-

[
° »
¢

DOCUMENT RESUBE Y

- 4 e

o °

Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal “unpublished . ¥

*
* piterials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available

* via the ERIC Document Reprodu¢tion Service (EDRS). EDRS is not

* responsible for the gquality of the original document. Reproductions
* supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.

*

3k 3k e ok 3k ek ok ok dk ok 3k 3k e e ok ok sk 5k 3k e ok 3k 3k ok ok e e 3k ok ok 3k ok ok ok 3k ke ok Aok ok ok sk sk ok Kok ok s ok ok o ok ek ok % ek ok %k

(31

_ Fdkdkokokokokkk ok kok k: ************* ************* ek e o e ok e 3 e 3 o s ok ok ok ek ok 3k Ak ok ok ok ek sk ok ok ok Kk

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

4
ED 124 283 PS 008 627 .
AUTHOR Beers, C. David
TITLE Principles of Implementation: The Lessons of Follow
. Through.
) INSTITUTION Nero and ASSOC1ates, Inc., Portland, Oreg.; Portland
’ State Univ., Oreg. School of Education. '~ .
SPONS AGENCY Office of Education (DHEW), Washlngton, D.C.
PUB DATE Apr 76
CONTRACT OEC-0-73-5256; sB0208(¢2)-73-C-107
NOTE 38p., Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
KAmerlcan .Educational Research Association (San
Franc1sco, california, Aprll 19-23, 18976) o .
] . L
EDKS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-4$2.06 Plus Postage. /e
DESCRIPTORS ‘Consultation Programs; *Data Collection; *Educational
— Innovation; Intervention; *Primary Education; ‘
.y *Program Development' *Progran Effectiveness; Program ——
Evaluation; Resgarch Methodology ) ﬁ\
IDENTIFIERS *Project Follow Through .
ABSTRACY ~N
‘ This paper reviews some major lessons learned by
participants in the Follow Through programs about the process
ofimplementing innovative' educatidnal programs and-outlines how these
lessons were recorded and formulated for use by others. Using a
perspective and method derived from anthropology and oral history
these program aspects are described: parent participation,
sponsorship, planned variation within the program, research and
development, and trust and cooperation among sponsors, directors and
- teachers;. Research procedures included data collection methods and
organization of data. Data included taped interviews, and notes taken
during field visits, group seminars and interviews. (Author/SB)
/
I - e I e i,




L]

. _— .
U'S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, /y 4. / s
EDUCATION A WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

v EDUCATION ’
TetS OGCUMENTY MAS BEEN REPRO -~
4 OUCED £XACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM A
. THE PERSON OR ORGANIMITION URIGIN L
)«:? * AYING 1T POINYS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
£ JYATED DQ NOT NECESSARILY REPRE |
e SENT OF FICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF . . . \
FOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY ' U

-

. 'PRINCIPLES OF IMPLEMENTATION:
' THE- LESSONS OF FOLLOW THROUGH -

i/

r

N By .
’ C. David Beers
14 S, W. Alice :
Portland, OR 97219 i

8 T g
<

Northwest General Assistance Center
School of Education
Portland State University
Portland, Oregon

-

ED124283

©

@

Presented At - ’

3
American Educational Research Association
1976 Annual Meeting .
San Francisco, California

April 1976 o

ﬂm} NOTE: For. the past five years:the author has been engaged in vari-

- —~eus~governmen$ contract _research efforts to describe and evaluate

Y the Follow Through experiéhce. Data for this paper were collected

‘—C:zj**in~'-tvo-year study of sponsor-implementation procedures which_ _ .

) involved field visits and interviews with practitioners located

C::D throughout the country: The research reported herein was performed
at Nero and Associates, Inc., Portland, Oregon, pursuant to Contract

T @ No. SB0208(A)-73-C=107j Prime Contract No. OEC=0=73=5256-with the— -
Office of Education, United States Department of Health, Education

CIJ and Welfare., Contractors undertaking ﬁuch projects under government
sponsorship are encouraged to express freely their professional judg-

‘:q ment in the conduct of the project. Points of view or opinions

stated do not, tlierefore, necessarily represent official Office of

BEducation position or policy.




. s — \
TABLE OF CONTENTS = . o
. . Page No,
INTRODUCTION ' | \ 1
WHAT IS FOLLOW THROUGH? 3 S
: A
PRINCEIPLES OF IMPLEMENTATION 4
Parent Participation 5
Sponsorship 7 N v
- - Planned Variation ] 10
Research and Development 11
g Trust and Cooperation - 13

" RESEARCH PROCEDURES AND PERSPEd%iVES 18

> ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ‘ . 30
APPENDIX - Follow Through Sponsor 31
M Organizations
o

BIBLIOGRAPHY , 34

a

Paal
i




"
; INTRODUCTION
. In the federal Follow Through program which began in the

-

-1ate1960%, nat1ona11y prominent educators and local commun=- -
- ity persons have been Worklng together to translate theo-
retical concepts abaqut early school learning into operational A
procedures that have to work in the practical world of public
education. These several years of experience constitute a
unique resource for advancing the understanding of what }t ¢
"takes to implement innovatire educational programs in
American schools, Documentaticn of what has been learned
in Follow Through about the process of educatiocnal change . .
is an important step in maklng it possible for others‘inter— ) .
o ested in improving educational practices to draw on this v
knowledge. —_ _
The Follow Through program _has a number of features .
thdt make the }essons learned from its exberiénces espe-
cially valuable to document. One of these is parent parti-
cipation, which helps link the' schools to the home and the
broader community. Another feature is "planned variation,"
which means that a wide wvariety of educatlonal approaches
is represented in Follow Through, and in comparing these
it is possibie to discern general rules or principles of
implementation that hold across diverse educaticnal'ph;}oso-
phies, practices and local circumstances, Participating
local communities are located throughout all the states in
widely differing ethnic, cultural and geographic settings.
Another feature of Follow Through is the commiiment of ;he °
funding agency, the U.S. Office of Education (USOE), to
a longitudinal research and development effort in which =~ "~ 7~
the sponsors of various educational approaches have becn in
cont1nual ‘interaction wm&h the samec local schools for up to
_ seven years, whlch proV1des a conslderably dlfferent time ‘l:
frame for looking at educational change than the more typical.

one-year project. . The fact of a long-term relationship

cmphasizes the importance of an .innovative process that is

> e
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bagéd on a mutually supportive two~way flow of information

. and 1nf1uence between sponsors and the local communities,, }70
,e

80 that the lessons learned are rooteu in the pragmatic

setting of the public school as well as in the scholarly’
traditions of inquiry.

