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applied to the futire of Fbllow-Through. I shall adhére to that

curr1cula°"; the questlon I shall answer is somewhat d1fferent viz.
"What do we now know about the role that Follow Through can play in
a better 1ntegrated federal programmlng strategy’"
salient tﬁe"s'sa'gé about the federal government's recent experience in
education. It is that efforts to es’ta:h'iis’h separate programs for
specific groups of children have gone too far. The sheer number of
ééijéfaté programs for ﬁéédy chiiarénrﬁés* sxcesded school districts’
ability to manage and coordinate instructional activities: No ome

° federal program 'impaééé an unbearable burden, Bui; school districts
'o'fteti-bve'rwhelﬁed. As I have’ argued elsewhere, federal p"r'p'grams have
one program.* Some of these aggregate effects are posltlve, 1n_that
the diversity of federal ﬁtbgrams often matches the‘aiVéréity of
student population that districts must éér\'}é. But muit‘ipié feaerai

Cf Pacl T. Hill Do Federai Programs Interfere with One
Another, The Rand Corporation P-6416, September 1979 o
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delivered under both the school districts’ réguia'r academic program
* o -

.and the federal programs themselves. ' This calls into que<tiouu the

viability of the existing federal programming strategy. It cleéarly

fﬁéﬁés fio sSense to continue enacting federal programs as if each one
could operate autonomously to serve a spec1al purpose. Federal
sTograms Intaraci with one ‘nother i Couplex and liportant ways:
and it is uﬁré&llstié to design or evaluate any one program without '

consxderIng those Interactxons.
_Féiiow Through has been part of the federal ﬁf&gf&iﬁiﬁg strategy
for twelve years, since 1968. For most of thac time, ﬁoﬁéVér, the

relationshlp between Follow Through and other federal programs has

not been cleerly estebilshed; It was ome of the feu major federal
efforts to.develop and test Curricula; and some districts used it as

a funding source to supplement Titlé I B&E Follow Through aég enacted

for a special purpose aud was rum as an automomous program. Iits

contributloﬁs to\other federal Pprograms were fortuitous; the result

of isolated local arrangements, rather than a reflectiom of any grand

“design. |
The key ﬁuestioﬁ”for federat education policy is thus not How

to 1méroverany orie progranm's. ooeration, but how to make tﬁe whole

federal programming strategy work better. As it now éiiééé; Foliow

Through is definitely part of the problem: in many districts it con-

-tributes to the instructional management burdens that create the

_ uct & u

Jackxe mebrough and 1’aul T. Hlll I%e Aagreqate f?écts of

1981.



problems discussed above. foiiow Through is, however, especially well
suited to'Becoie.part of the SOlUtIOH.l Compared to the ié;géi programs .
1like Title I and ?. L 94= lﬁZ (the Educatlon for All HandIcapped
Childrer Aéﬁ; or EHA); Follow‘Through has a flex1ble.ru1es about
funaihg, beneficiary selection, and permissible servicest It might;
conséqﬁéntiy;.proGéae the resources that local officials need: That

flexibility mlaht be the foundatlon for a vital new role for Follow
Through in helpIng local educators manage the problematlc aggregate
effects of federal education programs. |

The ultlmate purpose of this paper 1is to suggest how Follow
Through can contrIbute to a better 1ntegrated and rationalized federal
pfogramning stfaéég§; To put the suggéstlons in context; i:ﬁeéa

1ntroductlon has conveyed The néxt two sections will therefore

discuss ex15t1ng federal programs, the third ﬁiillhﬁiia on them to

propose a p0551b’e future for Follow Through: The first section will

'identlfy the areas in which federal programs have”consisténtiy sﬁccee&é&

or falled— and present the reasons why those outcomes are orooaoly the

iﬁéﬁitahie results of the p0r1cy tools that the federal government has -

avallable. The second w111 dlscuss the probiems -of the present federal

program strategy, L.e., ways in wh1ch the federal programs may be

unnecessarlly reducrna one another s effectiVéness. The thlrd section -

Gil] ‘dentify ways that ¥ollow Through can help solve the problem of

the federal program strategy.
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THE SUCCESSES AND. FAILURES OF ‘FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Successes

Some. readers may be éﬁfﬁiiééd to see a discussion of the success

of federal education programs occupylng as miuch as a 51ng1e page. The

hopes. The_fault;_howeve:; has been far more in our early expecta~
tions for federal education programs than in their perfiormance.

