
University of Massachusetts Amherst
ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst

Doctoral Dissertations 1896 - February 2014

1-1-1974

A historical descriptive analysis of the Follow
Through Program.
James H. Turk
University of Massachusetts Amherst

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.umass.edu/dissertations_1

This Open Access Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Doctoral Dissertations 1896 - February 2014 by an authorized administrator of ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst. For more information, please contact
scholarworks@library.umass.edu.

Recommended Citation
Turk, James H., "A historical descriptive analysis of the Follow Through Program." (1974). Doctoral Dissertations 1896 - February 2014.
3018.
https://scholarworks.umass.edu/dissertations_1/3018

https://scholarworks.umass.edu?utm_source=scholarworks.umass.edu%2Fdissertations_1%2F3018&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.umass.edu/dissertations_1?utm_source=scholarworks.umass.edu%2Fdissertations_1%2F3018&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.umass.edu/dissertations_1?utm_source=scholarworks.umass.edu%2Fdissertations_1%2F3018&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarworks.umass.edu/dissertations_1/3018?utm_source=scholarworks.umass.edu%2Fdissertations_1%2F3018&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarworks@library.umass.edu




A HISTORICAL DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF

THE FOLLOW THROUGH PROGRAM

A Dissertation Presented

By

James H. Turk

Submitted to the Graduate School of the

University of Massachusetts in

partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree

DOCTOR OF EDUCATION

October 1974

EDUCATION, URBAN



A HISTORICAL DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF

THE FOLLOW THROUGH PROGRAM

A Dissertation

By

James H. Turk

Approved as to style and content by:

Dr. Cleo Abraham, Chairman

\C

n A. gentry, Membeb'

Dr. William H. Greene, Member

Earl Seidman, Dean
School of Education

October 1974



A HISTORICAL DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF

THE FOLLOW THROUGH PROGRAM

AN ABSTRACT

Educational literature indicates that (1) disad-

vantaged children perform below middle-class children in

the cognitive, intellectual, and achievement domains,

(2) there have been questions about the use of measurement

instruments which suggested that a careful analysis of test

items should be conducted, and (3) new tests more sensitive

to disadvantaged children are necessary. Most of the re-

searchers agreed that there was confusion as to the future

direction of compensatory education programs for young chil-

dren. They agreed unanimously that adding personnel, in-

creasing special services, and obtaining more equipment

would not constitute successful compensatory education pro-

grams. The need to know the answers to these questins re-

sulted in the Follow Through planned variation program which

was launched in 1967 as part of a comprehensive community-

action endeavor.

The Follow Through Program is designed to meet the

instructional, physical, and psychosocial needs of dis-

advantaged children of primary school age through provision

of comprehensive services including instruction, and direct

parent participation in program planning, development, and

operation. The rationale of the program is predicated on

1
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the assumption that children served by preschool programs

acquire important advantages and that these advantages can

be maintained in the public schools with the appropriate

enrichment of public education. Appropriate enrichment is

assumed to include innovations in parental involvement in

the educational process and the provisions of comprehensive

medical, social, psychological, and nutritional services

to disadvantaged children.

Evaluation instruments indicate sponsors advocating

early attention to reading and arithmetic show positive re-

sults when compared with the control group. Sponsors not

showing emphasis for kindergarten children are not producing

positive results. Present findings show that most of the

sponsors 'are contributing to the development of child

motivation and that six sponsors are having a positive effect

on the children's sense of personal responsibility.

Administrative changes resulting from budgetary con-

siderations have changed the program's operations. An

examination is made of program funding levels and includes

a funding projection for the 1974-75 school year. Problems

have been encountered as a result of legislation which

authorizes the Follow Through Program to be a social-action

program while the Executive Branch decreed the program to

be one of research .

Presently, the Follow Through Program is the largest

federally funded educational research and development pro-

gram in the United States. Now in its seventh year of
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operation, the Follow Through Program is serving approxi-

mately 81,000 low-income, disadvantaged children in

kindergarten through third grade in approximately 600

schools located in 170 project sites throughout the United

States. The program to date has entailed expenditures of

more than $300 million dollars.

From its inception to this date, the Follow Through

Program is traced as an innovation in education, research,

and social action which is unique in its contribution to

each of these areas.
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CHAPTER I

THE DEMAND FOR COMPENSATORY

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Special recognition for the disadvantaged or

culturally deprived child emerged during the early 1960s

largely as a response to the civil rights movement.

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 was one of the

key measures in the federal administration's war on poverty.

In January 1963 President Lyndon Baines Johnson announced a

new "unconditional war on poverty."''" He succeeded also in

getting a Democratic-majority Congress to pass the Civil

Rights Act of 1964 (signed on July 2) and on August 20, the

Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. This latter act provided

for the establishment in the Executive Office of the Presi-

2
dent, the office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) . Its primary

function was to administer those programs authorized by the

act. The underlying strategy in the establishment of OEO

was that the poor could best define their own needs and

actively participate in helping to direct the policies of

1Lyndon Baines Johnson, State of the Union Message,
Washington, D.C.: January 10, 1967.

2A11 abbreviations and definitions of terms are
listed in Appendix A.
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institutions established to serve them. Also involved was

a concern with the need for some redistribution of power

in American society. The poor can change and influence

institutions most relevant to their lives, if the framework

allows for real representative and direct participation.

Poverty and community participation efforts seek not only

increases in "goods "--income and education— for the poor

but also some redistribution of decision-making power.

By the late 1960s, the antipoverty program concept

of "maximum feasible participation of the poor" was being

widely discussed, especially within the federal government.

With the limited exception of Head Start, no other federally

funded educational program had a participatory role for

parents in' the public schools. Project Head Start, the

comprehensive preschool program for the children of the poor,

which was undertaken by the federal government in 1965,

focused national attention on the importance of experiences

in the early years of life for promoting children's optimal

deve lopment

.

Head Start was designed to: (1) improve the health

and physical ability of poor children; (2) develop their

self-confidence and ability to relate to others; (3) increase

their verbal and conceptual skills; (4) involve parents in

activities with their children; and (5) provide appropriate

social services for the family in order that the children

of poverty could begin their school careers on more equal

terms with their more fortunate classmates.
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The need for a follow-up program to accompany Head

Start became evident as Head Start evaluations reported

time and time again that children made large gains during

the preschool year, but that increase in rate of develop-

ment on measures of ability and achievement were not sus-

tained if the child returned to the regular public school

system.

It was quite clear, as a result of the Westinghouse

study, that there was a definite need for a follow-up pro-

gram to augment those gains that Head Start children made

3
in their preschool experience. The study also indicated

a definite need for follow-up studies on the Head Start

program's medical and nutritional impact. Evidence result-

ing from this study served as a major factor in the decision

to launch -the Follow Through Program which began as a

pilot venture in the fall of 1967. It was designed to ex-

tend Head Start services from preschool into the primary

grades

.

The purpose of the Follow Through Program was

clearly defined in Section 222A(a) of the Economic Oppor-

tunity Act, P.L. 90-22, which authorizes:

A program to be known as "Follow Through" focused
primarily upon children in kindergarten or elementary
school who were previously enrolled in Head Start or

3Victor G. Cicirelli ,
William H. Cooper, and Robert

Granger, The Impact of Head Start: An Evaluation of the

Effect of Head Start Experiences on Children's Cognitive
and Affective Development ,

Westinghouse Learning Corporation-
University of Ohio, OEO Contract No. B— 89— 4536 (Washington,

D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969).
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similar programs and designed to provide comprehensive
services and parent participation activities. . . .

which will aid in the continued development of children
to their full potential. 4

Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of this study is to document

the development of this federally funded research and de-

velopment effort involving a nationwide education program.

This study will trace the early developmental stages of the

Follow Through Program to its present status from an adminis-

trative perspective.

In an effort to improve the quality of life for the

young disadvantaged child and his family, concentrated and

coordinated efforts on the part of federal, state, and local

agencies became necessary. Hence, early childhood pro-

grams emerged to provide educational, social, and cultural

experiences for this segment of the population.

Since 1967, the Follow Through Program has played a

significant role in establishing educational programs for

low-income children and effecting change in existing programs

for disadvantaged preschool children.