The purpose of this paper is two-fold. One is to v
highiight some of the major lessons learned by participants .
in the Follow Through program about the process }f imple-~ i°%. |
menting innovative educational programs, The second is to’ }
outline how the Iessons were recorded and formulated, This | |
tvo=fold purpose should make it ‘possible for others to draw}
on the lessons themsglv%@'hs<well as on the method by which
the lessons were formulated, This paper is not so much a
“Mpyow to do it manual," as it is an attempt to suggest some
perspectives and points of view that grew out of the Follow
Through experience that could be useful to others engaged

in educational undertakings of their own,

-
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WHAT IS FOLLOW THROUGH? ’ ' \

T
.
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Follow Through is a federaliy funded educational inter=
vention program ‘desighed to help children of poverty in
their first years of formal schooling, -grades K-3. The name
"Follow Thrdugh" is derived from the program's relationship -
o "Head Start," Both the Head Start and Follow Through
_programs\grew out of the social legislation of the 1960's
that rgffected the increased national éoncern about civil’
rights, the problems of poferty and cultural minorities,
It was recognized that certain children did not seem to
benefit much from their exposure to school, and a dispropor-
tionate number were children whose.parents were poor. The.
Head Start and Follow Through programs were established to
attack this problem, The Follow Through program was intended
to "follow through" in grades K-3 with the advantages provided
children by their preschocl "Head Start" experiences. .
fa The children for whom Follow Through is infended-ére,

' therefore, from the same economic and cultural groups as

those who were enrolled in Head Start, Nationwide, the
program includes Native Americans, Blacks, Méxican-Americans,
Puerto Ricans and Cubans, Appalachian Wh@ﬁqs\i?d others.
These children are served by a total of about 170 projects

in urban and rural communities in the 50 States.

Like Head Stért, Follow Through is more than an educa-
tional program’s In broad te;ms, it is designed to equ;p
children to_deal with school in particular and society in
general by helping them acquire academic skills, emotional
and physical health, social abilities and a sense of self-
wdrthe. Thus, théiFollow Through program is a:comprehenn

sive one in which health and dental care as well as social,

" nutritional ‘and psychological services are provided. Parents

are involved as aides in’ the ¢lassroom, as membérs_of Pelicy
Advisory Committees, and as home tutors, for example.
Although Follow Through was originally conceptuélized and
funded through the Office of Economic Opportunity as paft

of the "Waq;on Poverty," itvhas been administered from its
beginnings in 1967 through the U.S, Office of Education,

6
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—'PRINCIPLES 0I* IMPLEMENTATION . .

S / R
"Follow Through is an identifiable kind of phenomenon,
Other federal government change agent programs seein
to disappear like the morning mist, This is largely
because they're made up of a lat. of people moving
around randomly in the system selling ideas or sell-’
ing’ packages of materials without any coherent struc~
ture. Follow Through, next to all that stuff, stands
out in bold relief as an identifiable strategy. "It's
one of the few things we actually see work, so we can
be sure it's there," -=Follow Through Consultant

This section briefly highlights a number of features
of ‘the Follow Through program that were identified by a
wide variety of participants as beiné in some way important
in the implementation proeess. Some of these feature:'were
spelled out inﬁthe original conce;tion of Follow Through
ané others have developed as the experience of Follow
Through has unfolded, Particibsnts oftenn spoke about these
features as findings or lessons learned from the Follow
Through experience that should be communicated to others.,

It would'probably be too grandiose to think about this
set of principles as somehow constituting a theory of educa-
tional change embodied in the major characteristics of the
Follow Through program, but perhaps it is not too unfair to
suggest that the outline or germ of anﬂshergent theoryyof -
change may be lurking within this group of lessons learned.
A group of lessoAS drawn together like these suggest the
possibilities of discerning some coherence or patterping
amohg the individual lessons. ‘It ‘would rot seem profitable
to try too hard to shape these patterns into a tightly
argued éxplanation for change, but it may be useful to
__-.look informally for connections and relationships that
could provide an interesting premise for thinking about
how change takes place, partly because ‘the lessons originate
from the concerete "experiences of persons directly engaged
in a process of change. Certainly it was not the intent of
the author to construct a theory out of the repdéorted exper-

iences of Follow'Ehrough practitioners, This presentation
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might be thought\of as a worksheet that lays out some infor-

|

|
matzon in such a'way that others can take it up and apply .
it to their own situations. This way of formatting the o 'i
.lessons learned in Follow Through may serve the, reader as .
a kind of tool which can be used to stfulate thinking i
about his/her own experience with' educational change. This
may also serve to provide a description of the essential
features of the ééllow Through program as identified by
practitionersa The .discussion g; these features is organ-

ized under the ‘following topics:

Parent 'Participation
Sponsbrship . .

Planned Variation , , .

Research and Derelopment

Trust and Cooperation o

., Parent Participation

A major element in the Follow Through strategy for

change is meaningful parent and commqnity’participatioh

. i
in the. program. The original guidelines for the program

were derived from the.0ffice of Economic Opportunity prin- —

ciples of direct active involvement of poor persods inAthq

programs designed to serve them. Parents of.school chil=- .

dren are important stakeholders, and as such need to be’ v

incorporated into the decisionmaking and operational struc- ¢

tures of the school program. Parents serve as the majority

representation on policy advisory committees that are re-~*

quired to help prepare each local. project's work plan

0y

and budget and to oversee the actual conduct of the program,

Parents also become involved as employees of the program,

as paraprofessional aides in the classroom and in health,

nutrition and social services, for example,

-

One value of parent  participation is that the program

focus is td}geted on the children. The parents! stake in
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the education of their 6@n children is cbviously much

higher tﬁap.that of anyone else in the system. If the
attention of all the people is to be Eebt focusedﬁclearli oo
and firmly on the needs of the children, then the paren%s
need to be involved. -

A second reason for parent particiﬁation'is that the
child is in school only é portion‘of his life and the <
influence of the home on his development is obviougly impor-
tant. The influence of the parent:-on the child E}tends
far beyond the influgnce of the schoel, so a larger defi-
nition of learning has to gnclude the home environmeht:

It follows that if the home environment is brought into
the sysuém by which a child learns, the child should bene-
fit. ’

Parents also play a role as translators oxr go-betveens,
bringing community concerns to the school and school‘éon—
cegﬁs back into the community. They can help make a unified
system out of thé school-community environment in which the
child lives. and learns. Parents can also. be effective
spokesmen for .the Fo;lbw Through program at the place where
effective spokesmen are most needed--—at. the legislative
level., At times when programs like Follow Through have
been threatened with being terminated, it has been the
parents of Follow Through children who forcefully Farried
the message to legislative decisioﬁmakers about the benefits
of the program arid why the program should be continued.
Parents can effectively translate educational concerns into
political considerations. One Follow Through participant
emphasized the role of parents in these words:

"I think the most important thing that Follow
Through has accomplished is learning to deal
with school systems in making the parents
aware that they should be interested in and
get involved with what is going on in their
school so they can bring about effective
change., The process of invblvement, is not
just jumping up and saying, 'You're wrong
about this, this and this.!--but rather
it is knowing the thow to' skills involved in
systematically working with the school system
to bring about change.," 9




Sponsorship * . . . .

The sponsorsiip concept recognizes that to implement
artruly innovative educational prﬁéram in a public¢ school -
setting would require immense effort~on the part of many -
people, This kind of change would not just happen. on its
own; ; it woﬁld have to be sponsored. The sponsor is respoﬁi
.sible for deyelopihg or adapting a coherent philosophy of -
e@ucation or theory- about how children learn. In the case’
of Follow Through, sponsors with widely different philoso=-
phical approaches to'early childhood educaticn are repre-
sented. Some utilize‘behavior\modification theories,
others advocate child-centered open education philosophies,
and others take a Piagetian~based developmental approach to .
early ‘learning. The philpsophy of some sponsors emphasizes v
the parents' role in the dirgct education of their children
. and that of others emphasizes the ?ole of parents in the
administrative deacisionmaking aspects of the program.

