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specifically,
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concluding discussion of evaluation offers a concrete proposal for
the evaluation of implementation. While many compat1ble evaluation

stategies are listed,

the judicial evaluation model is seen as the -

single approach most compatible with implementation rea11t1es, and a
combined documenting and judicial evaluation approach is recommended.

Briefly addressed are the-inferential dimension of educational

s

measures and the importance of Follow Through model sponsors.
Appended is a rationale for a national Follow Through database ‘that
spec1f1es needed categor1ep of. information and evaluation/research
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CHARTING THE COURSE OF IM@£MENTATIGH
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. INTRODUCTION

~

By p1acing this paper's discussion ¢ impliemantatior -« %eia the
framework of "charting a course," i% ’s inzendsS Lhat the tuuuy be
placed from the very outset on a few essential -/ ges ana]bgou& e
charting situations. These themes have ;&~§x'ﬁi£n convictions %ik=
the fo116wing;- (a) innovative program fapies¥:Fisiion in educe i
is in large part a matter of being able iy fiﬂﬁ.nne's way thriak e
complex series.of mazes — including tha ¥igw autigas of perscag ~
surrounding the real world of. the schools, *i the wathways <hriuzs
these mazes are in reaiity merely- passable routes -be2en the . “uir.
weaving motions of severa] layers of systems; routes that are un]v
rea]]y open to erper1ence and understand1ng, and {c) the whole Jqurney |
through this system-maze is best captured by thorough, alert

documentation.

.To further set the stage for the discussion, and even more
graph1ca1]y try to convey the appropr1ateness of the notion of "charting”

for dealing with this issue, 't is perhaps useful to p1cture the whole

innovation/impliementation process as having some basic similarities w1th_

the attempt to produce sorely needed.rain by seeding-clouds with silver

1od1de. The seed1ng operat1on represents a carnfully we1ghed dec1s1on
to 1ntervene in the continuous, mass1ve movement of weather systems as
they roll across ‘the earth S surface. The dec1s1on to seed, furthermore,

is made when rzi- = nsidered absolutely ess=i * 0 “ame. a



drought'situation, and only after c;refu1 study beforehand, and Fo]loﬁ-'
up traqking afterwards, of the — synoptic charts - which'identify and.
locate the cémp1ex patterns of high and low prassure s&stems, temperature
and humidity levels, effects of the prevai]ing winds at various

altitudes, etc., which make up what we call weather.

~

' The main pointélto be made, of course, in using this analogy, are
that educational interyentions, and study of their-ihp1ementation, are
no less a matter of deciding that some critical need calls for disrupting
the otherwise steady flow of education's complex pétterns, and then, on
the basis of careful pre, during, and post charting routines, ihtroducing
the projected remedy at some fairly precisekpoint, in some well-selected

unit of education’s huge, intricate system.

It might be further noted, in terms of appropriateness for
iﬁp1ementation issues, that the weather analogy is likewise a clear
reminder.of af 1ea$£vtwo other poiﬁt;:" (1) the primitive state of our .
knowfedge of intervention agents- in both areas - cloud-seeding is at
best a crude and éwkward process, with a 1ot of_hit and miss character-
istics, and our know-how with regard to edﬁcationa] 1nferveﬁf10ns, '
despite all recent attempts, cannot honestly be considered to be much
bgyond the Yevelfof‘rainmaking expertise, and (b).the noto;ious
fa]1ibi1ft¥_9fﬁweather predictions, with educationalapredigting a not
"ﬁﬁéh more‘accdfate cogqtérpart. On the Iimping §1de of the ana]og},
it is of course, cruc{z7?¥o point out that fhé inanimate é]ements
comprising thevcomp1icatedtﬁeb,of ihtéractions fquhd in wéather sysfems‘
are far' outdone in cbmp1exity hy the séTf-knowing,'Qbstract thinking

beings we have to 4 - . the educational sppe--
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A1l of the above is not said by way of promoting discouragement, but -
only by way of setting what this paper sonsidéfs a realistic background
for taking up the charges assigned to~f£. These charges are essentially
to discuss issues related to eva]uating implementation, and to provide
some practical considerations rega(diﬁg imp]ementation, and its evaluation

~ as part of Strand Two (Search'for Future Approaches)'of NIE's efforts ts»
provide fedirectioﬁ for Follow Thrbugh. The paper's reshbnse tn these
charges, keeping in mind the compiex systems theme, and the weather analogue,
_ introduced earlier, will be in the form of three maJor sect1ons organized
as fo]]ows ‘
1. Phi]osophical/Theoretica] Assumpfions Underlying this Discussion.
Ph1losoph1ca1 presuppositions very c]ear]y affect one's outlook
n the nature of 1mp1ementation and evaluat1on and consequently
one's approach to evaluating implementation. Th1s paper .favors
non-mechanistic, non-reductionistic philosophical assumptions —
and theoretical positions consonant with this stance ff becahse
they appear to be moré'sonsistently meaningful in attempting

to understand everyday educational reality.

2. Implementation Realities.
A c]ése ook at fmp]eméntation pheﬁomena in the real world of
education leads one to conclude that it i~ a unique form of . - N
ssciali;atién related to restructuring the perceptions, ro]es'.
and actions of_educating individuals functiohjhg Withfn at Jeast
four plausible modesvof existiﬁg orgaﬁizatiohél str0cture (systém)
while allowing that mutual adaptation- of 1nnovat10n/ex1st1ng system

is always at least m1n1ma11v involved.

' -~




3. Evaluation Compatible with Implementation Realities; Recommendations.
Not only is evaluation felt to be in need of a non-reductionistic

base to be able to effectively engage in educational inquiry in

/,—~\‘\\\g\\ gereral, but this is especially held to be the case in attempting
. \ . to hqnd1e imp]ementatioh phencmena with their continuously '
\\\\;} ‘ evolving process characteristics, i.e., complex human_changés

occurring against a backdrop of existing cqmplex human ﬁrganiza-!

tions/systems;

The eva]uation approaches that raly primarily on straightforward,
] : o

comprehensive documentation. and those developed in analogy with .

Judicial/quasi-judicial processes appear to be particu]ariy '

appropr1ate for dealing w1uh 1mp1ementation because, on the

*

‘one hand, , thev give prom1nence to thorough cont1nuous
description, which is presently our best means of keeping track
of the continuously shifting configuratio;s of implementation
"in vivo," aad, on the other hand, feature, non-mechanical measures, -
i.e., well-reasoned judgments, . to cope with educational reality, -
~ wnich is perhaps never more fluid, -and less susceptible to fixed'

measures than when implementation is the focus.

Given the above premises, i.e.; having the responsibility of
accounting for the implgmantation process, with its primary
characteriétics ot cbﬁp?ex human changes being -introducad into ‘
existing complex riman svstems, a Sefsible Togical strategy

would seem to be a wo1rt, 1nterdependent use of comprehens1ve




documentation and quasiijudicial reviews/hearingﬁ, with the-
fonner’serving as an ongoing feeder system for tﬁe 1a£te;; théﬁ
would occur at regular intervals to synthesize and provide
direction for eacn succeeding stage of imp1ementa£ion, and/or
yield fecommendations regar@ing the advisability of continuing

any present attempt in its existing form.

I1. PHILOSOPHICAL AND THEORETICAL ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING THE NATURE OF
IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION.

The paper makes several philosophjca] and theoretical aésumptions
ahout the unique ﬁapabi]ities of human beings, the participants in
implementation, and, by implication, about the nature of implementation,
which, in this conception necessarily involves intrdﬂucing change in
interaction with these Uﬁiquéfcépébilities: _ '

(1) Human beings are persons, with characteriétics that

~ distinguish them qualitatively from other living things;

among a number of essént}al-characteristics.are special
cogr.. ..ve capanilities;that allow hqmahs to be active
knowers who.know that they know, i.e., who are capable of

* thinking, of cnnscious planning and rule formulation based
on the ability to engage in internal stfucturing and

modify ing of concepts.

(o 7



(2) Given the above, the process of innovation/imp]ementation
necessarily implies, at least to some extent, -having the
persons involved cﬁange their thinking as regards a particular

area of the educational process.

-

(3) Furthermore, the peréons pérticipating fn innovation/
implementation must be dealt with not only as separate
individuals, but as already committed participaﬁts -
agaiﬁ, te at least some degree — in an existing orgeanizational
structure {system), which defines current educational reality;

in varying degrees, for these individuals.