The primary purpose of this study is to document the

(

development of this federally funded research and development

effort involving a nationwide education program. This study

will trace the early developmental stages of the Follow

^Economic Opportunity Act, P.L. 90-92, Sec. 222A(a).
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Through Program to its present status from an administra-

tive perspective.

The Follow Through Program, like Head Start, was

designed to be a comprehensive program providing for the

instructional, emotional, physical, medical, dental, and

nutritional needs of elementary-school children previously

enrolled in Head Start. Parents were to participate ac-

tively in major decision making and day-to-day operations

involved in the development and conduct of the program at

the local level. Although authorized under the Delegation

of Authority from the Office of Economic Opportunity to the

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the specific

unit within it directed to administer the program was the

Division of Compensatory Education within the Office of

Education.

This study will be limited to providing a general

description of the planning, development, implementation,

and changing nature of the Follow Through Program from an

administrative point of view. This investigation will ex-

plore the rationale for a program such as Follow Through,

the related legislation. Memorandum of Understanding between

federal agencies, and Delegation of Authority.

The researcher will use the historical analysis

method of research utilizing government memoranda, letters,

related legislation, and Delegations of Authority. The

author utilized available program manuals, regulations, and

other related documents in collecting data to produce a

descriptive analysis of the study.
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The Place of Follow Through in
Compensatory Education

The Follow Through Planned Variation Program was V

launched in 1967 as part of a comprehensive community-

action endeavor. It was designed to meet the instructional,

physical, and psychosocial needs of poor children of primary-

school age through a program of comprehensive services in-

cluding instruction, and direct parent participation in

program planning, development, and operation.

Since funding levels made a full-scale service pro-

gram impossible, it was decided to use the program funds

to determine "what works." That is, the new program emphasis

was to systematically introduce a variety of well-defined

programs into the kindergarten through third-grade sequence

and systematically evaluate the effects of such variation.

Although this approach, which came to be known as the

Planned Variation model of educational experimentation, was

never formalized, it was generally agreed to by officials

in the relevant federal agencies.

The emphasis of the Planned Variation experiment

is on the "development refinement, and examination of

alternative approaches to the education and development of

young, disadvantaged children."

It is predicted on the assumption that children who

attend preschool programs such as Head Start acquire important

5 Robert Egbert, "Planned Var iation , "
' in Compensatory

Education Programs (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institute

(forthcoming)

.
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advantages and that these advantages can be maintained in

the public schools with the appropriate enrichment of public

education. Although the meaning of appropriate enrichment

is not clearly known, it is assumed to include innovations

in curriculum, reorganization of school systems, increase

in parental involvement in the educational process, and the

provision of comprehensive medical, social, psychological,

and nutritional services to children.

The program, now in its seventh year of operation,

is serving approximately 81,000 low-income pupils in grades

kindergarten through three in some 600 schools located in

170 projects throughout the United States. Follow Through

has to date entailed expenditures of more than $300 million.

The Follow Through Program is currently scheduled to begin

phasing out during the 1975-76 academic year at the rate of

one grade level per year, and the kindergarten children who

entered in September 1974 will be the last group of children

to enter Follow Through.

The Follow Through Research and Development program

incorporates the concepts of planned variation, i.e., imple

menting alternative approaches to the education and develop

ment of low-income children in kindergarten through third

grade. Institutions designated as sponsors and affiliated

with Follow Through on the national level, have developed

these approaches and are implementing them within a program

of comprehensive services, and parent and community involve-

ment. In school year 1967-68, fourteen sponsors participated
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in the program; by school year 1972-73 the number had in-

creased to twenty-two.

The concept of planned variation seeks to test the

relative efficacy of different social and educational

strategies in the school and to do so within the context of

the larger community in which the school is located. In

addition, there are several self-sponsored projects which

have instituted programs that they themselves developed,

with no sponsor affiliation. A number of projects, some of

which are affiliated with sponsors, are parent implemented;

the parents of the children enrolled in these projects are

responsible for overseeing the project management.

Overview of Compensatory Education Programs

The national thrust for large-scale, early child-

hood programs began to emerge in the mid-1960s when the

federal government established three major programs:

Project Head Start, Follow Through, and Title I of the

Elementary Secondary Education Act (ESEA) . Two of these

massive educational programs, Head Start and Follow Through,

differed from the traditional objectives of other programs

for children in several important respects.

1. They were social-action programs designed to

explore ways of intervening in the early developmental

processes in order to improve the abilities, attitudes,

health, and emotional stability of young children and their

families.
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2. The programs were not directed at schools or

school districts, but rather toward improving the quality

of education for disadvantaged children throughout the na-

tion .

3. They were created by Congress, and administra-

tive guidelines were developed by federal agencies and not

by local school personnel.

New conceptual problems associated with clarifying

ideas accounted for the relatively slow progress in research

of these massive social experiments. Compounding these

research problems was the newness of these programs. Rela-

tively little was known about the details concerning the

operation of large-scale programs for young children prior

to these developments. Since more than forty years of

related research had failed to produce definitive answers,

very little was known about programs for the poor.^

One of the major objectives of both Head Start and

Follow Through is improving the cognitive skills of the dis-

advantaged child. It was believed that intervention rested

those deficits which must be corrected if the child is going

to succeed in school. Cognitive or intellectual development

and achievement have long been recognized as important

6James McV. Hunt, Intelligence and Experience (New

York: Ronald, 1961), p. 39; John L. Fuller, Behavior Genetics

(New York: Wiley, 1960), p. 140; and James W. Swift, Effects

of Early Group Experience: The Nursery School and Day

Nursery," in Review of Child Development Research , ed. by

M. L. and L. W. Hoffman (New York: Russell Sage Foundation,

1964) , pp. 107-110.
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predictors of academic success in school. Early studies of

both programs provided mixed findings about the cognitive

effects

.

It must be pointed out, however, that careful

analysis of test items and use of various tests suggested

wide variations in children's performance. There have been

serious questions about the accuracy of available assessment

instruments as predictors of academic achievement among

children. There have been some attempts to construct tests

which would more accurately measure cognitive or intellectual

development and achievement of disadvantaged children.

Among those who have constructed specially designed tests

were Franklin and Cobb who developed a test to gather data

. 7
on nonverbal behavior in young children. The test was

designed for four-year-olds, with test times organized into

four categories: (1) play situation, (2) imitation,

(3) spatial arrangement, and (4) picture-object matching.

These tests were used to make comparisons between dis-

advantaged and middle-class children. Zimiles and Asch

attempted to develop a matrix test to measure cognitive

skills associated with inferential reasoning. They found

the test a useful tool for obtaining data relevant to the

g
early development of disadvantaged children.

^Margery Franklin and Judith Cobbs, "An Experimental

Approach to Studying Non-Verbal Representation in Young

Children" (Urbana, 111.: ERIC Clearinghouse, 1967)..

8Herbert Zimiles and Harvey Asch, "Development of

the Matrix Test" (Urbana, 111. : ERIC Clearinghouse, 1967) .
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A majority of studies on Head Start reported an

immediate impact; data from most recent studies of full-year

programs indicated that performance tested immediately after

involvement in Head Start programs reached the national

averages on tests of general ability and learning readiness.

Alexander and Faust found this to be true while using the

Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test. They found that there

was some indication that the final level of achievement

was a function of the length of time in the programs.

However, this acceleration in rate of intellectual de-

9
velopment was not sustained when entering regular school.

Chorost et al . , found evidence to support this hypothesis

after testing former Headstarters at the end of kindergarten

and first grade.
10 Grotberg concluded that regardless

of finding on IQ gains, children who participated in Head

Start were often likely to enter school with a greater cogni-

tivie and social readiness for learning. 11
In full-year Head

°Theron Alexander, "The Language of Children in the

'Inner City'" (Urbana, 111.: ERIC Clearinghouse, 1968); and

Margaret Faust, "Five Pilot Studies: Concern with Social-

Emotional Variables Affecting Behavior Children in Head

Start" (Urbana, 111.: ERIC Clearinghouse, 1968).

10Sherwood B. Chorost, Kenneth Goldstein, and Richard

m g Ye rs te in ,
"An Evaluation of the Effects of a Summer

Head Start Program," Childhood Research Information Bulletin ,

Wakoff Research Center, OEO-516 (Washington, D.C.: U.S.

