points.
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1. Many successful educat.onal programs. A .arge number of local Follow Through
programs have been .dentif:ed as “exemplary” through the resules of the na-
t.onal longitudinal evaluaticon, evalcat.ons by model sponsors, evaluat.ons
by local school districts, and the del:berations of the Joint Dissemination
Review Panel (JDRP). Information about these exemplary programs have been
made ava:lasble to the nation through the Nat:onai Diffusion Networx (NDN)
and Follow Through resource centers.

2. ZEnthusiastic support and participation by parents. The widespread enthusi-
astic support by parents who have participated in Follow Through is well-
known to the members of this subcommittee. Participation by parents has in-
cluaed serving as teachirg assistants in classrooms, increasing levels of
education through the completion of requirements for high school diplomas
and/or degrees from colleges/universitios, and attendance in parent aducation
activities to improve abilities to teacn their children at home.

3. Parents exercise freedom of choice in selectirg edu~ational programs. Follow
Through began w:th representatives of local communities selecting the educa-
tional approach that they wished to implement in their schools. The planned
variation strategy in Follow Through permitted the implementation and avalu-
ation of many educational approaches that may be grouped into thcse four
categories: (a) approaches derived from the principl>s of contemporary learning
theory in which teachers employ behavior modification techniques, precise in-
structional objectives, and systemat.c reinforcement procedures, (b) approaches
based on theories about the stage-related evolution of cognitive structures
and processes in which teachers encourage children to plan, complete, and eval-
uate many of their own activities in classrooms, tc) approaches that focus
on developing self-actualization in which teachers sesk to develop positive
self-concepts and decision-making capabilities among children 1in nurturant,
respons:ve learning environments; and (d) approachas that feature client-
controlled approaches il education in which teachers and parents cooperate
i1n developing curriculum materials and Instructional processes that are ap-
propriate for each community. The functions of the Follow Through resource
centers and the National Diffusion Network contribute substantially to in-
creasing the exercise of freedom of choice :n selecting educational programs
1n local corrunities. Clearly, the effect ~f Follow Through has been to
greatly increase the oxurcise of informed choice for parents.

4. Progress in teaching basic academic skills more effectively. The research
results and anecdotal reports of the success among Follow Through programs
in improving academic performance of student: are numerous indeed. Gene ally,
the evidence consists of data indicating that levels cf academuc performs»uce
have been dramatically l.creased toward raising performance to approxirutely
the 50th percentile of performance, according to national norms Publ.shred
reports of such results include three (3) articles published recently (1983-
1984) in the Elementary School Journal, volume 84, Issue Numbers 2 and 4.
These articles document the improved performance of children enrolled in
Follow Through classrooms in the Ocean Hill-Brownsville section of Brooklyn.
In some communities, parents of children from middle-class economic back-
grounds insisted that instruction provided in Follow Through classrooms
also be provided for their ch:ildren.

5, <Consistency bectween statements Of Secretary Beniett and other administration
spokespersons_and the goals and accomplishnmerts of Foliow Through One of
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the most gratifying developments 15 tlat Follow Thrcugh new aggear< to be .7
line with 2any develop:ng themes articuiated by Secretary Bennet:i ard other
spokespersons for the application of what has been callad the “Reagan Reve-
Jution” to education. For example, ruch is spoken now concerning educat:ing
children from economizally poo~ fam:lies more effectively, examining the
purpose of schooling 1n America, encouraging C.tizen pirticipation in decis.cn-
oaking on education, and énabling parents to exercise freedom of choice in Sc-
lecting educational programs for their children. Other current issues :fi odu=
cation include &ccountability, teaching basic acadenmic -kills, ard the role
of values in schooling. The successes of Follow Through in addressing these
important issucs on a small scale merit careful consideration :n decis:ons or
improving the quality of the nation’s schools.

Strong Statements of support for Follow Tigough froem prominent politicians,

authors, and other public figures, who might otherwise Opposc social frograns
generally, Scatements of support for the work of Follow Through have come
from President Ronald Reagan, Senator Jesse Helams, economist Henry Kaufman,
and many others. The critics who generally oppose social programs. but ex=
press strong support for efforts to 1improve childhood educatior, irclude

Dr. Charles Murray, author of the book, Losing Ground: American Social pol-
icy 1950-1980 (New York: Basic Books, 1984). Dr. Murray has stated publicly,
and to me personally (we both were employed by the American Institute for Re-
search), that he advocates :ncreasing substantially the fund:ing for such pro-
Jects as Head Start and Follow Through. He stated that these are w:se 1nvest-
ments toward coping effectively with such critical social problems as teenage
pregnancy, substance abuse, and delinquency, since all these appear to be
linked causally to inferior levels of educational achlevement.

Evidence that information about Follow Through is pulsing positive charge i1
education In countries other than the United States. Follow Through s row

In the mainstreanm Of thinking about the improvement of schooling in America
and in many other countries. My correspondence includes exchange of ideas
about Follow Through with educators and rescarchers who are workirg toward
improved schooling in many other countries. including Taiwan, Englard, Fortu=
gal, West Germany, and Denmark. Iwo 11lustrative letters fMosher and Evans -
Appendix I-D) are presented here. In addition, favorable comment about
Follow Through has appeared ir foreign publications, such as the London Times.

Favorable comments about Follow Through in Time. New York Times, and Wash-
dngton Post. Copies of some materials on Follow Through that appeared in

these sources are presented here (Appondix I-E).

2 blic, data-based approach to improving the naticn's schols. The respon-
S.ple approach to school improvement :n Follow Through is :n marked contrast
to some recent attempts to "morchandise” private educational approaches. Re-=
cently, Channel 2 (ABC) in St. Louis requested that I serve 45 a respordent
to remarks by a representative of the Sylvan Corporation, based :7 portland,
OR. This corporation is franchising remedial instruction programs across the
country, programs that require an up-front investrment of approximately $75,000
Apparently, a large number of these units are now :in place In preparatior
for the 30-minute program, I reviewed some published promot:oral materials
for the Sylvan approach. One claim was that cn:ldren ¢ :wrolled in a Sylvan
program (at tne cost of more than §1,000 ner ch:ld) weu.d, on tre merage,
progress cne jear .n academ:¢ achievrme~t, luriry tte rregram. J stated thac
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the concept of the "average” gain of one year per ¢hild appeared to .=pie
that some children had galns greater than one year, but that others wou.d
ain less than one year. The Sylvan representative repiled that actia..u
most children ga.ned far more than one year of academic progress, some as
mach as 4 or _‘_ years. I stated that If, indeed, this impress.ve statement
was correct , 1t would be necessary for many children %o make 70 ga.n at all
and for some to be parforming at gsuch lower levo's at the close of the.r
attendance in the Sylvan program than they were at the beginn ng. In response
to my inquiry concerning the availadbil.ty of objective evaluat:on resylts on
the offects of Sylvan, the representative replied, "A clinical psycholog:st
s working on that.”

I concluded oy inquiry on the issue by asking, “Are you in a pos:tion to
guarantee paronts that their children w:ll :indeed make cne year 0f ga.n .n
academic performance during their enrollment in the Sylvan program?”™ The
answer was "No.” In a recent article in Time (February 3, 1986), tle proc-
ponents of Sylvan cited as evidonce for the success 0f their approach only
hcpe and individual anecdotal reports.

Some individuals may claiz that Follow Through has been evaluated far too
much. MNaybc sc. Pput Follow Through has lmplemonted a public, responsible,
data-based approach to educational chinge and improvement. If we accept less
than this lavel of evidence to promote educational change in Amer:ica, we are
doceiving citizens and we will deserve the chaos that results. There are
real hazards in attempting to merchandisc education in the manner that we
soll toothpaste, cereal, or beer.

Formation Of resource centers. The establishment 0f resource centers In
Follow Through was a cormmondabdble step toward informad public decisions on ed-
ucation in our country. Thase Centers, which presented 1nformation to the
nation about the notaple accomplishments of “exemplary® programs :n Follow
Through, did much to place Follow Through in the ma:nstream of thinking about
improving schooling. Citizens in large numbers of cimmunities have been in-
fluenced to consider educaticnal change and improvement through part.cipation
in Follow Through, visits to resource centers, or reading published mater:a.s
about the project. For example, one of the resourCe Ceitors Wwas established
in £. St. louis, IL, located Jjust across the M:ississinr: River from St. Louis.
The work of Follow Through in this cocmunity has y.~lled extremely positive
results. Fellow Through was implemented .n seven () of the lowest performing
schocls in that city. Those 3even schools are now arong the highest performing
schools In E. St. louls. Studen*s once had averzqe academic performance at
approximately the 15th percentile, according to natiosal norsms, at end of
third grade, now. the average academic performance level s at approximately
the 50th percentile, according to national norms.

The resource center establishoed in E. St. louls was &8 huge success. Represen-
tativey of more than 5_0 Ccormunities in AmeriCa sent represontatives to obsernie
successSul educational procedures, and many of these communities adipted these
procedures. Representatives of the £ S§t. Louls Schrol District worked in
cozmunities located throughout the country to assist .n izproving schioling
Parents wore pleased, school personnel wore pleased, members of local schocl
boards were pieased. Llocal parents had worked with local school personnel to
improve education, and they now were shar.ny the.r sucCess with [threr cermuri-
.08, Researchers from un.versit.es had made important cuntl.lut.ons, ard
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he Same nay De said for .ocal, state, and foderal leve.s of governre.l. Ln-
fortunately, the funding to the rosource center became $O uaCerta.n that the
E. St. louis Board of Education, with deep recret, ~.thdrow from implement.ng
the resource cester.

Recently, Or. Clarence Goldsmith. Ass:stant Supariatendent in the E. St. Louls
schools, told me that there was SLIONG. unan:rous sSuppors for the wore of
Follow Through and for the work of the resource center in E. S:. lou But
he statod that the maembers 0f Ais School Board could not support the Jont.nu=
ation of the resource conter unless the funding was predictable. He aiso
scated that he wished Follow Through could be oxtended further uf through
grade levels to study academic perfornance of older students. Aaccord:ing to
Or. Goldsmith, the impressive gains tha: children make up through the end o¢
Jdrd grade weaken at later grade levels. Mo belleves that thi< :s a majtor
prodlesm in education. one that Follow TArough sponsors are wa: -equipped g
address and resolve. Or. Goldsmith stated that, if the proper changes were
fortheoming in funding for Follow Through, he would recosmend enthusiastica. ly
the resumption of Follow Through activities in L. St. Louls.

I Future of follow Through

Tho Congross has made w:so, far-sighted decisions :n the naticnal :nterest by
both establishing Follow Through and providisg bipartisan support for the effort,
including passaga of N.R. 2148. The problems addressad :in Follow Through do not
yield to "quick fixes” or to ¢lib, undocumented claims ¢f victory. Acquiring
the knowledge and techniques to educate citizons who can ma.ntain and enhance -~ur
tradition of froedoa toquires and deserves long-terz comuitments of resources.
Continued pursuit of thus goal dy Follow Through .s Just:ified by numerous suc-
cesses, including the demonstrated capabil:ties (1) to learn from exper:ieace and
(2) to assure inforsed citizen pirtic.pat.on in all phises of implezmentat:ion,
resecarch, and disseaination.

1t seexms likoly that Follow Through, or some uther longitid:inal effort by 3 duf-
forent namo., will Do required to protect the nat:onal iaterest in educativn, par-
ticularly as it pertains to military and econom:c preparedness. In addit:ion,

the project appears to be an excellont veh:cle for addrezsing the increas.ng pres-
Sures for citizen participatior. in doc:sions about scrooiing during the remaining
years of this century. The accomplishments of Follow Through have earnod enthu~
siastic public support. These outcomes are a source of grat:itude and ,ride for
all individuals who have worked to make Follow Through 3 success. The =2ffort

has ovoked strong foelings of hope &1d aspiration asong d.verse groups of irdi-
viduals who care deoply about the cosmitments and goals representod. cConfro-
versies, when they occur., serve to validate the importance of the goals of the
Froject and to reveal the vital energ.es that ex.st in Qur society for acconpl ishin
those goals.

Discussions cn the future of Follow TArough should .ncotporate the f0lluwaiy cone
siderat:ons:

1. public support f0r Fnllow Through. Botd the orig:inal intent ia Fullow
Through and what the project actually becare are important ir fram.ng
the future of the efforz. T Parspect.ve insures tXat tPe pelcepticns
and wishes 0f large numbers of parents, childten, and scheo. jerscrrel
will be included in 3 proper assessment Cf tho Frogress, $cTGOf..S5aments,
and future Prospects for Follow Throus™ Tre success 2f Follsw Throuct
Tejuires CcoORT.NUATLCh ! the Iroad base Uf pub.li. support
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1n support of the initiation of Head Start and Follow Through has been
st.engthened over the years. Conclusions concerning the plasticity of
growth processes dur:ng the early, preschool years, as well as the prom-
15e of effective 1ntervention to promote positive growth and devzliopment,
remain intact. Indeed, much research, including results of longitudinal
studies, has served to strengthen these conclusions. For =xample, irom
his longitudinal studies of more than 1,000 children in the S$t. Louis
area from birth through age 18 years, Dr. Thumas E. Jordan, my colleague
at the University of Missouri = St. Louis, concludes that levels of de-
velopmant attained by children during their preschool years strongly
affects their subsequent academic achievement levels. Jordan believes
that the problems of adolescent delinquency can be traced unequivocally
to influences in the early years of schooling. Therefore, public policy
leading to effective intervention in the childhood years is strongly in-
dicated.

Extending Follow Through to higher grade levels. There has been signifi-
cant progress toward developing effective education for children from
aconomically poor homes, but much remains to be accomplished. When Head
Start began, 1t was hoped that a brief, enriched educational experience
would enable the children enrolled to avoid future failure in schooling.
When that hope was frustrated, Follow Through was initiated to provide
effective education in kindergarten and the primary grades. Many suc-
cessful programs have been developed in Follow Through, but more research
and development acti,itles are required now to extend the successes of
Follow Through to the end of the elemertary grades and beyond :nto the
high school years. Clearly, there should be strong support of resource
centers to communicate information about "exemplary” Follow Throigh pro-
grams. Based upon the successes of Follow Through, similar levcl: of
success at higher grade levels now appear to be practical possibilities.
The implementation of H.R. 2148 appears to focus in this direction.

Application of planned variation and sponsorship to higher grade levels.
The use of the planned variation strategy and the sponsorship mechanism
that p-oved effective 1in Follow Through should be reviewed to consider
their . .tential for extension to grade levels beyond third grade. The
resources of researchers and educators 1n universities and regional
laboratories nave been an essential component in the success of Follow
Through. The strong emphasis on the utilization of knowledge in plann:ng
and expediting Follow Through has had important reciprocal advantages

for the improvement of education and for efforts in the university/
research community to improve the knowledge bpase for this activ:ity.

Implications of rapid social change for Follow Through. Prior to the
late 1950's, critical exa.unations and reform movements 1n education

in America occurred at intervals of approximately 25-30 years. But in
recent years, critical public scrutiny of education and recommendat1o.s
for reform have occurred at more frequent intervals. The Sputnik in-
cidant promoted intensive analysis and criticism of education during
the late 1950's and early 1960's. The unrest of the Vietrnam Era con-
tributed to another period of analysis and reform in education during
the early 1970's. The concerns about teaching pas:c academic skills
more effectively, accountability, parent part:c:ipation, treedom of
choice, and other 1ssues pulsed analys.s and recommendat.ons for reform
dur:ng cthe early 1980's. Apparent.y, our soclety .5 increasingly atcuned
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to the critical role of educat:cnal excellence in assuring the well-
Yeing of our nation. Under these circumstances, an effort such as
Folicw Through is well-qualified to provide essent:ial information con-
cerning perceptions of parents and other citizens, student Ferrormance.,
and the use of xnowledge about children’s growtn and develogrent in
formulating effective educational prograxs.
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For
All those individuals who worked
to make Follow Through a success

Project Follow Through is an im-
mensely important milestone in the
search for more varied and batter
ways to educate children, disadoan-
taged or not. We now have a clear
precedent for change in public
school education.
{McCanprsss, B. R., & Evans,
E. D. Children and youth: Psy-
chosocial development. Hins-
dale, Ill.: Dryden Press, 1973.
Pp. 448-449]
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Foreword

This volume merits careful attention by all those individuals who want
to help improve the nation’s schools. For many reasons, this book rep-
tesents an important contribution to a growing body of literature on the
utilization of the social sciences in intervention research to strengthen
educational programs. The content of the various chapters fllustrates that
reports of applied, problem-focused research can be well-organized, infor-
mative, and interesting to read. Detailed descriptions of Follow Through

. educational models reveal how researchers'used the resources of the social

sciences and much practical knowledge gained from their own extensive ex-
petience in schools to plan, implement, and evaluate their innovative ap- .
proaches for educating economically disadvantaged children. Reading this
book encourages feelings of optimism that in the years ahead advances
such as those accomplished in Follow Through may be used to enhance
sreatly the educational and life opportunities of children from low-income
tamilies and indeed for all children.

In the mid-1960s, the consensus in America supposted a war to climinate
poverty. But how was this formidable task to be accomplished? Numerous
causes for poverty could be cited—including powerful economic, political,
and cultural forces that tended to perpetuate the status quo. Even the
educational system appeared to be contributing to inequality of opportun-
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ity. According to the American ethos, education was expected to serve as
the great equalizer of the population. Indeed, education had been the
means for acculturating and assimilating the disparate immigrant groups
when they arrived at this country’s shores. Americans felt justified in
believing that equality of education opened to each and every individual
the door to unlimited opportunities for wealth, prestige, and the good life
in general. But the nation no longer could overlook the glaring fact that
certain ethnic, racial, and rural groups were excluded from access to the
American dream. These groups remained poverty stricken from generation
to generation. Although many causes might be implicated in the continuing
plight of economically disadvantaged children, the failure of the educa-
tional system to meet their needs could no longer be ignored.

Why was the educ- onal system unable to educate children of the poor?.
The system as a whole did not seem to be at fault, as it appeared to be suc-
cessful in meeting the needs of many children. Perhaps, then, the cause lay
in economically disadvantaged children themselves. It was known that
these children entered school with inadequate cognitive skills, as compared
to their more affluent peers. Thus, many individuals concluded that the in-
itial deficiencies of disadvantaged children prevented them from perform-
ing as well as other children in the regular educational program. This
reasoning appeared to explain why students from low-income backgrounds
had lower levels of academic skills than their peers when they completed
their school experience and, therefore, why they could not compete effec-
tively for jobs. When the problem of poverty was represented in this man-
ner, the solution appeared to require a preschool intervention program to
increase these children’s cognitive and social skills, so they might profit as
much as other children from the educational opportunities provided in
school. Then, when poor children completed their formal schooling, they,
too, would be eligible for high-level jobs and carecrs—and thus the vicious
cycle of poverty would be broken.

In a simplified manner, this account describes the type of thinking that
led to the development of Head Start and eventually to Follow Through. A
more lengthy description of events that supported the initiation of these
two projects is presented in Chapter 2 of this volume. Many individuals ex-
pected the students who received the benefits of both Head Start and
Follow Through to acquire momentum that would propel them into a more
optimal course of development. Then, the children were expected to sustain
this new desirable trajectory of development during the remainder of their
school attendance and during their adult years. Also, a central goal of
Follow Through was to discover “what works best” in the education of
poor children.

During the past 15 years, 1 frequently have expressed support for Head
Start and have observed with interest the evolution of Follow Through. My
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views about the accomplishments and significance of Head Start have been
stated in many publications, including a recent volume entitled,. Project
Head Start: A Legacy >f the War on Poverty (New York: Free Press, 1979),
which I co-edited with Jeanette Valentine. My initial contact with Follow
Through was in the summer of 1967, when I served as a member of the na-
tional Follow Through Advisory Committee. The individuals in that group
made a number of recommendations about the structure and functions of
the new project. Ray Rhine and his colleagues completed this volume to
describe the results of their participation in Follow Through and its im-
plications for education, research, and social policy. Taken together, these
two books contain much needed information about the history and perfor-
mance of Head Start and Follow Through, as well as the future prospects
for improving educational and life opportunities for children and their
families who participate in these projects.

Follow Through was planned to be both a large-scale ecological study on
the effects of a variety of educational models for economically disadvan-
tazed children and an attempt to extend the benefits of compensatory
education for these children as they advanced through kindergarten and the
primary grades. The model sponsors who wr..e selected to participate in the
project differed in their visions of the goals of education and the methods
for attaining them. In this volume, the authors of chapters on five Follow
Through models share with s the knowledge they gained from more than
a decade of experience in implementing their approaches, inciuding suc-
cesses, failures, and suggestions for improving the implementation of the
models. Without a doubt, the accomplishments of each model described in
this book are impressive. Throughout the chapters on the various models,
the achievements of Follow Througi: are seen in the documentation of
marked improvement in children’s reading, mathematics, and language
skills; an increase in children’s feelings of self-esteem and other motiva-
tional, affective charactesistics; and an increase in parents’ educational
skills, teaching ability, and involvement with their children.