~The paper also makes assumptions about the nature of educational
inquiry/educational evaluation, and‘hence about the nature of
eva]uation as appJ1ed to 1mp1ementat1on. Again these assumptlons o
rely on non-reduct1onistic views on the nature of human know]edge and

educationai phenomena. -

A. FM~*ture ~f Hum * Beinas/Human Knowing

In making the above assumptions the paper is clearly sidéng
with non-pdsitivistic, non-associationistic views of humans and
humzn knowing. Positivism, which.has tended to govern, either
formally or informally, the thinking of educational psycholog1sta
for mos£m5¥azﬁ;;rcentury, has always stood for an all-encompassing
reductionism, i.e., there is nothing radica]]y different about - the
way human beings know and learn, as distinct from 6ther-]iving

things. Furthermore, in this view, especially in the form of




" Behaviorism, it is also commonly held that relatively few,
relatively simpie laws reiating neuronal excitation to response -
characteristics will suffice to explain what are usually

considered unique human capabi]fties, This is particularly the
case if these s1mp1e e]ements can be viewed as gradually com-
b1n1ng via, aga1n re]at1ve]y few, relatively simple laws regulating

their progressively more compiex assoc1a§§on._

The position endorsed by this paper does not consider

Posftivism or Associationism tenable philosophical posiﬁions in
the face of everyday rea]it&, perhaps especially everyday school:
reality. The mechanistic, reductionistic principles on which
they re]y are simply lacking.1n adquacy in *%e fose of what are

most character1st1ca11y human ‘activities, |, rt1cu1ar1) as regards

* human capabi]1ty to function as purposive, se]f—know1ng persons.
With Wittrock (1974) and McNamara (1980) the paper believes it

is time™ to recognize that we have been too- long under the sway

of Positivistic convictions, and to move on to a more balanced
outlook on human béings and the ways in which they'know.<:Atuthe
same time it is important %o recognize the contributions of
Positivism and Aﬁssciationism, especia11y their preoccupation with
clear thinking and specification, and avoidance of tendenc1es to
‘rely on conven1ent, catch-all phrases that have not been-subjected
to rigorous analysis. It is important also to acknowledge the fact
that there are andeniably‘some 1imited aspects of human behavior

that can be adequately explained in mechanistic, reductionistic
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terms, but these aspects do not;comprise the full range of human
T
capabilities, and, furthermore, it is only positions that can
account for this full range which can legitimaieiy, because
knowingly, treat hunans temporarily as if purely mechanical beings.
This temporary process is a directly intenﬁed abstraction involving
conscious disregard of the full complex of human capability for a
%ime in order to treat humans in, e. g., purely guantitative

terms to describe certain limited aspects of human phenomena.

Nature of Innovation/Implementation

‘assumptions. The most fundamental implication

. 1. Individuals Must Undergo Conceptual Changes.

There are some clear cut implications for conceptualizing the

nature of educational innovation/implementation in making the above

is that introducing an

innpvation, and then seeing to its implementation, clearly involves

conceptual changes in some'senSe dn the part of participants.

Human beings in this View,.i.e., persons who know that they know
aﬁd actively monitor and regulafe this knowing process, esﬁecial]y
when these human beings are themselves engaged in.fhe daily process
of teaéhing others, i.e., introducing conceptual change in .
systématic fashioqhto students, cannot ‘be expected to abrogate

this special human capability and respond in purely mechanistic
terms when they Fhemée]ves are th participants in an educational

change process.

The thinking of Strike and Posner (1977) seems especially

pertinent for further understanding the nature of the conceptual

10



change to_be undergone by individuals accordinj to the above views.
and even-more pertinent for understanding conceptual change in

the context of curriculum organizaticn, which must, by definition,
underlie most preposed .innovations/implementations. They support
the following views ot conceantual change — patterned after
»Tou!min's account of scientific procedure — 3s one of thefhost:

realistic:

Conceptual change is evolutionary, not revolutionary...

- An evolutionary model of change allows us to evaluate any
-particular conceptual change against an enduring background
of rational standards and explanatory ideals. Conceptual
change is not a matter of judging between comprehensive
views but rather of judging concepts in relation to other
concepts, with respect to their adequacy in interpreting
problems and fulfilling explanatory ideals... Concepts -
adapt to an intellectual environment much as organisms
adapt to a biological environment.

. ) (Strike and Posner, 1977, p. 1]1)

In subscribing to this outlook on conceptual change, Strike
and Posner simultaneously endorse non-mechanistic positions regard-
ing concept formation, cognitive structure,’ and thinking, proposing,
in fact, that, as regards curricu]um organization, "cognitive
status and processes can be regarded as the ‘embodiments' of the

kinds of 1ogica1‘and conceptual features which characterize

organized bodies of propositionsd (op.cit., p. 136). . 3

Similar convictions about the nacessity for conceptual change
in implementation have charagterized the work of G. E. Hall and |
hisicolleagues at the Research and Development Cgé;:r for Teacher

L

Education at the University of-Texas at Austin. cks and Pratt




(1979)’des;ribé the application of this group's "Concerns-Based
Adoption Medel" in the Jefferson County. Colorado schools. This

- approach makes the following four assumptions:

1. Change is a process, not an event.
2. Change is accomplished by individuals, not institutions.
~ 3. Change is a highly personal experience.
&. Change entails developmental growth in-both feelings
about and skills in using new programs.
' (Loucks and Pratt, 1979, p. 213) -
McLaughlin (1978) has also conciuded from study of both
organizational change projects as well as general change — agent
efforts that the primary focus in innovation and_ihplemenfation
mist be on individual participants, and that mutual adaptation
is essential. “The evidence we have seen strongly suggests that
the develoﬁmentai brocess of mutual adaptation is the best way to
: N . . T -
ensure that change efforts are not superficial, trivial, or transit-
ory" (McLaughlin, 1978, p. 31). Mann (1978¢c) has extended this
conclusion to the proposal that innovations take the form of
“user-driven systems" in which individual teachers are given special.

incentive pay to raise the scores of targeted student groups.

2. The Individuals to Be ‘Changed are Part of an Organizaﬁion. .

to be Changed

- Though the above comments stress that individuals must
change in innovations, and, ﬁherefore, imply that this-baper,
is in*clear-cut agreement with the Concerns-Based tenet,

cited earlier, that "Change is accomplished bywindividdals,"

12




there is simultancous reluctance to accept the second part
of that tenet, i.e., "Change is not &ccomplished by
institutions," without some distinctinns. It is felt that
until the day arrives — and perhaps it would be a good thing
if 1t does — when a proposa] like Mann s, a]so cited above,
regarding direct incentives to teachers becomes a reality,

u' "_ _ (and perhaps even then, only in reduced fonn), it is on]y
‘realistic to ‘recognize that innovations/implementat1ons present!y
lnvolve individual teachers.gya members of organizat1ons |
(1nst1tut1ons), and that this organ1zat1ona1 membershfp ‘dimension
must be taken into account in conceptua]izing all that is -

N " important to imp]ementation reality. C%t is 1n this’ context that

b . . B
Rt . . N - “

! ’ Elmore's (1978) 1nsights - coupled with the rea11st1c approach
of symbolic 1nteractionism, to be discussed later - seemto
offer a useful means of handling the organizational dimensior.
He has concluded ‘aiong with many others, that the widespread

_.record of unsuccessfu] innovations is pr1nc1pa11y attr1butab]e i
to fa11ures in 1mp1ementat1on, and then draws the further

conclusion ‘that "imp]ementat1on failures .are fa1]ures of organization."

.....

Understand1ng organ1zations, therefore, is cruc1a] in Elmore's th1nk-7,"

- ing, if- 1np]ement1on is to be- handled more successfu]]y

I will develop four organizationa] mode]s represent1ng
what I see-as the major schcols of thought that can be
brought to.bear on _the implementation problem.. The -
systems management model is my attempt to capture the.
organizational assumptions underiying the mainstream,
rationalist tradition of policy analysis... The bureau-
cratic ‘process model represents the sociological view




of organizations, updated to include recent research
by students of 'street-level bureaucracy'... The
organizational development model represents a relatively
- recent combination of sociological and psychological
- theory that focuses on the conflict between the. needs of
individuals and the demands of organizational life.
Finally, the conflict and bargaining model represents a
‘tradition of 1nquiry that addresses the problem of how
people with d1vergent 1nterests coa]esce around a
common task.

After extensive elaboration of the'models, Elmore reaffirms .their

usefulness for "certain commonsense explanations as to why socia]

. programs’ “fail," and, in add1t1on, fee]s that not only is. there presently

no conce1vab]e way to reconci]e ‘these four d1fferent vieWp01nts, but

this diversity ‘allows different aSpects of imp]ementation prob]ems to

“be h1gh]1ghted and so]ut1ons formu]ated accord1ng]y

Kirst and Jung (1980) see the type of ana]ys1s prOposed by
E]more as part of -a second stage of theory development, fo]]ow1ng

on an initial, descriptive,. short-run cese.study phase, .in attempt1ng -

-'to eXplain the workings of imp]ementation; They stress the t1me]1ness

of cap1tallzing on. the advances made in stage two stud1es like Elmore's

.and perhaps ushering in a third’phase-by focus1ng on a 1ong1tudina1f

case study approach. They illustrate the approach by following the

course dfyTit1e I'imp]ementation,over 13 years and noting the changing

influence of various interest groups on interpretations of imp]engﬁtar

tion, as well as the'continuous increase in the eower’of USOE officials

to 1mpose strict interpretations of comp]1ance. Farrar,'De Sanctis

and Cohen (i980) would a]so argue for the 1mportance of a longitudinal.

2
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‘perspective from a slightly different point of view, proposing an
evolutionary connatation for implementation consonant.with/Strike
and Posner's (1977) statements above about the evolutionary nature of

conceptual change:

Imp]ementat1on is not the carrying out of a

formulated policy but part of its evolution.