Government Printing Office, 1969)

.

i;LEdith Grotberg, Review of Research: 1965 to 1969 ,

0E0 Pamphlet 1508-13 (Washington, D.C., U.S. Government

Printing Office, 1969) .
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Start programs, this readiness may reach or exceed the na-

tional average oh general test measures.

The American Institute of Research, under a contract

with USOE and in consultation with the National Advisory

Council on Education of Disadvantaged Children, identified

1 2twenty-one programs for study. These programs were

chosen on the basis of their having produced significant

cognitive achievement gains on the part of pupils enrolled

in them.

Significant gains were made by pupils who partici-

pated in the twenty-one programs. It must be kept in mind

that these projects were carefully selected to reflect

successful programs. It must also be remembered that the

researchers termed those projects successful which em-

phasized cognitive gains. The National Advisory Council on

the Education of Disadvantaged Children raised an important

and relevant question concerning the result of this study:

Should programs for the education of disadvantaged
children focus only on cognitive gains? Will an

enhanced ability in reading and numbers suffice to

enable the children of the poor to break the cycle

of disadvantaged conditions in which they are caught

up?-*-^

12A Review and a Forward Look (Washington, D.C.:

National Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Chil-

dren, 1969) .

^Title I, ESEA, A Review and a Forward Look (Washing-

ton, d . C .

:

National Council on the Education of Disadvantaged

Children, 1969 )

.
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Improved cognitive ability is crucial and perhaps

—

given the continuing limitation on resources—deserves the

highest priority among all those needs which the council

and others have identified as pertaining to disadvantaged

children. The goal of cognitive achievement (which seems

clearly discrete because it is easily comprehensive)

probably will not itself be reached if other needs are com-

pletely ignored.

In summary, disadvantaged children were performing

below middle-class children in the cognitive, intellectual,

and achievement domains. However, there was a question

concerning the use of measurement instruments which sug-
V-

gests that a careful analysis of test items and the use of

various tests should be conducted. The need for the con- e-

struction -of new tests more sensitive to the disadvantaged

population is clearly reflected in numerous studies. Dis- d

advantaged preschool children seem to be able to develop

cognitive skills more rapidly after participating in Head

Start and Title I. The point of intervention is still

unknown

.

Methodology

Recently there has been an increasing need on the

part of educational planners and policy makers for accurate

information concerning problems, alternative strategies, and

experiences of past and present major program efforts. The

opportunity to review and analyze a written account of the

strategies, problems, and decisions experienced by the
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Follow Through Program could more than likely lead to more

efficient planning and decision making on the part of educa-

tion program planners at all levels of the educational hier-

archy. A coherent written account of the history of this

program does not exist. The present study is prompted by

the need to record in a sequential and coherent fashion the

history of a federally funded educational research program.

Telephone interviews were arranged with various

individuals and taped with a portable tape recorder. The

use of tapes augmented the data collection and served as a

primary source. This procedure afforded the opportunity to

ask questions pertaining to various documents, letters,

and memoranda and to obtain clearer explanations of them.

In some cases, the persons interviewed were able to suggest

someone else who was involved in the formulation of the

program, directly or indirectly, or to give the researcher

other sources of information for the data collection. The

majority of the persons interviewed worked for agencies and

institutions in various cities throughout the United States.

The interviews were arranged so that they would coincide

with a planned trip the researcher was making to a particular

state or city.

An extensive review of the literature was made on

early childhood education and on programs for young, dis-

advantaged children with particular reference to Head Start,

Follow Through, and Title I studies. Basic references were

used to identify studies, reports, textbooks, and articles.
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The facilities of the Library of Congress, USOE,

NIE, and 0E0 provided the major sources of information

necessary for researching this study.

Personal Interviews Conducted

Personal interviews were conducted with:

1. Members of the National Advisory Council on the

Education of Disadvantaged Children.

2. Staff members of the USOE, Division of Compensa-

tory Education.

3. Dr. Alexander J. Plante, former Acting Director

of the Follow Through Program.

4. Dr. Robert Egbert, former Director of the Follow

Through Program.

5. Mrs. Rosemary Wilson, Director of the Follow

Through Program.

6. Dr. Richard Fairley, Director of DCE

.

7. Members of the Follow Through National Advisory

Council who drafted the initial program guidelines.

8. Mr. John Hughes, former Director of DCE.

9. State and local Title I coordinators who worked

with the initial start of the Follow Through Program.

10. Parents and members of the PACs who partici-

pated in the early developmental stages for the Follow Through

Program.

11. Former staff members in OEO who worked in a

liaison capacity with the Follow Through Program in 1967-68.
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12. SEA personnel who worked in formulating the

guidelines for selection of Follow Through communities.

13. Former project officers who worked in the

Follow Through Program during the early stages of the pro-

gram.

14. Staff members from SEAs who rendered technical

assistance to the initial forty pilot projects.

15. Follow Through directors of local projects

that have worked with the program since its inception in

1967.

16. Local community action agency personnel who

were involved when the Follow Through Program was formulated

in 1967-68 and 1968-69.

17. Sponsors who worked with the program since its

inception in 1967.



CHAPTER II

EDUCATION FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

The past decade has seen the rise of programs

seeking to make significant improvements in the lives of

the poor. Some researchers have reported, during this

period, that compensatory education programs have failed.

For example. Head Start was mentioned by Jensen as an in-

effective compensatory education program, and he stated

that educators should seek to find new strategies in an

effort to improve the quality of life for the young, dis-

advantaged-child.''" Jencks urged that an attempt be made

to move away from the schools to other scenes, particularly

to programs involving the total family. He suggested that

the program sponsors should look to other places within

the neighborhood which might be more closely related to the

2family as a unit.

There were a number of researchers, on the other

hand, who felt that educators were too hasty in writing off

"'"Arthur R. Jensen, "How Much Can We Boost I.Q. and

Scholastic Achievement?" Harvard Educational Review 39

(1968): 1-123.

^Christopher Jencks ,
"Some Natural Experiments in

Compensatory Education," paper presented at SRCD meeting,

April 15, 1969. (Mimeographed.)

17
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compensatory education programs, particularly in turning

away from efforts to understand the effects of intervening

at an early age. Hunt supported the argument that some

compensatory education programs were at least a fair

success , and that sufficient data had not yet been received

in order to justify the assumption that more recent com-

pensatory education programs were ineffective. 3 Kagan

also made a strong plea for more time to adequately assess

4remedial programs. To further illustrate how little is

known about details of program effectiveness for the dis-

advantaged, young child, McDill, McDill, and Sprehe wrote:

Compensatory educational programs have been put in a
position never demanded of educators before. No
public school system has ever before been abolished
because it could not teach children to read and write.
Yet compensatory programs, aimed at the very children
who are going to be losers in the regular school pro-
gram, are in just this situation. The programs are
being asked to succeed in a shorter time than that
which the regular school systems have had. Perhaps
this is healthy. Insisting on nothing less than suc-
cess as a condition of survival is indeed a great
motivator for achieving success. But outright con-

demnation of all compensatory programs should be tem-

pered by a realization of the magnitude of the task

with which they are confronted and the short time they

have been coping with the task. D

3James McV. Hunt, "Comments on Jensen," Harvard Edu-

cational Review 39 (February 1969): 20-34.

4
Jerome Kagan, "Comments on Jensen," Harvard Educa

tional Review 39 (February 1969): 20-34.

5Edward L. McDill, Mary S. McDill, and J. Timothy

Sprehe, "An Analysis of Evaluations of Selected Compensatory

Educational Programs," paper presented at Ev
f;!;U

atloa

Social Action Programs Conference, May 2-3, 1969. (

graphed.)
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Bloom, at the conclusion of an extensive longi-

tudinal study , found that 50 percent of all growth in human

intelligence takes place between birth and age four. 6

Another 30 percent occurs between the ages of four and eight;

and the remaining 20 percent takes place between the ages

of eight and seventeen, at which point the development

of intelligence is complete. He also concluded from the

longitudinal studies that results in general achievement,

reading comprehension, and vocabulary development show

that 33 percent of the general achievement pattern that

will be attained by age eighteen has developed by age six

when the child enters school, 50 percent by age nine, and

75 percent by the time the child is about age thirteen and

in grade seven.
6

Miller noted that various groups of four-year-old

children from disadvantaged environments gained 15 to 20

points on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test over a one-

year intervention period. He further reported that this

was consistent with other findings and appeared to be about

the highest level which is generally obtained. The real

goal is to maintain these gains over a period of time so that

7

the usual picture of progressive decline does not emerge.