Federal education programs have been highly successful in: making

' disadvantaged childrem important clients for local educators; building

school districts' capacity to deal with children who have unusual or

special ﬁéé&é;_éﬁéaﬁfagiﬁg curricula experimentation and réééérCH on

» the needs of dlsadvantaged chlLdren, and strengtbening local groups

...... 3

' that cam serve as protectors and advocates for diaadVantaged chlldren

The followxng short sectlons clarlfy and give short examales of each

Maklng,disadvantaggd chlldren 1moor;ant cllents. I ﬁbﬁia.érgué

L»

this has been the most important achievement of federal education

programs. Title I and éiﬁiiaf p&agfaas for the aisaavaﬁfagéa;:"

-

.

income, minorlty, and iow—achlpv1ng students. Federal program-regula—

‘tiofis (e g ; Titie i's comparability and suppléﬁtiﬁg prbviéidﬁéj

df district—funded instruction pZus federally-funded compensatory."

" services. The evaluation requirements that accompanied federal aid

further sharpened” the focus on aiéaavaﬁtagéa children. The pusiic
, P ,

cofitroversies about LEAs' use and abuse of Tltle I funds; and about

program evaluation results provided furcher iéiﬁféiéé@éﬁt. The

{

e 6.
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controversy over instructional effectiveness may have been embarrassing
-  to prograi Supporters; Bt 1: paid dividends by ééEébiiéhing_ the
legitimacy and urgency of public concern about the quality of services
to the needy. | N |
. . . | .
'« Observers may differ about whether school districts were treating ©
.disadvantaged students é@’i&&ﬁﬁ Before the advent of “federal aid,

Some— in fact c1a1m that the shift in prIorltles has gome too far,

and that students of average or better ability are Béiﬁé deprived of
benefits they formerly féééiﬁé&; But féﬁ ﬁill_éaﬁtéét <he éffeéEiVé—

Building school ai§tfiét§' capacities: Federal programs have

helped to establish career lines for ocal educators who deliver,
administer; or evaluate services for the &iéa&Eaﬁtage&;A This has been

done directly; through lime-item funding of program administrators and
subsidized pre- and in-service traiming, and indirectly through the -
creation of z demand for specialist teachers: The three iargest

federal programs for elementary education (P. L. 94-142 and ESEA

traIned profe551onals.

Again, there is some dispute about hoy'good the specialized
Eé;éﬁéfé éﬁa admInlstrators are. Bﬁt they 'do make the'schodi districts
able E6 deliver lafée—ééalé programs of instruction specially taiidted
to tﬁé needs of disadvantaged children: That_simpiy.écqid not have -
been done before 1965' some of Eﬁe éafiy scandals about misuse ef

Title I funds may, in fact, have been caused by dlstrlCtS *inability

i

. s




K

to find teachers who were able or willing to work as compensatory

g eduéétidn specialists. More recently, Titie VII has helped to create
a méfﬁet for trained bilingual teachers. Though the éuﬁpiy of such
teachers still lags far Beyina.the_demahd; Title VII's influence on
student teachers' career choices may be 1s most significant long-term

effect.

earch. Title I and

Encouraging curricula experiment:

other compensatory education programs have had a profound effect o

the R&D agenda of the whole educatiorn piofessian; Program evaluation
é;haai‘diétriCté could use pragram_money to conduct®curricula experi- -
ménté and to éétébiish evaluation units. Federal agencies——-the Office
of Education; NIMH, the Office of Child Development, and NiE——wé;é
 attracted By the céntrbVérgy over program effectiveness and assigned
top priority to compensatory eaucaiian‘iesearch:grangs; Follow Through
itself was part of the same phenomenon. In short, federal categorical
prégréﬁs have created a whola nediinau;;ry: organizatinns that invent
‘and market curricula, institutions that do studies and publish feports;
;ﬁd a épECiéii;éd labor mafkét'fbr professional schools to serve:
Yet again, opinions vary aﬁaut whether the industry was worth
éréatiﬁg. .Thaﬁgﬁ fiany are aiscauraggé about the average quaiiEf'df
federally-funded R&D products, there has been some scientific and

practical progress. That progress, and the pool of research

. - L -
~ » See, for example, L. B. Resnick and P. Weaver, The Theory and.
Practice of EBarly Reading, Vols. 1-3; Hillsdale; N. J., Lawrence.