Two prominent features of Follow Through are the use of scholars to
develop educational interventions and the planned variation of the in-
terventions. ‘These features ware designed into the project so educators,
researchers, and citizens could decide eventuaily which educational ap-
proaches provide the greatest benefits to students and their families.
Therefore, a large part of the discussion about these approaches focuses
on the problem of evaluating each model fairly and comprehensively.
Because the oziginal intent in Follow Through was to compat  arious
educational models, evaluation is an important issue. But revievsing the
outcomes of evaluation studies reported in this volume does not compel
readers to conclude that one ma.sel is superior to all others. The results of a
number of evaluations indicate that each model has its merits and value.
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Therefore, the true winner of any contest that may have occurred in Follow
Through has been the nation as a whole. One important result of Follow
Through is that the nation now has an array of educational programs that
have been proven to be effective in teaching economically disadvantaged
<hildren..

Although the issue of which model provides the most gains to children
and their families is a difficult one to resolve, the book does answer the
question of “what works best” for children. What works best is continuity
of high-quality educational experiences. Economically disadvantaged
children, like all children, develop optimally so long as they receive the at-
tention of caring and able persons who are committed to providing educa-
tional programs that are adapted to children's needs. The children appear
to gain in proportion te the amount of time they spend in such an environ-
ment. After they leav. i3 optimal environment, their further development
usually is not maintained at the same level.

A number of investigators have reported that children are unable to
_maintain all the gains they achieve in Head Start and Follow Through when
they leave these programs. Some individuals have construed these findings
as contrary to the original expectancies for these programs and, therefore,
as evidence that the programs have failed. However, perhaps what is faulty
is the conception of economically disadvantaged children as substandard
individuals who, after their achievement levels are made commensurate
- with other children, can be processed efficiently through the remainder of
their school experience by the machinery of the regular school system. But
accumulating evidence suggests that it is unreasonable to expect disadvan-
taged children to sustain and build upon their gains frora short-term com-
pensatory programs unless they receive continued support from an optimal
environment. This may be the most important lesson from Head Start and
Follow Through.

This.lesson has profound theoretical and practical implications. Head
Start and Follow Through were developed during the 1960s when the no-
tion of “critical periods” in children’s development was widely accepted.
Many researchers were attempting to discover critical periods during which
particular interventions would guarartee children's optimal future develop-
ment. Underlying the concept of critical periods is the belief that develop-
ment proceeds as a series of propulsive events. According to this position,
children who -2ceive proper stimulation during a critical period are hurled
in the correct developmental direction,  and they require little further
guidance in order to arrive at their appropriate developmental destination.
Furthermore, appropriate experiences during the next critical period serve
to propel children to the next developmental landmark. In contrast, the
results of Head Stast and Follow Through suggest thit continuity of sup-
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port and guidance over the years, not critical periods of special stimula-
tion, may be the true basis for optimal development. Head Start and
Follow Through also demonstrate that children attain developmental suc-
cess when their families, schools, and communities provide consistent and
integrated patterns of experience. This continuity of experience is required
not only across time but also across social institutions.

Continuity of experience is essential in efforts to encourage more suc-
cessful developmental patterns among economically disadvantaged
children. Throughout the development of advantaged children, their total
environment is characterized by complementary cultural values and ex-
periences. Disadvantaged children who attend compensatory programs do
not have the benefit of such continuity. Although their parents and part of
the community also may be involved in these programs, much of the re-
mainder of their environment lacks a consistent emphasis on academic
values and the skills that are necessary for success in school. Moreover,
when they leave these special programs, the children typically enroll in
other school programs that are less stimulating. If children are unable to
sustain their developmental gains in Head Start and Follow Through, the
reason may be that the gains are not reinforced during subsequent stages of
growth. The writers of this book and sponsors of other Follow Through
models have demonstrated that high-quality educational interventions fc:
children from low-income backgrounds can be designed to achieve and
maintain developmental gains over prolonged periods of time. The clear
message from Follow Through is that such programs should be extended as
required during the whole developmental period of the economically disad-
vantaged child.

Head Start and Foilow Through were develoned to answer the question,
“Why do economically disadvantaged children fail to benefit from the
American system of equal educational opportunity?” However, the results
of these projects have raised questions about the correct conception of
equal educational opportunity. The outcomes of Follow Through indicate
clearly that the ideal of equal educational opportunity does not imply that
all children must proceed along the same educational path. Rather,
educators should recognize the individual needs of children and provide
teaching-learning experiences that enhance each child's development
toward his or her full potential. Only when this ideal becomes a reality will
the nation achieve its dream of equal educationa opportunity for all.

Eowarp F. Zigrer

Sterling Professor
Department of Psychology
Yale University
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The national Follow Through Project is a unique longitudinal experiment
in education that has been funded by the United States Office of Education
(USOE) since 1967. Th-: federal government has invested almost one billion
dollars to assist educators and parents in local school districts to create a
variety of new model program approaches for educating children in
kindergarten and the primary grades. The program sponsors, or devel-
opers, who are researchers in child development and education in either
universities or educational laboratories, perform key responsibilities in
Follow Through. They and their staffs provide much of the expertise,
supervision, and leadership for generating and refining the model programs
through many developmental cycles. Each sponsor's approach is con-
structed around a distinct, coherent set of ideas about child development
and education.

The purpose of the present volume is to describe the origins and unique
characteristics of Project Follow Through, and to present cohesive descrip-
tions of five of the most visible and widely implemented models. Follow
Through is a landmark in the history of American education because it
represents an important advance in the use of empirical and systematic
methods to develop and evaluate educational programs. The results and
implications are increasingly recognized as a timely contribution to the na-
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tional debate on contemporary ecucational issues such as the purpose of
education in our society, accountability, “return to basics,” parent par-
ticipation, and both preservice and in-service education of teachers.
Furthermore, the project already has affected educational policies at
federal, state, and local levels, as well as curriculum reform, evaluation re-
search, institutional change, and the teaching of large numbers of children.
Indeed, Follow Through may contribute eventually to significant change
in education at all levels.

This book represents the first sexious effort to organize and communicate
comprehensive knowledge about educational alternatives developed in
America’s most extensive longitudinal research and development project in -
education. The contributors are social scientists, most of whom either have
served as sponsors of the educational models described in this volume or
have planned and supervised the construction of the models. Their ex-
periences in the project represent a major source of original information on
the \ .es of the social sciences in large-scale intervention research to design
more effective educational programs.

This volume is intended for all researchers, practitioners, and policy-
makers who are concerned with the improvement of education. It will be
useful especially to individuals in educational psychology, developmental
psychology, educational leadership, curriculum studies, evaluatina
research, school psychology, and community psychology. The book il-
lustrates how researchers used theories about child development, results of

-empirical investigations, and research skills to bridge the gap between
knowledge and practice in education. These scientists-professionals may
serve as role models for growing numbers of students who are preparing to
enter careers that will require a blend of scholarly and practical knowledge.

The contents of this book also will be useful to classroom teachers, .cur-
riculum specialists, school administrators, and others who have respon-
sibilities for educating children in the nation’s schools. The descriptions of
the innovative approaches to curriculum and evaluation, and the sup-
pl- —entary-sources included among the references, contain much informa-
tion that may be applied to the education of children. In addition, educa-
tional policymakers, planners, and administrators at federal, state, and
local levels of government, many of whom already have some knowledge
on Follov' Through, will find the information about the various models to
be pertirent and helpful in their efforts to provide effective educational ser-
"ces for America’s children.

The volume is composed of nine chapters arranged in three parts. The
first two chapters (Part ]) acquaint readers with the major characteristics of
Follow Through. In Chapter 1, Rhine explores the significance of Follow
Through, explains the circumstances that influenced the preparation of this
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book, and summarizes each of the chapters on the model programs that are
descibed in Part II. In Chapter 2, Rhine, Elardo, and Spencer review the
beginnings of Head Start and other events that led to the initiation of
Follow Through, ard they examine the project’s two guiding strategies—
“planned variation” and “sponsorship.” A number of conceptual systems
that may be used to compare similarities and differences among the Follow
Through models also are discussed, followed by a presentation of the
guidelines that authors used to select and organize the information included
in Chapters 3 through 7.

The next five chapters (Part 1) contain descriptions of Follow Through
models. Greenwood, Ware, Gordon, and Rhine, the authors of Chapter 3,
discuss the Parent Education Model. The goal of this approach is to
establish a new partnership between school personnel and parents who
work together to create new learning opportunities for children and parents
in homes and schools. In Chapter 4, the characteristics of the Direct Instruc-
tion Model are presented by Becker, Engelmann, Carnine, and Rhine. The
core of this model is the DISTAR instructional materials, which were
developed through the use of methods and research findings from be-
havioral psychology to improve instruction in basic academic skills. Ramp
and Rhine describe in Chapter S the use of applied behavior analysis to
construct the Be’iavior Analysis Model. Classroom teachers use a varisty
of behavioral procedures in this approach to help students gain at least one
year of academic achievement for each year they are enrolled in school. In
Chapter 6, Weikart, Hohmann, and Rhine- discuss the High/Scope
Cognitively Oriented Curriculum Modei. This approach is derived from
developmental theory, in part Piagetian, and the focus is on helping
children develop the underlving cognitive processes and formal knowledge
systems that they use to acquire and organize information. In Chapter 7,
the distinctive features of the Bank Street Model: A Developmental-
Interaction Approach arc portrayed by Gilkeson, Smithberg, Bowman,
and Rhine. The intent in this model is to adapt instruction to the growth
pattems of each child in supportive and intellectually stimulating learning
environments,

In the last two chapters (Part I1), Rhine examines the impact of Follow
Through by focusing on a number of issues that have emerged from more
than a decade of planned variation research in the project. In Chapter 8,
the pattern of effective cooperation among many participants in Follow
Through is presented as a promising mechanism for improving educational
services and generating knowledge about major concerns in the current na-
tional detate on education. In addition, selected issues in evaluation, im-
plementation, and knowledge diffusion about exemplary educational pro-
grams are discussed. In Chapter 9, the focus is on the implications of events
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in Follow Through for using the social xciences to ameliorate social prob-
lems, followed by some concluding comments about the production of
literature on problem-focused research conducted in large-scale interven-
tion projects.

A major reason for organizing this vclume was to increase the amount
and variety of public information about Follow Through. Previously,
public attention on the project had focused primarily on discussions about
the planning, management, and outcomes of the national longitudinal
evaluation. Many of the issues in that evaluation were examined in the
May, 1978, issue of Harvard Educational Review. But a balanced ap-
praisal of Follow Through also requires information from other sources, in-
cluding the sponsors’ experiences in program implementation and the
results of their own evaluation research. The content of the present volume
illustrates a variety of uses of the social sciences in problem-focused re-
search. Thus, this book is an addition to the list of previous publications by
Academic Press on the principles, methodology, and evaluation of in-
tervention research.

Producing the final drafts of the manuscripts was a lengthy process in-
volving frequent communication between the editor and the other authors.
The editor worked with the representatives of each model to develop
chapters that included essential information about the models within the
‘format and guidelines that all contributors had accepted. Implementing the
plan for completing the five chapters on the Follow Through models re-
quired that the editor also participate as an author in planning and com-
pleting each of'those chapters.

For many practical reasons, the coverage in this volume was restricted to
five Follow Through models. The editor and the other authors sincerely
hope that the publication of this book will encourage others to publish
materials about the models developed in Follow Through.
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Part 1
Introduction

The future of our society s in no small way depen-
dant upon the results produced by this creative and
complex project [Follow T%rough).
{Evans, E. D. Contemporary viewpsints on
early childhood education. Hinsdale, 1.
Dryden Press, 1973, p. 96.])

Follow Through is & comprehensive project that
represents a compromise between the rigor of a
highly controlled and tightly designed laboratory
experiment with the popular and politically appeal-
ing feature of community participation and local
control.
{Riecken, W. H., & Boaucn, R. F. (Eds.).
Social experimentation. New York: Academic
Press, 1974, p. 19.)
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Psychology in Action

The Role of

Psychologists

in the National Follow Through Project

W. Ray Rhine

ABSTRACT: The use of planned varlation and spon-
sorshiy distinguishes Project Follow Through from
other social intervention projects conducted since the
early 1960s. For more than a decade, large numbers
of psycholog:sts have cooperated with school person-
nel and parents in many communities in Follow
Through programs to develop effective models of ed-
ucation for e ically disadvantaged children.
These psychologists have had major responsibilities
In all pkases ¢f Follow Through. and information
abour exemplary educational programs 1s row being
disseminated to schools throughout the . *ry. The
successfil wtilization of psychologists in Follow
Through has implications for two central issues roles
Jor psychologists In soctal intervention research and
fiture uses of planned varation and sponsorship to
ameliorate social problems.

Follow Through is America’s most axtensive fe-
search and development project in education. The
central goal has been to develop and evaluate & va-
riety of effective mode! programs for educating pri-
mary-school-age children from low-income families.
In 1967, Congress authorized a comprehensive **fol-
low-through project” to maintain and strengthen
gains made by Head Start' graduates as they pro-
gressed through kindergarten and the primary grades.
Many individuals expected that Follow Through
would quickly become a vehicle for providing sacial,
educational, and other services to hundreds of thou-
sands of childrea, but the project’s funding for the
first two years was limited to $15 million.

The lower-than-expected funding for Follow
Through necessitated that the project’s goals be re-
viewed and revised in a series of planning meetings
that were convened in Washington, D.C., during
1967-1968. A group of psychologists that included
Urie Bronfenbrenner, Donald M. Baer, Robert D.
Hess, Halbert B. Robinson, Robert L. Thorndike,
and others examined the status of research on chil-
dren’s development and education. Additional meet-

University of Missouri—St. Louis

ings involved individuals who had gained national
recogmtion for planning, descnbing, and imple-
menting new approaches for educaung young chil-
dren. The consensus was that Follow Through
should evolve as an experimental, longitudinal pro-
ject for using the innovative strategies of planned
variation and sponsorship 1o create and study alter-
native educational models.

Psychologists have had mior responsibilities
in all phases of Follow Through-—planning the proj-
ect, administering it, designing, and implementing
programs, reviewing and entiquing the (otal effort,
and evaluating outcomes. Participation in Follow
Through has provided many puyche*ogists with rare
opportunines to explore the usefulness of their dis-
cipline in large-scale, educationally relevant re-
scarch. The participants have included Wesley C.
Becker, Courtney B. Cazden, fra J. Guordor, Jerome
Kagan, Eleanar E. Maccoby, Charles D. Smock,
Margaret C. Wang, Dand P Weikart, Sheldon H.
White, and Edward F. Zigltr. Among the organi-
zattons that have contracted to provide professional
expertise are Abt Associates, Inc., Biodynamics,
Inc., Educational Testing Service, National Opinion
Research Council, National Training Laboratories,
Social Science Research Council, Stanford Research
Institute, several regional educational laboratories,
and 2 number of universitics,

Many of the accomplishments, problems, and

This article was prepared duning the fall of 1981 whule the authoe
was on sabbatical lesve at the Nauonal !nsutute of Education 1a
Washington. D.C.

A more extensive desenption of Follow Through s peesented
in W, R, Rhune (Ed.). Making schools moee effective: New direc-
ttons from Follow Through New York: Acsdemic Press, 1981,

Requests ror reprints should be sent to W, Ray Riune, School
of Ed of Beh I Studses, Uni y of
Missoun5t Loml. St. Lowis, Missoun 63121.

' 2igler and Valentine (l9 9) present 2 compubemave ace
count of the hustory, and
ness of Head Stant, The positive:, forg-term effects of uaa Start
u; r’t)poncd by Larar. Hubbell. Murrsy. Rosche, and Royce
1977,
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future prospects of the linkage between psychology
and education that has flourished during the past
two decades are illustrated in the events of Follow
Through. Thus, information concerning the Follow
Through experience belongs tn the mainstream of
thinking about the utilization of psychology 1n the
improvement of education. The purpose of this ar-
ticle is to discuss the following characteristics of
Follow Through: (a) planned vanation and spon-
sorship; (b) similarities and differences smong ed-
ucational models; (¢) evaluation, imple-aentation,
and dissemination; (d) recent developments; and (¢)
implications.

Planned Variation and Sponsorship

The use of planned variation and sponsorship in
Follow Through is in line with recommendations
made by Campbell (1969). McGuire (1969), Rossi
(1970), Rivlin (1971), Rossi and Williams (1972),
and Riecken and Boruch (1974) in their writings on
the role of psychology in planned social intervention.
These authors describe a policy framework for more
effective utilization of the social sciences that in-
cludes two essential components: (a) Rescarchers
should be encouraged to analyze a target area or
problem and to plan a varicty of pilot approaches
to the problem; and (b) these planned.variation pilot
studies should be refined through several iterations
of a program development cycle (which includes
planning, implementation, evaluation, and revision)
tn order to identify their strengths and weaknesses
on a small scale before any one program is enacted
on a large scale,

Support for the use of psychological findings
and research methods to construct and examine in-
structional approaches in Follow vhrough came
from several sources. For example, the fina! report
of the 1968 White House Task Foree on Child De-
velopment (U.S. Department of ricalth, Education,
and Welfare, 1968) reccommended that the U.S. Of-
fice of Education adopt a policy of planned variation
in developing and studying a range of approaches
to childhood cducation. Many professicnal educz-
tors were also receptive to the utilization of psy-
chology in a study of plannsd vanation, noting the
value of the alterative psychological perspectives
on learning and instruction contained in the writings
of Barbara Biber, Jerome S. Bruner, John B. Carroll,
Arthur W. Combs, Ned A. Flanders, Robert M.
Gagné, Robert Glaser, and others. Furthermore,
school personnel and psychologists had already col-
laborated in developing new experimental curmicula
(c.g, Bereiter & Engelmann, 1966; Cazden. 1968:
Deutsch, 1967: Gordon. 1967. Stendler-Lavatelli,
1968; Weikart, 1967, Resnick. Note 1).

Decision makers in the Otfice of Education and
their advisors considered a number of options for
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implementing the policy of planned vanation 1n
Follow Through. The result was that a group of
*model sponsors,” pnmanly psychologists, were se-
lected and encouraged to develop innovative edu-
cational approaches to childhood education. These
sponsors had dcmonstrated net only effective ad-
vocacy of integrated sets of beliefs about ieaching
and learning but also successful apphications of their
approaches in school classrooms. In addition, their
previous work provided evidence that if given a pe-
riod of several years for development, they could
construct theory-based, comprehensive programs
(including teaching methods and curriculum ma.
terials) for use with children in kindergarten through
primary grades and their parents.

The sponsors contracted with the Officc of Ed-
ucation to design, implement, and monitor their
models through long-term, cooperative relationships
with educators and parents in school distncts located
throughout the country. Some sponsors agreed to
work with as many as 20 school districts; others
agreed to work with fewer. Most sponsors and their
staffs are based at colleges, universities, or regional
educational laboratories.? Follow Through pro-
grams have been implemented in 178 communities
located 1n all 50 states, th: District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Istands.

Consistent with the intent 1n the strategy of
planned variation, the spousors have derived their
instructional models from the spectram of philo-
sophical and psychological thcones about the growth
and education of children as well as from the results
of empirical research on child development. The
modcls produced in the Follow Through Project are
integrated descriptions of optimal conditions for
teaching and learning. These models serve three es-
sential functions: (a) They provide tentative expla-
nations, or sets of hypotheses, about the effective
approaches to teaching and learning; (b) they serve
as guides for gencrating educational goais and ob-
jectives, prescribing instructional procedures and
materials, and conducting research: and (c) they
serve as frameworks within which to applv the re-
sults of evaluation research to modify and claborate
the componcnts of modcls and to improve tnstruc.
tional procedures, materials, and program evalua-
tion.

Adapting the knowledge and methodology of
psychology to the complex requirements of 2 large-
scale educational intervention project during the
turbulent years of the late 1960s and carly 1970s

¥ A total of 13 sponsors tniusted Foilow Through models
dunng the fall of 1968 Subsequently. othsr models were Incore
porated 1nto the project. Rhene (1981) contains 2 hist of models
and sponsonng institutions. The Head Start planned.vanation
d after Follow Through began are

that were
descnbed by Daita {1979).

March 1983 « American Psychologist

63

289




ERI

was a difficult task (Rhine. 1981). There has always
been strong emphasis in Follow Through on ethnic
minority representation and meaningful participa.
tion by parents and local educators. Thus orientation
often appeared to transform the project into a hight-
ning rod that attracted fiashes of energy generated
by the discontent and demand for social justice that
surged through the larger society (Rivlin & Tim-
pane, 1975; Weikart & Banct, 1975). Few sponsors
were prepared for the challenges they encountered
while performing such tasks as developing curricu-
tum materials, pro*® "y inservice education for
teachers, identifying and organizing classroom pro-
cedures, and coordinating program pitiatives 1n
schools and communities scattered throughout the
country. Consequently. most sponsors had to ac-
quire 2 great deal of new knowledge about the re-
quirements for conducting long-term intervention
studics in public school systems.