6
Benjamin S. Bloom, Stability and Change in Human

Characteristics (New York: Wiley, 1964) , pp. 12-20.

James 0. Miller,
in Disadvantaged Families
111.: ERIC Clearinghouse,

"Diffusion of Intervention Effects
" ERIC Occasional Paper (Urbana,

1969) .
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Deutsch reported on a five-year intervention study

involving young, disadvantaged children at the Institute

for Developmental Studies in New York. The major effort

was directed toward its enrichment program which was de-

signed to provide a group of inner-city children from pre-

kindergarten through third grade with a curriculum aimed at

preventing and/or alleviating some of the detrimental ele-

ments within the areas of curriculum development, training

of teaching and supervisory personnel, demonstration,

evaluation, and research. The study's findings clearly

demonstrate that continuous and carefully planned inter-

vention procedures can have a substantially positive

influence on the performance of young, disadvantaged chil-

dren. This study was expanded later to include a large

enough sample of children whereby comparisons in future

analysis should demonstrate the effects of intervention even

more clearly.
8

Despite the successful programs mentioned herein,

there were many who criticized programs for the disadvantaged.

Among those was Cohen who pointed out that although school

systems have made organizational changes, little has happened

in the way of innovations or restructuring in the basic

teaching process . Another way of stating this criticism is

that compensatory education programs have concentrated

heavily upon the deficiencies of children, and have neglected

to give serious attention to the deficiencies of schools.

8Martin Deutsch, Five-Year Intervention Study (New

York: Institute for Development Studies, 1968).
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Cohen summarizes his position by stating:

So much has been made of the deprivations children are
supposed to have inflicted upon the schools that
hardly any serious thought has been given to the in-
stitutional deficiencies of schools which regularly are
inflicted upon children.

9

Coleman found that the quality of education for the

disadvantaged child was closely related to teacher character-

istics which showed a close relation to student performance.

These teacher characteristics are social class origin,

verbal ability, and background or quality of education.

Teacher characteristics were most frequently mentioned as

having the greatest impact in determining the kinds of

learning young children acquire and, indeed, the types of

social behaviors the children develop.’*'

9

Educators generally

agree that while teachers are somewhat limited by their own

biases in assessing children, their capacity to be resource-

ful, flexible, and supportive is important to the young

child's development. This position was strongly supported

by Bruner, who emphasized that the teacher is also an im-

mediately personal symbol of the educational process, one

with whom students can easily identify and compare them-

selves .

11

9 David K. Cohen, "Compensation and Integration,

Harvard Educational Review 38 (March 1968): 67.

James S. Coleman et al . ,

Opportunity (Washington, D.C.: U.S
Equality of Educational
“ Government Printing

Office, 1966).

11
Jerome S. Bruner,

York: Random House, 1960) ,

The Process of Education

p.
90“

"
(New



In a testimony in Washington, D.C., on April 20,

1970, before the Senate Select Committee on Equal Educa-

tional Opportunity, Kenneth B. Clark reemphasized his

position that poor academic attainment of the young, dis-

advantaged child is due largely to the inferior quality of

12
schools in low income areas. There was strong evidence

to support Clark's charges, notably the Commission on Civil

Rights' findings in its publication Racial Isolation in the

13 . .

Public Schools . In most instances within its examination

of three compensatory education programs, the data did not

show significant gains in achievement.

Bereiter and Englemann (who are widely known both

for their concern for very young children and more recently

for the educational needs of disadvantaged children) have

observed that Clark's charges may be legitimate; but at

the same time they claimed he overlooked the fact that dis-

advantaged children are already well below average in aca-

14
demic abilities at the time they enter school. If this

is the case, then schools for the disadvantaged must provide

a higher quality of education at a faster-than-normal rate

12Kenneth B. Clark, testimony before the United

States Senate Select Committee on Equal Educational Oppor-

tunity, Washington, D.C., 91st Cong., 2d Sess., April 20,

1970.

13 Racial Isolation in Public Schools ,
a report of^

the u.S. Commission on Civil Rights (Washington, D.C.: U.S

Government Printing Office, 1967.

14
Carl Bereiter and Siegfried Engelmann, AnAca-
-

• ted Preschool for Culturally Deprrved Chil
demical ly Orien
dren (Urbana, 111.: University o

PP. 68-72. (Mimeographed.)
f Illinois Press, 1965) ,
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so that children may catch up. In order for schools to

deal realistically with the educational problems of the

disadvantaged child, there seem to be two alternatives:

(1) either to accelerate learning, as Bereiter and Engleman

have suggested, or (2) to bring children into the learning

process at an earlier age, while at the same time improving

the quality of the schools that disadvantaged children at-

tend .

In view of the increasing emphasis on early child-

hood education programs (e.g.. Head Start, Follow Through,

and Title I) , DHEW has created and organized the OCD, de-

signed specifically to coordinate all early childhood educa-

tion programs

.

Fantini suggested that compensatory education is a

mere prescription that deals with symptoms, with graduated

doses that have been ineffective, consisting of increased

trips, increased remedial reading, etc. , without effecting

real differences of any nature.^ At present, compensatory

education seems essentially augmenting and strengthening

existing programs rather than reexamining the total school

situation

.

In a highly controversial article on his genetic

hypothesis , Jensen recently suggested that compensatory

education programs, by and large, have failed to achieve

15
Mario D Fantini and Gerald Weinstein, The P is

ivantaqedT Challenge to Education (New York:. Harper S Row,

368 ) , p. 112 .



their expected goals. As a result of Jensen's studies,

there has been a renewed search for positive findings which

would refute that part of this widely publicized study in

which he presented a description of blacks as genetically

inferior

.

Circirelli et al., had as their focus in the

Wes tinghouse-Ohio study the cognitive and affective develop-

ment of Head Start enrollees. They attempted to get immedi-

ate information for the purpose of justifying Head Start's

existence. The results were disappointing in that they did

17not elicit favorable findings as expected. Smith and

Bissell stated that the Westinghouse-Ohio study supported

Arthur Jensen's argument that the disadvantaged, with par-

ticular reference to blacks, were genetically inferior in

1

8

the development of cognitive skills.

In summary, the evidence indicated that there was

a source of confusion as to the future direction of compensa-

tory education programs with particular reference to young

children. It was clear that adding personnel, increasing

special services ,
and obtaining more equipment will not alone

constitute successful compensatory education programs. ±he

best strategy has by no means been found. There still has

^Jensen, "How Much Can We Boost I.Q. and Scholastic

Achievement?

"

17
Cicirelli et al., The Impact of Head Start .

^Marshall S. Smith and Joan S. Bissell, "The Impact

of Head Start: The Westinghouse-Ohio Head Start Evalua

tion," Harvard Educational Review 40 (January 1970): 51 1UJ.
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not been sufficient time for assessing massive social

experimental programs which have been developed (e.g.,

Project Head Start, Title I, and Project Follow Through)

in order to determine their success or failure.

Prior to the enactment of ESA of 1965, and the EOA

of 1964, evaluation consisted almost exclusively of small

programs concerned with such matters as curriculum develop-

ment or teacher training. However, studies since 1964 have

been confronted with programs of an exploratory nature in-

volving massive social experimentation in order to explore

ways of intervening in early developmental learning proces-

ses. It is the opinion of this researcher that among the

emerging programs, there seems to be an indication that

some will be evaluated in terms of positive, easily identifi-

able changes. New discoveries serve to redirect efforts

along long alternative routes. As new programs emerge,

hopefully new ideas will be generated to focus attention in

new directions.

Educational Problems of Disadvantaged Children

This researcher feels that social, emotional, and

psychological behavior of children is closely associated

with cognitive, intellectual, and achievement behavior of

children. There is general agreement about child develop-

ment—that children's learning is enhanced when they have

a positive self-image, relate well to others, and are happy.