Although different philosophies are represented among
different Follow Through sponsors, each sponsor!s program
is drawn from an interrelated set of principles about how
best to help children learn, Spoénsors have been responsible\\“\
for explicating the implications of their c@osen philosophy
- ' for the day-to~day operation of the educational enterprise t

- by develeping materials and training procedures and provid- ’

" ing sustained comprehensive technical assistance for local

communities trying to implement the approaches. They  have

also exercised a quality control and feedback function to
monitor the impact of the procedures they develop and advo-
cates In all of this sponsors have acted as agents of

. . change located outsidé of the local school districts! day-

P

* to=day operations, but they have also been involved in and
held accountable to those daily activhties in systematic,
demanding ways that make their role much more that of the
insider than the typical state department of education,
"school of education oxr consultant, The importance-of an

outside force that has a continuing relationship with the

o=’

insiders is emphasized by one participant:

we 0




a "The most important dimension of change is the i
- - modification of human interactions. And any |
organization such as’ a public school needs the , . |
external relationship with a sponsor (or some |
other.force) to emable i'ts personnel to main- i |

tain a focus on the interactions between teacher : - |

and child, parent and child, teacher and- teacher’ ) |

. . assistant, principal and teacher and home vieitor -, .
. and parent," ) : . . i .y v

L - L4 3 }
- . . - .
\

In Follow Through, each of the 22 sponsor organiza— -
tions consists of a director and a staff with functional' N
roles such as program and'materials’development, training, '
o ' ‘ovaluation and administrative servicns. Sponsors are located

|
N . ‘
within collegesﬂor universities, fedarally supported research }

. and development laboratories and ihdependent edurational - ' \§

organizations. The size of sponsoring organizations varies

f;om as many as about 50 staff members to as feu as about
five staff members, depending primarily on the number of
community sites associated with each sponsor, Some sponsors o 0
work ﬁ}th only oﬁe commpnity, some work with as many as 20.
Follow Through communities as well as sponsors are diverse,
for ;artibipating local communitiés are located throughout

all the 50 states in widely contrasting ethnic and geographic

settingse.
have been
difficult
tionship.

"The

Despite this diversity, sponsors and communities
connected to one another 4in"a way that has made it N
for either to unilaterally dissolve the rela-

In, the words of a sponsor: : _— X -

fundamental rock that became absolutely

critical was that we were tied to that school
district and they were tied to us. Even if
théy wanted to change sponsors, that didn't
Rappen, ‘No matter how sick we may have gotten .
over a particular school district. or how sick /
they got over us, we had to live through a
cycYe of relationships that allowed change to
occur in both parties, That lacing together d
was critical," N , ©
Perhaps the most important lesson learned in Follow /
Through is that it is essential to develop a sustained two- /

. way flow of 1nfo£mation)and influence between -the sponsoring .

L)

.

- . . : . {
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organization and the local educational community.a The

implementation process is characterized _by adjustment and .
adaptation piocedhres which are influenced by both .

l) strong guiding principles laid down bx the sponsor r
staff who‘are,operatingfwithin parameters defined by the

‘theoretical program approach or blueprint, and 2) feedback

from co crete field experience based in the real world“of -

-

loc mmunities. The sponsorship process is\built on a
two-part cogm(tment' ‘one part is a commitment to abstrac—‘.
tions which are emhodied in the .principles and theories

of the sponsor approach; the other part is a commitment to
down-*o-earth field realjities, which are embodied in the
daily experiences of individpal persons as ‘they go about
their work. The strength of45ponsorship as a strategy

for change lies in the fact that power can he exercised
by both the sponsor, éuided by the blueprint for .the

-

approach, and by the local community, guided by the day~to~ Cx

£

'day reaiaties.f Sponsorship is an invention or a device

that permits the power from thesé two sources to work in

concert, at”least much of the time, rathé/,than in opposi- ’ ) :
tion. Action‘can thus be mutually supportive rather than . .
antagonistic, and there is the potential for a cooperative .
relationahip betweenéthe change ag nt and‘the local commun~' . .

ity rather than an adversary one./ ‘Fundamental to thé spon-

sorship concept is this‘two—wa;;Z teraction or translation’

process that connects the sponsor's guiding framework fgr :, . -

. S !
program design with the actual practices of ongoing opera-~

tional educational settings.

. .

"If you sit in. ‘an ivory/ tower and develop some~

thing, it!'s very apt tf/ e uselegs. It's impor-

tant to keep in contact with the grass roots . .
because that's where if's at., We can go off ) ‘
kite flying with! our ‘jargon and our esoteric

ideas, but if it dsn't brought back down to ' .
earth it's not worth much." Nz

© s
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Planned Variation
The planned variation ethic is based on the premise

that there is no one best way to approach a problem as

7 important, as complex, and as value~laden as the education

of a child, Just as there are different children,-different
cultural settings ih which these children live, different
value systems by which their parents live, there are differ=~
This is an idea that
is very c.ose. to the.;nthropological concept of cultural
relativism--for it implies a great deal of respect for
different human ways of ‘carrying out the human experience.

ent ways for children ‘to be educated,

Planned variation in Follow Through recognizes that there

-

is-r no single educational approach that has proven itself
successful for all the variety of local American circum- '
The U, S, Office of Education has encouraged 22
distinct educational approaches in Follow Through, each

stances,

— @

- with its own sponsor, This has meant w 1ocal communities

could choose from among various alternative approaches the
one which best fit their spe01fic local needs.

- The idea that -all the complex problems facing early
childhood education might not be solved with a single best

way has not been easy for all educators to accept, especially °

scme of those responsible‘for designing other federal inter-

"A-prominent style of thinking in educa-_
tion has led program designers to search for the one best

educational program« rFoIlow"Through departed from this

tradition dAn education with its focus on planned variation
with different sponsors promoting various approaches to the
The U.S. Office of
Education administrators in charge of Féllow Through have V

problems of early childhood education,

had to emplc:, a perspective liko cultural relativism in

their dealings with various Follovahrough sponsors, respect-

’ ing the integrity of each approach while favorSng none over

the others, The anthropologists? fami%iarity with the
éoncepﬁ of cultural relativism and its implications helps

one to appreciate how difficult and how important the

RN M ,/P . .
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U.S. Office onEducation's role has been in defining the
concept of planned variation and then in acting to support -
its achievement in -the real world,

The perspective of cultural relativism holds that
each culture makes sense in its own terms to persons who
are native to that culture, and it is inappropriate to
apply the standards of one culture to judge the worth or
~efficiency of another culture., To app1y this to the
. concept of planned variation in the Follow Through setting - °