‘Earlbaum Co., 1979, for a broad review of .the results of curricula

- R&D in compensatory education.




N lastveven after administrators are reassigned or their programs are

2

7 .
professionals who F-ve been trained for the R&D industry, are clearly

I

the results of federal programs.

Strenpgthening local protectors and advocates for disadvantaged

children. All of the major federal education programs pay the szlaries

of spééiéliét administrators and mandate thé establishment of iacai

§i£§'fé£'ﬁafé significant roles than their respective édmiﬁisrrétive
and advisory titles would suggest. They can be, and frequently are,

permanent sources of advocacy pressure on behalf of the goals and

.beneficiaries of federal programs.

effort to iﬁfiﬁeﬁéé school districts is to strengthen the hands of

‘local actors whose imterests are inherently cbﬁsistéﬁt with the goals

2
of federal programs. Virtually every program has done this,; and the
most “infiuential programs have done so most assiduously. ii:ié‘i h;s

these into a,ﬁéiiaﬁai&é network of ﬁfagfam aavaéatés. As Llorraine

FE S
* P. L. 94-142 has provided political resources in the

eliminated.
. [

. forc of clear statements of childrens' rights and ready access to

the courts to already- existxng handicapped advocacy groups. (Parent

o et oA S .
See Paul T. Hill, Enforcement and rnfbrmal Pressure on tre

MUndgement of Federal uatego sical Prograns in nducatzon ﬂPe Rand

Carporatlon N- 1232—HEW October 1979.

soZudatzor and t%e State ﬁo7e in ESEA Title IV The Rand Cornoratlon,
R-2531-HEW, April 1980. :

o
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programs are mot in the same league as handicapped parents' groups,
due both to their low level of prior political orgamization and to

The significance of these local groups is that they can influence

local educatiomal policy even when federal enforcement officials are .

made a Iasting change in the decisionmakimg structure of school:

districts--one that would probably survive the death of the federal
programs that first established them:
'ff the foregoing list of federal program "successes" appears

>

biased, thére is a good reason for it. I have deliberately saved

up the evidence of opposing failures for the following .
section:
o ;

Federal prqgréms have been distinctly unguccessfui in: encouraging
districts to adopt and faithfully implement promising new curricula;

institutionalizing curricular and other practice improvements®once -
grant funds run out; and promoting exact complidnce in detail with

their own findncizl and setvice requirements. The following sub-
- : ) - e .

sections disciiss these failures in more detail.

fed



Adopting new curricula: I rely kere on the aﬁtﬁafity of the ,

Rand Changé ﬁéeﬁf SEﬁ&&' and on brief informal conversations with

assorted Follow Through sponsors.v From‘those sources; it is clear

that federal programs have utterly falied whenever they tried to

has made clear, this failure is §555551§ iﬁéeitasléa the federal

government cannot offer amy incemtives powerful and precise enough
: . :

to induce districts to adopt & particular instructional method; and

curriculum developers probably do not understand their own products

weii enaugh"to nake detailed copying 5555&51é. Instruction is a

hange. Again; I rely on the Change Agent

Study. TFederal seed-money projects, which provide short-term subsi-

P

dies for educatlonal 1mprovements in ﬁoﬁéé that ﬁefﬁéﬁéﬁt-loéel

'fundlnc w111 follow have generally not Worked _ School districts use

seed money grants to fund speculatxve veritures or to indulge un
eiployee's pet idea. Local budget-makers are seldom so taken: by such

s

'a project that they are willing tc fund it by raising taxes or cur-

tailing an existing ‘service.

<

) Wlllls G. Hawley, ”Horses Before Carts: Beveiopxng Adaptlve r: ~~

Schools and the Limits of Innovatlon "oin Poiztzcai Setence and School’

Politics; Lexington Books, 1976

F*EE P =~ ;
Martin Landau .and Russell Stout,; "To Manage is Not to Control:

Or ‘the Folly of Type II Errors, . Publie Admintsiration Revzew - March/
april 1979, p: 148. ‘ , .