And in that evolution — in certain circumstances

or with certain programs — a multitude of local

dispositions and actions are more important than

the dispositions and actions of federal agencies.
(Farrar, De Sanctis and Cohen, 1980, p. ]67)

It s perhaps useful to conclude thése initial considerations on the

nature of 1nnovat1on/1mp1ementat1on by referr1ng to Mitchell and Spady 3

(1978) article on the necess1ty of broader change movements, (but w1th

_1mp]1cat1ons for all 1nnovat1ons), such as the recent. push for :

competency based education,® having to be viewed 1n an orggnizational
context also, though in this case the organ1zat1ona] context has to do
with outcome expectat1ons that analysis wou]d -associate with four .

alternate bases of education, i. e., competency, deve]opment, social

‘integration, and social responsibility.

-

C. Nature of Educational Ifiquiry/Evaluation

In the earlier part of this discussion, when the focus was on
bas1c aspects of human nature, human know1ng, and conceptual change,_

much has a]ready been sa1d ‘that wou]d be app11cab1e here, i.e., the

same reJect1on of reduct1on1st1c and mechanistic pr1nc1p1es would

be repeated It only remains to summarize some statements by a :
number of major wr1ters who have dea]t more explicity w1th educational
'1nqu1ry and educat1onai eva]uat1on while s1mu1taneous]y stress1ng the
1nadequac1es of pos1t1v1st1c and s1m11ar assumpt1ons

‘ o S =13 '
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First-of all it is important that the nature of educational
phenomena be' clearly established under this viewpoint. Gowin (1972)

makes a very precise statement:

...a most significant fact about educational

phenomena: They are man-made (artifactua

not natural. They are therefore not 11ke1y

to yield laws and other modes of invariance

such as the natural sciences report in that

domain. Whatever regularities researchers -

are to find in educational phenomena will have
- been determined by human beings in a social

context. (Gowin, 1972, pp. 9-10)

. , [
Sarason (1978) reminds us that in social matters, and, therefore,

equally so in education there are no "once-and-for-all so]ufions in
the scientific sense“; essentially the same prob]ems'hqve to be
solved over and over'agéin. Scriven (1980) makes.much'the same
comment, while probosing that educational inquiry "ghed'once and
for all the sense of dependence on, of derivation from, of -

application 'via the social and behavioral sciences." For Scriven:

Language is a better model of comp]ex ‘human behavior
than the motion of small particles or large planets.
We understand language; we understand many unpredictable
and unprecedented linguistic events; we often understand
_ why language is used. Yet we know no exact or statistical
~rules or laws of language. - There are patterns in it; but
not the precise patterns of planets or the probabi]1ty
distributions of particles.. These are the patterns we
must learn to find and describe in the study of teaching
and administration and learnin
B ' ?Scr1ven, 1980 p 30)

House (]978) prov1ded a taxomomy of maJor eva]uat1on ‘models,
relating each to’ the ph1losophy of L1bera11sm, his major work on the

_"Logic of Evaluative Argument" (1977), however; seems to reveal his

o

-14- .
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1 inquiry:

preferences for models with»non-positiyistic bases, stressing, e.g.,
the qontinuahs importance of "qualitative argument." In a very
recent statement (House, 1980), he goes so far as to say that

expiahatony'frameworks shift with changing social conditiohs;

...social science perspectives.generally, describe or
explain a social world which is-itself constantly changing.
At one time, a technological perspective may better
explain the social reality, but at a later time the
political perspective may do so. For example, as
society becomes increasingly fragmented, political

~and cultural perspectives seem more salient as
explanatory frameworks. (House, 1980, p. 3)

Guba (1986) and Sanders (1980) both argue convincingly against
pqsiiiViséic assumptions,. Guba stresses the néed‘for naturalistic
versus conventional inquiry, while ailowing that the "quantitative
postures" of theiconventional'approaches are just as acceptable
in naturalistic investigations, but under different basic
assumptions Sanders proposes a "developmental research" approach

that recognizes the sui genesis nature and complexity of educational

‘vreality.

Strike (1972) stressed ‘the need for Verstehen in educational

-

Man, for Weber, is a purposeful, rational, and

va]ue-seeking thing. Man has a subjective life.

However, man's behavier can be accounted for

sc1entifica11y by the simple expedient of- incorporating

man's subjective life into an account of his behavior. .
' . . (Strike, 1972, p. 45)

In a statement conceptualizing the practical science nature of

educational inquiry (Strike, 1979), he emphasized that education

®_ .
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_ is unavoidably engaged in the business of "normative and ends —
means propositions," as well as "factual" and "theoretical®

propositions.

Stake fPage and Stake, 1979) feels evaluation has nothing to fear
from being "moré subjective," and more recently (Stake, 1980) makes
the point that it is an important role for researchers (and - |

'evaluators) to serve as facilitators for a "user's naturalistic
genera]izatisns," i.e., those l.'der"'ived‘f’e‘i)r'nﬁtaci't, perspna1;

-experiential learnings." -

The above 1is only;; vrief sﬁmﬁa}y of the assumbtions/conc1usions’
’;that will guide the d\SLussion of eva]uating 1mp1ementat1on in the
concluding section. As a prelude to that sect1on, however, it seems .
vest %o further expand on som2 of 1mp1ementation s rea]ities, since
evaluation of -this phenomenon has to be particular1y aware of ang

sensitive to all the continuously evolving aspects of implementation.

IMPLERENTATTON REALITIES

Tew: orecidiag onsideration of 1nnovat1on/implementation was on a
bisirr, nivi I.soph.rxl’tﬁeoretica1 plane to prov1de the setting for

this s«o¥ian wivich attempts to make -the issue more concrete and

“amenable to explicit evaiuation activities, as we11 as to prepare the’

'way fur some exp]icit recommendations regarding sponsor mode]s/

1mp1ementat1on. The section will be divided into three main parts;
in the first the attempt will be made to put Fo]]bw Thrdugh~imp1ementa-
tion efforts into perspective by applying Elmore's (1978) models;

-16-

.18




. in the second part attempting to“ana]yZe_imp]ementation as socializa- _
tion,ausing.Fullan's (1980) insights on this subject, as well as his )
de]ineation of implementation factors, and in the third part formulating o
some recommendations regarding the future of Follow Through based'on\\
) these implementation considerations. . : : ”\\ \\\\

A. Follaow Through Imp]ementation in Perspective

House (1979) took the point of. view that Fo]low Through was a .
chi1d of its. time in many respects, not the least of which was the
fact that the Systems Ana]ysis approach (a favorite of USOE and

s' P ) other federa] agencies at- the time) gradua]]y took more and more
3sc]id\ho]d of both program direction and the national” evaluation
dpring the program'sAfirst ten years Tue Systems Analysis approach
is one form of Elmore's (1978) Systems Management Model (Mode] 1)

f'and a]most every point he makes in describing the characteristics
of this model provide an equally accurate description of many of

- the 1mp1ementation tribulations of Follow Through - and a]so what
seems to have been some of the prime assumptions about the pature
of 1mp1ementation in USOE s mind the ‘sponsor’s mind, and 51tes

mind, as can be seen in, e.g., Haney s (1977a, 1977b), Kennedy s’ //J:
(1977, 1978), Wisler, Burns and Iwamoto' s.{1978), and Hodges ’

et al.'s (1980) discussions of this issue. This® was. perhaps
1nev1tab]e, given the fact that, in Fu]]an and Pomfret’s (1977)
terms, ‘the "fidelity" — in contrast to the "mutua] adaptation"e;
conception of 1mp1ementation was apparent]y taken for granted - or Co P
- was the exc1u51ve choice, perhaps, in some cases — by seeming]y |

all concerned It should also be noted that during most, if not all
-17-




cf the early years of Follow anough, the spirit = 1if not the

. 1etter ~ of positivism still exercised considerab]e influence
over convictions regarding educational research and eva]uation;'
not to mention over educational theories that kept substantial
ties to early benaviorism, and, as already mentioned, over
prevailing convictions about implementation, even if only in

once ~ removed form, e.g., via Systems Analysis. It seems to

be fair to all concerned to say that Elmore's (1978) Model I

- (Systems Management) and Model II (Bureaucratic Process) g0 far

in explaining practica]ly every aspect of the direct program
_implementation cceavictions and operations that have existed
throughout most of Follow anougn_up to this:point. It seens , i
fact, not to be.overstating tne oase.to see some anaiogies between
a widespread outlook on what snouid constitute Fol]ow’Through Model
implementation at least during the program's early years, and
what Goodenough (1966) and other anthropologists- have referred to
‘as "cargo cuit” expectations. As will be discussed be]ow, there
was some relationship between}Fullow Through and Elmore's. Model IV
(the Conf1ict and Bargaining Model) but apart from 1arge city
situations, where powerful Unions had to be dea]t with, Mode1 IV

‘ came into play primari]y in, re]ation to survival rather than

-implementation per se..