The working relationships that have been es.
tablished among psychologists serving as model
sponsors, school personnel, and parents are a dis-
tinguishing feature and strength of Follow Through.
The sponsors and their staffs have uscd their know!-
edge about behavior to help citizens in local com-
munities improve educational services Hodges,
Sheehan, and Carter (1979) comment, “Sponsors
were no longer consultants. nor were they simply
advocates. Sponsors were on-the-job adult educators
who still had to consult and advocate. but who could
no longer 1gnore the problems of meshing an ideal-
ized program into the real world of schools and com-
munities” (p. 668).°

Another important feature of sponsorship is
tha! 1t enables federal admunistrators to delegate the
responsibilities for program development and im-
plementation to the sponsors and individuals 1n lo-
cal commumties. This procedure nas mimimized
controversies over control of school programs and
yet permitted admimistrators at local. state, and fed-
eral levels to exert necessary influence over the man-
agement of Follow Through. On the basis of a de-
tailed study of the orgamzation and management of
Follow Through dunng the period from 1967 to
1974, Etmore (1976) concludes that the “sponsored
model mechamsm™ 1s “the most important orga-
nizational feature of the Follow Through exper:.
ment. and the one that d=serves closest scrutiny by
designers of future expenments™ (p. 381).

In testimony to Congress. Ramp (198.) histed
seven pnmary tasks that sponsors now perform: (a)
providing comprehensive, documented aiternative
approaches to educaung low-income chiidren and
exphcit guidelines, procedures, and processes for im-
plementing each approach within a designated com-
mumity: (b) providing technical agsistance—includ-
ing mnservice education for teachers and teacher-ed-
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ucators—curmculum materials and uther educational
matenials, and services for wlenulying and orrecung
problems that Jocal cducators licyeeniy use to
adapt the Follow Thiough educationdl mudels to
meet focal needs. (¢) helping educatoss and parents
undursiand and use rescarch hindings to develop of-
fective educattonal practiees. (d) helping state cdu-
cation agenctes find solutions for urgent problems;
(e) disseminating inform.tion about successful Fole
low Through practices to new communsites. to other
federal educational projects. to other professiunals,
and to teacher educauon programs in cosleges and
universitics. (f) conducting reseath 1o 1upiove the
cducationa: services provided 1n local Follow
Through programs, and (g) ¢valuating and duocu-
menting the effects of the various educational
models.

Similarities and Differences Among
Educational Models

The educational models that constitute Follow
Through form an educational musai. cxemphfying
*“diversity withi, umity™ Both tntegration and di-
versity among models are represented because the
use of planned vanauon and sponsorstup result 1n
both similarities and differences in the stated phe
losophtes, basic features. and actual practices of the
vanous models. One vould expect the participants
inany well-designed study uf a variety of educational
programs to agree on a number of goals, even when
these programis are based on diverse belief systems
and rescarch traditions

Common elements among the models 1nclude
the following. (a) All have been influenced by the

¥ The federal admiristrators of Foilow Through decided to
restnct the visiblity of the project in the public domain to shield
1t frrm premature and inaccurate contiusions CORCeLnIng out-
comes. Consequently, the number of publications about the pro-
Ject 13 himited, espeaallv dunng the years pnor 10 1978 Neve
ertheless, several authors have commented on the significance of
Foliow Through According to McCandless and Evans (1973),
“Project Foilow Through 1s an 1m ly important mlk
1n the search for more vaned and better ways 10 educate children,
dssadvantaged or nct We now have a clear precedent for change
1n public school education” (pp 448-439) Riecken and Boruch
(1974) desenbe Follow Through as * 3 compretensive project that
represents a compromise between the rigor of a highly controlled
and tightly designed laboratory eapeniment with the poputar and
politscalt feature of ¢ y participation and local
conteod™ (p 19) Bergan arnd Dunn (1976) s1ate, “Head Start and
Follow Through represent a monumental cffort to show that the
wateliectual competence of vast numbers of children can be al-
tered through mass education * (p 39) Zigler (1981) comments,
*“One important result of Follow Through s that the nation now
has an array of educanional programs that have been proven to
be effe in ed g ccor. ty disadvantaged children™
(p xv) Finally, M.Grath (1981) Loncludes that the partnership
among schools. parents. and sponsonng research instituticss 1n
Follow Through “seems to have worked well for underpnvilegzd
children But 1t serves anuther important role asa laboratory for
Amencan pedagogy™ (p. 197)
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social, political, and research trends that have oc-
curred during the past two decades: (b) all have been
subjected 10 intensive scrutiny thraugh evaluation
procedures conducted by the spunsors, by the na-
tional longitudinal evaluation, and scmetimes by
local school distncts: and (c) all have included as-
sessing entry capabilities of students, using individ-
ual or small-group instruction, constructing positive
learning environments, clarifying .=structional goals,
materials, and processes, encouraging children to
acquire a “core™ of school-appropriate behaviors,
and attending properly to children’s affective devel-
opment.

The Follow Through models may be compared
and contrasted on sets of relevant psychological and
educational dimensions described by many writers
(e.8.. Emrick, Sorensen, & Stearns, 1973; Gordon,
1968; Maccoby & Zeliner, 1970; Parker & Day,
1972; Stebbins, St. Pierre, Proper, Anderson, %
Cerva, 1977; Weikart, 1972). Forexample, Maccoby
and Zellner (1970) group the models into four cat-
egories: (2) models derived from the principles of
contemporary learning theory in which teachers em-
ploy behavior modification techniques, precise in-
structional objectives, and systematic reinforcement
procedures; (b) models based on theories about the
stage-related evolution of cognitive structures and
processes in which teachers encourage children to
plan, complete, and evaluate many of their ovn ac-
tivities in classrooms; (c) models that focus on de-
veloping seif-actualization in which teachers seek to
develop positive sclf-eonccpts and decision-making
capabilities among children in nunturant, responsive
learning environments; and (d) models that feature
client-controlled approaches to education in which
teachers and parents cooperate in developing cur-
riculum materials and instructional processes that
are appropriate in each community. Maccoby and
Zeliner’s four categones provide useful perspectives
on the various models. But Glaser and Resnick
(1972) conclude that although the four categories
work veell in describing motivation and incentives,
they do not appear to represent adequately the di-
versity of empirical and theoretical bases in the var-
10uS programs.

Evaluation, Implementation,
and Dissemination

In a project so large and encompassing as Follow
Through, one would expect the representatives of
the various groups involved to differ sharply on
many issues, including the definition of project goals
and the critenia acceptable for evaluation. Indeed,
representatives of ethnic minonty groups strongly
criticized what they perceived as a “pupil-change
model” for implementing and evaluaang the project

They believed that a “s»ai-system change model™

would be more responsive to both the educational
needs of children and the broader concerns of par-
ents for social justice and control of local institu-
tions. Other catics, including some model sponsors,
urged less emphasis on measunng cogmtive, aca-
demic learning objectives and more emphasis on
measuring changes 1n affective areas such as self-
concept, curiosity, and attitudes toward learning
(Rhine, 1981).

The administrators of Follow Through re-
sponded to the st_ong pressures for changes in eval-
uation by expanding the scope of measurement 1n
the national longitudinal evaluation to include in-
stituional change (e g., thousands of parent inter-
views), classroom environments, and affective char-
actenistics of children.* The number of students in-
cluded in the basic evaluation sample was increased
from the originally planned 17,500 to 55,000 in
1972. During that y=ar. approximatsly 2,200 people
were employed in developing, printing, and shipping
10 tons of test materi~ts and in collecting, coding,
analyzing, and storing data in a computerized data
bank that contained more than one million card
images for 1972 alone (Rhine, 1973). Eventually,
steps were taken to limit the scope and cost of the
national evaluation (McDenels, 1975).

While the logistical problems encountered in
conducting the national evaluation of Follow
Through were substantial, the greatest challenge was
to formulate an effective, representative decision-
making process for accommodating the strong dis-
agreements among participants. The struggles for
control of policymaking and expenditure of funds
often developed into dramatic, emctional argu-
ments about methodological and design issues in
evaluation research. Weiss (1970, 1972), Ross1 and
Williams (1972), Rhine (1973, 1981 Note 2), and
others have described what some have called the
*politicization of evaluation rescarch” that occurred
in Follow Through and in other large-scale social
intervention projects during the fate 1960s and carly
1970s. In effect, however, the controversy concerning

* Most publications about Follow Through have focused on
the methodclogy and results of the national longitudinal evalus
ation (Anderson, St. Pierre, Proper, & Stedbins. 1978: Becler,
1977; House, Glass, McLean, & Waiker, 1978, Kennedy, 1978:
Rhine, 1973: Rlune & Spencer. 1975: Staliings, 1975, Wisler,
Bumms, & Iwamoro. 1978). In addition. the authors of three small
volumes on Follow Through describe the early conceptual bases
for a sumber of the nal modets (b by & Zcitner.
1970). 1ssues 1n educational policy research (Rivlin & Timpane.
1975). and accomplishiments of the project (Hodges et al . 1980)
Gordon and Breivogel (1976) present information about coms
ponents of 1he Follow Tnrough Parert Education Model Rhine
7 981) and hu colicagues descnbe the ongin. raticnale. imple-

and results of, as well as
lessons learned from. and devek cone
ducted in five widelv implemented Follow Through models That
veiume 21<0 contains a review of the history. unique character-
1sucs, and significance of Follow Through
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evaluation in Follow Through often served as a
safety valve that prevented a total breakdown in
communication among the various groups and thus
permitted the work of the project to continue.

Efforts to analyze and interpret the massive
amount of data from the national longitudinal eval-
uation have been controversial, and secondary anal-
yses of these data are likely to continue. The sources
of information on the evaluation include those al-
ready cited, as well as the original technical reports
(see Cline, 1974; Emrick et al., 1973; Rhine, 1971;
Sorensen, 1971; Stebbias et al., 1977). Critical com-
ment about the national evaluation by House et al.
(1978) includes the following observations: Many
model-specific objectives were not measured by the
instruments employed; the psychometric character-
istics of some instruments were inadequate; the in-
struments were unfair 10 some sponsor=’ models and
biased in favor of others; different imethods for ag-
gregating data (e.g., by pupil, class, and school)
yielded different results; and inappropriate statistical
analyses were performed on the data.

Opposing views are presented by Anderson et
al. (1978) and Wisler, Burns, and Iwamoto (1978).
These writers contend that for a variety of practical
and technical reasons, it was not passible to develop
an evaluation test battery that could be used to assess
the whole array of model sponsors® stated goals and
objectives. They also belicve that the instruments
employed in the national evaluation were the best
available and that these instruments represcated a
strong consensus among parents, ed:cators, t2xpay-
ers, and legislators about tmportant traditional ob-
jectives of schooling. These writers reason, therefore,
that the use of these instruments to evaluate out.
comes of ail models was appropriate, regardless of
whether the instruments measured all the specific
objectives stated for a particular sponsor’s model.
According to Stebbins et al. (1977), the instruments
represented the “best compromise between the need
for accountability and the difficulty of measuring
sponsors’ diverse goals and objectives”™ (p. 35).

The linking of educational research and strat-
egies for educational improvement in Follow
Through necessitated a broad perspective in evalu-
ating the impact of educational programs. Some of
the notable initiatives that resulted from such a per-
spective are the following: inclusion of noncognitive
characteristics of children and attitudes of parents
as legitimate variables in the evaluation of educa-
tional programs, en souragement of the development
of classroom observation scales and a process ori-
entation to research on education, exploration of
the use of quasi experiments in education as a useful
source of information in policy research, and ap-
plication of new statistical techniques to analyze
cvaluation data. Although some of these initiatives

were not continued to a successful conclusion, the
Follow Through evaluation nevertheless yielded a
rich fund of information (see Cooley. 1978; Cooley
& Lohnes, 1976: Schiller. Stalford, Rudner, Kocher,
& Lesnick, Note 3; Wholey, Note 4).

Because of the complexities of the elaborate
sets of alternative analyses, results, and qualifying
statements, no brief summary of results could pos-
sibly do justice to the national longitudinal svalu.
ation of Follow Through. Nevertheless, it is worth
noting that, in general, the highest mean scores on
the subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Test
(MAT) were produced by the Direct Instruction
Model and the Behavior ‘nalys Madel. Both of
these Follow Through models rv ~siaracterized by
high levels of teacher control ove: lezrning avd in-
struction in classrooms (cf. Gage & Yerliner, 1973;
Kennedy, 1978; Bereiter & Kurland, Note 5). There
are several interpretations for this cffect that deserve
attention (cf. Rhine, 1981). First, teachers in models
that are characterized by high levels of teacher con-
trol over lesrning and instruction may be able to
leam eir roles more quickly than teachers in mod-
cls that emphasize experiential learning, children’s
participation in planning their own curricula, and
the role of teachers as facilitators of children’s learn-
ing. Second, the MAT represents traditional goals
of education rather than goals such as autonomy,
problem-solving skills, or productive language, which
are the goals sought in tnnovative, nontraditional
Follow Through models. Third, students in class-
rooms in which sevels of coatrol by teachers are high
probably have more experience during their daily
classroom routines with both the format of the test
materials included in the national evaluation and
the paper-and-pencil mode of response to the test
items.

Which Follow Through models “work best™
This question iny rlves complex issues of valucs and
beliefs that are unlikely to be resolved simply by the
results of empirical studies. For example, McGrath
(1981) stresses that the results of Follow Through
experiments on the comparative effects of “educa-
tion through experience™ versus “stress on drill in
the basics™ are at the center of ““what is still one of
the hottest debates in U.S. education” (p. 107).
Mosteller (1975) comments on the problems that
occur in compasing the outcomes produced by the
various Follow Through educational models when
cach onc must be evaluated on a number of dis-
tinctive variables. He coucludes:

In the end, society should decide what it wants, not the
researcher, not the teachers, and not even a panel of ex-
perts. though all these groups may advise. Society must
look at what happened to the several vanables and notice
what progress has been made 1n such areas as language,
mathematics, self-concepts. skills. ability to deal with peo-
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ple. or aval rights attitudes  Alter reviewang the whole set
of measures, soctety will have 1o assign wzights to each
measure or assess them as a whole, even though different
progress is being mac's in differeat models at different
umes and on different vanables (p 171)

One complicating factor in esaluating the use-
fulness of any ntervention 1s whether the imple-
mentation of an tnnovative program has occurred
as planned. Gross (1979) emphasizes that percetved
“faitures’ of educational interventions often may
result from faulty implementation of the intenven-
tions 1n schools. He contends that evaluators “gen-
erally ignore whether an 1nnovation has been 1m-
plemented when they compare the performance of
‘experimental’ and ‘control’ groups. . . . Unless the
innovation has been actually implemented, however,
questions about 1ts cflectiveness are inappropnate™”
(p. 6) Experience 1n Follow Through mdicates that
differences 1n local conditions may dramatcally 1n-
fluence the actual enactment of programs. Thus, the
outcome cffectiveness of a model program may be
assessed more accurately whan there 1s detailed
knowledge about devianons from the intended im-
plementation.

There have been two general approaches to
studytng the implementation of Follow Through
models. Independent researchers have constructed
observation scales (Soar & Soar, 1972, Stallings.
1973, 1975) 2nd performed 1ntensive case studies
(Emnch etal , 1973) to analyze the implementation
charactenistics of selected models. In addition. spon-
sors of Follow Through models have directed sub-
stantial effort tovard studying the charactenstics of
their programs 10 many communities t~ ud them
in understanding and solving thedaily p.c  .mis that
emerge from develonomental activities (K. ¢, 1981)
These activittes have required the development of
many new insiruments and procedures to analyze
and improve components of modets, inciuding ma-
terials, tnstruction of students, inservice education
of teachers, partictpation by parents, and percep-
tions of consumers

Some sponsors have begun to examine the use-
fulness of recent conceptual advances 1n the study
of implementatsion For example, Ramp and Rhine
(1981) discuss the apphcation of the “levels of use™
approach (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford & Newlove,
1975, Loucks, Newlove, & Hall, 1975) to imple-
mntadon research on the Behavior Analysis Model.
Tz approach focuses on the stages of change that
occu. in the perceptions of individual practitioners
during di‘ferer,s phases of implementation. Hall,
George. and Rutherford (1977) developed the Stages
of Concern questionnaire for use tn ymplemeniation
studies Herniott and Gioss (.979) suggested that
case studies be used to examine the compiex inter-
actions between the characeristics of educational

setings and the behaviors of tnternal ard external
change agents during the adoption of new practices
and programs. This technique also appears to be
applicable to the study of implementation 1n Follow
Through. Another promising approach is Fullan and
Pomfret's (1977) descnption of changes dunng the
implementation of an innovation along five dimen-
stons: subject matter or matenals, organizational
structure, role behavior, knowledge and understand-
ing, and value internalization.

Emrick and Peterson (1980) examined events
and 1ssues that charactenzed the implementation of
the Drrect Instruction Model tn 42 kandergarten and
first-grade classrooms located 1n seven schools in the
city schools of San Dicgo, California. They drew
from .. -onceptual approaches and instruments
Just descnibed to develop procedures for use 1n as-
sessing three levels of vanables. (a) implementation
vanables, including deciston processes, control pro-
cesses, obtaicing resources, and relations with the
environment; (b) tntermediate variables, including
supervisory expectations, standard operating pro-
cedures, commun:cation flow, wotk group norms,
and technical characteristics of the innovation; and
(c) individual vanables, including knowledge, atti-
tudes, and behaviors. Their results illustrate the in-
tricate patterns of interactions that occur when a
Foliow Through sponsor imitiates new educational
practices in a large urban school system,

The dissenunation of information about effece
tive, “exemplary” Follow Through programs 1s
being conducted through the Joint Dissemination
Review Panel (JDRP). the National Diffusion Net-
work (NDN), the 21 resource centers that are funded
by Follow Through, and direct . -~tacts between
Foilow Through soonsors and scho  Yistncts. The
JDRP and the NDN v ere created to identify, and
disseminate knowledge about, highly successful ed-
ucational programs that have been developed with
federal funds ( Fang, 1981).

The JDRP now consists of 26 members who
represent various groups in the Departinent of Ed-
ucation (formerly the Office of Education) that have
strong interests 1n childhood education. Decisions
by the JDRP regarding which programs should be
designated as exemplary are based on the quabty of
the evidence concermng the program, the magmitude
of the program's educational effects, and the likel-
hood that the intervention can be replicated in other
commumues. The specific critena used by the JDRP
include improvements 1 academic achievement,
attitudes toward school. self-concepts. mental or
physical health, and quality of instruction tn class-
rooms (Tallmadge, 1977). Thus far, the JDRP has
validated 48 Follow Through programs as exem-
plary. The directors of these programs may apply
for fundiug as resource centers that provide mate-

March 1983 « American Psychologist

293




69

rials and technical assistance to interested individ-
uals 1n other school districts. Among the 21 resource
centers that have been established, the Behavior
Analysis Model is represented by 7. The Direct In-
struction Model and the Individualized Early Learn-
ing Model are each represented by 3 and the Bilin-
gual/Bicultural Model, by 2. Each of 6 other models
is represented by | resource center.

The NDN provides resources for disseminating
information about exemplary educational programs
through developer/demonstrators and state facili-
tstors. The term developer/der.ionstrators sefers to
the ~xemplary programs that receive federal funds
to facilitate dissemination and adoption oftheir pro-
grams. State facilitators (one or more in each state,
the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Vir-
gin Islands) are individuals who are employed by
the Depastment of Education t0 establish commu-
nication between developer/demonstrators and in-
dividuals in school districts who want to adopt ex-
emplary educational programs.

Dissemination activities by Follow Through
sponsors have been both informal and formal.
Teachers in non-Follow Through classrooms some-
times acquire information about, and use. instruc-
tional practices employed in Follow Through class-
rooms. This type of informal dissemination is prob-
ably inevitable in large-scale, longitudinal
intervention research. Most formal dissemination
activities by sponsors have occurred through the
adoption of their models 1  additional schools fo-
cated within communities already served by Follow
Through, but some sponsors have also been re-
quested to implement their models in communities
not served by Follow Through.

The value of local Follow Through programs
will ultimately depend not only on the quality of
services delivered to the children cnrolled but also
on the capability of these programs to stimulate in-
novation in surrounding schools and communities.
According to Ramp (1981), dissemination activities
by model sponsors, resource centers, and the NDN
have encouraged educators in hundreds of com-
munities to adopt materials and instructional prac-
tices from Follow Through programs. For example,
the basic skills component of the Responsive E£n-
vironment Model in use in Goldsbo.o, North Car-
ohna, has been adopted for grades 1~3 in many
classrooms throughout the state. The DISTAR in-
structional materials developed in the Direct In-
struction Model have been used 1n all 50 states by
more than one million children. Middle- and upper-
income parcnts in Waukegan. Mlinois. insisted that
their children be enrolled in instructional pro-
gam generated by the Bchavior Analysis Modet
Statewide early childhood education programs in
Califomnid and Georgia have been influenced strongly

by practices evolved :n Follow Through, and pro-
grams developed on the basis of Follow Through
models in Puerto Rico and Hawaii have been dis-
seminated to other schools in those islands. These
examplesillustrate the capabiity of Follow Through
to exert a catalytic influence for change and im-
provement in the nation’s schools.

Current Status of Follow Through

Follow Through has survived a succession of chal-
lenges and changing political climates. Since 1967,
the federal government has invested almost $1 bil-
lion in the project, and Congress recently reauthor-
ized it at reduced levels of funding through fiscal
year 1984. In 1979, the Office of Education reviewed
the status of Follow Through and recommended new
objectives, regulations, and directions for a number
of activities, including delivery of services and pro-
duction of knowledge (Wholey, Note 4). One key
dect ion was to allocate 80% of the Follow Through
budget to service activities and 20% to knowledge-
production activities. Both activities are discussed
briefly below.