There are some studies in which attempts were made to test

this assumption. For example, Beller studies emotional



dependency of young, disadvantaged children with adult

figures, a highly important relationship in the learning

process. There was a comparison made between lower-class

children and middle-class children. He found that in con-

trast to middle-class, children, there is very little con-

sistency in lower-class children's manifestation of emo-

tional dependency. This study concluded that children who

have a dependency conflict score lower on the Stanford-

Binet Intelligence Test than children who do not have a

19
dependency conflict.

In one of the most comprehensive evaluations ever

done on Title I programs, Jordan reported that in order to

enhance the child's self-image, there must be a high level

of student involvement in the learning process. He stated

that:

It has been found that learning on the part of the

disadvantaged can be greatly facilitated if they do

not have to remain recipients of information, but in

fact can become involved in doing things.

For this reason Jordan was interested in ascertaining whether

or not projects employed means of involving youngsters and

making them more active participants in the learning process

through games, dramatics, role playing, and the use of peers

as teachers.

19Kuno Beller , "Study I: Use of Multiple Criteria

to Evaluate Effects of Early Education Intervention on

Subsequent School Performance" (Urbana, 111.: ERIC Clear

inghouse , 1968).

20 Daniel C. Jordan, Compensatory Education in Massa

chusetts: An Evaluation with Recommendations (Amherst,

Mass.: University of Massachusetts, 1970).
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He found that the systematic approach to the develop-

ment of children's self-image is not encouraging in the

data collected throughout the state of Massachusetts. Role

playing, utilizing students as teachers of their peers, and

the use of multimedia presentations were found in less than

15 percent of the projects. Only 16 percent of the projects

used dramatics of some kind as a means of enhancing learning

in various aspects of the program. More encouraging, how-

ever, was the use of various games, where approximately

50 percent of the projects utilized this technique in the

21
development of the learning process.

Schwartz, in a study of the effects of peer relation-

ships and interactions tested whether or not nursery-school

children placed in a friendly situation would score higher

than children who had no close peers. He found that chil-

dren in the friendly situation played longer with toys,

played more quickly with new toys, and adjusted to play situa-

tions more easily than children without friendly peers. He

concluded that this feeling of security enhances comfort

rating, mobility, verbalization, and strength of preference

for novel toys. Its value was obvious for contributing to

22
desirable conditions for learning.

In a two-year demonstration project, Nimnicht et al.,

had as their major focus the development of a positive

21
Ibid.

22
J. Conrad Schwartz, "Presence of an Attached Peer

and Security in a Novel Environment" (Urbana, 111..

Clearinghouse, 1968).
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self-image in disadvantaged, young children by designing an

organized autotelic responsive environment. (An autotelic

activity was defined as an activity done for its own sake

rather than for obtaining reward or avoiding punishment,

both of which have no inherent connection with the actitity

itself.) The objectives of this approach were: (1) it was

self-pacing, (2) it permitted the learner to explore freely,

(3) it informed the learner immediately about the conse-

quences of his actions, (4) it permitted the learner to make

full use of his capacity for discovering relations of various

kinds, and (5) its structure was such that the learner was

likely to make a series of interconnected discoveries about

the physical, cultural, and social world. The study's find-

ings indicated that the children who remained in the program

for two years performed more like middle-class children on

achievement tests. They also scored significantly higher

on the Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test than comparable

23
children who had not been in the program.

highly relevant to the extent to which disadvantaged children

are motivated to learn. Teacher behaviors and attitudes are

considered to be significant factors in determining to what

extent a child is able to make the learning process a self-

rewarding one, and the relationship between the child's learn

ing process and internal and external support for such learn-

ing. The USOE reported as follows:

23
Glen Nimnicht et al., "Research on the New Nursery School:

Interim Report" (Palo Alto, Calif.: Far West Laboratory, 196 ).

The researcher believes that teacher traits are
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Project Sears, a report on the impact of compensatory
education on some poverty districts in California,
discovered that the poor attitudes and prejudices dis-
played by some teachers toward their students hampered
student achievement. The teachers did not understand
the problems facing their students, and the lack of com-
munication resulted in part, in the failure of the
schools to influence the pupils. 24

In summary, disadvantaged children have a great deal

of dependency conflict. For example, they were found to

have had difficulty in accepting dependency needs and in

permitting themselves to turn to a protective environment

for support. Children who regarded peers as friends were

able to play and adjust more freely in new environments with

greater interest and curiosity. The feeling that one's

successes were determined by the level of his active par-

ticipation in the learning process and teacher attitudes

was evident. Thus, as children develop more confidence in

themselves and positive self-images, they are able to relate

better to others and perform better in learning situations.

The Need for Follow Through

Both Head Start and Follow Through have set as one

of their major objectives the involvement of parents in the

learning process of children. This commitment was the first

declared in federal legislation dealing with educational

matters

.

It is the opinion of the researcher that the need

for involvement by parents and family members of the

24Title I: Year II (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government

Printing Office, 1968) , p. 43.
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disadvantaged child is necessary since progress in school

is directly related to the child's connections with the

immediate community in which he spends a greater portion of

his time. There was very limited research available as

to the best ways in which programs can actively be imple-

mented to promote more effective participation of parents

as advisors, policy makers, and employers in educational

programs. One of the few who supported this concept was

former Secretary of HEW, Wilber J. Cohen, who wrote:

The time has come to break down those walls of separa-
tion. Public agencies have a responsibility to open
up the opportunities for participation particularly
for poor people and members of minority groups. The
need is all the more urgent in today's complex world.
In huge organizations, impersonality and fragmented
and specialized services seem to threaten the indi-
vidual's sense of significance and self-esteem . 25

The problem of communication between school and

home is a persistent one for disadvantaged parents. Stern

conducted a study to determine (1) whether providing parents

with materials and techniques would help them become more

effective teachers of their own children and (2) whether

parents who saw themselves as fulfilling a meaningful role

in promoting the learning of their children would also

demonstrate a marked decrease in feelings of powerlessness

26
and alienation in relation to the larger community.

25Wilbur J. Cohen, Report for OEO by Panel Chairman,

No. 923454 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing

Office
, 1964) .

26
Carolyn Stern, Comparative Effectivene ss of Echoic

and Modeling Procedures in Language instruction

turally Disadvantaged Children (Berkeley, Calif.: Universi y

oF California, 196 7"!
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There have been a number of studies and reports

recommending citizen participation. While some states ques-

tioned the authority of the USOE to require citizen involve-

ment, major studies and reports cite the desperate need

for this type of participation. Two such studies and re-

ports are the Report of the National Advisory Commission on

Civil Disorders .(known as the Kerner Report) and the Report

of President Nixon's Task Force on Education (known as the

27
Pifer Report)

.

The Kerner Report recommended an expansion of

community participation. It states that "expansion of op-

portunities for community and parental participation in the

school system is essential to the successful functioning of

2 8
the inner-city school."

The Pifer Report recommended that the administration

hold private meetings with minority group leaders to dis-

cuss the problems of urban education, with an emphasis placed

on listening. Community control of schools was recognized

as an issue on which a position might ultimately have to be

taken. The Pifer Report also recommended that the new ad-

ministration give serious consideration to a new Urban

27Report of the Nat ional Advisory Commission on

Civil Disorders (WasKIHgtBn, D.ciTHT^: Government^Printing

Office, 1968; and Report of the President s Task Force o_
Education (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Governmen nn
Office, 1969).

2

8

Report of the National Advisory Commission .on

Civil Disorders ,
1968.
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Education Act. It further recommended that cities show

evidence of the involvement of community opinion in the

preparation of proposals, and that cities would have to

assure the administration that only the most disadvantaged
29areas would be funded.

Official comments in support of community participa-

tion have come forth from administrations, past and present.

Like the major studies and reports, these official comments

remain words in the wilderness. In the previous adminis-

tration, both Wilbur J. Cohen, Secretary of HEW; and Harold

Howe II, Commissioner of Education, supported the idea of

community participation. Cohen released the following

statement to the press:

Parents should be members of advisory committees and
boards that establish policy on health, education,
and welfare programs affecting their children. There
should be a strong representation of disadvantaged
people on such committees and boards. This principle
applies to programs at neighborhood, city, county,
state, regional and national levels. 30

Harold Howe II, issued the following statement

entitled "Participation and Partnership":

We must listen to the people we are trying to serve
and enlist their support not just as spectators but
as active participants in the decision-making process.