Elmore (1978) has indicated that witnin the framework of
Model I (Systems ManagemEnt) implementation failures are‘logically"

éttr_iblitable to "bad .managément.!.'.'l i.e., nOtSPeC!fy1ng gba]s clearly, R
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not assigning/monitoriag responsibility carefully enough, etc.
Furthermore, there is a normative ayhamic to the model which
dictates that, if implementation is failing, it is not the fault
of the Sysfems Management Modé]v- since things ought to be this
way — sa the only recaurse is to restructure the.situation to
fit the model. M(E]hore fee]a the model works best in private
business settings where the kind of control the model calls for
- can, for thevmost part, be exercised aa a matter of aourse.)
For Model II, the Bureaucratic ProCess Model .implementatibn
-problems are seen as princ1pa11y a matter of failing to iiifluence
existing organizationa] rout1nes, so that as a result, they inter-
fere with the innovation's operations. This model's normative side
does not have the_force of Mdde]ll and simp]y;cansists in stressing
. the importance of somehow influencing the routines that might be-
problemmatic. The history of Follow Through and.its handling of
the "imp]emen#ation problem" seems well captured within the boundries
of these two models, for the most part, and princfpa]ly within ‘
. Model I. S

It is in order.af this point to explain the cammeﬁt made above
about Model IV’(Conf]ict‘and Bargaining) and-Fo1iow Throﬁgh This
connect1on seems best explained — again, apart from large city
Union prob]ems — sn say1ng that Mode] IV appeared to enter the
\\&\' scene not very much in re]ation to 1mp]ementat10n perﬁerbut*rather~——~MAf—f¥;;
\\\ in relation to curvival. Parents frdm_sftés continuousiy and . |
Ayigorously lobbied for the program's survival, but in itself
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implementation was not the foremost 1ssue in the lobbying effort,
Model IV could also be said to have_oharacter%zed Sponsor-~USOE
reiationships after a time, but again survival, rather than
1mp1°mentat1on appears -to have been the uppermost considerat1on -
though perhaps implementation figured here also, but under the
form of what Haney (]977a) ca]ls the "Pene]ope Ploy," ji.e., the
continuous postponement of ‘the effort at fzna! implementatnon
specifications, etc., so that effectiveness considerations —
‘whether consciously or unconscious]y - wou1d not have ‘to be

dealt with in c]ear-cut terms.

To return'to the-central theme of the present discussion,
however, 1'9 Follow Through implementation efforts as covered
by Elmore's (1978) #odels I .and 11, it is important to note that
1n tak1ng the above position this paper. is not trying to detract
from what Follow Through has accomplished in the 1mp1ementation :

sphere. With Haney”(1§77a/]977b), Wisler, Burns and Iwamoto
" (1978), and Hodges et al. (1980), the paper_has great appreciation
and admiration for the'program's being able to obtain any sucoesses
.at all in the faqe‘of having to operate without a clear definition
of purpose; "unp]anned"‘Planned Variation, in many respects;
constant shifting of the ground rules, so to soeak etc.  There

is 11kew1se great appreciat1on for what Fo]low Through Sponsors

party role, as documented by not on1y the writers mentioned above,

but also, e. g s, by Kennedy (1977 ]978) Nero and Associates (1975),

-20-
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and Rath (1976). But, as is evident from the preceding secticn
on philosophical/theoretical considerations, the paper would
naturally have to be more interested in Follow Through relationships

with Elmore's (1578) Model III (Organizational Development), than

- %is other models; thuse relatidnships, however, seem tenuous at

best, if not al together nonexistent. 'The paper logicafly would

“have to see broad normative 1nf1uence“of Model‘III as the ideal

situation.

Model III posits that failures in implementation "are not the

-result of poor"management control or the persistence of bureaucratic ..

routines, but arise out’of a lack of consensus and commitment amoﬁg
1mp]ehenters".(Elmore,f]978, p. 209). In Elmore's thinking, even
the idea of "mutual adaptation" does hqt comﬁ]eteﬂy explain all ‘

that is meant by "organizational deveippment,f since:

‘The real significance...is that it effectively turns the
entire implementation process on its head. It reverses
what we instinctively regard as the 'normal’ flow of
policy, from top to bottom...The result is that, in terms
of ‘the effective structure of organizations, the process
of initiating and implementing new policy actually begins °
at the bottom and ends at the top...The role of those at
the top of the system, then, is necessarily residual...

If one accepts this view, the important business of

_ implementation consists not of developing progressively
more sophisticated techniques for managing subordinates'’
behavior but enhancing the self-starting capacity of th
smallest unit. (Elmere, 1978, pp. 211-212)" :

It is one of the main convictions of this paper that not only

is it time for Follow Through to move consistently in this direction,

but that the program will be stunted in its natural development if

/ N
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it does not - if it is even allowed to continue to exist as
before. More will be said on this point in the recommendation
discussion below. Before making the recommendation, it seems
useful to further expahd on impTementation realities by pursuing

the concept of implehentation as socialization with Fullan (1980).

. Implementation as Socialization

According to Fﬁ]lan (1980), 1mp]émentat16n is a sociélization
process with varyihg degreés'of 1nteractidn among personnel, ahd
between'personnel and materials, strategies and overall phi]oséphica]
commitment. There seems to be 1ittle doubt that framing~1mp1gmenfation
1n.a socializafibn context goes a long.way tqward concretely
‘charééterizing what has ugua]]y taken place in jmp]ement&tion
efforts, and that this abproaéh can compieme:at E]moré‘s (1978)
insights especially where Model I.(Systéms Management) and Model 11
(Bureéhcratic Process) seem to be the'rulihg influences.

Implementation as socialization seems less applicable to Model IV
- (Conflict and Bargaining), and to Model III (Organizational

_Deve]opmgnt), though, of courée, releQant to some‘dggfee here also.
Symbo]ie interactionist viewpoints like those of Becker (1968):
and culture and bérsona]ity perspéétives 1ike those of Spindler -
(1968), with their emphases on discovering/maintaining identities
within socia]jgation situations ﬁight-weil be aB]e to reconcile
“any apparent discrepancies between at least Model III and
“socialization." ,Miséhe]‘s_(]g;g) recent work on "cognftive .

economics”" might also provide some 1ighf-on hqw disparate
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individual/societal (implementational) demands might be
harmonized. and Hall's (1980) work on implementation confiéuratiuns

would be useful as well.

(

In any case, as already noted, ireating implementation as
socialization certainly“seéms to hava descriptive utility, a]ong
with Elmore's models, for providing enlightenment as to what has
happened in the past, especially the Follow: ‘Through past, and
these are important considerations in filling out this discussion

of impiementation realitiesi Fullan (1980) also sees two principai
sets of factors as affecting 1mp1ementation/socia1ization. These
. factors — and subfactors ~ are as follows:

1. Characteristics of the change effort
a. The adoption decision’
b. Clarity
‘c. Complexity
d. Implementation strategies
e. External/internal relationships

2. Characteristics of the Institutional Setting
a. History of innovative attempts

. Pole of central administrators

. Role of principal -~

. Organizational characteristics

. Community characteristics

m a 0o T

In the following, in an effort to provide further grounding -
"in reaiity for~imp1ementaticn issues, each cf these subfactors will.,
receive brief comment, either with referénce~to.statements in the

' professional literature or from historical Follow Through events:
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la. The adoption decisicn. Haney. (1977a, 1977b) and others

remind us that little time and little planning were associated

with initial Follow Thriugh decisions. Mann (1978b) feels wost .
adOption decisions are unfortunately made on opportunistic bases;"
Evaluation -of NDN (1977) findings give some precise reconnkndations}3*
about , e.gq., persona] involvement at all levels in the adoption o

dec1sion

1b. C'laritx . The. two most “structured”- models in Follow

" Through appear to have been the most clearly SpeC1 fied. - Apart

_ from their theoretical base which wou]d stress precise formu]ation,

w one wonders whether or not Cronbach's (1970) distinction between B
"maximum" versus “typica]" behavior might be appl‘*ab]e here a]so,
which would imp]y that’ the structured approaches were abie to be '
more precise -# after the 1ashion of achievement tests -because
they seemed to continua]]y focus on e]iciting "maximum" behavior,
in contrast to the more unstructured approaches — with parallels
'1n persona]ity measures, and their probiems etc. ,v-nvwhich were:L

more concerned with deve10ping "typica]" behavior
¢

lc. Comg]exitv Fullan (1980) tends to feel there is an .
inverse re]ationship between clarity and comp]exity McLaugh]in
(1978), on" the other hand in her study of organizationa] change
proiects, found 1mp1ementation was not 0n1y not. impeded but :

,.artually enhanced by comp]exity It is perhaps worth noting that
Snow (1980).has,reconmendations for "demysti.ying ' the concept of

“learner-control," which has represented quite a complexity for




~sgma‘et the urstructured models. Child Deveiopment considerations
© could alsp}perhaps be made less complex oy tendinq to, e. g., Elkind's
@ I recommendations on u51ng Piaget as a thinker rather than an educato/////

(cited by Albin, 1980).