) is to say that‘each of”the 22 different sponsor approaches

= ‘ makes senseﬂin its own terms, and, it is inappropriate to

judge an open classroom approach, for example, with the

AN : standards applied to evaluating the impact«of a behawior-
ist approach. In Follow Through the attempt has been made
to encourage the evaluation of the program from a variety !
of perspectives. “For example, each sponsor has had fund-
— i for the documentation and evaluation of its own program,
some local communities have had resources for independent
evaluations, and the national evaluation has utilized .
, _ several contractors and supporte@ a number of different
evaluation strategies. Many Follow Through participants -
bek¥ieve, however, that an undue emphasis has been placed
on the outcomes of standardized achievement tests, and that
in the final analysis the singla sta&dard of these test -
scores will be used to judge the worth of all the varied
Follow Throygh-programs. The controversies and complexities
of the évValiuation issues underscore the lessons learned
- about how difficult it is to fully carry out the planned

variation ethic,

. Research and ﬁevelognent

The research and development ethic is founded on the
dssumption that the answers to all the questions about
earlyﬂschool learning are not known. 'The whole Follow
“Tlirough enterprise has been deeply rooted in the spirit

o Nl




of inquiry. Questions are raised and answers are sought as
an integral part of carrying out the program day to day.
Procedures are established and tried out based on the best
information available., In the try-out phase additional
Minformation is collected and analyzed to determine what
impact the procedures have; their effects are monitored and
then revisions are mé&eipased on the monitoring information.
Once revisions are madé there must be a willingness to go —
back to the first part of the cycle and try out the revised
procedures all over again with the monitoring system still"
in place angywith the sure knowledge that the right answer
probably can't be known altogether--that continual revisions
will be neceasary. A research and devel&%ment ethic essen-
) tially calls for a commitment thcehtinual improvement and
- thus to continual change, for the one right way simply
doesn't exist. In other words, the whole educational procgss
is qoncep?ualiéed as one that fequires the continual renewal . -
of the research and development cycle of trying things out%
monitoring to, see what the effects of the try-out are,
A revising on the basis of the information gained in monitor-~
ing, then going back to try it out again.
This research and development cycle in Follow Through
has been shaped by thedf%ct that the sponsor organizations
have been responsible.bWoth for delivery of services to- S
local communities and for rqsqarch and development., Each
sponsor has worked with the same local communities since
N, they ‘Joined the Follow Through. program. ‘fThewearIie” “*—~“7"——~——~;_
’ sponsor-community relationships were established in 1968-69.
.Other sponsors and communities Jjoined Follow Through in the
next ;wo years.) This has provided a long time period
extending %ver several years for the exarcise of the -
research and development cycle. One participant pointed out:

"We sponsors have been able” to stay in contact
~ with local community people long enough to reach
© - levels and depths of complexity in articulating.
e our program that other people haven!t been able
to get to before. We've had the time to do it." :

15
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The research and development process has also been chafac-
-terized by the shared two-way flow of information and
influence between the sponsors and the local communities,
Those involved in the Follow Through experience have
_ emphasized how important it is for- the research and develop- )
ment process to be carried out in such a way that both out- -
side sponsors with coherent philosophical positions and
local communities with practical operational responsibilities

are continuously involved in a long-term relationship., .

Trust and Cooperation

"A study of Follow Through has to come out

of a study of the people, It has to come out ’ . -
talking about the people. It can'®t come-out-— - ==
talking about the program and that kind of stuff, -
because we are not a program, We're people,"
N Human qualities like trust and cooperation underlie

the 'formal organizational structure of any educatiqﬂfl\t“~~: e

~
S ‘program. The people are what make the program work, In
many different contexts and in many di{ferent ways %he v
lesson was expressed that when people trustéa one another
and could cdoperatively wark together, the progzam got
implemented., It is difficult‘to write cogently about these
. human qualities in the diction of the conventioyal report,
impprtance of the human elements, that it would seriously
distort the meaning of Follow Through to present this
lesson inmterms—that are—too—abstracts Therefore, the - e
- attempt is made here to tell the stbry of how these human
qualities have influenced impleﬁentation in the direct words
of a part}cipant. This ‘section is drawn from a taped inter-
view with am administrator, a local Foliow Through project
director, who saw her major responsibilities for program
implementation in terms of creaying and suppofting a climate

of trust and cooperation.




—-———and—cooperations—These-qualities—wero—emphasized—in—one

It is important to keep in mind that each person
quoted here is speaking from their own experience.
Specific details about a community or a sponsor's approach,
etc., that appear in these quotations should not be
construed to be "representative" in any sense of the total

Follow Through experience. ' For example, in this section

the person quoted describes her experience with a particular *°

sponsor, As part of planned variation many sponsoring
organizations have p;rticiqated in Follow Through, each
with different philo;ophies of education and different.
implementation strategies., The important point in this
section is the description of the human qualities of trust

way or another across all the variations of program philo-
sophy, geography and ethnicity. This example deséribes
one.path by which trust and cooperation have been pursued
in Follow Through., The major lesson of planned variation
reminds us that there are many paths, °

This then, is a local Follow Through director talking
about the influence of one of the sponsors on her:

"After 18 years of teaching, what the sponsor did
was open up my mind and take those shackles off, =
,xIt let me get with it, do my thing; and it opened
" up-akl -sorts—of possibilities., And it taught me’
to raise Questions, I liked what I got from them -
because it gave me background for what we're try-
ing to do here in this community.

- 4

"There is no way topreally tell anybody what the

sponsor'!s training was like; you've got to be '
there. You've got to experience yourself not

. being concerned about taking notes and reading a

"buanch of assignmenits and being checked in and out
of class and all these types of things that were
so important before, You did it because you
wanted to--you wanted to learn more--and every-
body shared everything., There were no grades, so
there was no competition for grades, It was tre-
mendous--and that!s what we're trying to do here:
instill in these kids the love of learning and
forget about how the restrictions operate or
doing exactly what the teacher wants only because

17
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the teacher wants it. It was really a good place .
to be and we really worked. We attended things at
night and did all kinds of thingé that we didn't

have to do. We did more than we would ever have

done if we were forced to,.,"

And now she id trying to carry what she learned from this = = __
experience with a sponsor into the present confexf, an
elenientary school in a small town. One way she does this

is to "treat teachers as competent professionals,'" And

how do you get teachers to believe that they are going to

be treated as competent professionals? . . %
y .

"Trust them. One of our oldest teachers here

said, 'You know, it's fun to be here this year.

Neither you nor the principal laok at me when

I'm downstairs and wonder -why I'm not in my room,'
\

"I Just assume that when they a¥e doing something, -
whatever they are doing, that that's just what's

to be done. Same way in attending to a time sche-
-dule. We don't check them to see if they are in
their room at a certain time, or that they leave -

the building at a cértain time. If they have
_something that has to be done, thay do it. Con-
sequently, they probably .spend more time here now

than they ever did." )

This Follow Through director‘is trying to encourage a
climate among the teachers on hepAstaff that she exper-
ienced in a sponsor's program., She offers an example of

what can happen when this climate prevails:

"We*have teachers who go.to 'the liﬁrary with ~%
their kids three days a week-=~every single day

all” summer long. They read with the kids, talk S e
with them, sit with the kids while they are -
reading. Just encouraging the kids to read.
Nobody told them they had to do 'that. They don't
get paid to do it. They care for their kids. I N
wasn't even aware that they were doing it last
- ‘year=-after I heard about it I looked intq it.
I think that is quite a tribute to the teachers.
That'!s the type thing we are doing. Nobody
.gaid they have to do it, Because they are the
good teachers that they are, th:y~want to do it,.