I believe the future health of our public schools is

probably more deeply tied up with this issue than with

any other. More Federal, State, and local money will

not solve the problems of the schools unless we are

skillful enough to give the people served by the

^Report of the President's Task Force on Education,

1969 .

30
Cohen ,

Report for OEO by Panel Chairman, No.

923454
, 1964 .
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schools an appropriate partnership in devising solu-
tions to these problems. 31

One of the strongest official statements on the

subject of community participation was made by James E.

Allen, Jr., formerly Assistant Secretary of HEW and U.S.

Commissioner of Education. He asserted that:

In seeking to achieve a genuine and viable partner-
ship with the community a most important step is
that of erasing any suggestion of we, the observers
and planners, and they, the observed and unrepresented.
Mere token participation will not suffice.

Creative planning for urban education must include
representatives of political, social, and economic
groups— and most importantly--the residents of the
inner-city to be served.

Our hope is to find ways for all groups within
society to become active participants in the educa-
tional process. We must encourage, at all levels,
closer working relationships among the educational
community and business, political, and social forces.

Let me underscore the need for, 1 and the urgency
with which, this Office must prepare for a true
partnership with local community participants. These
participants must be given their full right to exercise
their options. This has not been the case for too
long in too many places.

For example, in too many States, ESEA, Title I

funds for the disadvantaged have not filtered through
the system to the intended beneficiaries and poor
Blacks have asked, "What has that money done for us?"

Now they are asking, "How do we gain control of what is

rightfully ours?" It is our job to make sure they do

share control of these funds. Overly centralized sys-

tems of educational control can no longer respond ade-

quately to the diverse needs of local residents. Federal

and State legislation must find ways to establish

decision-making on a true partnership with the residents

of the communities which are the targets of our assis-

tance .
32

31Harold Howe II, press release, Washington, D.C.,

November 18, 1968.

3

2

Jame s E. Allen, Jr., address presented at Annual

Medalist Dinner of the New York Academy of Public Education,

New York, N.Y., May 20, 1969.
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In summary , children of poverty often live in

environments which are more likely than not conducive to

physical, social, and psychological stress which can effect,

in a negative way their growth and development. Many of

these children possess underdeveloped language and con-

ceptual ability, stifled curiosity, low levels of aspira-

tion, and impaired self-esteem. As a result, they often

enter school unable to fully utilize or take advantage of

the learning opportunities that the school provides.

Head Start and similar early childhood programs

had begun to develop the means to deal with these problems.

However, information gained from the Head Start experience

indicated that it is often not sufficient to completely

ameliorate the cumulative effects of deprivation suffered

by these children during their early years. As the child

matriculated through school, kindergarten tests results

indicated that gains accrued from the Head Start experience

would be lost- if continued special effort was not made to

augment and build upon the child's competencies. This

situation warranted the extension of a concentrated effort

through a program designed to "Follow Through" beyond Head

Start. It was envisioned that as these children moved into

the early elementary grades, this program would capitalize

upon the gains which they had made in preschool programs.

In 1967 the Follow Through program was established

as a unique opportunity to develop and strengthen programs

of early childhood education for all children by placing
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special emphasis on children who had participated in Hoad

Start or similar preschool programs. The program was con-

ceived originally as a service program that would be opera-

tional and eventually installed in school systems throughout

the United States, Guam, Samoa, Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and

the District of Columbia.

It was anticipated that funding for fiscal year

1968 would be at the $120-million level that the president

had requested. This, however, did not occur. The budget

authorized by Congress was only one-eighth that amount

and, since the program was funded in the 0E0 budget and

administered in another agency, it became low on the list

of priorities. Thus, the decision was made to change

Follow Through from a service program to a program designed

to determine "what works." Since no one had firm data on

the best way to educate the young, disadvantaged child in

early childhood education programs, the emphasis was shifted

to systematically introduce a variety of well-defined pro-

grams into the kindergarten-through-third-grade sequence and

systematically evaluate the effects of such variation.

This method was defined as Planned Variation. It was predi-

cated on the assumption that children who attend preschool

programs such as Head Start acquire important advantages

and that these advantages can be maintained in the public

school with the appropriate enrichment of public education.

Although the meaning of appropriate enrichment was not

clearly known, it was assumed to include innovations in
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curriculum, reorganization of school systems, an increase

in parental involvement in the educational process, and

nutritional services to children.

A communication gap exists between the school,

parents, and community residents. A genuine willingness on

the part of educational institutions is essential if mean-

ingful participation is to occur. This means that if pro-

grams for disadvantaged children are going to be successful,

they must be part of an alliance between parents and edu-

cators. Indications are evident that parents want to be

involved in the educational programs for their children.

They must, if the school is to succeed in its efforts to

extend compensatory education programs.

The Follow Through Program emphasizes active, mean-

ingful parental involvement. This component was considered

to be very important because of the belief that parents have

an in-depth and long-term knowledge of their children, their

strengths, weaknesses, needs, and problems. It was felt

that the exchange of such information with trained profes-

sionals within the framework provided by an ongoing program

of parent involvement would help educators in planning and

implementing more effective educational programs.



CHAPTER III

A PLAN FOR ACTION

Children of poverty live under physical, social,

and psychological hazards which jeopardize their growth

and development. As a consequence, they often enter school

incapable of fully utilizing learning opportunities that

the school provides. Early deprivation is often accom-

panied by such effects as underdeveloped language and con-

ceptual ability, which can inhibit the full development of

these children.

Emphasis during the 'past decade has been on the

improvement of education for young children. During this

period, early childhood education became a national priority

which required extensive comprehensive programming.

Research indicated that early intervention was essential.

Cawley et al . , and Gray and Klaus were among many researchers

in recent years who presented supportive evidence to this

fact. 1

1
John F. Cawley et al.. An Appraisal of Head Start

Participants and Non-Participants: Expanded Considerations
on Hearing Disabilities among Disadvantaged Childre~n ( Urbana

,

IlT.: ERIC Clearinghouse, 1968); Susan Gray and Rupert Klaus,
The Early Training Project: A Seventh-Year Report (Nash-
ville: George Peabody College for Teachers, 1969); and Merle
B. Karnes et al . , A Longitudinal Study of Disadvantaged

37
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The Head Start Start Program, launched in the sum-

mer of 1965, focused national attention on the importance

of the early years of life for child development—most

particularly for poor children. The need for a follow-up,

early elementary program soon became clear as Head Start

evaluation reports suggested that if there were preschool

gains, these gains tended to dissipate if not reinforced

in the primary grades. Sargent Shriver, in addressing the

opening session of the Annual Meeting of the Great Cities

Research Council in Milwaukee on November 18, 1966, pointed

to studies which indicated the Head Start gains were being

nullified and stated that "the readiness and receptivity

they had gained in Head Start had been crushed by the broken

promise of first grade."
2 President Johnson first proposed

the Follow Through Program in his State of the Union Message

on January 10, 1967. He requested $120 million under the

EOA in fiscal year 1968 to operate Head Start-Follow Through

Programs for up to 200,000 children. In his February 8,

1967, message on children and youth, the president voiced a

Head Start occupies only a part of a child's day and

ends all too soon. He often returns home to condi

tions which breed despair. If these forces are no

Children Who Participated i n Three D i fferent Pre School

grams (Urbana, 111.: University of Illinois, 1969).

concern

:

2

Cities Re

3Johnson ,
State of Union Message, January 10, 1967
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to engulf the child and wipe out the benefits of Head
Start, more is required. 4

Follow Through was intended to be the "more" referred to

in this message. Designed to answer the "what next?"

question, it was to be launched as a pilot venture in the

fall of 1967.

Although Follow Through was to be authorized under

the EOA, the administration decided that the program would

be administered under a Delegation of Authority from the

0E0 to HEW. The specific unit within HEW directed to ad-

minister the program was DCE of the USOE. In anticipation

of legislative authorization by the Congress, 0E0 was pre-

pared to transfer to the USOE sufficient monies to finance

the pilot phase of Follow Through--$300 ,000 in fiscal year

1967 and $2.5 million in fiscal year 1968 funds.