1d. Implementatica strategies. Fullan (1980) feels it may be
o f counterproductive‘to tr;/;o~e§2;:1n everything at‘cnce/ and that _
f"_ it may be esaeciaily important postpone considerations of

/
=*he 1nnovation s philosophical bases until. participants are more

. receptive _ASCD Update (!980) notes that there is widespread

teacher d1sconten+ with support 1n their curricu]um deve]opment

[~3

needs. Perhaps Kessen's (3 979) recommendation on seeing child

deve]opment in a cu]turai context, and Sraufe's (1979) 1n51ghts
. -
‘on the coherence of individual development should be ‘the kind of

b}

background context prov1ded for most innovation, ™~

le Extern«]/interna] re]ationship_, It is perhaps ironic

”that experience w1th the various Follow Through Mode]s sometimes

led to the conclusion that the more structured the model, the more

‘1

flexible it was_ in accommodating local needs and. circumstances,

~and the contrary for the more unstructured which sometimes,

L]

’appeared to have either taken -a very defen51ve position or e]se

L@ 1nd1cated that they had 1oth1ng ‘to prove

Sponsor 1nternai stabi]ity and therefore continuity of model
: S
mmmm—— e deve]opment were crucia] factors in Fo]1ow Through

.’.‘
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- 2a. Histﬁnyngf innovative attempts. Fullan notes that Sarason’s

.

."brehistory“ cancept is of great importance here. In large cities, -

especially, .it would seem thet Sponsofs had to overcome a good deal

of cynicismor a "show me" attitude because of all the “panaceas"
to which these school systems had been .subjected since @ 50's.
Mann (1978a) notes the primary and comp]exity of the sites in '
-all  cases; a'cbmp]exity that an unfortunate "peehistory" could

compound.

2b. Role gﬁ central administrators. The innovations of

kS

* modern education very often stand or fall with administrators’

approval /commitment, which is apparently often tied to their
own upportun1ties/aébit1ons. Some adniniatrators, on ‘the other
-hand, m1ght resort/to a -"power strategy" (Patterson and
Czajkowski, 1979).

i

2c. Role of the principal. Fullan sees the principal’s

_supportive role as absolutely essential; he un? artunate?y has .
concluded tﬁatFSO-GO% of the nation's principals are not
instructional leaders, bpt édministrators onfy, and'this fact
often hinders imp]eﬁentation. From another p01nt of view, it

may turn out that some few 1ndividua] pr1nc1pa1s may be ab]e to

" set up a school env1ronment that is perfect]y in keeping with all -

the control factors- of E]more s Model I (Systems Management)

2d 0rgan1zationa1 character1stics. »Dea11ng w1th Un1ons

" is a critical matter, for large cities especiaily;there should be f

concerted efforts at all levels, federal, state, local = to -
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e1ther neutra11ze any obstacles stemm1ng from existing Union agreements -

e ' perhaps by concluding a spec1a1, separate agreement ~ or by including
| Un1on members as es;ent1a] part1c1pants in the original implementation

decisions so that th1s e]ement of “ownersh1p“ generates cooperation

throughout the project's durat1on. Other factors that have had

considerab]e effect on- 1mp1ementat1on have been, e.g. (1) strikes.

especially long, b1tter strikes, (2) pericdic funding crises resulting

in lowered morale, (3) school district reorganizations during the year, -

(4) lack of funding for adequate staff development, ahd (5) conf11cts

with other federal funding sources, such as Title I eligibility demands,

conflicting program foci, etc.

u;f“i' 2e. Connmnitx_characteristios.' An incident of some relevance here

is the following: a model with an essential family, outreach combonent
was selected for an area of the C1ty w1th crime-ridden high- r1ses, the

" location effect1ve]y he]ped stymie 1mp1ementat1on, staff assigned home
contact responsibi]ities were simply afraid to carry them‘out and avoided

doing so whenever they could.

Bridge (1978) -makes some useful recommendations regarding parent

involvement, e.g., when and when not to strive for group consensus.

C.:Recommendations for Future Follow Througn_Imé]ementation'Efforts

It has a]ready been ant1c1pated 1n ear]ier statements that the

~ main tenor of this recomnendat'ion will be that FoHow Through Models

' (Sponsors) move very steadi]y toward not just a “mutua] adaptat1on

mode, but toward Elmore's Model 111 approach, i.e., a h1gh]y

4




committed organizational deve]opnent stance that focuses on
developing "self-starting capacity" in each teacher. {The Follow Through
Program in Philadelphia has begun moving 1n this d1rect1on on its
own, first establishing local oer1vat1ons of.models, and comb1nat1ons
of models, and‘more'recently initiating a "best elements" approach,
selecting the best aspects of a number of models.) The |
prircipal implication here is that Sponsors shou]d pr1mar11y become
co-facilitators with s1te personnel in deve]op1ng persona]1zed models
for each teacher — which in turn .implies cross-sponsor cooperation,
various. forms of "hybrid-model® think1ng, etc., in order to best
_serve each inoividuai teacher in deve]oping his/her highest possible
level of teaching expertise. A1l that has been 1earned tn function-
ing at the global mode]l ]eve] can now be taken the next step forward
.in a plausible deve]opmental sequence, i. e., persona11z1ng, ta1lor-,
.making'the models tn a very literal sense. There seems to be a
. very real mission’#or Follow Through in this conceptualization, one
that has to do with close alliances with sites in working toward the
effect1ve deve]opment of h1gh1y skilled teachers in compensatory
"education through enabling mode]-grounded e]ements to become realized

1n unique, personal, "best-f1t" ~models.

In this conceptua11zat1on, teacher commitment would be built in-
hy def1n1t1on, since the approach presupposes that sites would be
funded to work with- low-ach’ev1ng schoo]s through enlisting teacher

" support for further . se]f—deve]opment, which in turn would ‘involve

Sponsor(s) expertise in he]ping-sites accurate]y diagnose ‘the needs
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(expressed and obseryed) of each teacher so thaf se]f-motiyatéd.efforts
result, QEared'toward developiﬁg a personalized model for eagh teacher.
Each éite would have available a panel representing a'range'of l
' sfructured/unstructured sponsors (realistically, perhaps no more than
a team of three or four sponsors would be neéded) ﬁho could wof&
cooperatively together and with local traihing staff in he]pingAeach,
teacher develbp‘an effective, unique teaching style based on a special
coﬁbinafion of bést model elements. Thg'approach, of course, still
-relies on some total program commonalities: sma]l_group,instructidﬁ,.

multi-adult classrooms, parent involvement, etc.

the above recommendation makes one further presupposition about
-the'pdsﬁibi]ity of.éloée Sponsor cooperation, and that ig,that a
flexible, eclectic-poSitioﬁ be taken vis-a-vis one another, so that
whatever fundamental-philosophical differences may at one time have
been associated‘with‘particu]ar models, tﬁése be put aside in the .
interests of developing effective dpproaches_that'repreﬁent the best
- form of rational cooperation in a world where no one theory/approach

has proven to be unassailable. o | 3

In- the eygluatibn section below a’major,research and eva]ﬂatioh
role yi11 be recommended for Sponsors as unique]y'ébfé and exberfenced
fnvestigatdrs and, therefofe,lnuch fn demand in moving the study o;
imp]emeﬁtation forward and é*panding on e.g., Snow's (1977) and -
'Cronbaqh and Snow's (1977) uréinés fegarding apfitudeMA-ltreatmeht
'intéractiop throﬁgh spacial expertise in develeping the teacher-

treatment aspect in the form of personalized models.
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Iv. EVALUATION COMPATIBLE WITH IMPLEMENTATION REALITIES
This final section wj]] atfempt to bring together fhe points
made above about implementation, both as regafds philosophical/ -
theoretical considerations and its more concrete fea]%ties, as
illustrated in the last section, and what was said earlier about
phi]osophica]/theoretica] premises. in the evaiuation area, interding,
as a result, to produce a concrete proposal for the evaluation of
imp]eﬁentation; The section will be divided into three parts:
(a) ajgéhera] consideration of evaluatior strategies compatible
" with fhe phi1osophica]/theoretica1 assumptions made earlier,
(b) special _focus on the single strategy considered most appropriate,
‘and (c) a final recommendation regarding the evaluation of_
’implementation. A | T

|

- A. Genersl Consideration: Evaluation Strategies Compatible with

Earlier A§shmptions

1. Some Compatible Approaches

As a genérai introduction to thé épproaches fo be 1isted
below, if might be useful to give prominence to Goodlad's
(]979)=fwo recdmﬁendations on research into'c]assroom'mahagemént,
lsinée;théy'feflect‘the basic orientation of many of'the strategies

listed:

" The first is that conclusion-oriented researchers
interested in understanding classroom phenomena

_ get involved in the "stuff" of practice — in
naturalistic, ethnographic inquiries...The second

- -30-
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" suggestion is that decision-oriented researchers
interested primarily in 1mprovement should
collaborate with teachers in 1nqu1ries in which
assumptions and purposes are shared.