These are the extra things. I don't think these
things would happen if the teachers didn't really
feel good about the school-«didn't feel that they
are professionals and treated that way."
' There are other extra things. In the summer teachers,
spend from one to four. weeks working on ﬁhe~curriculumé-, - -
. "To decide what it is we want to teach these kids." All
* the teachbrs participate: "Every teacher is signed up -
for it., There was no coercion to do it at all, We Jjust
said we need these things, what can we do about it? Now
everybody's signed up to work." The sessions are not
structured in a traditional sense. - "We don!t structure

things because as soon as a session is structured it

becomes my idea or someone's idea." Of course there is
structure, but it is based on a digjereqyfﬁripqiple than
that~of having one person lay out all the défhils of»a‘
work schedule and having evéryong else carry out the plan
made up for them, The structure this Follow Through
director is talking about is .based on the principles of
trust and cooperation., " For example, if a new teacher

comes into Follow Through:
"I think the work before school starts is very
important. But I would let the other teachers
do the training. I would just allow some time
before school started for an experienced teacher
to get with that new teacher and that would be
the end of my structuring. The teachers would take
it from there, Just give them the time. "I think
it. rings a lot truer when you have a teacher talke
7 ing to a teacher than if I were to give instruc-
tions on how to do things. If I did that, they
would then say, 'Sure, you sit up there in the
) office and it's easy for you-.to say how to do-
) it.! ) . ' :

"For training it is crucial that you have a
teacher dedicated ‘to what they are really try-
o ' ing to do.:<There are all kinds of teachers
s , that could do it. Almost every teacher we have
here could do it,..I'm big on using the best
we have as trainers, I think it improves the
best welve got., The best is improved by that,

} . >
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If nothing else, it!s a pat:on the back to say,
'We think youtre good enough’'to do this.

"A pat on the back is most important.‘ We have
real good teachers--~they are willing:to learn,
they are willing to do in~service, they'll work
on- Saturdays, they!'ll do almost anything toj/
become better, All you have to do is support
that attitude,"

e

This section addresses a maJor.point about Follow
Through implementation--that underneath this whole Follow
Through enterprise is the bas1c structural suppor* pro- ‘ i
vided by individual human . beings carrying out their tasks,
living their lives,.being, in short, "persons, " with all
that implies for the' potential of grendeun and tne potential
of crippling, but humanly understendable; limitations.

In this section a Follow fhroﬁgh participdant ‘talks
about_one of the more grand (if illusive) humanopotentials-~
trust, and its concomitant, cooperation; and shows how it
can be actively promoted and can be, in fact, manifest in
°'the operation of a schooI. _The organizational structures
of the program--parent participation, sponsorship, planned
variation, research and dGVelopmantZ-are but ewpty shells
withdut the constructive support of human qualities like
trust and Cooperation. Underlying the organizational
structures are the human structures. There are @ggx_differ-
ent ways to pursue the goals of trust and cooperation, and

many ways in which these qualities can be expressed, But

throughout Follow Through the lesson was emphasized:

Programs work because people work together,




- —.-seen_as_basically descriptive or-evaluativej—-the—question ——
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RESEARCH PROCEDURES AND PERSPECTIVES

This section briefly recounts the methods used to
resea?ch the lessons learned in Follow Through. This.
was one component-of a largef descriptive study of Follow
Through implementation processes, The purpose of this
study was to document selecte& aspects of the Follow
Through program that would be useful for others. Rather
than trying to identify the target audience for the report
in terms of specific role positions such as state or local
school administrators, a number of assumptions about the '
characteristics of the potential audience wefe identified,

The principal assumptions about the audience were:

(a) they are interested in changing schools,

" (b) they know little about Follow Through'

(c) they kmow little about alternative approaches
for early childhood education; .

(d) theyhave limited experience with innovative
training methods;

(e) they will be cautious about outside interven-
tion; ‘and .

(£) they'will underestimate the difficulty and
cost of program implementation.
A major issue for presenting information to rééﬁers

with these characteristics is whether the study wonld be

is whether a descriptive study of implemsntation is poésible
without implicitly assuming an evaluative role. The research
staff's perspective was’ that this study should try to des= a
cribe the procedures used in Follow Through and it should
not attempt to make judgments as to which qtrategies are
tne‘most effective, It was recognized, however, that any
potential audience would want, égme kind of indication as to
the effectiveneoss of various procedures or strategies

employed to install and maintain an innovative educational’

program. It was suggested that statements by participants




s

v
o B

°

themselves--sponsors, parents, school staff, etc.--could be

relied upon as a.means of reporting this effectiveness and

.

&
[}

that such statements would suffiiciently meet the needs of
those interested in the degree of effectiygness. As one

consultant pointed out:
"If we're going to try to say something about
vhat has worked and what hasn't, that doesn't
necessarily force us into a big program of
classroom observation or anything of that kind.
We really can rely on some descriptive state-

¢ ‘ments from ‘the people who'!ve been involved
about what worked and what didn't work.," -

It was from this kind of thinking that the lessons learned

" from FolloWw Through became a component of the research study,

This research project was begun with an information
base gained from previous experiences with the Follow
Through programe. The author has servel as c¢cHe liaison
between egch sponsor organization and Stanford Research

Institute, which was conducting the national evaluation of

.Follow Through, In a previous project at Nero and Associates,

sponsor-produced materials like theoretical position papers,
training manuals and evaluation insﬁrﬁments were collected --
into a library and described. For the two-year implgementa-
tion»study, five researchers conducted field visitatuons

at 13 different sponsor headquarters and one local community
for each sponsor. Open-ended interviews were held with

about 300 people from different role positions, such as
administratérs, trainers, parents and teachers about how
things get doné in Follow Through, and seminars were con- i -
ducted with participants about the lessons learned from

their Follow Through experiences. Most of tgese interviews
and seminars were recorded and approximately 100 hours of

tape were transcribed, providing a data base expressed in

the words of the participants themselves.
As background preparation for the field visits and

interviews, a reference libxrary on Follow Through-imple-
mentatioh was compiled. The project staff identified

¢
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references in the Follow Through Materials Library (a
collection of 1,500 items resulting from a previous
Materials Review contract) that would provide specific
information on sponsor implementation activities, These
and other documents on Follow Through were organized into °
an indexed resource library for thegimplemqntation study,
Sponsor proposals describing sponsor delivery systems were
also acquired and indexed, !