11
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There is one circumstance under which seed money projects are

5

likely to work. When the federal government provides funds to help
districts implement changes that will later be mandated by‘ccurt orders
or regulation, the cﬁaﬁgés usuaiiy pérsiét éftét the granté axpiée.
education are good éxamﬁiés.' ihéy give aiétrieté a head start in
Eéﬁédiéé). In those cases; however; the iﬂéfitﬁtidﬁéliZétibn of

Office for €iviil Rights than to temporary federal,fundlng.- This

exception effectively @favés the rule, viz., that seed-money grants

I
.

?Eaﬁafiﬁé exact compliance.- Curriculum is not thé-dﬁly area in-

which federal programs have failed to produce exactly the desired -
response from school districts. Mast'dé the éérViCé aéiivéry and

financial management requlrements that federal programs 1mpose have

L ... * ,”Wwﬁ,,,,,,, T T
aiso proven unenforceable. As Barro demonstrates, there can be no

sure or rigorous test for compllance w1th such key T1t1e I requlre-

non—suppiantation; Federal officials are-forced to assess'compllance

according to 1oose rules of thumb; Jr to treat the requiréments as

“general principles around which to bulld hortatory appeals.- Few

Stephen M. Barro, Federal Education Goals and Policy Instruments:
An Assessmeént of the "Strings" Attached to Categorical Grants in
Education, *he Rand Corporatlon WN- 9677—HHW February 1977

g
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other piagramé have égﬂcieér or verifiable a set of requirements as
Title I. | | |

Despite those weaknesses in the federal government's ability to
aiforce exact adherence to programs’ service and finanéiai'maﬁégéﬁéﬁEo
in spirit. District officials krnow that it can be costly to fight a
federal compliance action or local citi;ens“éoﬁpiaint; 'théy there-
fore.head. off such actions B§ bﬁérétiné.iﬁ general compiiance'wiih'
the principles, if not the exact prescriptions; of federal prcgramé;%_
Thus, judged by the critéria of exact cémpiiance, mbsz federal pro-
grams are failures. Most come out far better when judged according
to the criterion of fidelity to their ﬁnderiyingzpriﬁcipies and
objectives.

Conclusion. In general, the iﬁpoétan; successes of federal pro-
grams have been .political-—changing educatbrs’ attitudes and practices.
and strengthening 1ocal p;éssuréé on behalf of federal purposes and
: éiié@t gibﬁﬁgf The key to federal programs’ sucéess;s has been the

actions of their lpcal allies. The federal government has been able .

to institutionalize political change in ways that it could mot

institutionalize curricuiar improvements, and for a very good reason:

There are individuals--parents, social activists, public interest

lawyers; etc. -who are inherently interested in maintiining benefits
4 . - " .

.for federal program client groups. In contrast, there is seldom

v

*:,,, _ - :,,_,,,,,;,,, LY I ,,,,,,,,,,,,.,.,' . ’
_°  "This argument is developed in detail in Hill, Enforcement and
Informal Pressure on the Managemenht of Federal Categorical Programs -

in Education, .op. cit.

-
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anyone at the local level those commitment to an externaily-xmposed

scheme sprlngs spontaneously from deeply held personai vaiues.
In short, federal programs have been. effectlve when they bulit
reallstlcally on - exlstlng local resources, and ine;fectrve when they

did not. As the next sectioi wlll ‘suggest, however; the,effectlve

_;féaérai strategy of strengthenlng local a111es has its limits. That

section will try to idéﬁtify those limits, and the problems caused

"raising stﬁdent<aéhievement as either a success or a failure of
N : : _
federal programs. That is no oversight. Though everyone hopes that’

federal programs will have sich an effect, success and failure seem .