(Goodlad, 1979, p. 407)

The compatible strategies include, among many other

candidates: Blumer's (1970) symbolic interactiionist outlook
wWith emphas1s on direct "exploration” ‘and "inspection” of the |
emp1r1ca] world"; Carini' s (1975) “descriptive research"
Bronfenbrenner's (1976) "ecological. experiment"” approach

| Busses, Chittenden, and Amarel's (1978)" co]laborative research";‘
BateSOn;s"(1980) insistence on the primacyfof description versus
our usual predilection for sanct1oning “"facts" only after process-

ing in the "magical" realm of exp]anatory mathematical mode]s,

Guba's (1978) genera] endorsement of_ natura]ist1c versus

conventional inquiry; Stake's (1978) recommendations on case

o

studies and naturalfstic genera]izat{ons; Eianer's (1979) - F
proposals for effective use of‘an “educational criticism" ctrategy;
Weiss' {1980) suggestions for turn1ng our attention to
"nonconventional®- outcomes of schooling, and their assessment,

and Kean and McNamara' s (1978) "gradua] refinement® approach,

poss1b1y w1th Apple s (1980) additional- reconnmndations.
2. A Br1ef Refnection on Measurement

In leading up to the final recommendation, it will serve a
useful purpOSe to briefly reflect on-the nature of eaucational

measurement. 'Jones (1971) reminds us:
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Some measurements can be made quite simply and
directly... Other attributes, however, can be
estimated only from their effects..® The inference .
about an attribute from its effects involves either
an assumption or a demonstration of a relation '
between effect and attribute. :

: (Jones,. 1971, p. 337)

We often forget that all of our educationa] measures involve

~ inferences. from effects The art1c]e by the Laboratory of

Comparative Human Cogn1t1on (1979) quotes Goodenough to much the
same effect, noting that-our educat1ona] and psychologica] measures
are not "measuring devfces, properly sbeaking. They are sampling
devices." Cronbach (1971), and Messick (1975, 1986).have always
stressed the prime imnortance of construct validity precisely
because judgment/inference is at the heart of our measurement
process. - Cronbach (1970) sees construct validity as the "longl-
continued interplay between qgsérvation, reasoning and imagination,"
and Petrincvich (1979) likens the entire process of scientific
induiry to the search for construct validation. The main paint
isvthat»perhaps we have been going in the wrong direction in our_'
attempts to better our instruments; it seems reasonable to argue
that bettering our'meashres is esrentia]]y a matter of refining

our judgments, making our 1nev1tab1e inferences much more

‘sharply fbcused and competent

. The Need for Mode]"Sponsors in Eva1uation

“‘Evaluation, especially the evaluation and study of

implementation is one of the most important functions Follow -

Through Sponsors can provide. Not only are they now uniqueiy
-32-
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expe;ienced in the struggTe to deal with imp]ementatibn of their
models, but they also have all the advantageé, e.g., Gallagher
(1979) attributes tc research centers, i.e., situation; a]]owiﬁg
long-term commitment to instrument development, sustained and
organized COncentration on major problem dimensions and théir
jnterrelationships, iand the possibility of being inba position to
discover the unexpectéd, ihportant inSight.‘ Follow Through
Sponsors are an irrep]aceab]e'third party unit in this paper's
concgptualization of Follow Through's future because of'theif -
dual capabilities as uhﬁdug co-faci]itatbrs in the development
of personalized ﬁodé]s, as a]reédy mentioned, and as_uniquelyr

equipped evaluators of the complex imp]ementatjon process.

B. The Single Most Compatible Approach: Evaluation g; Judicial Hearidg

Analogue

Wolf (1979, 1980) is, as is well known, one of the chief
proponents of the Judicial Evaluation Method (JEM):

. the law, as a metaphor,. offers many important concepts
(fact-finding, ~adversarial proceedings, Cross- .
examination, evidentiary rules and procedures, structured
deliberations, etc.)that when adapted to evaluation efforts
add certain dimensionality. lacking in more conventional
forms of social inquivy... The ultimate evidence, then,
which guides deliberation and judgment includes not only -
the "facts;" but a wide variety of perceptions, opinions, ..
biases, and speculations, all within a context of values
and beliefs. Oftentimes the more subjective forms of
evidence help put the facts into proper perspective.

o -~ (Wolf, 1979, pp. 20-21)

He is aware of the many criticisms ]éVéled'éagfﬁéfhthéwﬁFBCééézlEﬁfﬂrﬁ

|

but replies that most of these come from misunderstanding the-inﬁent,
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and suffer from taking the "judicial" in literal, rather than
metaphorical form. One of the most fecent eriticisns is that by
Worthen and Rogers (1980). They feel the approach — which they .
label “adversary," an identifier continually avoided by Wolf —

is dot useful for formative decisions and is "most appropriate

for large, eontroversial programs which had a variety of
interested audiences” (wortheniand_Rogers; 1980, p. 540). It

is impdrtant to remember, however, that-the.judicial "metaphor‘
js the main point, and that with Thurs ton (1978), for instance,
several otﬁer judicia? fcrms than the jury tria]'are available
and may be more useful on occasion, e. G., the appe]late court
model and the administrative hearing model. It is th1s paper's
pos1t10n that’ the 1mp1ementat10n process being the evo]ut1onary,
mul ti-faceted phenomenon that it is, involving conceptua] changes,
reconciling of organizational roles, etc., this‘is exactly where
fixed measures are least able to cope, and the judgmental base
of all measures becomes most important, so why not formalize this
1mportance'through.use of some judicial or quasi-judicia].method?.
These methods can range from some of the peer review brocesses |
suggested by Ap;ang (1979) to the fullest kind of para]]e] with
a jud1c1a] process “\The basic procedure is the crucial. cons1dera-'
tion, and can be made to\1nvolve enough stages and safeguards to

1nsure against premature I°f1na1 judgments," while at: the same time, )

-~~~www—~~keep1ng decnsions out-in_the. Open_frequenjdy enough._to_avoid: “e,“v_ww_,”«gmfmw

postponing those critical go/no go\dec1s1ons when they should




be made. Walker (1977) indicates that Schaffarzick:

suggested that greater efforts at systematic
consideration of curriculum.change may be

more likely when the commurnity context is more
aroused and polarized on an issue than-on more
routine issues because the arguments and
evidence resulting from systematic exploration
of the issue may be more effective persuaders
~in such a clima%a.

(alker, 1977, p. 295);
The 5ﬁ::iial analogue approach has immediate relevance and usefulness
in this same vein, because it allows the teacher participanfs in ‘
‘implementétion to have a forum for settling what may be very real

‘problems in dealing with the required changes of a specific

innovation.

C. Basic Conclusion/Recommendation: Combined Documenting:and Judicial

Evaiuation Approaches

Tﬁé paper bégan Qith a systems theme, and it is appropriate
that it end on that theme. (Note that "systems" here has nothing
in common with Systems Analysis (Systems Management.) Messick (1972) and
Messick and Barrowsw(1972)Ahave stressed the need for comprehensive
documentation and }egard for the fact that we are continually -

dealing with varying forms of systems in education:

To recapitulate briefly, it looks as if the
nature of the thing to be changed, the educa-
tional arena, 1s_not’only_ a:complex.system
" "composed of many constituents but a complex
culture comprising multiple roles and plura-
- 1istic values, and that if we are to understand
= R —— ~the-functioning of that- system: ==or=to=change
, it — we must take into account the interplay
. of those roles and values in supporting (or
-subvertingjsystem regularities. :
. : (Messick, 1972, p. 79)

s gy




Moﬂamarai(3980) recormended that comprehensive, computerized

networks of basic school experience data (for longitudina] tracking)

~ that would translate here into implementation datd — be

developed by sites that would serve as a "skeletal" structure to be
continually flushed out by'ongoing case studies, narticipant observation,
and collaborative research The Research and Evaluation Committee

of the Fo]loi Through SCAN Forward Planning Task Force* has

re;;;;EEEEE‘a‘nat al_Eol}ow Through Data Base (Appendix). Hanson and
m&lﬂé):mwitﬂﬁmwcL stems" approach, and Cooléy and

PR

Leinhardt (1980) have recently concluded an instuctional dimensions

~ study within a snnilar framework:s These are the kind of
documenting systems which, when’ combined with various types of
judicia] hearings at regular inzervals — perhaps 3 times a year

formally. but once a: month in more informa] fashion, e.g., in the

form of reviews, etc. T' would appear to be a sensible way of

capturing and constant]y contributing to the improvement of the

’T-ﬂ../

1mportant evo]utionany process of imp]ementation ,This is felt
to be particular]y true o{ ‘Follow Through imp]ementation, whether
this remains a matter of only some mutual adaptation on the part

of Sponson»sihef/or, what is donsidered the ideal situation in this

T T P Y PP PT RTINS

" “paper, - represents a steady move toward directly- personalized models.

4 . .
s : \ | , - \ : T ’
\
\\\\\; i ©  *Members: M. wang, T. Gennari J Ldmgiey, S. Fox, J. Rogers,
V‘f-u i D. Revicki, E. Ellett and T. McNamara \\\
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DRAFT:

" A NATIONAL

FOLLOW THROUGH DATA BASE

RATIONALE

-Introduction.

A:new direction is'set for Follow Through to take effect in 1981.