An Advisory Committee representing sponsoring organi-
zations, local jcommunities and consultants with extensive
experience in Follow Through was convened for a two-day
conference to'advise the project staff on the development
of a conceptua} outline for the implementation study and
on procédures to use in collecting data for the final
report. _

FolloW1ng'the Advisory Committee meeting, a guide to
data collection was prepared, Questions were framed
relating to each of the major topics suggested in the C u

) Advisory Committee meeting. The research staff worked

with consultants and selected Follow Through participants
refining and organizing these questions into a data collec~- -,
tion guide. This guide had two basic sections, One listed
questiony and proéided space for answers that could bs
derived from written sources in the Follow Through Materials
Review Library, such as sponsor proposals, ihe othér sec;
tion was a series of interview and seﬁinar'questions that
were asked during field visits. Before the main data col~
lection effort the project staff visited two sponsors and
one community to assess the appropriateness of the prelim-
inary guide and its usefulness in collecting clear descrip-
~tive information, The data collection guides were refined
in light of the.experience gained in these field tests and
they also provided the opportudity.to collect substantiye
info%mation;for the neporF‘from the 19cat16ns visited.,

Concurrent with the work on the preliminary data collection
guide, an‘introductiogﬂ;d’tﬁe study was prepared which
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would help orient persons in the field who would be working
with the project in field data collection. This introduc-
tion outlined what the oroject staff planned to describe *
about Follow Through implementation, how the information
would be collected, and provided a sample of what the
finished report ‘would look like.

The next phase of the study’ was the data collection in
the field., The general pattern of work which-was followed
inﬂconducting the field research is outlined in the following
+discussion, The same general flow of‘actiiities was followed
for visits to both local communities and sponsor headquarters.,
“The project distributed the "Introduction to the Implementa=
-7 tion Study" prior to field_;i;it;; In planning a specific
visit the first step was a telephone call to mutually work
out the most favorable time for a visit, Details about

scheduling and conducting the field interviews, seminars
“and’ observation% were worked out cooperatively with rele-
vant members of the local visitation site. ' They were asked
to ‘help identify persons to participate in the study and to
suggest places and times to meet that caused as little dis-~
ruption in local routines as poesible. Before the field
visit an information base had been gained by reviewing the
sponsor proaposals and other relevant documents which are
in: tne Foll)w.Through Materials Library. The sponsors
were asked to suggest other materials that would help the
project staff. Using what had been learned from these
written materials, initial'telephone conferences, and the
interview guides, a draft agenda was prepared for each
visit, Before each visit individualizZed interview outlines
‘were also prapared to guide the project staff's questions.,
As much was expected to be.learned from a wide-ranging
exploration of the topics with,people in the field, foimal
standardized interview schedulee were not used. A concern,
. howover, was that data collected from various persons be
usable for making comparisong and generating summary state-
ments, so the open-ended interviews did incorporate parallel

elements.

[ e e e
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The project staff Qried }o arrive at the field date
collection site with as much advance preparation accomplished
as possible. While in the field the staff tried to adapt
themselves;to local conventions, while still efficiently |
using time to talk with people, observe activities, and ® %
produce good working notes and records, The project staff
talked with people with a wide variety of perspectives
regarding topics of interest, and were especially interested
in persons with direct "hands cn'" operational responsibilities.
For burposes of vivid descriptions, observations Wepp‘made