Vequally unverlflable. There is growing evidence that compensatory

"‘(

instruction increases dlsadvantaged students' achievement in basié

. * :
. 'skills; but the benef1c1ar1es of federal programs have made up

.-

iittle, if any, of the ground between themselves and their hlgher—

“

achlev1ng peers. Spec1al federally—funded services are part of a

- -much broader set of influénces on childrens' academic performamce.:

it is perfectly plansihié that the quality of school districts' core

iﬁstructlonal offerings and othéer elements of disadvantaged students'

iiving environment have deteriorated even while the number and quality

*See, for example: J. Frechtling and P. Hammond; "The Instruc—
tional Dimensions rollow-up," in Compensatory Education Study: A
Final Report from the National Institute of Education, Washington,: D.C.:
The National Institute of Education; 1978; R Hoepfner, A Study of
Achievement Scores Over the Swummer Months, Santa Monica; Calif.: Systems -

Development Corporation, 1978' and P. Hill, "Summer Drop~Off and the

Effectiveness of Compensatory Instructxon;" in What Do We Know about
Teaching and Learning zn Urban Schools?, CEMREL, inc.,,1979.

14
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-of féderally—funded services has been improving. Federai 5;6@55&5

could therefore be hav1ng ES positlve effect.on students' ach1evement*

or nomne. - Either way, the truth is hopelessly tangled up im the com-

pléi and shifting context in which the programs operate.

PROBLEMS OF THE FEDERAL PROGRAM STRUCTURE

The precedlng Sectioi established ‘that federal programs can

P

‘achieve some goals and fnot others- This section ‘focuses om the

p?bbléﬁé;.i.e.; apparent failures to attain apparently realistic goals:

'Federal programs -are apparently making 1t difficult for ome another to
succééa- there is both loglcal and emplrlcal evidence that the problems
federal programs create for one another can be sclved through a combl—

" mation of federal and local effort.

Slnce 1975, the federal government has published six major mew
@ ow
" sets of-recﬁiréments affecting school dlstrlcts. It bas; in addition;

fundamentally revised and expanded the requxrements governing such -

older programs 4s the ESAA, Titles I, IV, and VII of ESEA, and voca-

; The new requlrements cover such d1verse aspects of - educatloual

l

policy as education for the handicapped teacher training, students'
-rights .to privacy and due process, sex equlty,-and education for the

' gifted. Each new program is established and administered separately

dlscrimlnation against the handicapped. (Sect1on 504 of the Rehabili=

tation Act of 1973); regnlatxons governing schools' use of tests, -the
Privacy Act; and the Education for All Handicapped. Children Act '

(P. L. 94-142). The Bepartment of Education has also published draft

regulatlonv concernxng the education of limited English-speaking

children, implementing the principles established by the Supreme

Court in the case of ﬁau v. Ntchon.

;5 - : R ,123
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from all préVibﬁs réquirements; School dlstrlcrs also tend to éEé&Eé

seDarate adm1n1strat1ve structures for the various programs. However,

requlrements that have been kept apart at -higher Ievels all come

each requirement. '?rincipais'aﬁd teachers must therefore éope with
adminlstrators can deal w1th separately.

Béﬁ§ of the ﬁewést requirémeﬁts must be partiaiiy er'whoiiy
feaeral funds. . Five 6f the six new federal requirements_established
since 1975 are unfunded. The sixth, the Education for All Handicapped
Children Act prbviaes federal subsidies for oniy about 12 percent of

the services it requires school districts to deliver: Thésé pfé—

[l a

ﬁfagfaﬁs like Impact.Aid, Title I, and ESAA condltlonal om complrance
with the ﬁﬁfﬁﬁaea and underfunded requirements; School districts must
losing federallfﬁﬁds.'

The increase iﬁ'the number of federal requirements; aﬁ&réﬁé

‘fiscal limitation ﬁbvéﬁeﬁtS;'tdllé&tiVé'Bargaining agreemeﬁts; an&

infiation have reduced districts' purchasing pewer; Many local

!

BEfiEi is cla1m that , they are. unable to maintain the quallry of their

basic 1nstruct10na1 programs, and cannot flnd the money and staff to

implement external requirements.