Approximately thirty school districts were to serve

as pilot Follow Through centers in school year 1967-68. Re-

sults of the pilot phase were expected to have an effect on

the large-scale Follow1 Through venture planned for school

year 1968-69.

Establishment of the National Follow Through

Advisory Committee

On April 17, 1967, John Hughes, Director of Com-

pensatory Education, designated Dr. Alexander Plante as

Acting Director of the Follow Through Program.
5 He was to

4 Lyndon Baines Johnson, address on children and

youth, Washington, D.C., February 8, 1967.

5
John Hughes, memorandum, April 7, 1967.
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set in motion the activities of the pilot phase. With the

assistance of staff from OEO and USOE, names were sub-

mitted to him for possible candidates to serve on an ad-

visory committee to assist in the formulation of the Follow

Through Program. These recommendations were screened and

the committee members selected. (See appendix B for a list

of committee members.)

The advisory committee consisted of individuals

from early childhood education, the social sciences, and

school administration. It was convened in Washington, D.C.,

on February 22-25, 1967 and again on April 1-2 of that

year to make recommendations on program content. The com-

mittee ' divided itself into seven task forces and appointed

a chairperson for each one. The program concerns of the

individual task forces and their respective chairpersons

were as follows: Dr. Harold Abel, University of Oregon,

Eugene, Oregon—Personnel and Staff Development; Dr. Milton

Akers, National Association for the Education of Young Chil-

dren, Washington, D.C.— Guidance, Psychology Services; Mrs.

Catherine Brunner, Baltimore City Public Schools, Baltimore,

Maryland— Instruction; Dr. Robert Egbert, Brigham Young

University, Provo, Utah—Research & Evaluation; Mrs. Ruth

Love Holloway, California State Department of Education,

Sacramento, California—State Assistance; Dr. Gertrude

Hunter, Senior Pediatrician, Project Head Start, OEO,

Washington, D.C.— and Health Services; Jean Mueller, Uni-

versity of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin—Family & Community

Services.
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The National Follow Through Advisory Committee

viewed the Follow Through Program as a unique challenge to

develop and strengthen programs of early childhood educa-

tion for all children while placing special emphasis on

poor children who had participated in preschool programs.

Each task force was charged with the responsibility of

developing programmatic statements on the various aspects

of Follow Through. The statements that follow represent the

preliminary thinking and recommendations of the task force

chairpersons and members of the program:

1. The program must have an instructional design

which defines its approaches to cognitive, affective, and

total personality development, and gives evidence of imple-

mentation and continuous and comprehensive planning.

2. Personnel must be utilized in a manner consis-

tent with a differentiated approach to teaching children.

If the needs of the children in Follow Through are to be

met, the children must have close and continuous relation-

ships with an adult in situations which allow for individual

attention to their needs. No more than fifteen to eighteen

children must be the responsibility of one professional per-

son in a teacher-leader role assisted by at least one auxil-

iary instructional aide. Programs should use such auxiliary

personnel as instructional aides, family and community assis

tants and workers, school nurses, and physicians. (This

recommendation did not imply that every program use p

nel in the same way.) To insure quality, the professional
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person in the teacher- leader role must be responsible for

orchestrating the auxiliary and ancillary personnel in

terms of the learning situation.

3. Provision must be made for comprehensive mental

and physical health, psychological, guidance, social, and

nutritional services including diagnostic, preventive,

curative, and rehabilitative aspects. The services must be

completely integrated with classroom activity as well as

available for appropriate referral.

4. Maximum utilization must be made of school and

neighborhood resources, including welfare, recreational,

social, and cultural resources to meet the individual needs

of children over a varied schedule. This could mean an ex-

tended school day or an extended year program.

5. Meaningful parent involvement and participation

in the Follow Through Program must be initiated and sus-

tained. Social and educational resources to strengthen

family life and maximize opportunities for parents as well

as children must be provided.

6. Provision must be made for orientation and con-

tinuing staff development as an integral part of the regular

work assignment for all staff members.

7. Coordination and effective integration of all

ancillary and instructional activities must be the responsi-

bility of a designated administrator in each school. The

program should be completely integrated into the entire

school program.
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8. Children must be grouped for the fullest

possible social, racial, and economic integration. Rather

than isolated Follow Through classes, all children of ap-

propriate ages within the school should be included in the

program.

9. Continuity must be maintained with preschool

programs including transmission of records and continuing

opportunities for preschool and Follow Through staff to ex-

change information and experiences.

10.

Provision must be made for program evaluation

as an integral part of the total project to provide internal

feedback for improvement.

The National Follow Through Advisory Committee

recommended that each Follow Through project must provide

in its design for substantial parent and community involve-

ment, and for balanced and full development of those elements

which it believed to be essential to a comprehensive program.

The committee recommended that Follow Through projects

serve not only the educational needs of poor children, but

their physical, social, and psychological needs as well.

A full range of comprehensive services must be provided by

the project to low-income children. The aims of these ser-

vices should be:

1. Ameliorate existing conditions relating to

children, staff, or parents which may hinder the education

and development of the child.
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2. Provide for a comprehensive system of detec-

tion, referral, treatment, and follow-up so that any

deficiency once identified will be remedied. Time lags

between referral and treatment must be reduced to a mini-

mum.

3. Prevent the development of conditions or

problems that would adversely affect a child's full develop-

ment .

4. Most basically, to permit home and school in •

every way possible to promote the optimum mental, physical,

and social development of each child.

The committee recommended that every Follow Through

program contain the following components:

1. Personnel and staff development

2. Guidance and psychological services

3. Instruction

4 . Evaluation and research

5. Health and nutritional services

Community Selection

On April 18, 1967, a letter was mailed to SEAs ,
CAAs

,

SOEOs , and state commissioners of education requesting recom-

mendations for possible pilot centers in their states.

Invitations were sent concurrently, inviting them to attend

one of three regional meetings to be held on May 8-10 in

Atlanta, Georgia; Kansas City, Missouri; and New York City,

^John Hughes, letter dated April 18, 1967.

I
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New York. The purpose of these meetings was to discuss the

conception of Follow Through and inform the states that

were interested in submitting a proposal what would be

expected of the grantee as well as the procedural steps

needed for submission of the proposal. The deadline for

submission of these proposals to USOE was given to them at

these meetings. The date was May 31, 1967.

A list of approximately five hundred school dis-

tricts was created from recommendations by appropriate

local, state, and federal agencies and persons. A resume

containing information supplied by the recommending agencies

and persons was prepared for each of the above school dis-

tricts. On June 12-16, 1967, a screening committee repre-

senting the Follow Through Advisory Committee, DCE (OE) ,

BESE (OE) and 0E0 screened the proposals and made their

recommendations to the commissioner of education. (One

hundred school districts were invited to write proposals

for pilot Follow Through centers.)

In addition to the requirements that the applicants

were asked to meet, the OE established certain guides for

the selection panel to follow. It was felt by USOE and 0E0

that in order to serve the dual purpose of demonstration

(for other school districts) and pilot operation (to prepare

for the field program the second year) the thirty centers

selected must reflect the following:

Geographic distribution . This geographical distri-

bution should represent local educational settings in



different parts of the country. To the extent possible it

should involve as many states as possible, although there

was to be no bar to the selection of more than one project

from a single state. It was planned that during fiscal

year 1968 Follow Through would be greatly expanded and

these pilot centers would prepare for this expansion.

A reasonable distribution of urban and rural school

districts . Because of the vast differences between the

styles of urban life and education and of rural life and

education, it was essential that the pilot centers be of

significance to populations in a variety of types and sizes

of communities. A substantial portion of 0E0 funds and

Title 1 funds were directed toward rural areas. This was

a significant factor to be considered in the selection of

pilot projects.

A program of quality for the type of school district

being considered. The quality of a program was of paramount

importance in the selection of each pilot center. However,

it was expected that the quality of a program would be con-

sidered in the light of other factors to guarantee that

Follow Through would serve all children and not overemphasize

school districts with the greatest expertise and program

resources. Quality selections would take into account

diversity of approaches to education of disadvantaged chil-

dren and the needs of poor communities.
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Involvement of nonpublic school children . The

benefits of Follow Through were not to be limited to chil-

dren who attended public schools. Therefore, the pilot

centers would demonstrate how services and instructional

programs could be brought to the deprived child who did

not attend public school. While it was not essential that

each project have proportional representation of nonpublic

school children, the total selection or balance would re-

flect adequate participation by these children.