As the focus 1. Jollow Through has changed
from development to dissemination, identifying suc-
cessful programs and strengthening their dissemi-
nation capabilities have become high priorities. As
shown in Table 1, Follow Through received annual
funding of about $70 mullion ot its peak size in
1971-1972, enrolling approximately 80,000 chil-
dren in more than 3,000 classryoms in 178 local
communities. At the beginning of the 1981-1982
school year, the number of funded programs de-
creased from 147 o 84, and the number of students
enrolled in Follow Through classrooms decreased
from 63,558 to 36,000. In addition, the number of
model sponsors was reduced from 22 to 16. At that
time, the criteria for continuing or terminating fand-
ing for a program included the effectiveness of ac-
ademic instruction, of parent participation, of niodel
implementation, and of medical and dental services.
Funding was continued for most of the 48 programs
that had been centified as exemplary by the JDRP.

Both Follow Through and the National Insti-
tute of Education are engaged i knowleige-pro-
duction actuvities. The focus of the Follow Through
effort is on developing a system of performance 1n-
dicators for use in monitonng the effectiveness of
the project. The acuvities of the National Institute
of Education began in 1930 with the commissioning
of 44 papers by indivicuals who examined a wide
range of topics. including knowledge accumulated
in Follow Through, promising new approaches to
systematically changing and improving the manage-
ment of instruction, the :nfluence of soctetal trends
on the educability of children, and potential uses of
new media technology in educating children. Re-
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cently. the National Institute of Education funded
research studies tn Michigan. Colorado. and Cali-
fornia to explore patterns of “engaged learning
time™ in classrooms and the outcomes they produce.

Implications of Follow Through

During the past two decades, the apphication of
knuwledge about human behavior to designing ef-
fective educational interventions has added new di-
mensions to the field of psychology. Follow Through,
which probably represents the most complete use
of planned variation and sponsorship in educational
intervention research, illustrates how applications
of psychology can contribute to the national welfare.
The thrust in Follow Through has been to employ
large aumbers of psychologiststo provide conceptual
and technical leadership in cooperative efforts with
school personne! and parents to improve education.
The history of accomplishments and problems dur-
ing the stilization of psychology in large-scale, prob-
lem-focused research and development activities 1n
Follow Through has implications for two central is-
sues: roles for psychologists in problem-focuser
search and the potential of planned variation

sponsorship.

How should social scientists contnbute in ef-
forts to solve nationa! problems? Moymhan (1970)
and Hauser (1970) describe the difficulties that social
scientists encountered dunng the 1960s 1 aticr.pts
to use their expetise in community action pro-
grams. They conclude that conceptual schemes de-
rived from the social sciences were often weak and
therefore susceptible to becoming pawns in the
struggle between competing social and political ide-

L
Table 1
Information About Foliow Through (1967-1982)

d

No oca No chicren Graoy
Schoot year Funang® progecty enrotec lovel
1967-1968 375 39 290 K-1
1968-1969 125 92 15.51 K-1
1969-1970 3200 160 37900 K-2
1870-1971 7030 178 €0.000 K-2
1871-1972 69 06 178 78.170 K-3
1972-1973 6300 173 64,600 K-3
1973-1974 ST71 170 81,000 K-3
1974-1975 5300 169 78,000 3
1975-1976 55 50 165 76.500 w3
1976-1977 53 00 164 75.700 K-3
1977-1978 59 00 161 74,675 K-3
1978-1979 59 00 157 70.500 K-3
1979-980 5300 153 68.819 K-3
1980-1981 44 25 147 63,558 K-3
1981-1982 44 25 84 36.0%0 K-3

Note Adspted trom Ramp (19814 K = xindecgerten
* Frpres are v muttions of ookars
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ologies. Consequently. these writers recommend that
social scientists restrict themselves to the tashs of
evaluating social change. generating basic research.
construcung theory. and deseloping their disciphines.

Other social scientists contend that the posi.
tions stated by Moynihan and Hauser are unnec-
essanly conservatve. For example, Ross: (1970) and
Rosst and Williams (1972) insist that socal scientists
can bridge the gap between research findings and
practical applications of socal value. These writers
propose that social scientists gain greater “‘imple.
mentation awareness” by formulating, cnuquing,
and evaluating alternative solutions to social prob-
lems.

Glaser (1973) also supports the parucipation
of social scientists 1n a broad range of social prob-
lem-solving activities. He states, “The behavioral
and social sciences are at a point 1n their develop-
ment where they absolutely require the direction
and disciplining effects that come from vontact with
real-world problems™ (p. 557) Later, Glaser (1977)
affirms, “Tk coupling between science and appli-
cation is more rectprocal than many of us have re-
alized. These two elements feed into and correct
onc another. It is this interactive mode of opera-
tion among application. development, and basic
science that 1s to be encouraged for education”™ (pp.
137-138).

Glazer (1980) notes that social scientists *have
moved from a stance toward the world that empha-
sizes detached observation and analysis . . . to a
stance 1n which observation 15 inczeasingly mixed
with partictpation, analysis with yudgment and ad-
vice™ (p 161). He describes three areas of change
that have contributed to the rapidly increasing .
terest in the utihizauon of the social sciences: (a) the
influence of intervention projects, (b) the more rapid
pace of change in institutions such as schools. hos-
putals. prisons. and social work agencies; and (c) the
increased participation of social ¢ 1tists in ex-
amining, critiquing, and shaping soctal change pro-
cesses Glazer believes that one effect of this trend
is a reduction in the effort to create “theoretical™
knowledge. which contnbutes solely to the devel-
opment of disciplines. and an increase in the effort
to create “practical”™ knowledge. which 1s intended
for use 1n solving social problems. Another effect,
according to Glazer. 1s a heightered inchination by
social scientists to approach the study and amelio-
ration of social problems on their own terms and
1o consider the total context of these problems in
order to contnbute analyses and recommendations
that are more relevant to the mussions of social 1n-
stitutions.

Many psychologists believe that their discipline
has the capability of improving the productivity and
self-actuahzation of citizens by contnbuting 10 the
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improvement of social conditions. The progress of
Follow Through since 1967 indicates that 1t has
achieved this goal. albeit :n an imperfect way. Psy-
chologists who were formerly employed 1n univer-
sities and research centers have mads long-term
commitments to working with citizens 1n local com-
munities The successful use of planned variation
and sponsorship 1n Follow Through has yielded im-
pornant re.ults about the effects of diverse ap-
proaches to educating children, but the significance
of these two strategies extends beyond the project.
Planned variaton and sponsorship mignt also be
used to study alternative models at all levels of ed-
ucation and perhaps in other problem areas as well.

The need to make schools and other social 1n-
stitutions cflective and to adapt them to changing
requirements will continue and perhaps become
even more urgent during the years ahead. Therefore.
efforts to change and improve social inst:tutions wail
undoubtediy continue 1n Jome form. In these cir-
cumstances, many dilemmas are likely to emerge in
the search Jur mechanisms that might be useful 1n
conducting intervention processes. Cne possibility
is 10 consider the use of knowledge about human
behavior in problem-focused research. Fro.a this
perspective, the use of the relfatively inexpensive pro-
cedures of planned variation and sponsorship to
plan, impicment, evaluate, and refine intervention
initativer on a small scale in order to study their
suitability for dissermination appears to have many
advantages.
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MAJOMTY MEMEEHS MINORITY MEWILAS
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P N T R T Y

— CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

e
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES
ROOM 2178, RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON. B ¢, 20513
Septesber 14, 1982

Dr. Ray Rhine

Department of Behavioral Studies
University of Missouri-St. Louis
800 Natural Bridge Road

St. Louis, MO 63121

Dear Dr. Rhine:

As ranking members of the Education and Labor Committee whizh has
jurisdiction over the Follow Through Program, we and the coraittee
staff have found Your book, Project Follew Through: The Inside View,
to be quite fnteresting and helpful. E-aluative data on Follow Through
has alvays been difffcult to come by and this book gives an excellent
overview of the eutire program.

In light of the Adzinistration's Proposal to phase Follow Through into
the Education Block Crant, a review of the progran from its inception
until the present is necessary. Your book fills this gap. Your summation
of the history and rationale of the program are quite informative and
allows the reader to gain some comprehensive knowledge of a successful
children's program. The review of the Follow Through models zre
{nformative and clear. The conclusions on why previous evaluations

have been controversial does allow the reader some basic understarding

of the problems Follow Through has encountered over the years.

We salute You on Your efforts. We hope that you will continue Your
excellent work in this area.

Sincerely,
% AA{%"“"N
Ike Andrews
Member of Congress

Willfaa L. Clay
Member of Congress
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Boston University

School of Education
605 Commonwealth Avenue
Boston, Massachusetts 02215

Division of Counsching
and Human Services

January 12, 1984

Professor Ray Rhine

Department of Behavioral Studles
University of Missouri - St. Louis
3t. Louis, Missouri 63121

Dear Ray:

Just a brief note to let you know I'll be using Making Schools More
Effective as critical resource material in a series of lectures in
Portugal this spring. Boton University, with the Ministry of Educa-
tion, is training 100 Portuguese educators who will become the
faculty of 12 new teacher education institutions. They in turn, are
required to train teachers for a broadening of public education in
Portugal. It is appealing to be going to a country attaching major
national priority to its system of publ.c education and to have some
influence on a whole cohort of educational leadership.

Making Schools More Effective is a remarkable series of "state of
the art" analyses of innovations in American Primary education which
I intend to share widely while in Portugal. In these terms I think

we all need to know when what we do has high purpose and broad im-
pact. Your book, for me, accomplishes both ends.

Sincerely,

;\@%’7———— -
Ralph L. Mosher, Ed.D.

Professor and Chair, Counseling Psychology

RIM:ar
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University of London Institute of Education
Duector Professor Derus Lawton. BA, PhD

Curriculum Ressarch for Puplls with Moderate Leaming Olfficutiies

11 Wobutn Square, London WC1H ONS Telephone 01 636 8000 Ext 43021314/

Oirectors: Professor K Wedell. MA, PhD
Professor M Shuitbeck, MA, PRD
Senlor Resasrch Officer: P Evans. BSc. PnD

Professor Rhine 3 July 1985
Dept of Behavicural Studies

School of Educatiorn

University of Missouri

8001 Nat .cal Bridge Rosd

St Louis

Nissouri 63121

usa

Dear Professor Rhine

I az vorking on & project sponsored by the UK Covernaent which involves
the evaluating of objectives based instruction sy tems for EMR pupils
in both special and regular provision. I am hoping to visit the USA at
the end of Senteaber or beginning of October in order to visut
educational systems that have attempted to make such innovation and
also to talk to key personne}.

Since you have been involved in the Follow Through project I thought
that it would be most useful to have the opportunity of talkisg wvith
you a*~ut the programze as well as visiting interesting sites that you
msy know of vhich have successfully implemented objectivea baued
approaches to teaching.

If you can help me in this regard I should be most grateful.

Yours sincerely

Fmr\a,o Dol o

»

Dr Peter Evans

Senior Lecturer and Senior Research Officer

Curriculun Research for Pupils with Moderate .earning Difticulties

Dy ving last November, I met for Several days with Evans in St. L& ..
Filloving my suggestions, he also arranged meetings with rmany ot.ers
.no have been involved in Following Through including the following:
Dr. v.rgaret Wang, Urniversity of Pittsburgh; Dr. Gene Ramp, University
vs Xansasy and Dr. Douglas Carnine, University of Oregon.
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TIME & LIFE BUILDING
ROCKEFELLER CONTER
NEw YORK 10020

THE WEBXLY NEWSMAGAZINE
{202} vu 61212

November 30, 1u81

Dr. Ray Rhine

Department of Behavioral ltudies

University of iissouri-St. Louis
. 8001 Natural Bridse Road

St. Louis, Missouri 53121

Dear Ray:

Flease acceot my heartfelt thanks for your help in
the preparation of the Follow Through story for Time
("Pricklies v. Gooeys", Nov. 9, 1051).

I very much appreciate your sending me your book
Making Schools Yore Iffective and other mat~rials and
putting me in touch with other Follow Through people.

You were an invaluable source, and I am grateful
for your time and your expertise.

~

With all best wishes,

}c«vuﬂ,a‘ licuz 2>y

canne~¥arie lorth
ducation Reporter/Researcher
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NOVEMBER 9.1981 Vol.118No 19

TIME

THE WEEKLY NEWSMAGAZINE

A Letter from the Publisher

wuhm:wnrepormlhnveonxhekmdcfhuhpohuul
drama that 13 the stuff of thus week’s cover story on Pres-
dent Reagan’s kaManweumwfcfhuphnwuuAWAcs
L Saudi Arabiz. As

becomes

White House Corpespondeat Lau-
reace Basrett, who tracked the tac"cs
of the Reagan forces dunng the czm-
pagnand whointervewed the victon»
ous President the mormung after the
Sexzate votr, tt 13 “2 matter of atfil ine
fuation, a case of deciphenngthe winks Geerge Chugch

argued and mostofthe deal wmless
Cotrespondent Johanna McGeary, who has been corenng the
AWACS story on the Hill since last spring. agrees. “The real batte
forthe oy d mindswas wiged in th ™)
and back rooms of the Caprtol.™

For TIME'S Nauoa staffin New York, to¢ teasion remainad
high nzht totkeend Dunag Wednes.
day's 6aal Senate veie, they gathered
around televis.on scts, and Reporter-
Researchars berty Satterwhute Sutter
and Robert Burger. wbo chechea the
i cover story, tallied the totals balick by
balict. Sentor Writer George Church,
who wrote the story. was impressed by
President Reagan s ability 1o turn the
ude that Rad seemed 0 be Amnung o
strengly againgt kem, “If I'd bet on the
outcome, I would have fost.” ke says.
“You should aever underestumate the
persanve powerof the President, crof
ke number of people who will goalong

)

and nudges of the bapdful of wasiders
who bave a real fix on what's bappening. You bave to wateh not
ouly the noses, but those who are counting the poses.” Adds Cor-

with him just “ecause ke 3 the Presi-
dent.” Concurs Nauona! Editor John
Elson. “The AWACS queston was badly mushandled by Reagan
and husstaff. It s basically 2 bluader that they retneved. Bulits

respondeat Evan Thomas, who helped last week’

S d ha d h beteeen what
you see and hear and what 18 really gotng on. The tension was
palpableas the roll wascalled, but the issues had long since been

y y nsky ever to Set agamnst ths President.
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Education

{“Pricklies” vs. “Gooeys”

Pmmwmm 1967.

landergar-
l/ that underpevileged chuldren

Conflicting theories of learning in the wake of Head Start

Bank Street College of Education, that
Jearning must adapt 10 the pace of the mdi-
widual child. Under thus system chuldren
Jearn toread by being provided with arich

that {! " whm

win authonzation for $45 muthon for fiscal
1982, federal money is due to dry vp in
1984. When the states take charge of fed-
eral funds through block grants, Follow
Through may fall by the waynide.

Since 1967, about 400,000 srud

%E‘g o

T
it

from Jow-tacome famibies 12 2ll 50 states
have been earolled 1 Follow

elassroons at a cost of $700 mithon. The
program, which 1avolves 2 partcershup be-
twoen schools, pareats and sponsonng re-
search 1asuIRORS, seems 10 have worked
well for underpnvileged chuldren. But it
serves another unportant role- asa labora-

podagesy

models. 1\ also has added ‘urther fuel to0
what 13 sull one of the hottest debates 1n
US educaton. Which ts supenior what o
known as low-structure teaching (edv 2a-
tion through expencence) or hugh-structze
wmstruction (siress on dnil o the basics >
Many K <suvcture d

descnibed as “gooeys,” follow the theory,
developed snce 1920 by New York City’s

t Dort Elementary School 1 Fhnt.
Mich., 25 Follow Through kandergar-
ten children sit quoetly 1n neat rows work.
ing on assignmeats. At the front of the
room the teacher s dnlling four chudren
on reading. Impenious, she mpgbctéxz-

local study of comparatie New York City
neigkborhood schools showd gooeys and
pricklies scoring about the same. Gooeys
conustently argus that standard paper-
snd-peacil achievement (E3tS ATC DATTOW
and cannot meanre the wide-rinpng
benefits of thewr creattve approach.
Gaul Hurst, 2 teacher for twelve years
12 San Drego, transfzrred out of a DISTAR
anermmmnm&ysmg:l

program
duda’tLik obot,

studentrhad togive.” Yet DISTAR sstniang
resulis led San Drego Supenor Court Judge
Lows Welsh last year 1o request the peo-
gram 1o kelp upgrade minonty schoois.
Joan Gutha, Follow Through coorduator
at New York's PS. 137, pounts out that 70%
of her second-gradersia 1980 scored above

' theanceer,

the 50th le on the Calik

| dren chorus together The chuldren seem
| secure and 1nterested, but they kncw they
wall not be asked for an individual response
until after the chorus When it s ume 0
read, they {cllow 2 bnight red armow across
the pags from left to nght 10 remund them
that reading 1s done from left to aght.

Achievement Test, 1a contrast twonly 18%
of the chuldren 13 2 comparable school
Saysshe "lcan guaraitee that every chuld
wil fearn 10 read ” In 1981 that s quite
a provuse  —8y [lfe McGrath, R ported by
Linds DI Plotro/Detroit and Jesnme Marie
Nerth/New Yok
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On Head Start’s Gains
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ooks on Education

e foll d st of recently-published books which
llbca[ummt 0 ¢d parents or child,

Making Schoole More Effective: New Directions from Fol-
ow Through, edited by W. Ray ham (Academ:c Press, $28.50)
Project Follow Through. funded Deputment of Education,
seeks to develop meth i through the y grades
progress made by pmchoolm m Head Start, This fur'v specialized
book exazines various pilot £ grams designed for this pu pose around
the country. Tlnyvary frvmpropcumhngpmuluwnum

t.bouus.n;
in the f‘ sfi ‘nn Rlzhu nd Interests of
T and

the Comnmmty. by Roben M O'an (Iadiana Umsuut!. $15) 0%
Neil p y of Wi ezamines the
of eonmtunoml and muﬂecuul freedom, in the lght of mcrusm(
mulitance on the part of those who would seek to coatrol what is taught
and discussed i the nation’s achools.

Woman’s ‘True’ Professiow: Voices from the History of
Teaching, by Nascy Hoffraan {Feminist Press, $17.95; paperbeck.

_$6.95). For years, teaching was the only “profession™ women were ex-

pe«od:pmmor-dmndml}aummlmmdfnmm
themaelves—articles, journals, letters to family and friends—Holfmi

examines the history, the expeneoces, ! the special perspectives of

wromen who chose to stand beforathe bl Joard.

Tha Directory of Athletic Scholarships, by Banry and Alan

Green (Putnam, $1495). From archery

anhpuosmdenuwhom‘oodummnlhwwbochbauw.
layizg one’s own athletic talents wnto scholarship money: finding the
mzmmmmmumm«ykmmwm
are included.

Race and Schooling in the City, edited by Adam Yarmolnsky,
Lance Licuman end Cenane S. Schellmg (Harvard University, $17.95).
JmuS.Co!emn.D:mRsmchmdmekBeﬂmmnzth
iy di ib to this collection of essays 0. school
daewmnon,bwr.adwlmbunhnbem accomphished, and its
dmmmdwhwtﬁmmmthommbummm
the remedies to the racial isues faang today’s schools. As & result thes

Teach Your Own: A Hopeful Path for Eduution. by John
Holt (Delacorte, $12.95). A book for pcmm ¢choose 2o resmove
therr children from school Holt deals with the arguments for that
choce. bow to defend it sgainst cntics and, if necessary, in the courts.

Forty Yearsasa Col!en Presideat: Memoirs of Wilson El-
kins, edited by George H. Callcott (University of Maryland; Univer-
ity Park Center. College Park, Md. 20742, $11.95). An extensive inter.
siew mith Wikson Ellans, who retired 1 1973 #8 president of the Uni
versity of Marylend. Ellans, who erther saught in o run institutions of
bagher learning for 40 years, covers the gamut of subpects from how to
adminuster athletic programs to how to cortrof a umversity’s growth.
He reflects on how well or 1l Amenica’s students are prepared ‘oz and
by colleges. and on the meaning of excellence.

Moving Qut of Education: The Educator’s Guide to Career
Mxnagement and Change, by Ronald L. Krannich aod William J.
Basus (Progressive Concepts Inc., 2541 Lakewood La., Chesapeake, Vo
23321, paparback, $14.95) For those who wazt to get out of the school-
house a0d 1nto another 10b. t1ps o how to assess what you want to do.,
organize your resume. find out what jobs are available, make contacts,
and sell yourseif in an 1nterview,

f
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Mr. KiLpEg. Mr. Feldman.

You want to pull the microphone to you there, please.

Mr. FeuomaN. Mr. Kildee, Mr. Bruce, Mr. Petri, I appreciate
very much the opportunity to come and address you today.

I have been associated with Follow Through for nearly 18 years
now. I think, at times, that I've turned gray as I've participated in
this program, starting as a very young adnm:inistrative assistant to
the National Chairman of the Advisory Committee, presponsorship.

But I come today as a sponsor representative. But I also come as
a former staff member of the U.S. Office of Education, in which I
was a project officer, looking at more than ana funding more than
26 projects across the country, so that my perspective on Follow
Through is quite wide.