“



fé/y ’ lé J. -

The existing combination of progra requlrements and financial
strains threatens to undermine the basic assumptions on which the
fé&éial role in educarxon has traditlonally been based As a receat
.‘R’éﬁ& study“ has ‘Identxfied,' there are .two classes of . problems that
federal programs are experiencing.” ~ - -

zﬁiéiﬁiééﬁéé ié_éaﬁfiietjﬁétwééﬁ cateporical programs éﬁa~tﬁe
core lécal program. A basic essﬁﬁﬁtiSh of ¢atég6ricai prsgraﬁs-ig
that students will receive full benefit of the core local curriculum,

- and that the ééEégafiééi ﬁfééf&ﬁg.ﬁibﬁi&é sﬁﬁpiéﬁéﬁﬁary instrﬁctibﬁ.
{hen federal programs interfere with the caré'iocaifpragram, théy

‘?739’5? :

o' By interrupting regular classroom teaching. In some
schools, childrem are pulled out of class for cate-
goricai_pfagééﬁé éé ffeiﬁéﬁtli that the. teacher has the
total class only 1-1/2 houts daily; aﬁa is uﬁabié to =
mplement the state-manda..ed educational curriculum. |
Pullout problems are espec1ally‘ severe in dlstrlCtS
where multiply elxgxble children are served by every

‘ .p'rb’gratn for thch they were eligible. In distrlcts
with migrant Hispanic -populations, students are often

involved in 6-7 pullouts ddily. Their instructional

_ For a detalled account of the study, see KImbrought and Hill,
op: cit. - . ; o :

I Y
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day is so fragmented that they fail to receive the
 state-mandated curriculum; by grade 5, many have

received no instruction in science or social studies.

ol

By clashing with the teaching methods used in the

regular 15551 §faggaﬁ. In several districts, core’

. éﬁ&méétégafiééi programs used incompat-ble reading
methods and instructional materials. Not sur=

prisingly; many eﬁilazéﬁ Sécamé,;qnéugéa, ana":;guiér, ,

classroom teachers had to abandon their lesson plans
P . - -

in order to help federal program beneficiary children
adjust to the differences in teaching methods.
o By imposing administrative butdens on district-paid

teachers and principals.  In some districts, regular
ciassroom teachers spend so much time developing
. > )
Individualized Educational Plans for students served

- .

by P. L. 94-142, or charting the progress of Title I
or bilingual students, that they have to reduce time
spent in actual instruction.

N .
- - —

' A second major class of problem is cross subsidy, the use of

federat fund; intended for onme purpose or group to provide services

for another purpose or group: Cross subsidy violates the basi

assumption that each federal program will confer benefits on its

target group without reducing the services or benefits enjoyed by

et

other groups: Forms of cross subsidy include: | T



,  Providing services purchased by one program to students
_who qualify for a different program. Some districts,
adjust their Title I eligibility aiiéééi; to emsure
‘that services for learning disabled children are
purchased by Title I whenever possible. - One method
of accomplishing this iS to use more réstrictive

definitions of "learning disability" in Title I than in

- mon-Title I schools, so that fewer students are identi-

[

fied as handicapped in the Title I schools. Similar
methods are employed to channel services from fully-

unfunded mandates. .

Changinig the services offered by a funded program in
_partially funded program: In several districts with
limited special educarion funds; resources allocated
for Title I and Title VII were &ﬁéffé& to provide
hundicapped children: This practice resulted in a

reduction of services for Title I- and Title VII-
.eligible children:

Diverting administrative and teaching staff from ‘one
program. In some distriéts; Title I and ESAA co-
ordinators are assigned to administer unfynded man-

- ddtoes such as Section 504 and Title IX. In some

i .
P
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districts; teaching staff paid by one federal program
assume teaching responsibiiities in other programs;“

Specific examples imclude Title VIf :e&aﬁéfg gaﬁéf- ,

vising ESAA and Title I aIdes who worked In inIngual

ﬁrograms; and Title I teachers working under the

superv1sion of a speciai eduratlon coordimator to

snpplement the special education program.

The- ev1dence”stronély suggests that Interference and cross.suBsiH§
‘*—do—notwresult—fromﬂfederal—program structure alone, biut are the Joint
result of program strueture and_local choices in managing large numbérs
of ﬁf&gféﬁs and unfunded reqﬁiréﬁénts. Two asﬁéCts of thé_fééérai '

. unfunded requxrements-—contrlbute 51gn1f1cantly to proolems of inter=
N

ference and cross subsidy. For example, some schools have o many

fedérai programs that they can 't avoid 1nterference, and so llttle

mandates. However, it 15 equaiiy clear that the problem of inter-.