No longer . is che program officially targeted ‘for dismantling by the federal
'government’ fnstead it is nOW'sanctioned as a program with two different,
though complementing missions. - Its first mission essentially con“inues the
original service goal of the program, though as previously, the program
even fn tiis respect is not conceived.in purely. service terms There is a1!o
ncw~explicit emphasis on'managiug this uniquely comprehensive educational

- effort to a degree of’ effect*veness that makes thls nominally service
operation a de facto demonstration program. Eighty percent of the sites -

‘ nationally are scheduled to be this-kind of’ Service Project. '

Y

—

g

Under its second mission, Pollow Through ’s now to engage in.pilot
"Khowledge Production activities in 202 of its sites.' In this respect the
Program takes on a specific research resource dimension that can simultaneously“
‘ o ’ - provide consistent imnrovement for its demonstration (Service) commitment to

the education profession,and continual growth_and new development in basic -

understanding of the teaching/learning phenomenon in- early childhood :

Given this new, . two-fold direction for Follow Through ~ and remembering

. - . ' its highly controversial historv, both.programmatically and in terms of evalua- ‘

5

s,

p‘i:”‘Q,':‘;-j5ihg_“.n:f_g

oy

tion, —- it appears to be an tmportant consideration to provide a mechanism ‘

e,
X7
wy

i
&
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that will allow this multi-faceted program to be continuously documentable
in all major respects, and at the same time to be transformed via this doe-
umentation into readi*r. available configurations of variables that can be

meaningfully researched and ‘evaluated. _a‘National'FollOW‘Through Qgga_Base

is proposed to serve as this essential mechanism.

. The concept of the National‘FoIlow Through Data Base will be fully ex-

panded in the sections below. By way of further clarification of why. it is
proposed the immeoiately following comments. are offered regarding the kinds -
of information that are needed for this program, as well as its research and o

evaluation needs.

Kinds of rnformstion:ueeded'

Follow~Through is a highly complex program, and even more complex now in
its ,new-look " First it is a’ multidimensional" program.' That is, it serves
‘as a. "natural resource;'demonstration program’ (Service aspect) for early
childhood develcopment” and education through“four program components (eduCation,
parent involvement; staff development, and support services) Follov Through
furthermore, emphasizes not only service related to these four components, -

and planned variation, but their evaluation as well, and now Ln its Rnowledge

Producrion role-also has a clear—cut research responsibility

A second characteristic of Follow Through in its’ Service capacity 1s
that it is still an experiment in planned variation. As a result, Follow
‘Through continues to include a diversity of’ educational models. Although all
are aimed at: promoting early childhood development and education, the models o ;»?

‘differ in ph losophical and theoretical orientations and in the specific - 5"3
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approaches thzy employ. . ' _ ' . N

'ln'additionktc‘the workings‘ofreach(of:the four_general progrﬂm components,
the contribution of each of the models represented in'Follow Through must he
recognized in any documentation/evaluation effort for the .overall program,
'However, providing information only on the mode of operation and effectiveness
of each model is insufficient. Personnel in the United SCates Dept. of Education
must be. aBle to present Congress with data about the overall impact of the pro-~
grsm for use in delibesations regarding future authorizations. Thus, evaluation '
efforts must include an emphasis on the program as a whole in. relation to each v

L of the fcur components, as well as preserve a correct . perspective on each

sponsor 8 contribution within each.component.

- The multidimensiouality and diversity of the Follow Through program -
suggest that at least two ‘kinds of’ documenting/evaluative information ay
needed under its service aspect; First, there must be. broad—based information
: that is obtained by all sponsors at each participating site. This informa-'
tion will \f dgseful in assessing and refining the service that Follow Throuah
. provides, and then will in turn feed the Knowledge Production aspect by : -
'; -helping to identify potentially Beneficial efforts in the areas of early
childhood’ development and education, and more specifically, in generating

: innovative evaluation/research strategies for stud" ing the impact ‘of a wide

A
i

range of interventions in a variety of contexts.

A second kind of . evaluative information required for the program s
main function is information related to the needs and interests of particular
sponsors and participating sites. This information is crucial in a national Y

evaluation of Follow Through service; but at the same time it must be vlg -

l
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recogniaed that its prime purpose is to contribute to the assessment and

N

réfinement of specific models in their service canacity; and to add to S

'existing‘research knowledge regarding educational innovation (Knowledge

Production ‘dimension). o

Specific information rslated to the needs and interests of particular
”sponsors and sites~cannot‘be~provided in'this'proposalt ,waever, recommend-v '{;”?
ations can be made regarding the kinds of_information that should-be gathered,
:or at least'furnished,'by the:total program,~i,e., aerngs all'sponsors; Fiﬁe
- types of data are of particular importance; and would be of major concern in

the construction of’ a~National Follow*Through Data Base...

Y

\\§ ' 1 a. Site characteristics ' _ _ - ' , o
\ ‘ h. Program characteristics | | a
\ o c._Delivery system'characteristics

\\f ‘ d; Degree of implementation’
- : L ‘c. Outcomes I : o | - E

B U S L e

- . - . . '

\V_Each,type of'informationiis briefly discussed below: .

a. Site Characteristics

'v v ' .*‘ S Previous studies have suggested that individual sites differ

‘fradically in terms of a variety of variables, e. B student

characteristics, staffing, school and community setting. Data
sﬁould be gathered on these var*ables for possible use in ex-
'4 o

plaining some of the outcomes that ‘are achieved at particular

. ' ‘ sitesL Variables that are found to be significantly related ' . ,;?z

'

' to outcomes can then not only remain the concern of evaluation. but aiso " -




by,

b

T e
]
i

‘be a focus of future research efforts.

b. Program Characteristics ) ‘ :

o _ \
At least two characteristics of the model programs designed and

implemented by Follow Through sponsors are of particular importance. L'\\

These characteristics are: objectives and critical features\ Most of

= e
the programs have the same general objectives, but tuey differ .in .

A

the importance they assign to each and in the specific approaches used

to meet these objectives. Information on objectives and approaches can

be used in interpreting evaluation results.- As an example, the importance, 'fﬁ:

of low scores on measures of personal and social development would be

minimized for a program that emphasizes basic skills. Instebd the pro-

gram would be judged primarily on outcome ‘data related to thb basic

skills objectlves that it sought to attain.

. c. Delivery System Characteristics

H

Model programs differ not only-in their objectives and features,

but also in the delivery systems they employ, e.8., number éf sites,’

- structure of deli ry system, staff involved, .etc.

A National ﬁata Base should also take tbis type of program

f » : __( . . ,
divei_itv into account anid include the collection of data‘on character- :

7 istics of the delivery ‘systems imrlementpd by various Follow Through

. § R e T
. h ’ .. g - - . .
onsors. ; B ‘ .

8 - ’ -
4 - .
2

. d. Degree of Implementation _ o

The need for including implementation data has become increasingls




.....

: ‘.\ ~
apparent in relation to Follow Through\ There are at least three

\
reasons why such information is eusential First, sponsors have to

clearly define their models. These definitions should then become
\ .
operational so that relatiwve judgments about levels of model im-

.plementation across sites and across schools or classrooms {or even

A
\

! ‘families, for some‘models) within sites can ‘be made.{Inability to .

produce implementation scales in some cases may be due to lack of -

s

‘ clarity in the definition “of the model Such a lack of c1arity ' : %%1f

' probably foreshadows'future difficulties.

.Second, inplementation scales are needed to provide information

that permits the linking of outcome data to implementation'levels. o

~ Some sponsors hsve already begun using implementation data in their

evaluation designs. From the sponsors™ perspective, such designs are

.superior to designs concerned only with outcomes, since they allow

4

some separation of-model characteristics from’ local site variations

and,_hence, represent truer tests of thevmodel‘itself.

A third reason. for good” implementation data stems frcm an interest :
in implementation as an outcome itself For scme sponsors, changes in

the educational process represent key outéomes of’ the sponsor intervention =

3 apart from’ an%\concern with products such as test scores. - It appears

important that interest in’ implementation ng an outcome'should not be -

restricted to these sponsors alone,

P

i
i

o
i
S

/f

There are some further important aspects - of implementation that

~should Be noted at this point in view of a National Data Base effort'

6

. : RN oo
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In evaluations of sponsor delivery gystems, implementation variables

#ill be the most direct indices of delivery systems effectiveness. Such
evaluations should be valued for formative purposes as well as externally
1f Follow Through is truly to. live up to its potential as a natural

" resource", both for demonstration and research purposes.°

For within-sponsor comparisons,fimplementation ratings need'to be
reliable and comprehensive; but can be model-specific. For_ acrossssponsor

- comparisons, there ia a need for” implementation judgments that have some
<. 4

.t

.comm0n~meaning for all sponsors involved, at‘least to the point of quanti--?ﬂ
fying the~meanings of "Jow~ derate, and "high" levels of implementa-»'
I3

tion. An approach to. the development of’ implementation scales 1is proposed?

in the section on’ implementation_below.
e. Outcomes

'{ ' To date, an almost exclusive focus in determining the effectiveness

| of Follow Through has been student achievement. However, given the i
multidimensionality of’ the program, it is critical that data be gathered
on other outcomes related to the education component (e.g., student
autononmy, self-conceptl, as well as to the other three components of the

national program. Examples of outcomes that might be considered include-

quality of school environmenta, student/staff interactions, and community
involvement. As ncted earlier,-model'implcmentation'may also be- viewed'as
another outcome, as may some Specific site characteristics, 8.8., ability

to rransfcrm family status.
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<. B
Evaluation/Research Strategies Needed

Once decdisions are made.regardfng the specific kinds of information that
are requized im order to meet the’ information needs of various stakehglders
in tke Follow Through pﬁ%@ram, evaluation/research strategies for ¢ lecting
and analyzing ¢ la information‘must be~iden;ifiedu fwo issues'related to such -

strategies seem of particular significance. The first concerns the need for

~a1ternative strategies, the second with program change. o V‘*\

: As.indicated in the .previous section, a wide variety of\information is‘re-
quired in order to study and asgess a program as complex as Follocw Through.
- One large-scale experimental study such as was conducted previouslv cannot
-possibly provide the information/required. In planning a National Data Base

" for the new Follow Through,aiternative designs, measures, and analysi. pro-

cedures should'be-identified and the most appropriate ones selected or developed.