I also come from an institution that has a long history in Head
Start. One of our president emeritii is the former member of the
steering committee that guided Head Start’s origins.

One of our senior staff » smbers was very involved in the devel-
opment of the child development associate credentiality system.

We have been very, very much involved and invested in Head
Start policies for very many years.

As I come to talk to you today, I come with a very, very firm
commitment to the idea that Follow Through should continue. It
should cor mue not as is, because what it is has never really quite
been described accurately.

People thought it was a scientific experiment. People thought it
was a controlled experiment going on, that you could describe wha*
was there at one particular moment, and it was on target and cor-

ect.

And I want to say to you that that isn’t so. The moment that any
of us gut into the sites, the moment that any of us began to watch
the interaction between sponsors and sites develop, and the partici-
pation of parents particularly, what you saw was a powerful dem-
onstration of alternative programs evolving across a wide spectrum
of communities.

Thus, what you see as results in Follow Through right now—and
I'm deviating quite far, in some ways, from my original testimony.
And I know you have that. S, I want to elect to say some things
that I think are important based on the things that I think you're
hearing and the things that have been said.

Follow Through is significant in that it really is variation. There
is a kind of marriage that has occurred between an intellectual
community that is striving to develop educational ideas—and we're
developing educational ideas, we’re not stagnant. In the last 5
years, I can point to new science curriculum that we've developed,
that we've begun to implement in our site. I can point to metheds
of writing technology and development of writing programs that
are different than there were 10 years ago, 15 years ago, in terms
of Follow Through.

Education does not remain still. It grows and it changes. What
you have in the communities that exist is a demonstration of how
it grows and changes. The interaction that occurs between the
sponsor and the site allows for new information to come in to the
site and affect it in dramatic ways.
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There are also a lot of things that happen at the site that impact
the sponsor. So that if I take you to the Islands of Hawaii, where
we have been a sponsor for some 15 years, I say to you that 5 years
ago the State legislature funded a program called the early provi-
sion for school success. It was a program to try and intervene at
the kindergarten and first grade level. That program is still funded
by the State legislature.

What it tries to do is to effect and ensure that entering children
have a better school experience.

They asked Bank Street to come and consult with them and pro-
vide technical assistance and training to all of the t=achers in the
K and 1 grades across the State.

The project director, local project director, is a real expert in
parent involvem~nt. She has made significant contributions to our
thinking about -arent involvement. And she has made significant
contributions to .ne State of Hawaii.

Sh~ has disseminated to more than 250 schoc.s the practices
around parent involvement that evolve out of the Follow Through
guidelines and out of the Head Start guidelines.

There is still a Hawaii parent advisory committee that is made
up of both Head and Follow Through parents.

If I move to the city of New Hay n, now, and I—or to the aity of
Boulder, I would demonstrate to you two communities that are
famous for the town-gown kinds of relationships.

There are poor children in that city—in each of thcse cities.
There are many poor children.

In each of them we have tried integrated models of comprehen-
sive services for Follow Through children. And the result of that
are powerful models that are continuing.

The local school boards have endorsed those kinds of programs
and disseminated them widely. They have found ways of finding
other funds. Not necessarily chapter 2 or chapter 1 funds, but local
moneys, in many cases, to expand and extend those kind of ideas.

Someone might say, well, that’s an argument why you shouldn’t
continue Follow Through. It’s doing its werk. It’s done. It’s over.

In fact, it keeps changing and evolving. In the New Haven set-
ting and in the Boulder setting we extend to the fifth arnd sixth
grades currently.

We anticipate that in the next year the New Haven parents have
gone to their local school committee and asked could we extend
through junior high school. Because there's a sense that continuity
is essential. Head Start has always talked to the issues of continui-
ty and their importance.

I would like to suggest to you that that continues to be a critical
issue. It’s particularly important to note that Follow Through has
tried tu address that.

I was recently in the State of Kentucky to talk about paraprofes-
sional development. And the reascn we were invited was because
Follow Through has a long history of working with paraprofession-
als. There are paraprofessionals in each of our classrooms. And
that is a significant contribution.

They asked us about a whole range of other kinds of activities.
And we've gotten them to go visit field sites so that they could see
in operation those things that are important.

390




87

When we talk about a demonstration, we're talking about a dem-
onstration that can apply to lots of different settings. They're not
one homogeneous group.

In New York City, Follow Through has had a gigantic impact.
It'’s affected 900 elementary schools. And the way i.’s done that is
through the people who are there.

The overall director of early childhood for the central board of
education is the former Foliow Through director in New York City.

The administrative—the assistant in terms of carly childhood for
the person in charge of currirulum for the whole city is a former
Follow Through director at the project level.

There are a wide array of people who have taken the basic prin-
ciples of continuity involved in Follow Through and tried to dis-
seminate them so widely through curriculum guides tha. reflect
the kird of principles and ideas that are :nherent in the Follow
Through models and programs. Ani there were nine different
models operating, but there are certain kinds of consistencies you’ll
see, including the interaction between parents.

The inaterial looks as if it’s material that could have come out of
the original Follow Through.

But having Follow Through guidance there, having people there,
having people in power to know that that’s a demonstration that
they can call on and use is particularly significant in terms of their
capacity to enact those things.

If you take away that name, if you remove that capacity, then, in
fact, they either have to invent something absolutely new, which is
costly, or els~ they don’t have that resource, and everybody is kind
of going off in their own way.

So, that’s one of the powerful reasons for trying to maintain
Follow Through in its current form.

By the way, we're in rural communities. In Plattsburg, NY, the
local principal has done a phenomenal job working with the parent
advisory committee to b.ing all of the health and human services
peoble together on a consistent basis.

Although the Department of Education has endorsed the notion
that you should only be concerned with instruction, most of the site
will not adhere to that minimal principle of thc: program. They are
interested in trying to find ways of making it work for families.
The total child is still the belief system that operates in these com-
munities, and that’s an important demonstration.

Then if we move to the State of Massachusetts, and we say that
the Cambridge public schools are trying to figure out how to use
the new State legislation, chapter 188, to ex‘end it to their commu-
nity in a meaningful way, they may be offered $3 to $4 million if
the State funds hold up as they expect them to to extend early
childhood programs.

They’re talking about childrer 3 to & years old. They're talking
about Head Start and Follow Through, in effect. The State legisla-
tion looks as if it was a bill written by this committee.

So that there are very, very exciting dynamics there. But the
model of what’s available in Cambridge by having a Follow
Through project acts as a way of saying that there’s a way of doing
this integrated program in the State.
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As you look at this program, as you think about what kinds of
opportunities exist in the future, it's very hard to talk about a De-
partment of Education which has shifted its emphasis.

It has moved away from trying to figure out how to administer
locally based programs. And consequently it is no longer in that
business. But I'm not sure that that shouldn’t be their model, that
the model shouldn’t be massive programs.

I would have loved having been part of the war on poverty. I
would love to say that that should be the role of Government.

But I know that in this 1980’s period that that is not going to be
the role of the Government at a central level to provide those kinds
of services.

Therefore, what the Federal Government really needs to do is
provide good deinonstrations, good models, good opportunities, and
good ways to administer those.

The States are frequently not knowledgeable about ways of pro-
viding technical assistance and support that are essential for the
development of good programs at the local level.

rollow Through’s model of using spousorship may in fact be one
of the most effective accountability mechanisms that you can find.
And based on that I would say it's a powerful idea to hold on to
and to at least sustain for another period of time to see whether we
can get people to really think that way, because that’s what makes
this program valuable.

I thank you.

[Prepared statement of Richard Feldman follows:)
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Bank Street College of Education/610 West 112th Street/New York, NY 10025 (212) 663-7200

Statemant Prapared for Submisaion to the Subcommittee on Human
Resource, Houae Education and Labor Committea, February .u, 1986

by Richard Faldman, Follow Through Director, Bank Streat College.

Chairman Kildea, Membara of tha Committae, thank you for the oppor=-
tunity to expreaa my views on reauthorizing the Follow Through Program.

I have come aa an advocats for the continued reauthorization of
Follow Through:

~

.) Because of Follow Throuh, young children from low irn.ome homaa

have been more succesaful in school.
2

~

Becauae of Follow Through, posiiive changas have taken place in
Public Schools.

3) Becauae of Follow Through, parents and teachers have learned to

<

work Jdemocratically - a premise of the original legislation.
4

-~

And in the future Follow Through can be a continuing
demonstration for States, School D‘stricts, Schools and the
Faderal Government of effective ways to conduct early childhood

programs for achool improvement.

It is cost effective to maintain Follow Through. Throughout the
nation achool syatems are exploring the queation of their involvement
wvith full and extended day kindergarten, continuity batwesn grades, the
place af four year olds in school, how to improve achievement of low
income children on standardized measures, and the use of teaching assis-
tants. Follow Through has already responded to many of these iisuea.

The Bank Street College Follow Through Model has a unique bistory
in Pollow Througn. Built on an approach that places develcpmental needs
of the child at the ceuter of all curriculum planning, this program
nmakes use of the child's experiences to enhance 8elf-image and self-
perception as & learner and a doer. Initiated with the intent of being
comprehensive, the program was developed by faculty who had an operating
theory which they demonstrated in action. The Bank Street National Head
Start Demonstration Project an? Tamily Resources Center in the Hell's

Xitchen area of New York City provided a comprehensive program




for Head Start children and their families. Bank Street's approach was
developed over a long history dating to 1916. Much of the work of the
institution has always been concerned with the effort to help people in
the field cnact practices that support children to become effective
lesrners. Bank Street leadership has been at the forefront of important
movements in American education; our President Emeritus served on the
National Head Start Steering Committee. Our Distinguished Research
Scholar was instrumental in developing the credentialing system for Head
Start - the Child Development Associate. The Chairman of the National
Follow Through Program Advisory Committee was Bank Street's Dean of the

Faculty.

My own professional history offers special experiences that are
germane to Follow Through. I have a continuous history of association
with the program in seven different roles from its very beginning. In
addition to my current role as Sponsor Director at Bank Street, I served
on the staff of the United States Office of Education, Follow Through
Division, as a Project Officer for twenty-six different sites and sever

al sponsor approaches.

Let me tell you a little about what .s going on currently in some
of the sites associated with Bank Srreet's Follow Through and how the
relationship to our sponsorship supports their local efforts. These
sites are places where the Follow fhrough funding, although minimal, at
this point, and uneven because of the Chicago Desegregation Case, con-
tinue to function as advocates for children, particularly low income
children. Successful programs achieve because of the force, personali-
ty, and commitment of the leadership of such programs. As I tell you
some of the current success stories, I well be telling you about people
who are able to mobilize resources on behalf of the Follow Through phi-
losophy and goals. I believe Follow Through empowered these individuals
to work for young children from low income homes. The children of these
communities would have been the poorer had Follow Through not been there

to mobilize the community and to galvanize resources on their behalf.
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o In the State of Massachusetts a new law ( Massachusetts General
Laws, Section 54, Chapter 188.) is designed to provide comprehensive
early childhood planning for children 3~8 years old. The bill reads as
one that could have been created by this committee. The Follow Through
Director in Cambridge, Dr. Joe Petner, is acting as Co~Chairperson of
the Advi «ry Council, charged with shaping this program initiative in
the City of Cambridge, where more than 417 of the children would be in-
come eligible for Follow Through. His loyalty to the Follow Through
ideas insure the maximum participation of parents. He also invites the

participation of Bank Street to help in the plepuing process.

o In New Haven, Connecticut the Follow Through Program operates K-5
using the Bank Street Approach. Parents are working to extend the pro-
gram to eighth grade in the belief that Follow Through and the Bank
Street Approach is a viable alternative program for their children. The
West Hills Follow Through Magnet School has a fifty percent low income
eligible population. Parents, regardless of economic situation, want
good things for their children. With the support and leadership of the
Follow Through Director, Miss Tiani, who is also principal of the
school, the rroject has acted as a beacon for many schools both in New
Haven and in the New England area. It accommodates hundreds of visitors
each year. It is the third best school in the district on standardized
test scores criteria in the City of New Haven. The local school board
contvacts with Bank Street to provide services beyond the limits of our

gra~t and to work with grades beyond the Follow Through years.

o In New York City, key staff from Follow Through are now in policy
and programmatic roles at the Central Board of Education. The recent
extension to All Day Kindergarten throughout the city was a natural
place for Follow Through to be involved. Many of the Follow Through
3 schools have acted as demonstrations for others as they have extended to
full day programs. Plunning did not stop with Kindergarten. Curriculum
innovation has been used as & technique for supporting change. Follow
Through staff development principles hase been enlisted for teacher
training as the New York City program has extended through second grade;

there are pla.s to extend the program up to third grade and down to
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pre-kindergarten. Bank Street's presence in New York City has allowed
for our full involvement in these developments. Congressman Owens has
seen many of these changes; he has two Follow Through Programs within
his Congressional District. I am pleased that he has had the opportuni-
ty to see the Bank Street Program at PS 243, the Weeksville School,
where children have participated in archeological digs and cultural ac-
tivities that support their own sense of pride in their heritage. The
Black Family has a proud history in this area of Brooklyn from before
the Civil War.

o In Plattsburgh, New York, the current Superintendent of Schools,
Mr. Arthur Momont, is the former Follow Through Director. He has helped
to extend the program well beyond <¢he limits of Monty Street School.
A3 the funds have diminished, the district has picked up many aspects of
the program. The prugrar still act3 as a strong impetus for bringing
together agencies that serve low income children with rarticular empha-
sis on prevention. The correction officer, who normally works with
children and their families that have entered the court system, racently
told me: " Follow Through is wonderful because we can get to snme of the
kids and their families before they get into trouble with the law. It
makes me think differently about the families.” He gave special credit
to the parent rivisory council and Mr. Robert Garrow, Monty Street's

principal, for organizing this process.

¢ In Honolulu, H#awaii, the parent program has had particular sig-
nificance under the leadership of the Follow Through Director. The pro-
gram has disseminated parent involvement practices to over 200 school on
all the islands. A number of years ago, they asked Bank Street to pro-
vide training under a Stat~ funded program called the Early Provision
for School Success. We worked with every Kindergarten and first grade
teacher in the State. Some local people are lobbying the Hawaii Legis-
lature to support continuing Follow Through even if the tederal funds
cease to be provided. Dr. Janet Sumida, the Director, is always avail-
able to help spread the ideas of Follow Through. She would have liked
me to show you a video tape of some of the current work going on that

was produced in Hawail by the State Education Department. When we talk,
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she emphasizes how Bank Street ideas are being used and adopted
throughout the State. Our capacity to provide direct services at this
time are severely limited; there is still a bond of support that is
helped by phune and letter contacts.

o When Boulder, Colorado's Assistant Superintendent, Mel Weisly
first began working with Follow Through in 1967, he was always mindful
that Boulder needed " to be prepared for the day the Feds pulled their
money out." He worried about it being to expensive for the local dis-
trict to pick up. In the last years two "kxperiential Alternative Pro-
rams" have sought special support from their school bgard to function
regardless of federal funding. I understand from Carolyn Topping, the
Project Director, that permission has been granted in principle, and
methods for financing the programs in future are being explored. These
alternatives are based on the Bank Street Approach, and the strength of
the program comes from the parent and administrative support that has
been engendered through a positivc Follow Through Program. In our most
recent conversation, she asked if we could provide data that might help
ghow the board that this approach was effective with children in

relation to achievement beyond the grades directly involved.

In conclusion I want to reiterate the five most compelling reasons
for continuing Follow Through.

o As a historically grounded model for public schools of effective
ways to serve young children and their families.

As a model for State Agencies for the management of school

o

improvement programs. The Planned Variation design is of
greatest value as a model for managing school improvement by
avoiding the political conflicts built into situations in which
States tell School Boards what to do. Accountability is part of
such a syster in ways that allow for nnn-adversarial
relationships.

o As a model for school districts for positive ways of involving
parents in democratic decision making and in their children's
lives in school.
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o As a model for local schools to see in operation what is capable
of being done and to offer the notion of alternative approaches.

o As a working opportunity for the U.S. Department of Education to
develop more effective ways of using the resources available to

be of help to its constituents.

In times of scarce resources, the federal government must look to
high leverage, low cost ( relative to potential impact) methods of sup-
porting programs that improve the opportunities for educating our young

children. The continuation of Follow Through offers those advantages.

LRI
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Mr. KiLpeg. Thank you very much.

Mr. Hansberry.

Mr. HansBeRrRY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources, my name is Edward Hansberry.

I am representing the school district of the city of Flint, ML

Flint is the home of the community school concept. It is the
birthplace of General Motors. It is the home of a nationally validat-
ed Follow Through project and the recipient of a 1985 certificate of
merit for outstanding progress toward excellence in compensatory
education from the U.S. Department of Education.

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to appear and
present testimony on behaif of the Flint Board of Education, the
studies of the Flint Community Schools, and the total Flint com-
munity.

The administrative organization of the Flint School District is di-
vided among several administrative units. The major components
are the elementary, the middle school, and senior high school com-
munity education divisions. Other divisions are organized as sup-
port to these divisions.

My responsibilities require me to serve as coordinator of Com-
pensatory Education Programs.

The Compensatory Programs Department is responsible for co-
ordinating and implementing the ECIA Chapter 1 Program, Head
Start, Follow Through, the Follow Through Resource Center, and
Indian Education, which are federally funded programs.

My comments will be confined to first presenting a brief histori-
cal description of Flint’s involvement with Follow Through and
how the program is implemented in our school district.

Second, my comments will be directed toward refuting the argu-
ment that Follow Through duplicates the efforts of Chapter 1.

Further, I will show how Follow Through is different from Chap-
ter 1. Finally, I will present support for continued funding for the
Follow Through Program.

The historical description. Historically, Flint Follow Through
Program was developed in 1969 at Dort and Manley Community
Schools. The program came in to being through the efforts of the
Head Start parents and school district persor nel. Parents, commu-
nity people, and staff were in agreement that a comprehensive edu-
cational program whicli would meet the needs of low-income stu-
dents was necessary.

The national Follow Through concept was designed as an experi-
mental, planned variation program, which is intended to be preven-
tive rather than remedial in nature.

This approach provides for a variety of programs to be tried in
kindergarten through third grades, with university based educa-
¥ tional specialists sponsoring different models in selected school dis-
tricts.

These models fall in to three categories. No. 1, basic skills pro-
grams; No. 2, cognitive conceptual skills programs; and, No. 3, pro-
grams developing self-concepts and attitudes toward learning.

In Flint, several models were—which had realistic, reachable, yet
reasonably high objectives to which stvlents could aspire and
achieve necessary basic skills for success in school were reviewed.




Parents, community residents, and staff were in agreement that
a comprehensive educational program, which would need low-
income student needs, should be selected.

The direct instruction method of teaching, sponsored by the Uni-
versity of Oregon, and originally developed by Siegfried Englemann
at the University of Illinois, was chosen as a parent implemented
instructional program.

Parents would for a policy advisory committee and would have
input and policymaking decisions coucerning the implementation
of the program at Dort and Manley Schools.

The program, during most of its operation, has served students
in kindergarten through third grades.

The economic level of the majority of participating students is
consistently below the national poverty level.

Because the Follow Through concept is preventive rather than
remedial, the major objective is to raise the level of achievement to
at or near the national norm by the end of the third grade.

Prior to the intervention of Follow Through in 1968, third grade
SRA composite scores for Dort and Manley Schools was second
grade, eighth month, while the national norm at the end of third
grade was third grade, ninth month.

Economically disadvantage students who participate in the
Follow Through Program from kindergarten through third grade
will perform at the national norms. Our students are maintaining
achievement at or near the national norms in reading and above
the national norm in mathematics.

For the 1984-85 schonl year, third grade Follow Through stu-
dents in Flint were achieving a third grade, third month in reading
and fourth grade, first month in mathematics. The national norms
for that year are 3.7 in both reading and mathematics.

Comments refuting the argument that Follow Through dupli-
cates the efforts of Chapter 1. Chapter 1 and Follow Through are
both compensatory education programs. As such, they are intended
as an intervention into the lives of people who are judged to have
socioeconomic handicaps that would limit their school achievement
or life chances.

Compensatory education programs attempt to make up for a
broad range of learning supports and experiences that are missing
in the home or in the school.

The purpose of Chapter 1, as stated in section 552 of ECIA of
1981, is to continue to provide financial assistance to State and
local educational agencies to meet the special needs of educational-
ly deprived children on the basis of entitlements calculated under
title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.

It was intended to provide financial assistance to local school dis-
tricts in planning and operating special programs for educationally
deprived children preschool through 12 grade. It is a supplemental
program and is not intended to be used to supplant any current
program provided in the school district.

Programs supported with Chapter 1 funds are remedial instruc-
tion in basic skill areas, such as reading and mathematics, to up-
grade the achievement levels of children; the hiring of additional
teachers and teacher aides to individualize instruction; summer
programs which enable students to retain and reinforce material
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learned during the regular school year; and in-service programs for
teachers and aides.

The purpose of Follow Through is to provide comprehensive serv-
ices to low-income children in the early grades. It was conceived as
a program that could capitalize on the gains made by children in
Head Start and other preschool programs.

The program provides pupils with instructional programs and
general health services, including dental care, nutritional meals,
and other physical and emotional supports.

Follow Through funds may be used for intensive reeducation of
teacher, and curricular models, and for parent activities. These in-
clude training as teacher aides, effective observers, and decision-
makers in education.