ference and crossfsubsidy can be comntroited; and at times eliminated
. . , _ :

(ot exacerbated and at times created!) by local choice. Some
distriers have inbented'éiﬁéiiéﬁE ways of iﬁEégiéEiﬁgliﬁé work of
their regular and categorical program teachers; and of ensuring that
federal program beneficiary studénts get what they are entitled to,

under both locally- and federaliy—funded pfagééﬁé;'

that the chief problems of_federai programs can be solved: Congress

w -f‘, o Qdi ~23i3f
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keep federal programs separate from one anothery and by reducing its
feliance on unfunded mandates. But educators can-help Solve the
55551&55 too; by exploring ways of integrating federal programs with

the regular curriculum and with one another. At present* no pragiami

and categor1cal programs work better togetner. fn the next sectlon;

A

FHTURE DIRECTIONS FOR FOLLOW THROUGH

The foregolng sectlons establlsh the premIse for my concluslon,
tﬁit an Important future role for Follow Through is in heip:ng schools
| topé with multiple éétegorical progréms; Improvements in cu.r;euiun
and schooi organxzatlon can do a good deal to- ameloriate the problems
. of interference and cross. subsldy. full solution; as I suggested

above, will requxre some changés in federal statutes and - enforcementu

-y

strategies. But it 'is llkely that multlple programs and tﬁéii ﬁfaﬁiéag

.are here to stay. Consolldatlon movemeqmsjmay succeed  from tIme to
‘“Q

[ ' -
lative ééﬁieVéﬁeﬁts aré always forces for-program prollreratxon; The
_ problems of: interference ind cross subsldy won't go away, they have
to be éttéékéa at the SCi'iooi ‘level whére they are felt most keeniy:

Aﬁ'effort to help schools cope w1th federal programs should concentrate

on:.

programs.

Heiptﬂg‘schools cope with the multhl:,'r

Some schools cope relatively well with multiple categoricai pfagéaﬁg;

Principals create opportunities for communication between categorical

o
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program specialists and regular ¢lassfoom teachers and arrange oppor-
tunities for teachers to visit and help out in others' classrooms.
Such arrangements fit some curricyla better than others. No one has
ried Ea identify the mos: sffective p’i-at:ti'c:'é’s; deveibfs téac’hin-g or

otie cf the existIng categor:cal programs. in fact, there is no sﬁurce

of funding fcr efforts to Imﬁrove the 301nt operation of federal preé

grams . Follcw-Thréugh could make an enormous contribution hyutaking

on that task.

"structxon without reducing the value of services

iaries; Many forms of interference,énd

cross subsidy are created by the requirement that categorical programs

may serve only eligible students: Through such requirements; the
federal government tries to ensuré that prbgram- funds are not Eﬁﬁéﬁé&

off fer tax relief or used to pay for serv1ces that are of lIttle or
nd-help tb the intended beneficiaries; " That may nct;-however; be the
only way to guarantee that disadvantaged siudents get the full benefit .
6f Federal prbgram sérvices.- Changes in reguiar classroom seEGIEés,

California;s School Imgrovement Program is based bn a similar ratISEale;(:f

,but it has fot made careful distinctibns-ﬁetween ééﬁbéi-@i&é iﬁﬁfé@e—

ments targeted on the median child and those done specxfxcaiiy for the

22
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disadvantaged. Beneficiary interest groups and federal enforcement
dgencies are profoundly suspicious of efforts to weaken the link
between federal funds and disadvantaged childrem: They should, how-
ever; be willing to cooperate with an R&D effort whose real motive

' is to improve the categorical ﬁfééféﬁé; mot just to distribute program

The task of developing such meéthods will fiot be dome unless a
" program with new and flexible resources undertakes it. This, too; is

a useful possible new directiorn for Follow. Through:

development in the abstract is unlikely to have much effect on the
" neediest schools. THe help those schools need is problem-solving:

They must reform their curricula to take account of multiple cate-

The people who traditiomally work as.Follow Through developers
‘and researchers are the right omes to take on the tasks idemtified.

operation: their work would inmevitably be drivem less by theory
and more by the immediate probiems of instructional management-

Follow Through; and can invoive Sponsors and researchers inm an effort

that is likely to pay dividends as long as there are federai education

programs. L
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