of certain on~going activities. For example, sometimes a

~~~~~ -——— - ¥isgit was scheduled during a training session so that there
would be an opportunity for unobtrusive observation}aszyell
as interviewing. Immediately upon returning from a visit,
the project staff reviewed the notes and tapes produced
. While.in tha field and started the process of transcribing
) taped interviews into‘written form. This involved logging
- for the typist the appropriate sections to be transcribed,
o -and annotuting the completed transcripts to insure a correct . .
rendering of the conversations. A data managﬂment system
"was developed which included a filing‘system for typed trans~
- cripts, an index to -their content, and selected quotations /
bfom the transcripts were placed on 5 x 8 cards organized -
'onder topic headlings that were to be in the report. These
éranscripts, combined with the data collected from written ) ;
documents and other notes mede by field visitors, constitute
the basic data source for the implementation report.

The last phase of the study involved writing a dratt®
report for review by Follow Through participants and éomplet-
ing the final report in light of the reviewers' reactionse.
The information from the data collection phase was distilled
and orgsnized into a narrative draft which was circulated to
all spoﬁeors, advisory‘comm;ttee members} selected local
community staff, selected consultants and the U. S. Office
of Education, The comments from this intensive review

formed the Sasis for revisions prior to the submission of

- i .
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the final ge}ort.' These revisions fecuse& on refining the

éontent of the report and improving its .form and readability: ! |

* The oral and written feedback from revié;ers constituted an . ﬁ
* . important resource in\ths revision process, ‘
. ' The dgpa collectioé\process<§nd the final report were’
organized around four major topic® common to the experience e

of all Follow Through sponsors and communities. b‘: Y. :
} -AA.' - ~ . - -

1) research and development;

2) sponsor staff development; “
3) training for the local site; and :
) : 4) -monitoring and evaluation., . . ; ] N
“" Fach of these areas constituted a major topid’for the colLec- \':K;
tion of data and the description of sponsor implementation SN
activities, Within each maJor topic area of ' sponsor acti=- t;"

vity was a series of questions that were intended to give ' ARG
five kinds of information. )

t

1) What activities are carried out? - . s
2) How are these activities carried out?
Q 3) Why are these activities carried out?

4) How have these activities changed over time?

PR s +
) 3
5) What, lessons have been leanned in. Follow Through

_ that could be useful to future efforts to imple-
.ment educational programs?

In determining "what activities are carried out,'".the
intent was to provide a vivid, concrete description of: :

- vhat activities are undertaken.to implement a mocel, In
"how it is carried out," the interest was in the organiza-
tional aspects of these activities: who plans, carries. outd®
and supervises the activities; and what are the mechanisms
by which the activities occur? In addition to a description
of what is going on and how it gets that~way; the interest
wvas in "why it is done that way " what are the reasons for
these particular activities being carried out in these speci-
fic ways? For all of ‘these questions the concern was Wwith \

“s
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the changes that have occurred over time, to find_out if
the present-practices and rationales for them have undere
gone any changes sifice Follow Through began, and if S0, .
o Whyn did each change occur? Another aspect of this concern ‘
for establishing how changes have occurred over time and
what lessons’have been’ learned" revolves. around the follow- 0"
ing question. In some ideal world, if there were the .

L opportunity to implement a- model programiwith new communities,

i
(a) what are the ccnditions that would best facilitate dev- }
elopment o§ that'new progrem, and {b) given those conditions,. |
what ,proce ures would best'be'usbd to implement .this future 7
program? : S . ' ' * )

The resear H“procedunes fgcused -ofi the discussion of ’

- Tearned about implement&tion procedures as a reault of their
involvement in the Follow Through program.' Although it

. would have.been" possible toiderive some of these lessonq&

from written deeoriptions of sponsor implemdhtaxion stra-
tegies, by f x the: most “vital source of tNis kind of data ‘:
‘was the d rect,ifirst-hand reports-of Folldy- Through.parti- -~
cipants. }Consequently,.ﬁ:was the intention of the research
staff to rely on the\statemehts of sponsors, proJect site
etnff and others clposely invo;ved in Follqw Through imple-
mentation as to the lessons' learned.,

.the lessonsmsponsors and others report that they have .

The most proguctive strategy for collecting data on
the lessons learned focused on open-ended interviews Mith
individual practitioners and especially on group' s minars. .
. A group of persons that held ‘various role positions in
Follow Through, such as admlnistrators, trainers, teachers
and parents would meet together in an 1nformal seminar-
slike setting to talk about what they had learned from their
Follow Through experiences. the field, researcher would

lead the seminar session in such a way as to promote a. -

free-ilowing open-ended exploration of’questions such as . .
the following:

.
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. ' Imagine that a person responsible for planning a

new educational program comes to you to ask your

advice on how to design guidelines for the new ' s

program, Based on what you've learned in Follow LA
Through: - )

-

How ‘would you describe the main features of
", a program that influence implementation?

What makes each feature important? -

>

W¥hat features are worth keeping intact?

o

E . What should be modified or refined?

i ’ . What should be discarded altogether. because.. ~ ... ...« oo
" . ) it doesn't work? :

When. asked to gfve a brief description of Follow
Through by someone unfamiliar with the program, what
faatures of the program do you talk about? What
analogies do you use, what key stories are told,

¢ wvhat charts are drawn, etc,?

' a
»After try;ég to describe the Follow Through program to
various audiences over the last several years, what

‘o . ' have ycu learned about making the essential features .
of Follow Through implementation understandable to

/ others? -
- e S S

What elements could. be taken away from Follow Through

implementation and yet retain a viable educational

change program? What are the key features--the essen-
. tial features?

. t
; How do, you explain_ or account for the impact of Follow
Through on the educational enterprise in Follow Through
communities? . .

= ]

‘ " How should we present information about Follow Through
to-others? < (Format, diction, etc,)

What aspects of the educat@onal scene do you want to
have control over?” 2e8ey ‘

classrooms ®
school buildings

school districts

communities- .
teacher training institutions
state departments of education : o
federal agencies ¢ e ‘

otheérs T

. o

. -,

v

. © Y VWhat, in fact,.do you have control over?
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. What have you found impossible to controi? ‘

If you were to undertake related educational activities
in a new setting:

What conditions do you consider essential for
successful implementation?

~ . What conditions do you consider facilitating ” .

but not essential? ™
What conditions do you consider a-hindrance to < ;j
implementation? . . . N

S . . .. . .. ¥Yhat conditions.would»be—certain to cause failure? -—-——-——

~

Is there anything that we have left out of the descrip-
tion of your program or the lessons learned that you
think should be incorporated?

A ¥4

i

~ These seminars sometimes had several persons from the

same or closely related role positions, such as a group of

yz

teachérs and paraprofessional teaching assistants, and these

could be as productive as those with widely varying role

bositions represented, The seminars sometimes lasted for

about an hour, but more typically were two to three hours
ﬁ:ammﬁwk_mumu;winmlength._ﬂIt_wa&_oftenwafter»themfirst~hqpr(thatwtheﬂm“

1 group warmed fully to the task and the most useful informa-

tion was developed. The groups rainged in size from two

or three up to about 25, but most sessions were with five

to ten persons,

In the visits to the 13 sponsor homeshop organizat

we typically met in the seminar format two or three tij

es,
with persons with different role positions at each./ Usually
one seminar session was held with those connected,/to the -

training function, such as those who design an carry out
training workshops and produce trainiug materfals. Another
seminar was sometimes held with those asso¢dated with the .

monitoring or evaluation fUn?tion. Almo always there was
at least one seminar with people drawn from different role
positions, such as administrators, materials developers,

trainers and evaluators, Seminars were also held in each

&
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of the 13 local communities visited, one associated with
each sponsor. Several persons from the same role posi-
tion, such as parent members of the Poiicy Advisory
Council (PAC), would often meet together. Members of
classroom teaching staffs often comprised’seminar groups.’
Seminars with persons from various role positions usually
included persons such as the local project director, the -
superintendent or someone else from the.aistrict central
office, a principal, a local traiﬁer, a teacher, .a family ]
outreach worKer, a parent, and sometimes someone like a

nurse or librarian. ‘

Participants in these seminars often remarked to the
researchers that the opportunity to look at their own
operations in this kiﬁd of setting waS exciting and pro-
ductive. They ofteﬁ‘were led to see implications 9f their, gm;
operations through their shared exploration of these questfongdm
which were aimed at a level of generalization considerably

N

more abstract than their typical day~to~day interchanges..

_ The sessions served for the participants as an opportunity
Wﬁ;#,w“wwuwnmvmtowtakefstock~of~wherewtheyﬂhadﬂcomeufromnand*towdqnsome~~*‘”?*“”‘“=“—
thinking from a long-range plgnning perspective about where
this might take them. In this sense, the lessons seminar

fonmaf co1ld be viewed as having potential for an 9n-1ine

management tool for program participants as well as being
viewed as a component of a social science documentation
effort,
This dpprqgch to studying educational programs is
. influenced by perspectives and procedures that can be
- identified with a.number of intellectual disciplines, )
principally business management, ordinary language philo-' :
scphy, oral history and anthropology. From business mana-