Follow Through money may not be used to pay salary of regular
teachers during the normal day.

Instructional programs. Chapter 1 provides supplemental serv-
ices to children who are below grade level for age and grade place-
ment in communicational and computational skills.

Children must live in a Chapter 1 target area and an educational
needs assessment must be determined to determine which children
are most educationally deprived.

Special programs are then designed to meet their needs.

In Flint, Chapter 1 services are available from preschool, for 4-
year-olds, through the middle school grades based on this demon-
stration of need.

Instruction in Chapter 1 is diagnostic and prescriptive, usually
done in a pull-out program.

Follow Through programs begin at kindergarten and last
through third grade. Our model emphasizes programmed instruc-
tional techniques in highly structured, self-contained educational
settings, attempting to prevent a later need for remediation.

The differences between Follow Through and Head Start. No. 1.
Follow Through programs hav. a research, evaluation, and univer-
sity sponsor based design, which is a built-in quality.

No. 2. Follow Through programs have continuous test data col-
lected and analyzed by the sponsor, who offers immediate and con-
tinuous feedback on teaching strategies, organization and schedul-
ing, the basie skills curriculu, and staff development.

No. 3. Follow Through programs are used to deliver comprehen-
sive services. These services include reading, language, and mathe-
matics.

No. 4. Follow Through programs do not duplicate the remedi-
ation efforts of chapter L

And No. 5. Follow Through parent involvement is implemented
through its policy advisory committee, where parents take an
active part in decision.making involving the design and implemen-
tation of the project.

I'd like to give you what I would consider supports for continued
funding.

No. 1. Follow Through has 21 programs certified for national val-
idation by the joint dissemination review panel.

The Flint model through the efforts of our resource center has
been adopted in nine States, 26 cities’ school districts serving ap-
proximately 10,000 students.
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Follow Through students, No. 2, are achieving above the national
norm in mathematics and at near the national norms in reading
and language. This achievement was attained in an environment
which did not subject students to years of failuie prior to attempts
at remediation.

The programs has proven its value through the attainment of
the program’s maior objective, which is to raise the achievement
level of our children tv within the national norms.

No. 3. And this is very important. Since the early years are criti-
cal in building a good learning roundation for the child, the Follow
Through Program needs to continue providing this excellent begin-
ning.

Due to the success of this unique individualized program, the
lower elementary case load for Chapter 1 teachers is lightened,
thereby allowing more concentration in the upper grades for those
students who were not involved in the earlier years of the Follow
Through program.

No. 4. The displacement of human resources of an effective pro-
gram is highly undesirable to the Flint comraunity, to the State of
Michigan, and to the people of this community.

The proposed plan for a program phaseout and a continued re-
duction in funding is difficult to explain.
| If Follow Through is to be eliminated, a major resource could be
ost.

Mr. Chairmarn, Follow Through is a proven network of fostering
educational excellence that offers a wealth of programs, methods,
materials, and experienced personnel.

To eliminate the program now would be devastating to the stu-
dents served by the program and a giant step backward.

I have prenared for you a detailed description of the Follow
Through Program in a companion report.

And these supporting data are presented with the hope that they
will assist you and the members of the committee in formulating
your recommendations on the future of the Follow Through Pro-
gram and the future of students in Flint and the rest of the coun-
try who have and may continue to benefit from the Follow
Through Program.

Again, I express my appreciation on behalf of the Flint Board of
Education and the Follow Through students and parents of Flint
for the opportunity to appear before you.

Thank you.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you very much for your testimony.

Without objection, your supporting data will be made a part of
the record of this hearing.

[The attachment to Edward Hansberry's statement follows:]
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COMPANION REPORT
A
Detailed Description Of
The Flint Follow Through Program

Because of the success of the Flint Follow Through Project in raising
the academic achievement level of third graders to the national rnorm, Flint
twllow Through became nationally validated by the United States Office of
tducation 1n October, 1977 as an exemplary program. With national valida-
tion came Lhe respunsibility to establish a Rescurce Center to develop and
disseminate matetial.s ol tiie Flint Follow Through instructional model and to
provide inservice training to the staffs of school districts interested 1n
replication throughout the United States.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND:

The Flint t'ollow Through Project focuses primarily upon low 1ncome
children in kindergarten through third grades who were previously
enrclled 1n ilead Start or similar pre-school programs. It 1s designed
tu provide cumprehenasive services, and parent participatic™ activities,
which ai1d 1n the continuing development of childien and their families
to their full potential.

Follow Through was wuthorized in 1967 when President Johnson charged
Congress to extend the benefits of lead Start into the | 1mary grades.
Congie i, respunded with a fifteen million dollay grant which the then
ufflce of Bducation used for an experimental planned variation "pro-
yram”, This appr.ach provided for a variety of programs to be tried in
hindergatten Lhrough third grades with education specialists sponscring
Jdifferent mx olo 1n selected school districts. These approaches to
education fell basically into three categories - (1) basic skills
progtams, (2) cogimtive conceptual skills programs and (3) programs
primarily Jeveloying self-concept and attitudes towards learning.

Flint pecame a part ot the Follow Through scene in 1969 when the dis-
trict, through the « ffurts of tlead Start parents and school personnel,
was funded for 7 kindergarten classes, 4 at Dort and 3 at Manley
Communitiy Schuols. Jhe 1nstructional model was a basic skills program
developed by Gicgfried Engelmann, and sponsored by the University of
Illinocis. Because of the vital parent 1input, Flint was funded as a
Parent Implemented Bawic Skills Project. An additional grade was
funded each year so that strdent participation, by 1972, 1ncluded
klnderyarten through third grades. During that time, the program
Jeveloper, staff, and the sponsorship moved to the University of
Oreaegon.

The Flint Follow Through Program currently serves 405 students in kin-
dergarten through first grades at Dort and Manley Community Sche .1s. The
econumi< level of the majority of participating students is cor. stently
below the naticnal poverty level. The racial make-up is over 95% percent
minority. Becaus: the concept of Follow Throuugh 1s "preventive" rather than
"remedd1al", the major objective is to raise the level of achievement to
national norms by the end of the third grade.

-l
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The chart

below yives a breakdown of the number of children serviced in Follow Through

from 1969

Lo the prosent time.

YEAR GRADES NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVICED
1969-1970 Kindergartca 172
1970-1971 Kindergarten & First Grades 328
1971-1972 Kindergurten through 2nd Grade 504
1972-1973 Kindergarten through 314 Grade 538
1973-19741 Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 449
1974-1975 Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 511
1975-1976 Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 459
1976=1977 Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 440
1977-1978 Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 438
1978-1979 Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 650
1979-19%0 Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 645
1960-1981 Rindergarten through 3rd Grade 689
19611982 Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 630
1982-1983 Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 626
1983-1984 Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 635
19841935 Kindergarten through 3rd Grade 678
1185--1980 Kindergarten through lst Grade 405

The Flint Project, as 1n all other Follow Through projects, provides
comprehensive setvices in instruction, health, social services and parent

activities.

A brief summary of the major components follows:

INSTRUCTION:

Curriculum:  Crntral to the Flint Follew Through Program is the
classroom curriculum. The core of the curriculum is the Direct
Instructional Method using sponsor developed Distar materials de-
signed to be taught as small-group: face-to-face instruction by a
teacher who follows 1ts sequenced daily lessons in readings arath-
metic and lénguage, These lessons, which utilize modern learning
prnciples and advanced programmng strategies, have been the
basis for effectively teaching basic skills to the full range of
childien 1n out classrooms. Learning abilities range from those
children who can procede quickly through the programs to those
lower perfomming children who require more time to complete them.
Lach of the curriculum programs has three levels. When the chil-
dren cumplete all three levels they are transitioned into other
programs and series used 1in Flint schools. This completion can
come at the end of the second or while in the third grade. depend-
1ng upon when they began instruction and the rate at which they
were able to progress through the programs.

Tnstruction is initiated at the kindergarten level, which is an
extended day program.  The extended day permits the completion of
Level T of the Reading, Arithmetic and Language programs by many

-2-
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of the kindergarten children., The goal of all reading instruction
1w Lo make cach clinld a fluent and independent reader, able to use
written text as a means of learning new information while, at the
sane time, moviny through the arithmetic and languagc programs at
her/his own pace. The chart below outlines the comxnents of the
instructional program.

Flint Follow Through
Instructional Program

Reading Program Arithmetic Program Language Program

Reading I Arithmetic I Lancuage 1 & II
Reading I1 Arithmetic II
Reading (1T Arithmetic III Language 1II

Continous Progress

Reading 1 - The focus is the teaching of decoding and come compre-
hensiion skills.

Reading 11 - The Locus 1s the acqursition of comprehension skills and
extension of decoding skills, with the teaching of read-
ing fluently and accurately as additional ¢oals.

Reading 11I - The focus 1s the acquisition of skills for content in
science and socral science selections. The primary
ubjectives are to read for new information, to read for
understanding and to read for application of rules and
principles. The arithmetic component is designed to
teach by a problem solving approach.

Arithmetic I ~ The focus 1s the teaching o basic addition and sub-
traction operations; memorization of number facts speed
up the process and sets the stage for more elaborate
problem solving.

Arithmetic II - The focus is the teaching of multip’ication and frac-
twons, The extension of adlition ¢nd subti)action
uperations to nclude regrouping as well a:. measurement
concepts invelving time, money. length and weight are
basic to this component. How to derive unlnown facts
from known facts and hww to work story prohlems are also
taught..

Arithmetic III - The focus is the teaching of borrowing, long division,

" ERIC
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column addition, multiplication facts and « wide variety
of story problems, The language component teaches
language as a basis for the comprchension of reading and
the precise production of spoken language.

-3-




.

Yed s

102

—
]

whe Jocun 1o the teaching of the woids ana phirases vaea
in deseribing actions, objects, object classification,
obect proporties and in using relational torms: a
varioty of complete statements are also presented and
practiced.  Much gencral information 13 taught, for
example, days of the weck, months of the year, location
names, occupations and geographical features. The
advanced lessons teach such logical processes as drawing
conclusions, cause and effect, multiple attributes, de-
ductions, definttions, synonyms and opposites. Other
language tasks teach the techmques of questioning
.trategies, sentence analysis and usage conventions.

Language 1 & 1

The {ocuo 15 on the teaching of writing, expanding the
toical use of language and the teaching of basic
grammatical rules. The program aluo teaches punctuatiovn
and capitalization rules, The building of writing and
apelling skills are integral activities in Loth the
toading and language components.

E
|

Teaching Strategies

Paske. in the teading, language and arithmetic compunents are prosen’od
1 a quick and 1apld manner.  The otudents make maty otal rooponses in every
lesson.  whls strategy hnown as Direct Instruction, g deoigned to assure
miotery of each leason by every child,  Direct Instiuction includes posttive
reinforeem nt, individual turns, teaching to mastery, and pacing.

Classroom Organization and Scheduling

There are a tutal of 17 Follow Throuwgh classtuoms, 8 at Dort and 9 at
Manley.  In addition to the certified teacher in cach claostoom, the set-
vices ol b paraprutessional.s are also used in the project. The three sul-
Jeet cumponenls are taught in small groups of 6 to 12 children. Each group
spx ke 30 Mitiutes 1o cach subject area, fullowed Ly ndependent reinforce-
ment activities. Teachers also present the uther disciplines required by
the dtoaard of aducation, such as music, social studies, science, art and
physical education,  Learnirg centers in each classcoum for cach of the
SUbJeCL ateas are eaoential for instruction with small group,.  Interest
Cunters four chiildren which lend themselves tuward irdependent reading and
olher dactivities nclude amall libtaries, science centers and bulletin
baoardss.,

Encrichment Activitices

Ligrchnent activities provide an gpportunity for Follow Through chii-
dren (1) Lo discover more about therr wordd, (2) tu examne a variety ot
caton r poontbilities, (3) to learn more about their heritaye and (4) to
tlunk Creatively.  Theawe activities have taken the form of (1) field trips,
(75 Spangab clagovs Lor Lt grade stwdents, (3) participation in holiday
and heritage proyrams, (4) participation tn the Follow Through sponsored
all-ochuol Phankiagiving dinner, (9) crcative movement classes 16 Kinder-
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gatlen, (L) vasiting otorytellers, (7) persvnal hygiene classes (8) reading
cunite Ltus {9) speiling dees, and (10, an introduction to the world of high
tochinulogy with two micro~computers and related instructional materials at
each project schoul.

Staff Development:

Lach year an aneusoment of staff needs 1s made upon the completion of
stattange  This asscasment 13 an indication of the amount of pre-service and
on-yuitiy otatl development needed. Other factors that determine the amount
ol .tall trawning are proyram changes and revisions. special pupil needs,
and garent trawnang activities. The staff development plan is implemented
with pre-service worksliops and scheduled inservice sessions.

Lucal teacher supervisors are cesponsible for the implementaticn of the
stall development plans and for classroom monitoring of all Direct Instruc-
taun teaching. Teacher suprvisors do demonstration teaching in the class-
room when needed o- requested by the teaching staff.

Suvpport Scrvices:

The noninstruclional services which support the instructional program
and are directly velated to student achievement include the health compo-
nent, gsocial services., and parent involvement components.

ticalth

One full time reyistered nurse implements a comprehensive program of
healt. and nutration services. The Program provides the following screening
services for children:

(1) Dental screening
(2) vision Screening
(3) Hearing Screening
(4) Sickle Cell Screening
(5) Kindergarten Screening

Foi sume problems which might require other medical, psychological, or
surgical treatment which the program does not provide, referrals are made to
local support agencies within the school district and the community.

‘The maintenance activities of the health component includes the
follawing:

(1) Providing dental treatment for those students found to have
defefcts,

(2) keferrals of children with vision and hearing defects.

(3) Parent education.

(4) 1Instruction of students regarding the importance of good
health habits.
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Health Services tor 1984-85 include:

vigion & . jlam

Students SCLeenCde s ceeeecresnsscssesssnosssseasa?l
Students referrved for vision defectSeeevee.cn.. .20

Dental Program

Students scteened 10r defeCiBeeieeeeeeenceenass 327
Students found having defects.ecvvvercenseennn..94
Students attending private dentists.............106

Social Services

(1) tollew Through parents have a variety of social services
available to them in time of need. The prog- m's parent
coordinatcr acts as a mediator, helping parents obtair
assistance {rom commnitv agencies.

(2) Frollow Through works closely with the county extenaion
service, which offers classes and seminars for parents on
m:al planning, budgeting and home management. Community
clothing banks are yet another invaluable source of help to
Follow Tarough familics.

Parental Invelvement

Parent invulvement {3 a necessary coaponent. The Flint Follow Through
Program relies heavily on its parents. The program relies on the 1nput of
the Policy Advisury Committee (PAC) in program operations and decisions.
The PAC is composed of parents of children in the program plus other
significant comunity tepresentatives. In addition to the | .C members, a
Pavent Coordinator has the responsibility for working with parents and
encouraging them to bhe.ome active in Follow Through activaities.

The success of the Flint Follow Through Proyarm can be directy traced
to the comnitment and trust the Flint Community Schools has in parents.

A Barent amplemented program means that parents have participated in:

(1) Selecting the Sponsor or educational design.
2) 3electing the Director for the program.
Organizing the various components.
(1) mrang of parents of the childre: in the program to work as
parapre tessionals,

The Parent Advieury Comittee meets monthly to comduct business. The
PAC g re ponsible tor the design of a meaningful parent inv  vement program 1
that anclude., patent wducation programs and parent enrichment ;.vograms. As
3 Teault of these programs, parents are involved in many activities that

help Lo entiel their livog.  Sume of these activities include participation
n:
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(1) social Services Activities
(2) Nurse Aide Ciasses

(3) G.E.D. Classes

(4) Infant Training Classes
{5} Feminine Health Classes
(6) catering Classes

(7) nNutrition Classes

Bighteen teacher aides have received scholarships to further their
education. Eight of these former teacher aides are actively working as
teachers in the Flint School District.

Field trips help parents become aware of the community .>-ound them.
Parents become aware of the various cultural resources that will help
enhance their lives and assist in broadening knowledge of the resources
avallable to them.

Volv~teer recruitment and volunteers remain a high priority. They work
in the programs as:

Classroom Volunteers
Health Aide Volunteers

PAC Chairperson
Health Clinic Volunteers

T
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The rlint Fulles Through project is one of 21 Follow Through projects
Lhroughoul the Uniled States, and the only one 1in Michigan to receive a
spectal grant for the establishment of a Resource Center.

N The Resource Center is playing a key role in the dissemnation of Flint
vollaw Through's instructional model to other communities.

The Flint Follow Through project is a member of the National Diffusion
Network, estavlished by the United States Office of Educaticn in 1977 to
assist school districts that are .earching for ways to improve their
instructional program. The project is included in the NDN publication,
"Educational Programs That Work™,

fhe Flant Follow Through Resource Center services are:

Introductory awareness sessions about Direct Instruction
Pre-service training

Bi-monthly classroom consultant services

Professional library materials

Sample teacher materials

Technical assistance from the Sponsor. the University of Oregon

A program mcniloring system using criterion-referenced tests at no
cost Lo the adopting school district.

N AR W -~
.

The requirements which Flint observes as an adopting district include:
1. Administrative and teacher support of program installation

2.  Two-year implementation of the program

3. Pre-and post-test data to demonstrate effectiveness

4. Purchase of teacher and student materials

School districts who have adopted the Flint Follow Through Instruct-
iocnal Model and have been trained by the Resource Center Staff include:

Table II

State City Schools Involved*

Alaska Lower Yukon School District 8

California North Highlands 2
Roseville 1

Florida Orange County 7

Geordia Crisp County 5
Lee County 1

i1llwnors Champaign 1

Kentucky Clay County
East Bernstadt
Breckenridge County
Jackson County

W O -

—-9-
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State City Schools Involved*

Belfast
Portland

Maine

[ I,

Buena Vista
Detroit
Fenton
Grand Ledge
Lakeville
Ludington
Mt. Morris
Saginaw
Saginaw (Summer Migrant Progarm)
Vicksburg
Willow Run
Vermont Waterbury

Michigan

b= e = BV W NN

TOTAL 9 States 26 Cities 70 Schools

* Approximately 10,000 children directly involved.

As the Flint Follow Through Resource Center fulfilled its two~year com-
mittment to adoption sites, it became appropriate to select outstanding
sites Lo serve as demonstration models.

The Resource Center conducted a three-day seminar for ten adoption
sites. They were given necessary training and strategies to act as demon-
stration and Lraining resources for their states. This unique partner-
ship of Projects, Rescurce Center and Satellite Sites has proven cost
effective for the expansion of the Resource Center network. It has also
acted as a vehicle for the professional growth of our adoption sites and
local support staff.

In 1981, the Resource Center sponsored Cordele, Georgia in its success-
ful application to thce Georgia State Department of Education for state vali-
dation of 1Ls proect resulting in funds to become & demonstration site.
Through this link, thc Resource Center has welcomed eight "second genera-
tion" adoption sites from Georgia to 1ts ever expanding network.

cc: Dr. Joseph F. Pollack
Dr. Nathel Burtley
Mr. August Brandt

~10-
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Mr. KiLpee. I have a question, first, for Dr. Ramp, but others
may join in and respond if they wish also.

Some have said—and I think Mr. Petri, acting as devil’s advo-
cf:ate, was talking about this—that follow through serves a select

ew.

Could you expand on your comments regarding the effectiveness
of Follow Through dissemination efforts? How many children re-
ceive the benefits of that dissemination? And what would happen
to dissemination if Follow Through were not reauthorized?

Mr. Ramp. According to our last survey, which is about 1% years
2 years old, we were reaching—well, let me begin. I believe we
have 58 communities currently supporting Follow Through pro-
grams.

Through those programs and their sponsoring organization, at
the last count, we were reaching approximately 700 additional com-
munities. If my numbers are correct, 440,000 additional children di-
rectly receiving Follow Through programmatic benefits. And if we
count children in classrooms using materials developed through
the Follow Through Program, we probably reach in excess of 2 mil-
lion children a year.

If the Follow Through Program were to be phased out or elimi-
nated, the mecanism for this dissemination would die.

Although Follow Through funds are limited right now, we're
making extremely efficient use of those funds as far as our ability
to reach out and get to other schools and communities.

But there is no backup or replacement system for this dissemina-
tion effort if Follow Through goes away.

School districts, as much as they love the program and as much
as they want others to use the models that are in place there, have
no reserve or reservoir of funds available to them to pick up and
carry on with this effort. It would go away.

The Departinent of Education representatives are likely to point
out to you next Tuesday that, well, the program won’t really disap-
pear, it will simply be provided for through chapter II of the Edu-
cation Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981.

There are at least 28 other programs that are theoretically being
taken care of through that same act.

Our data are very clear on this fact. The average Follow
Through budget is greater than their entire district allocation
under chapter II. Because what chapter II does, it takes what
seems like a larger sum of money, and it is in solid terms, and dis-
tributes that not among 58 communities, but among 16,000 school
districts. The money doesn’t go very far.

One of our Indian projects in Lac du Flambeau, WI, Mr. Petri’s
been there. I believe their Follow Through budget is approximatel
$96 00 to $100,000 a year. Their total allocation under chapter II
of ECIA is less than $2,000.

The administration is likely to point out that there are other pro-
grams like chapter I that are doing the same thing. They’re not.