In terms ot alternative designs, any soundly constructed design that offers
A. the opportunity of-increasing existing knowledge should be considered. This
approach, while lrmited by economic constraints, would open up Follow Through
to much more'innovative documentation, and research These designs could con-
‘ \ tribute significantly to the entire field of educationa1 investigation, as well o
as furnish information that would ‘be beneficial to program stakeholders at the

local, sponsor, and national levels.

- o of particular interest at this time is a combination of quasi-experimental

and descriptive research Descriptive data cannot only’ serve as & complement

© to data gathered through experimental methoda, but serve as useful investigative  «

means in their own right. Descriptive data collected on classroom processes,

° ' -8




for example, can prove invaluable in generating research questions for
field experiments aimed at refining'program couponents. -Further, these
data are useful in accurately documenting the process and outcomes of’

'particular programs under certain specified'eonditions.

.The second maJor issue related to evaluation/research strategies con-
..cerns. progr;m chang During the course of any given year and particularly. .
from year to year, if the past is any indication of the future, there will
. be changes in the Follow Through program'at all levels. National objectivesl
may be revisged, objectives of particular model programs may be refined,
‘and new delivery eystems for implementing programs at participating sites
e . may bendeveloped. Thus, it is critical that evaluation/research strategies

are capable of providing documentation of such changes. Further, if certain

. strategies are deemed inappronriate, given program changes, then these-

N
a)
s
N\

Kstrategies must be modified or replaced by strategies that can more LN
" effectively meet program needs, and documentation that can handle this

- contingency should be available.

These stretegies are based on the assumption that the "new look"
Foliow Through Prpgram §111 build in'adequate funding from yearztb year
for reseerch end'evaiuation‘in the Service dimension as.well as in the
Knowledge Production area, and that there will be continual give-and— '

take in research and. evaluations ideas and proposals between qunsgrg,

:sites, and :the Dept. of Education.

.
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DRAFT

A BATTONAL FOLLOW TEROUGH
‘DATA BASE

PRINCIPAL ELEMENTS OF THE FILE

The basic concept of a National Follow Through Data Base aesumes a

common computerized file creation effort across the program; This common
effort would principally revoive around the development of two types of files
to be maintained at each site: (1) a child data file and (2) a site - |
descriptor file. In addition each sponsor might find it profi*ablc to main-
tain a separate file system that contains key elements of the child data and
site descriptor files in existence at each of the gponsor's sites; the sponsor
systems should probably also include the kinds of delivery gystem character—

.istics outlined in Table 1 below:

T. CHILD DATA FILE ELEMENTS

A. Fixed Length Portion of File

1. - commoevID approach acrose'all‘sites'- basically a numeric .
| system with ieitial alphanumeric character toldistinguish.site.
2, NAME -~ fixed as well as phonetic spelling -~ the latter for better
tracking later on, in case of use/disuse of initials, etc.

‘3. BIRTHDATE

4. Racz cooE . o ST ——

s, SEX CODE.. o et et e --’-—u————,4~—~~4—»»-~l~l~—~ e e
6. SES INDICATORS - e g., perhapu-median income/7 on welfare by site,
geographic areas, etc.

)

7. . PRE-K EXPERIENCE CODE - basically ves/no; perhaps type



8. ENTERING K/FIRST GRADE TEST DATA - essential ére—program-dana

~ to be derived from common instrument/subtest across )

all sites.

B. Variable Length Portion‘gg_Fiie

1.

.

3.

10.

s o ACROSS=SPONS RS ~AS~SOON—AS POSSIBLE; “&.g . BY END OF NEXT

N.B. For each year after the child enters the program: -

SCHOOL YEAR

SCHOOL CODE

GRADE

CLASSROOM TDENTIFIER _
LENGTH OF PROGkAH EXPOSUREi(also model indicator
in multi~model_§ites)_-e.g.; in months

YEARLY ABSENCE RATES )

SPECTAL EDUCATION/GRADE REPEAT INDICATOLS

LOCAL SITE STANDARDIZED. NORM-REFERENCED ‘ACHIEVEMENT

TEST SéOﬁES"CPossibly better managed by pre—pos£ testing
on a matrixfsaﬁpling basis using a common instrument
écréss all sites)

SPECTAL SPONSOR TEST DATA

'CRITERTON-REFERENCED COGNITIVE/NON-COGNITIVE TEST DATA

CT0 BE DRAWN. FROM A COMPREHENSIVE ITEM POOL TO BE ESTABLISEED

FIVE YEARS AT THE LATEST)

II. SITE DESCRIPTOR FILE

A. Fixed Length Portion of File

S 1.

SITE CODE (As in CHILD DATA FILE)

—on
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2. BASIC PROGRAM DATA — e.g., # Schools, # Teachers, # Aides -
- # Children, Funding Sources, etc.

- B. Variable Length Portion gf;?ile

1. SCHOOL YEAR
2. CROSS-PROGRAM, DEGREE OF TMPLEMENTATION DATA BY SCHOOL,
. GRADE, CLASSROOM # - large representative samule each

vear; using "high " "medium," "low" indicators relative
to ideal implementation -

3. SPECIAL SPONSOR IMPLEMENTATION DATA

4. SPECIAL STTE IMPLEMENTATION DATA (OPTIONAL)

5. SUMMARY TEST DATA‘DERIVED FROM CHILD DATA FILE;

6. PARENT INVOLVEMENT INDICATORS — e.g., some basic data
regarding # yolunteers per family, #4volunteer hours,
# worksnops attended' # cther activities attsnded

7. STAFF DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS-- e.g., some basic data
regarding general staff experience, experience in program,
'# consultations-received, # workshops attended, etc.

8. SUPPORTIVE SERVICE INDICATORS--- e.g., some basic data
reéarding #'medical/dental screenings, # treated;
# ps'ycho],og'ical referrals, # treated;' #'Jfamiliés
contacted, ‘# in need of social services, # being‘
4helped through_social services -

9. SPECIAL "NATURALISTIC INOUIRY" INDICAIORS - e, g.,.‘
possibly special status (total site/specific aspect)

codes derived From participant observation, in—depth

i interviews, questionnaires, etc,, describing some’

- . 59




"emerging" program characteristics as it functions in
the real world;'maybe thére-should be some croés—program
arrangements for contiﬁuous, representative efforts at

participant observation

The site descriptor file could be further-specified by taking into
. account the list of variables appearing in Tatle 2. . o
Table 1 ' '

-Exzmples of Deliﬁeryisystem-Characteristics

-

1. Number of sites served
. 2. Total number of people i;volved in delivery system at the.sponsér level
(a)_number of full-time personnel- |
(b) number of part-time personnel
(c) number of people responsible for deli?ery of services_to{indi@idual
sites (péfQﬁh/si;e ratio) " o Ji L o
3; Tdfal ndmbe;”hf ?euple involved. in delivery systgm at the site:level
4, Organizgpi;nul gérucégggzgfﬂdelivery system at the sponsor level
(e;g., éypes qf pééggnnel, types of direct and ind;rect‘service)
5. Organizationgi structure of delivery system at the site_leve; |
;' . 6. Time spentf%in'ﬁerms of delivery"services) in contact witﬁ~individgal
. " sites fg;fyear - '
i7. Types_qf interactions (on-site interactions and sponsor-shop inter-
actions) that take place as pért oé delivery system ‘ . B

8. Typeé ofisionsor/site evaluative feedback prdcesses utilized
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Table 2°
Examples of Site Characteristics

1. Students

(a) mobility

(b) age’

(c) sex

- " (d) ethnicity
(e) participation in program (volunééry/involuntary)
(f) previous education (nursery school)

2. LEA staff
(a) age ) .
(h) sex . T - ' v -
(c) ethnicity
(d)'e;perience‘

(e) "education

3. School district/school
(a) geographic distribution
(8 # of years in FT program _
(c) comprehensive gervices offered 3
. . (ﬁ) district oiganizatibn/stfucture (relation of FT director to
district organizational structure) . I e
L. . . - . - ‘
(e) administrative organization ‘

(f) extent/use of local resources

(g) leakout to NFT

-5—




'(h)_ diétribution of FT classrooms vs. entire school district
(1) additional federal program pérticipaﬁion with FT population
. (§) proportion FT/district budgeﬁ's |
(k) distribution.of sites (re: sponsor and sponsor locat_ion)
1) 'sponsor/site "marriage" reasons (who, how, why)
(m) sponsor/site "divdrce'" reasons
S SO ,,,.-.'..A(n)_smme;!after-school activitiés. S
(o) proportion of éxceptional children in .FT cl;.ssrooms
l(p')_' retention statistics °
(q) desegregation plan (process used)
@) u;xion pazificipation

(s) assigmment of classrooms. to Follow Through (voluntary/involuntary
4., Community

@) .rural/urban.
 (b). population _ ,

(c) SES
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