gement comes the perspective that a gind of prégmatic
planning and decision making can contribute to the achieve-
ment of educational research goals., There is the recogni-
tion that in the world of day~to~-day pressures there is

much virtue in simply getting on with the business at hand,

% Q ’ 3 O '
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"> ! which was, after all, the object of this inquiry.
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given what you know and have at. this moment, and being
willing to chapge‘%nd adapt as problems inevitably occur.
From ordinary language philosophy there comes a .
mixed attitude of restrained skepticism and profound res-
pect toward the capabilities of everyday language. dn the
one hHand, the mechanics of producing and making sense of
- - everyday .linguistic utterances -are so little understood
by specialists that to rely on language for scientific
enterprises‘ig at most a dubiocus practice. On the other
hand,Atheseréveryday utterances have served as the chief
means for recording. manipulating and t;ansmitting human
knowledge (at least until very fecently). Despite the
quibbles and qu?stions about the adequacy of ordinary
language to communicate "truth", it is also the .chief

language used in the conduct of the educational enterprise

" Y

From oral history comes support for our basic faith
as human beings carrying out research that other human
beings (the'program participants) can (nda will speak truth-

© -~ " fully and cogently about their experiences, and that yet

other human beings (the readers) can’learn from this speech
onée it is re-organized and transpoéed into a non-technical
written forme. Like oral history, this approach provides
documentation of the perceptions of those who are directly
involved in the change process while they are still active
in it. ‘ ‘

Like anthropology, this approa;h holds that important
knowledge about human affairs can be gained by observing
those affairs in their natural setting and by interview=
ing participants about what is going on. One of the impor-
tant tools for accomplishing this is the cowparative method
in which cultural features from one natural setting are
compared to features from other settings., Usiné concepts
like culture and social structure, anthropologists try to
organize their own perceptions and those of participants

into a coherent account that makes the phenomena under study

31
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somehow understandable, In this study we have visited
Qeople in the places where they live and-work and have .
talked to them about their lives and Jobs. In the effort
to understand what can be-known about producing change in
schools, sponsors and commynities have been compared to
each other to try to discexrn what cultural and social |
structural .regularities are opereting in the sponsored

relationships with local schools, .
In our interviews and observations we are like the

Janthropologist who concerns himself with trying to deter-

mine what is' standard operating procedure for the people

in the setting he is ooserving. Much of this standard -
operating procedure is not codified, articulated or written
down. Some of it is so taken for granted by participants -
that it is anvisible to them. ' The concept of eulture has
been likened to the image of water being invisible to the
fish. Cul ture is the medium in which human affairs take
place, just as water is the medium in which ichthyological
affairs take place. Thus, anthropologists in their exéorts
to describe cultural phenomena sometimes appear to be con-~
cerned with matters that are obvious or taken for granted.
Often it is just these matters that are so obvious and
taken for granted by insiders that can be importantly
illuminating to outsiders, In the case of this study,‘
experienced Follow Through practitioners (the ‘insiders)

may be taking for granted many standard Operating procedures
that could be useful for others outside the Follow Through
context who are now designing or starting the process of
implementing innovative educational programs. It is impor-
tant to try to document what has been learned by those who
have experienced first-hand the frustrations and accomplish-
ments of trying to change schools,

-
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generously shared with me by people in the Follow Through
family, Recognition is due these peoplé-~the children,
the parents, the educators--who have made Follow Through

a setting where such enthusiastic commitment and compe-

tency can be exgressed.
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APPENDIX
Follow Through Sponsor Organizations

~..AFRAM PARENT IMPLEMENTATTON APPROACH
AFRAM Associates, Inc, ‘
68=72 East 131st Street
Harlem, New York 10037 ’

MR BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS APPROACH
e University of Kansas
. Support and Development Center for Follow Through
.. Department of Human Development

' Lawrence, Kansas 66044

CALIFORNIA PROCESS ‘MODEL

California State Department of Education
Division of Compensatory Education
Bureau of Program Development

721 Capitol Mall

Sacramento, California 95814

COGNITIVELY ORIENTED CURRICULUM MODEL
High/Scope Educational Research Foundation
125 N, Huron Street

Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197

CULTURALLY DEMOCRATIC LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS !
University of California at Santa Cruz b

Social Science Building, Room 25

Santa Cruz, California 95064

CULTURAL LINGUISTIC APPROACH.

Northeastern Illinois State College v
Center for Inmner City Studies

700 E, Oakwood Boulevard

Chicago, Illincis 60653

DEVELOPMENTAL-INTERACTION APPROACH
Bank Street College of Education
610 West 112th Street

New York, New York ' 10025

EDC OPEN EDUCATION PROGRAM
Education Development Center
55 Chapel Street

Newton, Massaqpuaptts 02160

FLORIDA PARENT EDUCATION PROGRAM
University of Florida

Institute for Development of Human Resources (IDHR)
Florida Educational -R&D Council
College of Education

520 Weil Hall ’
Gainesville, Florida 32611



HAMPTON INSTITUTE NONGRADED MODEL
Hampton Institute
Department of Elementary Education ; ’
-Hampton,- Virginia -23368
HOME SCHOOL PARTNERSHIP MODEL
Rutgers University
New Brunswick, New Jerseoy

~d
INDIVIDUALIZED EARLY LEARNING DROGRAM
University of Pittsburgh ’
Learning Research and Development Center
Bellefield Building
160 North Craig Street
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania' 15260

INTERDEPENDENT LEARNING MODEL

City University of New York

The Graduate School and University Center of the
City University of New York

33 West 42nd Street

New York, New York 10036

LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT (BILINGUAL) APPROACH
Southwest Educational Davelopment Laboratory:
Division of Field Relations and Follow Through
800 Brazos Street

Austin, Texas 78701

MATHEMAGENIC ACTIVITIES PROGRAM
Un¥versity of Georgia

229 Psychology Building

Athens, Georgia 30602

THE NEW SCHOOL APPROACH TO FOLLOW THROUGH )
University of North Dakota

Center for Teaching and Learning

Box 8039, University Station

Grand Forks, North Dakota 58201

PARENT SUPPORTED APPLICATION OF THE BEHAVIOR ORIENTED
PRESCRIPTIVE TEACHING APPROACH

+ Georgia State University

Department of Early Childhood
33 Gilmer Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

RESPONSIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM

Far West Laboratory for Educational Research & Development
1855 Folsom Street ‘

San Francisco, California 94103




v

PRENTICE~HALL LEARNING SYSTEMS
Prentice-Hall Learning Systems, Inc.
200 Sylvan Avenue s

Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey 07632

ROLE TRADE MODEL

Western Behavioral Sciences Instltute
1150 Silverado

La Jolla, California 92037

TUCSON EARLY EDUCATION MODEL

University of Arizona ‘

Arizona Center for Zarly Childhood Education
1515 East First Streset

Tucson, Arizona 85721

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON -ENGELMANN/BECKER MODEL FOR
DIRECT INSTRUCTION

University of Oregon Follow Through Program
Department of Special Education

.Eugene, Oregon 97403




v

BIBL;OGRAPHY

Beers, C. David; 1975; Follow Through Spongorship:. .A Stra-
tegy for Educational Chapge;- paper presented at the American
N Anthropological Association Annual Meeting, San Francisco,
’ California. .

Beers, C. David;-1976; An Anthropological Approach to
Documenting Educational Change: The Follow Through Imple-
mentation Study; paper presented at the Society for Applied
Anthropology Annual Meeting, St. Louis, Missouri. =%

i

Far West Laboratory of EducationaL“Reseérch and Development; ..
1973; Early Childhood Priograms: Information Units; New Yoxrk; 1
Educational Products Information Exchange Institute. ; _

Havelock, Ronald G.3 1973; Planning for Innovation Through '
Dissemination and Utilization of Knowledge; Anm Arbor,

' ‘Michigan: Institute for Social Research, The University
of Michigan. '

Jackson, Phillip W.; 1968; Life in Classrooms; New York:
Holt, Rinelart and Winston, "

Krulee, Gilbert K., et al; 1972; An Organizational Analysis
of Project Follow Through: Final Report; Evanston, Illinois:
Technological Institute, Northwestern University.

Maccoby, Elsanor E,. and Miriam Zellner; 1970; Experiments in
Primary Education: Aspects of Project Follow Through; New
York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, Inc, '

Nero and Associates, Inc.; 1973; Follow Through Materials
Review; Portland, Oregon.

Nero and Associates, Inc.; 1975; Proiject Follow Through:
A Description of Sponsor Implementation Processes; Portland,
" Oregon,

Berman, Paul and McLaughlin, Milbrey Wallin, et alj; 1974; Federal
Programs Supporting Educational Change (4 Volumes); Santa
Monica, California: Rand Corporation.

|

\

\

|

\

|

|

v '

. Sarason, Seymour B.; 1971; zpé Culture of the School and ,|
’ the Problem of Change; Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

NOTE: ‘This is a selective 1list of ref;EE:ces that deal
with the Follow Through program itself or with more general
educational issues in a manner that importantly influenced
this paper. In addition to thase references, the national
evaluation of Follow Through has been producing a series of
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technical reports under contract with Stanford Research Institute
of Menlo Park, California and Abt Associates of Cambridge,
Massachusetts, The classroom observation studies c¢f Jane
Stallings at Stanford Research Institute address implementation
issues. More information-about the national evaluation results
and other aspects of the Follow Through program cax be obtained
from: .
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Rosemary Wilson }
o Director, Follow Through Program -

U. S. Office of Education ‘

Regional Office Building 3 1

7th and D Streets, S. W. ‘

Washington, D,”C., 20202 i
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