As you just heard, chapter I and Follow Through do very differ-
ent things. They’re both compensatory education programs. But
chapter I, in most every community I’'m aware of, concentrates its
funding at the junior and secondary grade levels. There is nothing
really there to catch these children when they first enter what to
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many of them seems like a hostile environment of our schools. It’s
not hostile. Certainly not deliberately so. But it is not equipped to
deal with the special needs of these disadvantaged kids.

And without Follow Through there is no backup system. You
know, the o ring will go. There’s nothing really to catch it if the
small appropriation we've been receiving goes away.

Mr. KiLpEE. Yes, sir.

Mr. FELDMAN. Let me just suggest that Gene’s—the study that
Gene referred is based on our current resource centers.

There’s a lot more dissemination of practices that we have no
idea how to count in terms of reality. For instance, the New York
City dissemination effort would not ge counted among those statis-
tics. And that involves millions of children.

Mr. KiLbee. On that point, if you could supply the subcommittee
with some objective data, where you can actually specifically count
the number served, and then any additional data, where you can
demonstrate that even beyond those objective numbers, there’s still
fux%her dissemination, we’d appreciate that.

es.

Mr. RHINE. Mr. Kildee, could I respond to that issue?

Mr. KiLDEE. Sure.

Mr. RuiNe. I think the argument that I hear; namely, that if
there’s something really good going ¢n in Follow Through it should
be able to make a case for itself at the local level, and if it’s really
as good as people say it is, it should be picked at the State level
and supported, and, therefore, if the support from the Federal level
the quality of the program will carry it, then, at State and local
levels, I find that—I find that an intriguing position. And I wish I
could be convinced that it was the case.

But I think, urfortunately, Follow Through, even with the exem-
plary record that so many of the programs have, in competing now
for money from Statz budgets would certainly be a new person on
the block, without well established—without a well established
mechanism, such as the one that exists at the Federal level.

I’'m not really optimistic about the ability of Follow Through to
compete in most States. In my own State of Missouri, for example,
I think that to come in as a new influence, requesting State sup-
port, is just, on the face of it, not going to be a very inspiring thing
to happen as far as State legislators are concerned.

And I would just like to add one other thing. It just seems to me
that the implications of whether large numbers of our children are
educated effectively or not has within it such an obvious Federal
interest.

It’s an interest that can’t be left to chance. I mean we would
hope that the States would recognize that the economic interests in
the State require the effective education of children. And I think
that’s generally the case.

But these important implications so far as military and economic
preparedness, it just seems to me that there’s such an obvious Fed-
eral interest here that that simply cannot be left to chance.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you.

On that point, before I defer, and I have just one more moment
here, Mr. Hansberry, what would the impact on the Flint commu-
nity schools be if the Federal Government did not reauthorize this
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program? Could you expect the Flint tax base or the State legisla-
ture to pick up the costs?

Mr. HANSBERRY. At this point, that answer would be no. Mainly
because when Follow Through was—it was first indicated that
Follow Through would be phased in to chapter II, the parents and
the Flint Follow Through project immediately had a meeting with
the administrative council trying to determine how much of the
Follow Through funding did come from the chapter II source. That
answer was nothing.

The philosophy is that if it’s a Federal program and the Federal
funds are phased out, we don’t have local funds to pick up all of
the efforts that the Federal Government has had and will stop
funding.

The impact on the human beings involved in the program would
be impossible to count.

You're talking about a program that was funded at almost
$400,000 4 years ago, with 27 paraprofessionals working in it and
some 34 people. That project has been reduced for some time. And
the reductions have not picked up by the school district except in
one case.

But that would be devastating to us because we would lose that
total program.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you.

Mr. Bruce.

Mr. Bruck. No questions. I have enjoyed the testimony.

Mr. KiLpeg. Mr. Perkins.

Mr. Perkins. Well, I regret that I haven’t had an opportunity to
get here earlier. I was on the House floor giving a speech, and that
required my presence. And I'm sorry. I apologize to the panel for
not having an opportunity to hear everything that was said.

I would only just say that I think Follow Through is an excellent
program. And I am sure we’ll be working together in the future to
see its continuance.

Mr. KiLbEE. I want to thank the panel.

We will keep the record open for 2 weeks, to extend beyond the
day when the administration testifies. You can respond perhaps to
their testimony or, if you wish, to submit any additional testimony.
If you could send us some of the data you have to show how wide-
spread that dissemination is and how many students are affected,
we'd appreciate that.

Thank you very much.

Our next panel is Mrs. Dorothy Rice, Director of the Follow
Through Program in Washington, DC, accompanying Mrs. Helen
Suber and Clinton Gatlin, Follow Through parent and student; and
Mrs. Lauretta Brown and Xavier Brown, Follow Through parent and
student.

If they would come forward.

Ms. SuBer. Ms. Brown has just stepped out. She'll be right back.

Mr. KiLDEE. Sure. OK.

You can come up right now and we will have some of the cus-
tomers of Follow Through. Very good.

Welcome to all of you.
How are you doing, guys? How are you doing?
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Maybe we can ask the teacher, Mrs. Rice, to tell us a little about
her class and how it functions, and who it serves, and how success-
ful it has been.

Do you want to start out and introduce the people with you and
let them make comments?

STATEMENTS OF DOROTHY RICE, DIRECTOR, FOLLOW THROUGH
PROGRAM, WASHINGTON, DC, ACCOMPANIED BY HELEN SUBER
AND CLINTON GATLIN, FOLLOW THROUGH PARENT AND STU-
DENT, AND LAURETTA BROWN AND XAVIER BROWN, FOLLOW
THROUGH PARENT AND STUDENT

Ms. Rice. I'm Dorothy Rice, Director of the Nichols Avenue
Follow Through Program here in our city, Washington, DC.

This morning, upon the invitation from your office—and we'’re
very glad to be here—I have brought with me two parents and
their children.

We have one third grader, Clinton Gatlin.

Mr. KiLpek. Clinton. Which one?

Ms. Rice. Clinton.

Mr. Kiupee. Hi, Clinton. Welcome.

Ms. Rice. And we have one second grader, Xavier Brown.

Mr. KiLpee. Xavier, welcome here.

Ms. Rice. And Mrs. Lauretta Brown, his mother.

Mr. KiLpgeg. Mrs. Brown.

Ms. Rice. And Mrs. Helen Suber, who is the guardian and grand-
mother of Clinton.

Mr. KiLpeg. Mrs. Suber.

Thank you.

Ms. Rice. We are a very small Follow Through program. And we
are also a direct instructional model, the same model as Flint, MI,
with the same sponsor.

Over the years, we have been in operation here since 1969.

Although I have not been with the program all that length of
time, we have seen successes through our student achievement cn
standardized tests. V" were also validated in 1980 by the Joint Dis-
semination Review Panel.

We are now doing as well as we can with the budget cuts that we
have received each year. And we do have support from our school
system, who is helping us to mainting the Follow Through pro-
gram.

Most of it has come through the insistence of parents, who have
had children in the program over the years. And they have demon-
strated with our school board to keep the Follow Through program.

And one of the parents here has been a strong part of that move-
ment. All of the parents of our Follow Through children are in-
volved.

With the testimony from the gentlemen who were you, if you no-
ticed, there was a lot of parent involvement. The funding is impor-
tant. But one of the most important factors about Follow Through
programs is the parents do get involved. And they get involved in
many ways, not only academically, but also in the social services
'rea and what we call the child development area.

L oy y o
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We find that the children, knowing that their parents will come
into the schools, seems to have more of a—develop more self-con-
cept. They are proud. And they know that the parents are coming
in. And it helps them to be on their best behavior and to show
their parents what they can do. It gives them a chance to show off.

Mr. KiLpee. The parents, I know, are involved in this Follow
Through program.

Perhaps, Mrs. Brown, Mrs. Suber, could you tell some ways in
which you are involved with the program, working with the
schools. And just take the mike.

b Ms. BrowN. My involvement in the Follow Through program has
een——

Mr. KiLpee. Could you speak up a little? These mikes aren’t too
sensitive.

st. BrowN. It’s been successful. And I've enjoyed every moment
of it.

Mr. KiLDEE. Yes.

Ms. BRowN. And I'll continue to do it.

Mr:) KiLpEE. Do you feel that your son is benefiting from this pro-
gram?

Ms. BRowN. Oh, yes,

Mr. KiLDEE. You can see the difference?

Ms. BRowN. Oh, ves,

Mr. KiLpee. Mrs. Suber, do you want to pull the mike up there,
too? The big mike there.

Ms. Suger. OK.

Mrs. Suber is known for a big mouth, so she doesn’t need the
microphone.

Mr. KiLpee. OK. You ought to run for Congress then.

Ms. Suer. Even the children know Mrs. Suber.

T, for one, would not have done without the Follow Through pro-
gram.

I have two sets of children, and they’ve a 12-year difference in
them. So, that makes me a dynamite Follow Through parent. And
the reason for that is that the older children did not have access te
Head Start and Follow Through. The last set of kids, after that 12
yﬁars, the last set did. And there’s a tremendous difference in
there.

I became a Follow Through parent. From the Follow Through
parent, I went in to the Head Start Program—I went in to the
Follow Through Program from Head Start.

And there was so much tremendous difference in the children.
And I said that it has been a rewarding experience.

My two older—my two kids went in there. They’re 20 and 21 at
the time now. One is in college, and the other one has a child of
her own that’s in the program.

So, I've had my children, nieces, nephews, and, as I said, now,
grandchildren to come into this program.

This program has meant a world of difference to the community.

When I went in to the program, like I said, I was a Head Start
parent. So, I knew that we had to work with the children.

But when we went into Follow Through it was a totally different
thing. Administration, teachers, even to custodian, everybody made
us welcome, and we all worked at it together.
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1 have keen in the Follow Through Program since :970. And the
thing that Uve heard from the panel today—and if this room was
filled with Flead Start paren:s, thcy would have stood up and gave
them a standing ovation, because they want this Head Start Pro-
gram to go furiher in to upper grades.

Now, this is something that we herec in Washington have almost
begged for and cried for, that it wou'd go further than the third
grade. And this was because that cur children did so well in K
through third. So, when they *.zan to come out, we were almost
afraid to put them in a school that did not havz a sirong program.

If this—if it came to a point where we u:ad tc look for a school
for our children, we didn’t want them to lose what they had al-
ready gained. We wanted them to hold on to what they had gained.

Mr. KiLpEg. On that point, Mrs. Suber——

Ms. Susgr. Uh-huh.

Mr. KiLpeg [continued). Could you find some diffc ences?

You saw two groups of students in your own exierience, some
who had the Follow Through and some did not. C: .Id you see some
differences in their like reading ability?

Ms. Susker. Their reading ability is excellent.

Mr. KiLpee. With those who had the Follow Through. You find a
difference.

Ms. Susgr. Those that had Follow Through, a dif. .rence.

Like I said, I had the two sets.

Mr. KiLpEE. Yes.

Ms. Susgr. So; I can compare the two sats.

Mr. KiLpEE. Right.

Ms. Suser. And with the first set of kids that did ..0. have the
Head Start or the Follow Through, they were slow in reading. I
had one that had a problem in math. And that itself was left to me
because I was the only person in the house to do that.

When they went into school, I had to be—the parents had to be—
have them, say, ready for their alphabet, if they don’t know but
half of it. They at least—we wanted them to be able to count from
1 to 25. They had wanted—we wanted them to know their colors,
their names, and their addresses, and things. So, that was left to
the parent at home by theirselves for the first set.

With the Follow Through children, when they went from Head
Start, they had begin to know when they went in to Follow
Through.

When they got in to Follow Through, it was a new ball game.

When the parents got in to Follow Through, because we went to
Follow Through with them, we were used to Head Starts, working
in the buildings, you know, with the little—find out little things
like bake szles and all of that in Head Start.

When we wen. to Follow Through, it became a whole package.
We had to. And it wasn’t that we had to, but if you wanted to be
part of Follow Through, then you would have to learn that the
teachers, the administration, and everything was there to help you
become part of this everyday structure.

Mr. KiLoEe. Yes.

Ms. SuBer. And that is what we had to become. We had to
become teacher’s aides, our title at that time. We didn’t have a
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title at that time when we first came in. We worked at it. Some of
us—some of them became tcacher’s aides after.

Maybe the children had gotten as far as the first grade, and they
became educational aides in the program.

But we had to learn that Follow Through was a togetherness pro-
gram. It came from not only the child educationally, it camne from
the whole channel. And this is the one thing that I love about
Follow Through.

Mr. KiLpee. Let me ask you this question, Mrs. Suber.

Ms. SUBER. Yes.

Mr. KiLpee. Do you think that the children who have gone
through the Follow Through Program have perhaps a better feel-
ing about themselves, that they feel they can succeed?

Ms. SuBer. They have.

Mr. KiLbEe. Does that help them?

Ms. Suer. They have an excellent feeling about themselves be-
cause they are taught that every day.

Mr. KiLpee. That they can succeed.

Ms. SuBeR. That they can succeed. They are somebody, and they
can do it.

Now, I can’t—I—you know, I'm not sitting here saying that
every child that comes Follow Through breezes through it, now, be-
cause they don'’t.

Mr. KiLpee. Right.

Ms. Suer. Because I had one that had to take his time coming
through there.

Mr. KiLbEE. Yes.

Ms. Suer. But where is he now? He’s down in college now.

So, he had to take his time. I think he had problems with the
reading at first.

But with everybody pulling with this one child, he began to get
what he had to have.

My little girl, I'd say she breezed through it.

But every child can’t do it. But at least these kids know. They
know if they haven’t had their breakfast in the morning, they
know who to go to to get that breakfast. They know if they have—
if they're sick, they know who to come to to say they're sick. And
they k 10w that we'll find out what’s the matter with them.

It’s not just the thing of saying to them, well, okay, you know,
we'll call momma, and let momma come and get you. No, ne, no,
no. We start right there finding out what his problem is. And then
if it’s a problem that momma has to come and get him to carry
him somewhere, momma knows exactly where to carry him, be-
cause she knows all she has to do is call us and say, well, he's run-
ning a temperature, I don't know what to do with him—carry him
such-and-such a place.

Mr. KiLpee. Yes.

Ms. SUBER. It is a complete connected family.

Mr. KiLpee. Mrs. Brown, has that been your experience, too, that
through the reading skills, or the mathematical skills, the child
will gain a good feeling about him or her self? Has that been your
experience?

Ms. Brown. Oh, yes.
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My daughter—I mean my son is a little slow in math. And now
they are working with him, and he’s doing much better.
Mr. KILDEE. You see some progress there?
Ms. BRowN. Yes; there’s been progress. Yes.
Mr. KiLbee. Good
Ms. BRowN. And they've done a wonderful job with him, because
he’s come a long way.
Mr. KiLDEE. Let me ask Xavier.
Do you want to pull the mike up there and just——
- How do you feel about the program, Xavier?
Mr. BrRowN. Fine.
k!\i’llr:7 Kipee. Do you think it has helped you in your reading
, skills?
E Mr. BROwN. Yes.
. Mr. KiLpee. How about in your math skills? Mathematics, arith-
metic? Has it helped you there?

Mr. BRowN. Yes.

Mr. KiLpge. OK.

Let me ask Clinton.

Do you want to take the mike over to Clinton there?

Clinton, how do you feel about the program?

Mr. GATLIN. Fine.

Mr. KiLbpek. Has it helped you in your reading?

Mr. GATLIN. Yes.

Mr. KiLpee. How about your arithmetic?

Mr. GATLIN. Yes.

Mr. Kibpge. Do you think the program is a good program then?

Mr. GATLIN. Yes.

Mr. KiLoee. OK. Very good.

N Al‘l7 right. Mrs. Rice, do you want to have some more comments
ere?

Ms. Rice. One of the other comments I would like to make is in
reference to the national norms on standardized tests.

Prior to assistance mandated with constant base curriculum, we
knew that we already had a constant base program in the direct
section, because the kids were scoring at and above grade level con-
sistently beginning in 1971. And we have data to show that.

Mr. KiLDEE. Very goud.

Mrs. Rice, one of tl.e components of Follow Through is dissemi-
nation is good experiences in Follow Through.

Do you think that has helped perhaps the Washington, DC,
school district?

Ms. Rice. It has helped us in that, number one, we're the only
Follow Through Program here. And we have had people come from
other countries who want to see a program for children that they
feel needs, sometimes, remediation, or some countries where educa-
tion is not what it is in the United States.

Now, last year, we had a group of Chinese delegates who came to
view the program because they are just geiting in to early child-
hood education. And they wanted to see what an early childhood
program in the United States would be like. And we were one of
the sites that they visited.

And we have had people from—excuse me—South Africa, who
have also been to see us.
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But we do get visitors. We send out printed material. And we
have people who are interested in our program.

Mr. KiLpEE. You said your program is modeled somewhat after
the one in Flint, ML

Ms. Rice. The University of O:cgon is our sponsor. And we use
this model.

Mr. KiLDEE. And they give you help then, and you can be in con-
tact with them.

Ms. Rice. Well, we’re in contact with the university, mostly by
telephone now, because we don’t have money to go to the west
coast, and they don’t have money to come to the east coast.

Mr. KiLpee. OK.

Ms. RICE. But there is telephone contact. And we get technical
asgistance from them.

Mr. KiLpee. Very good.

Mr. Perkins.

Mr. PERKINS. A couple of things, just out of idle curiosity.

You say this program is based on Nichols Avenue?

Ms. RICE. The name of the program is Nichols Avenue Follow
Through.

Mr. PERKINS. Where is it based?

Ms. RIcE. It’s based at King Avenue and Sumner Road, South-
east, in the Anacostia area.

Mr. PerkiNs. OK. Just trying to place it about.

Where do these youngsters go to school?

Ms. Rice. They got to the Nichols Avenue Follow Through Pro-
gram. We're a school within a school.

Mr. PERKINS. Right.

Ms. Rice. Two schools in one school.

Mr. PerxINS. I understand.

Ms. Rice. Uh-huh.

And they are attending the Nichols Avenue Follow Through Pro-
gram.

Mr. Perkins. Could you explain to me—I went to W.B. Patter-
son——

Ms. Rice. Oh.

Mr. PERKINS [continuing]. Down the road.

But in regards to the way that the Follow Through Program
works, I think I'd really be interested in listening.

What do you do during a day? I mean what is an average day?
How does it consist?

Ms. Rice. Oh. OK.

Mr. PERKINS. Tell me the basics. That's what I want (o hear.

Ms. Rice. Well, we are——

Mr. PERKINS. In this program.

Ms. RiCE [continuing]. Basically an elementary school program,
early childhood.

You have your beginning, your day. You have a scheduled day
with reading, and math, and language, library, handwriting, spell-
ing, and those basic core subjects.

They are getting the basic core curriculum.

Where we feel we are—or where we are different is that we use
the direct instructional model. And it is a consistently programmed
reading and language series. It’s all laid out.
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Mr. PERKINS. It's all what?

Ms. Rice. It’s all laid out. The teacher does not have to run
around wonderin% where am I going to get this and where am I
going to get that. It's sequenced.

Mr. PerkiNns. Right.

Ms. Rice. So, the consistency and the sequencing is what causes
the children to achieve. Because there is a consistency. And it goes
from one lesson to the next. And it’s on three levels. They start in
i{indlergarten level, and it goes all the way through the third grade
evel.

Mr. PerkiNs. Uh-huh.

Ms. RICE. But it’s a regular school day.

Mr. PErkiNs. All right.

During the remediation process, you said one student needs a
little help with math, another might need a little help in reading.

Ms. Rice. Uh-huh.

Mr. PerxinNs. How is that administered? How? What happens
when you hit a hangup? Fiow do you reach cut?

Ms. Rice. OK. We Eave two persons on staff. One is a teacher
supervisor whose job it is to monitor the children, get the data
from the teachers every week. And they—we know if this child is
having a problem from the teacher, what the teacher says and
from what the record shows. Because they're expected to make so
much gain each week. If they don't do that, then he goes in, pulls
that child, that group of children, gives them a little test to see,
well, just what is it that we need to work on. And he himself will
toke those kids and work with them.

Mr. PerkiNs. During what time period? Is it done extra? Is it
done during the day more intensively?

Ms. Rice. OK. Some is.

Mr. PerKINS. Is it more individual attention?

. Ms, Rice. Some is during. He goes into the classroom, and works
in individual classrooms with the child during the day.

Now, the other help that they get is what we call an extended
day program.

Mr. PerkiNs. Right.

Ms. Rice. Children are able to stay from 2:15 until 4:15 for tutor-
ing and small group instruction where they are weak. And we're in
to that right now.

Mr. PeErkINs. Uh-huh.

4 Ms. Rice. I don’t think—oh, yes, one of these do attend extended
ay.

Mr. PERKINS. So, is extended day a required portion if they feel
that it’s needed or is it an optionai portion?

Ms. Rice. It's an optional prograsa.

Mr. PErkINs. Uh-huh.

Ms. Rice. We must have the rarent’s consent to do this because
it is after the sche . hour.

Mr. PerkiNs. Uh-huh.

And then how are the parents drawn into the network and the
system itself? How do you go about doing that?

Ms. Rice. Well, we call it recruiting volunteers.

Mr. PerkiINs. I was listening here, you know, to the story. It was
kind of interesting.
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Ms. Rice. Well, one of the things we encourage parents to and
one of the things we have them commit themselves to do when
they enroll a child in the Follow Through Program is that they will
commit themselves to do x amount of hours of volunteer time in
the school.

We like to get them into the school.

M r. PERKINS. Ah ha.

~Ms. Rice. Then we get them. We have workshops, where we take
them through the instruction the kids go through.

Then we have open house to get them into——

Mr. Perkins. Uh-huh.

I was very interested in that aspect. If I could just stop you for 1
second. The idea of having the parents and the children together.
This is something that I think is going to be explored in great
depth on a number of issues by this committee and the Education
and Labor Committee in future times. :

Ms. Rice. Uh-huh.

Mr. PErkINS. Just tell me a little bit about how that works and
inaybe some of the experiences that these ladies have had with
that type of situation.

Ms. Rice. Well, I can give you the structure. I'm sure Mrs. Suber
will give you some experiences.

Mr. PErkINS. That would be fine.

Ms. Rice. We, as I said, we ask the parents to commit themselves
to coming into the school to volunteer.

Mr. PeErkINs. Uh-huh.

Ms. Rice. We have found that the first thing we hear is we don’t
know what the kids are doing.

The first paper they bring home with the different looking print
on it, we start getting phone calls and questions. So, we built in.
OK. We have a parent orientation workshop.

We put them—we treat them as if they are the children. We tell
them about the program, and we give them a reading sheet, and
put them througl the same pace that the child will go through.

Mr. Perkins. OK.

Ms. Rice. Now, while we are doing that, we also have that parent
to act as a teacher and give it back to maybe another parent or to
the group, so that when they do go into the classroom they will not
be strangers to what is going on, and also so that they can help the
children at home.

And we make up little packets for them. And we are free, open
to them any time for them to come in for assistance and to observe
the children.

Mr. PerkiNs. What—what, may I ask, if you have any idea—I
know it’s difficult to ascertain—but what is the general educational
background of the parents that are involved with this program?

Ms. Rick. I don’t have data. I did a survey a few years ago, but I
haven’t followed it up in recent years.

At that time, the majority of the parents were below high school
graduation.

Mr. PErkINS. Uh-huh.

Ms. RICE. We have a few children whose parents have some post-
grad work.
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Mr. PErkins. Well, that would be very good, considering the illit-
eracy rate in America today——

Ms. Rice. Uh-huh.

Mr. Perkins. Being what?—between 25 and 60 million. We're so
ignorant, we don’t know what it is in America today, functional il-
literates.

So, I think that would be excellent——

Ms. Rice. Uh-huh.

Mr. Perxins. If you could achieve that in this type of program.

But if I could just move on to ask some of the recruits here.

What do you do when you go down there?

Ms. Suser. Well, we do from playground up.

Mr. PERKINS. All right.

Ms. SuBer. I, myself, when I first went in, I was in school——

Mr. PERKINS. Yeah.

Ms. Suskr [continuing]. At night to get my GED.

Mr. Perkins. Yeah.

Ms. SUBER. So, that threw me into a panic.

When I went in to Follow Through, when my little girl came
home and said—I said the word is at. She says, that’s not the way
you do it, Mommie. Says at. Say it fast, it says at.

Now, done turned my head upside down aways.

And I went through this, you know, for about a week.

Mr. Perxins. Yeah.

Ms. SuBer. And I said to myself, now, the only way I'm going to
be able to help her—there is a take home that they bring home
every day.

Mr. Perkins. Uh-huh.

Ms. SuBER. Because that’s what it is.

Mr. PERKINS. Yeah.

Ms. SuBer. So, now, if I'm going to help her do this take home,
I'm going to try to hurry up and get in this building and see what's
going on.

Mr. PERKINs. Uh-huh.

N}Ils. SUBER. And I, myself, like I said, was going to school at
night.

And it was a very fortunate day when I asked about it. Her kin-
giergarten teacher told me, said on your lunch hour come right on
in.

And I'd come in. And she’'d sit with me, lunch hour, and she
would go through it.

And at that time—at that time, I was just about going crazy. I
said I didn’t want to work in this program.

Mr. PERKINS. Yeah.

Ms. SuBer. Now, I'd be very honest. I didn’t want to go in this
program at all.

Mr. PERKINS. Yeah.

S Ms. SuBer. Because it was a total different thing from Head
tart.

Head Start, I knew the word was at. And I went on in there with
it and showed the child what the word was, and what her name
was, and how to put it on a piece of paper.

Mr. PERKINS. Yeah.
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Ms. SuBer. You don’t even do that, putting it on a piece of paper
saying we're in Follow Through.

Mr. Perkins. OK.

What do you do?

Ms. SuBer. In Follow Through, they might start with the first
name. You don’t have no part for the last name for awhile. And
they put it on a print. And you show the different A. And, see,
my—I mear my A is a stick and a ball. Their’s might not be.

So, when—that’s what I'm saying, that the parents themselves
had to commit ourself to learn along with the children because she
didn’t know.

Mr. PerkiIns. Yeah.

Ms. SuBer. So, when we went in, just like Ms. Rice said, there
was an orientation.

Here is a group of parents—I'd say 25, 30—at—we have——

Mr. Perkins. Yeah.

Ms. SuBeRr. You know, we have committed ourselves.

Mr. Perkins. Could I just ask you?

Ms. SuBer. Yeah.

Mr. PerkINS. Of those 25 or 30 that you were in the class with, a
lot of them did they know how to read?

Ms. Suser. No.

Mr. Perkins. This was the first time——

Ms. SuBgRr. No.

Mr. PerkINS [continuing]. Kind of thing?

Ms. SuBgr. This was the biggest problem.

Mr. PerksNS. Yeah.

Ms. SuBer. And I, myself, you know, I did know how to read.

So, those who did know how to read took the parents that didn’t
know how to read——

Mr. Perkins. Uh-huh.

Ms. SuBker [continuing). On——

Mr. PerkINS. And they worked together.

Ms. SuBgr [continuing). On.

And we worked together.

Mr. Perkins. Uh-huh.

Ms. SuBer. And——

Mr. Perkins. But then that—they—they——

Ms. SuBer. We thought——

Mr. PerkINS [continuing]. Tried to learn the child at the same
time.

Ms. SuBgr. Oh, yeah. We thought we——

Mr. Perkins. All right.

Ms. SuBER [continuing]. Were pretty jaszy by that time.

And here comes these kids throwing this at us, honey. And I
mean those children were throwing it at us.

Mr. Perkins. Yeah.

Ms. SuBer. And we began to panic almost ourselves.

Mr. Perkins. Yeah.

Ms. SuBer. But we had administration and everybody there to
say no, no, no, no, you know, you don’t panic, you know, you go in
to it with them. And that’s what we had to do. We had to go from
kindergarten right along with them.

Mr. PerkINns. Yeah.
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Ms. SuBer. Because we couldn’t do it no other way.

Mr. PERKINS. Yeah.

Ms. Susger. And then the parents, you know—you could sit down
and—I learned that they didn’t know because—that’s another little
thing they did to us.

The forms, the regular school forms.

Mr. Perkins. Uh-huh.

Ms. SuBer. Now, when we came in, we had four or five of them
spreaded out to us. And, you know, I noticed a few parents wasn’t
even trying to fill them out.

Mr. Perkins. Couldn’t write.

Ms. Suser. And I'm sitting here, you know, filling them out. I'm
saying, you know, what is wrong with such and such? You’re not
filling them out.

And she said to me, said, well, would you fill this for me?

Mr. Perkins. Uh-huh.

Ms. SuBer. Hey. And I realized she couldn’t read to fill them out.

Mr. PERKINS. Sure.

Ms. SuBker. So, we had to do a process with the parents before we
could even hardly get in with the children.

Mr. PerkiIns. Right.

Ms. Suser. And by the time we got in with the children I guess
they were about second week. And I didn’t even know what hit me
in the second week of Follow Through. It was a total different ball
game. And I had to really get on my P’s and Q’s, because I was so
busy helping with the parents at the time.

Mr. Perkins. Right.

Ms. SuBer. We were trying to get them together so that they
could help the children.

Mr. PerkiNs. Uh-huh.

Ms. Suser. And come to find out that we done lost a whole week.

Now, these little papers been coming home in the evening. And
when you’ve got different sets of children—I had like seventh
grade, and eighth grade, ninth grade, and then I dropped and come
down here to kindergarten.

Mr. PErKINS. Yeah.

Ms. Suser. And, oh, that’s a trip in the evening.

And everybody is sitting around the table waiting for momma to
help with their homework. And I'm looking at this.

But this little one, she’s not waiting for anybody. You're going to
start with her right now.

So, I said, well, why are you, you know, making that A like that?

That’s the way you make it, Momma. You know, you come down
a line, and you make your ball.

And I said, no. I said, you make your little stick. Make your ball
and your stick.

No, ma’am, Momma. That’s not the way you do it.

So, we had to go and learn. We had to learn too.

Mr. Perkins. Uh-huh.

Ms. Suser. And we almost had to catch up with our children.
And that made the difference. But once we began to catch up with
the children it was a whole different thing. Because, like I said,
(I;oll]ow ’}‘lhrough takes the whole child, mentally, physically, and

ea} with it.
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If there’s a problem, if you see that this child is not doing any-
thing, you know, then you find out, you know, what’s wrong with
this child. And the majority of the time does not do that. She
doesn’t have the time to do that.

Mr. Perkins. Uh-huh.

Ms. SuBer. She has 25 children in the room. So, you doesn’t have
time to really find out what’s bothering this little girl.

Mr. PerkINs. OK.

Now, in terms of what happens when you say—this is, obviously,
parents have to want to do it. They’ve got to make that commit-
ment.

But, you know, you talk about the after extended time.

Ms. SuBer. Time.

Mr. PerkINS. That’s optional.

How many other things in this program are optional? And how—
how does that affec. it? Does it really still reflect pretty much pa-
rental interest, how much the parent cares about it?

Ms. SuBkgr. Yes. Yes.

Mr. PerkiIns. Yeah.

Ms. Suser. It still reflects. It still—you know, there are parents
that are still actually there. There’s parents that are still—even
down to parents that are not in the program now. The children
have gone.

Mr. Perxins. But if a parent cares this gives them an opportuni-
ty to——

Ms. SuBkR. If they——

Mr. PerkKINS. It gives the kids——

Ms. SuBer. They have to care.

Mr. PERKINS [continuing]. A shot at it.

Ms. SuBer. That is the one thing that a parent has to do. They
have to care. They have to commit themselves to the program. And
they have to commit themselves to their child.

Mr. PERKINS. Yeah.

Ms. SuBer. Now, if you're—you know, if you—even—we found
that the parents that wasn’t able or did not know how, once you
help that parent to understand what was going on, try to help her
to help herself, then she was right there too.

But it’s a parent involved program. And I mean involved.

Mr. PErkINS. How many hours does it take a week?

Ms. SUBER. Are you kidding?

Mr. Perkins. Huh-uh.

Ms. SuBer. The parents put in just as many hours as administra-
tion. I have walked out the door, 4:30, 5 o’clock, just recently, be-
cause I have been in the building. They——

Mr. PErKINS. From morning to——

Ms. SuBER. Yes, sir.

Mr. Perkins. All day.

Ms. SuBer. When I hit that building at 9 ¢’clock, if I'm lucky I'll
get out of there by 4:30. And in that time there may be an activity
going on. I think the last time we were having a fundraising activi-
ty. And we were there.

If—for instance, I think we waited on candy. The candy was sup-
posed to come at 2 o’clock. And we were supposed to have it out by
4. The candy didn’t come until 3:30. And we didn’t get it out till 5.
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Mr. Perkins, OK.

Ms. Suser. But, you know, you have to say this is it if you're
g}(:ing to involve yourself in Follow Through because your child is
there.

My child—my children are out. I’ve had nieces. ['ve had neph-
ews. And now my grandchildren. I have two grands in the pro-
gram. And if they were not there, I would still be involved with
Follow Through.

Mr. Perkins. Yeah. That’s good.

Let me ask another. One more question here.

In terms of the eligibility, you go out and recruit, and you have
to have parents who care and want to do it, what other require-
ments?

Ms. Rice. The Federal regulations establish the eligibility.

The eligibility for a new student is 50 percent of them must be
low income and have had Head Start or comparable experience.

Mr. PerkINs. Uh-huh.

Ms. Rice. However, we don’t have any trouble with that.

Mr. PerKINs. Right.

Ms. Rice. Because—

Mr. PerkiNs. How about the other 50 percent?

Ms. Rice. Well, our percentages run like 95 percent low income.

Mr. Perkins. OK.

Ms. Rice. Ninety-five percent preschool experiences. Because
other than the consolidated Head Start, in recent years, many
churches and other nonprofit organizations have begun preschools
that have been sanctioned by the Department.

Mr. PerkINs. Do you have a waiting list?

Ms. Rice. Not at this time.

Mr. Perkins. All right.

Is the program runnin§ about even, with supply equaling
demand, is what I’'m saying?

Ms. Rice. About evenly.

Mr. PerkINs. All right.

Ms. Rice. Now, what has—TI’ll say this. What has happened in
the last 5 years is that the system has begun to have all day kin-
dergartens.

Now, when the Follow Through program was one of the only pro-
grams that had all day kindergarten——

Mr. PerkINs. Yeah.

Ms. Rice [continuing]. We had—we did very, very, very well.

Mr. Perkins. OK. Thank you.

Ms. Rice. But right now we have to recruit.

Mr. PerkINs. I appreciate it.

That’s all I have, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you, Mr. Perkins for your excellent questions.

You’ve created a great record here.

You know, this program now costs the entire Federal Govern-
ment $7% million a year. That is all; $7% million a year.

The Congress was asked about 2 weeks ago to spend over $1 bil-
lion—§1 billion—that’s $1,000 million, right—$1 billion to help de-
velop a plane to fly to Tokyo in 2 hours.

What's more important to you, to fly to Tokyo in 2 hours or to
have this program for your children and your grandchildren?
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Ms. Suser. The Follow Through Program.

Ms. BRowN. That’s right.

Mr. KiLpek. I would concur in that.

Our priorities have to be set well in this country, right?

Ms. SuBer. And the one thing I'd like to say about it is that the
funds have really hurt us. The cutting of funds has really hurt us
because of the educational aides that we do not have in the pro-
gram now.

We, at one time, had something like 22 aides. That was two aides
per room. We had 13 classes.

And, now, they have shut this down so that we don’t have the—
it's taken the last two educational aides, I think it was year
before—year before last, Mrs. Rice?

Ms. RICE. Yes.

Ms. SuBeR. Year before last.

So, the parents have to be involved because the teachers cannot
do it by themselves.

And, like I said, if this room was filled with Follow Through par-
ents to hear them say they would like to extend it into upper
grades or into high school, they would have gotten a standing ova-
tion. And I would have been the first one on the floor. For this is
one thing that I have been crying about ever since my children
went through this program, that I would have loved to see it.

And I'm sure that if there was some way to follow some of the
Follow Through children that have gone through here we would
find a tremendous change. We would find our kids doing things
that the other children that did not have this advantage wouldn’t
be doing.

And I'm sure, because I know some of the parents. There’s one
that I do know thiat’s down in the mayor’s office, and working, and
all. And I do know that if she had not gotten her background in
Follow Through she wouidn’t have been down there.

And I'm a strong believe of that.

Mr. KiLpee. You know, at one time you talked about the number
of aides that have been cut. At one time, the Federal Government
funded this program at $70—over $70 million.

Ms. Suer. Uh-huh.

Mr. KiLpek. In 1985, it was down to $10 million.

Ms. SuBgr. Oh.

Mr. KiLpEE. And then in 1986 they gave it a 25-percent cut.

Ms. Suser. Uh-huh.

Mr. KiLpgg. Took it down to TV2.

Now, I tell you, if Cap Weinberger were told that he was to get a
25-percent cut in his budget, he’d be over here defending his pro-
gram.

That’s what bothers me. Because next week, on the 24th, we’ll
have someone over here from the administration saying this pro-
gram should be funded at zero.

Ms. Super. When was that date, please?

Mr. KiLpee. The 24th. Want to be here? I'll let you sit up here.
OK. Very good.

Ms. SuBER. Yeah.

I—you know——

Mr. KiLpEe. 24th. You can be here. You can rebut——
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Ms. Suser. This is that I don’t understand, you know.

Like you said, moneywise, I know these things. But, see, one
thing that our Follow Through does not have is that we're not a
State for thing. You see? And that’s another problem we have.

The rest of them have State money. We're lucky we have Federal
and District money. And every time a cut comes along, we were the
first thing to get cut. And this is the one thing I can’t understand.
And I guess I never will understand it because I don't know the—
you know, the mechanism that all that goes into, what goes into
cutting and chopping.

But I—and then I shouldn’t say these things. But when you send
people up on the Moon in less time than, you know, you can snap
your finger, but you can’t give us another dollar for education of
our children, and these are the future's——

Mr. KiLpee. Do you think any of these students at your school
will be able to take that plane in Tokyo in 2 hours? Is that going to
serve your people there?

You know, if they ever get that, that’ll be for the elite of the
elite. You know, the Concorde that flies to Paris from Dulles Air-
port here doesn’t take people from Anacostia to Paris.

Ms. SuBer. Huh-uh.

Mr. Kiupee. Nor will that plane that Mr. Reagan’s asked for to
fly to Tokyo in 2 hours take people from Anacostia. It will take the
elite of the elite.

And where are they getting the money for that? By filching
money, stealing money from this program.

I've been in Congress for 10 years now. I can’t think of a panel
that's been better than this panel right here now. You've been
really good.

I hope you are all back on the 24th. I really do.

And let me tell you, Clinton, you're a nice young man. You're a
nice young boy, really. I like you. You've got a great future ahead
of you.

I really am glad you're here today, too, Clinton. This is what this
program is all about really. I appreciate your being here.

And, Xavier, I like vou. You're a fine young man.

And we're going to keep this program alive for people like your-
self, right?

Mr. BRowN. Yes.

Mr. Kiipge. Thank you for your testimony.

Thank all of you. God bless you.

Ms. SuBeR. Thanks for having us.

Mr. Kiupee. We'll stand adjourned.

I hope to see you on the 24th.

[Whereupon, at 12:19 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]
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B As ¢ result of the efforts of the focsi Follow

Through resoutce center, the Richmond, Virginte,

8chools have strengthened the parent involvement
P 1 of thelr ed: 1 prog

throughout the entire schoo! system (grades

kindergarten through twelve). The Richmond

A Few Examples of
Follow” Throwugh
I)Issmnlm.ulun 2 %3{

project has d s epp 1o parent invol while working closely with its ’w arking closel .
y with its $ponsor. the Universlly of Norih Ceroling, the Jacksoavilie,
. #ponsor, the University of North Ceroline Follow Through program Flortds, Follow Through prog has di insted its app 10 parent Involvement
3 throughout the entire school system As an outgrowth of the Follow Through progrem,
‘The Vincannes, Indlens, Follow Through prog has Infl d 1 ds of the school system has established 8 parent 9 and center. operstect in
p ive and p ing el Y schoo! t This state-vatidated prog conjunction with the iocal Titte | program, that offess p ts help, infi ! teriel
83 ¢ major demonstration and inservice tralming ¢ for three tios in and training 10 support thewr children's acad 9 Each yoer. about 100.000
indisne, and for school and other Institutions in Indisna snd ad) states The Jacksonville paronts participate in activities designed to help them assist their Children's
prog pproximately 800 ¢! ily (serving 25,000 children fearning
per ysar). The Vincennes pregram Is besed on an ional mode! pod by its

3ponsor, the University of Arizons.

‘ The Commonweaith of Puerto Rico has disseminated its innovative Follow Through
epproach—the “Open Block Stretegy™—throughout the entire isiand

!A:slsled by its sponsor. the Bank Street College of Educslion, the Honolulo, Hawell,
ollow Through prog is Inating its p | pp to chitd
development throughout the entlre state The state legisieture has set aside $18 miliion to
support inservice training efforts by the program, and the State Education Department
plans to make tralning in the Honolulu Follow Through spproach availabie to all
kindergarten teachers in the staté who want it Alresdy, 500 teachers (serving 10.000
chitdren) heve been trained

§ in Weukegen, itinohs, the Foliow Through p p d by the U, ty of
Kensss, has been 30 effective that the school board has e. atlished classrooms based on -
the Follow Through model for non-disadvantaged children at district expense Midole and
upper-class familles complained that their chilfren were being denied this qualily program,
and insistod that the school make it avaitabie to children who could not qualify legally.

§ The individualized Early ¢ 6 Program developed by the University of Pitisburgh, e
Follow Through sponsor. has been sdopted In & total of 256 classrooms In 85 schools
across 16 states The progrem has baen sproad through the et‘orts of Foliow Through
resource centers in Akron, Ohio; Montevideo, Minnesotes; and Welerioo, fows, which have
worked closely with the University of Pitsburgh in disseminating the program

# sinco 1974.75, the Philedeiphia, p ylvanis Public S have opereted “Project

S “{ by i 0 56 18} using tocai p of of the
Philadelphia Follow Through programs The program saerves 15,000 students and Is
supported with Title | funding Another “spin-off," supported with school district opereting
funds, is the “Primary Skills Program” serving 2,500 children Phitadelphia’s sponsor is the
Untversity of Kensas.
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