Aside from the selection factors previously mentioned,

the OE and 0E0 were hopeful that the thirty pilot centers

would reflect programs designated to:

1. Help Indian children

2. Help migrant children

3. Help non-English-speaking children

4. Help handicapped children

On June 12 and 13, 1967, a selection panel consist-

ing of experts in early childhood education from state

departments of education, universities, and 0E0, along with

members of the Follow Through staff, BESE staff, and SEA

agencies reviewed the proposals and made their recommenda-

tions to the commissioner of education. On June 15, 1967,

U.S. Commissioner of Education, Harold Howe II, and Sargent

Shriver, Director of 0E0, announced the formal launching of

the program and the thirty school districts selected to

participate in the fall in pilot projects in twenty-five

states and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. "Graduates" of
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the war on poverty's Head Start Program together with older

children—some 3,000 in all—would be enrolled in the

projects and would be funded by approximately $2.5 million

in federal grants. The communities selected were as follows

CALIFORNIA—Berkeley Unified School District, Los Angeles

County School District, San Diego Unified School

District

COLORADO—Boulder Valley School District

CONNECTICUT—New Haven Public Schools

FLORIDA— Dade County Board of Public Instruction

GEORGIA--Walker County Board of Education

HAWAII—Department of Education

IOWA—Des Moines Public Schools

KENTUCKY—Pike County Board of Education

MARYLAND—Prince Georges County Board of Education

MASSACHUSETTS—Cambridge School Department, Fall River

Public Schools

MICHIGAN—Detroit City School District

MINNESOTA — Duluth Public Schools

MISSISSIPPI—Tupelo Municipal Separte School District

MISSOURI—Kirksville Public Schools

NEW HAMPSHIRE—Lebanon School District

NEW YORK—New York City Board of Education, Rochester City

School District

NORTH CAROLINA—Durham County Board of Education

OREGON—Portland Public School District No. 1
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SOUTH DAKOTA—Todd County Independent School District

(Mission, South Dakota)

TENNESSEE—Chattanooga Public Schools

TEXAS—Corpus Christi Independent School District

UTAH--Salt Lake City Board of Education

VERMONT—Brattleboro Town School District

WEST VIRGINIA—Monogalia County Board of Education

WISCONSIN—Racine Unified School District

PUERTO RICO (Commonwealth of) --Department of Education

Delegation of Authority

Announced at the same time as the thirty pilot

projects was the approval of an agreement for delegation

of authority from 0E0. This delegation of authority also

provided for the transfer from 0E0 to HEW of funds needed

for program operation. The secretary, in turn, delegated

to OE the authority for administration of the program of

grants to local and state education agencies. The mechan-

isms used were known as a Memorandum of Understanding and

the Delegation of Authority (see appendix D)

.

0E0 in accordance with Section 621 of the EOA,

delegated to HEW authority under the Economic Opportunity

Act to administer the Follow Through Program. The Memoran-

dum of Understanding made it possible for the Follow Through

Program to grant funds to LEAs for activities designed to

assist
, the development of disadvantaged children.

These funds, however, were not to be used as general

aid to education or as part of the basic resources already
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available within the school system. The services for which

these funds can be used include, but are not limited to, are

specialized and remedial teachers or teacher aides and ma-

terials, physical and mental health, social services, nu-

tritional improvement, culturally and educationally enrich-

ing experiences, and parent activities.

In determining eligibility, preference is to be

given to those organizations having classes with a high

proportion of children who have attended a full-year,

quality, comprehensive preschool program for disadvantaged

children and then to those classes with high proportions

of children who have attended enriched summer preschool

programs for disadvantaged children. With rare exceptions,

at least 50 percent of the children participating in each

grade of the program have had such experiences, and come

from families whose incomes meet Head Start income eligi-

bility criteria at the time of enrollment in Head Start.

Normally, the special individual medical or dental treat-

ment; intensive individual psychological treatment; and,

where feasible, nutritional services are not available

from federal funds for any child whose family income is

above the Head Start income eligibility criteria.

In general, communities participating in a Follow

Through program for the first time are required, in that

year, to conduct the program at one grade level, the lowest

grade of public school (either kindergarten or first grade)

.

Each year communities participating in a Follow Through
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program for a second, third, or later consecutive year

expand the program to include the next higher grade.

Children who are eligible to participate in a Follow Through

program in such higher grades are those:

1. who have been (a) previously included in a

Head Start or other quality preschool program and (b) have

also participated in the next lower grade in Follow Through

programs (or programs comparable in scope, comprehensive-

ness, and quality); or

2. whose participation in the program is necessary

in order to implement adequately the design of the project

or to increase its efficiency.

In those cases where funds are available to a

grantee under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Act

or other federal or state statutes, the grantee gives

assurances that it will at least maintain the level of

effort for children in the grades to be served that had

previously been maintained. In addition, project funds

(federal and nonfederal) must add to existing programs of

similar services, and nonfederal share contributions may not

be diverted from other assistance to the poor.

Where positions are created for persons with non-

professional qualifications, the grantee is required to give

preference to low-income persons, especially parents, who

show promise of being able to carry out the assigned duties.

HEW/OE may approve financial assistance in amounts

exceeding the percentages set forth in Section 225 (c) of the
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EOA only if approval is made pursuant to regulations

establishing objective criteria for determining that such

approval furthers the purposes of Title I of the EOA. No

such regulation can be adopted, revised, or abandoned

without 0E0 concurrence.

Where the applicant serves an area in which 0E0

has funded a community-action agency, the applicant must

consult with that CAA in the development of its program

and the CAA's views must be a part of the application. In

the event that the CAA poses objections which cannot be re-

solved between LEA and CAA, or after consultation by them

with the SEA and SEOO, the appropriate HEW, OE , and 0E0

offices jointly consider the views of the respective agencies

before HEW makes a final decision.

Coordination

1. HEW and/or OE consults with 0E0 on policy issu-

ances and guidelines. If during the consultative process

0E0 raises objections, HEW formally notifies 0E0 of its

intention to proceed at least ten days before issuing the

policy. Departures from the policies enunciated within this

agreement require 0E0 concurrence . The two agencies coordi-

nate where necessary through joint task force arrangements

on policies and regulations which would affect Operation

Head Start as well as Operation Follow Through.
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2. OEO designated a liaison staff within the Com-

munity Action Program to work with HEW staff in order to

assure the full flow of information between the two agencies.

3. HEW/OE has the principal responsibility for

site visits and audit of grantees. HEW/OE may, however,

request the assistance of OEO staff members in conducting

such audits and ..site visits. OEO may also initiate, after

notification to HEW/OE, such joint or independent site

visits as it deems necessary. HEW/OE reports of site

visits and audits are available to OEO and OEO reports will

be available to HEW/OE.

4. HEW may request that services be performed by

OEO staff on a reimbursable basis whenever it appears to be

in the best interests of the program.

5. HEW makes a quarterly report to OEO on its ad-

ministration of the delegation and furnishes such other

information on a routine or special basis as OEO may require

to meet its responsibilities. Included in this information

are written financial and program status reports ,
evaluation

data, and program submission required for the National Anti-

Poverty Plan, budget justifications, and congressional pre-

sentations .

Administration

1. OEO transfers to HEW the amounts available for

the Follow Through Program, including the amounts necessary

for the administration of the program.
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2. In accordance with Section 621 of the EOA,

the secretary redelegates authorities to the commissioner

of education and makes such administrative arrangements

for the programs as required. The secretary also advises

0E0 of these arrangements and secures concurrence of 0E0

on the selection of the program director.

Summary

In summary, the Memorandum of Understanding and

Delegation of Authority outlines the agreement between two

federal government agencies in implementing the Follow

Through Program. It explains the coordination and manage-

ment role between 0E0 and HEW in awarding grants to SEAs

,

CAAs ,
LEAs and monitoring them.



CHAPTER IV

FOLLOW THROUGH: A COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH

TO EDUCATION FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

The Pilot Venture

In making, the joint announcement, U.S. Commissioner

of Education, Harold Howe II, and Sargent Shriver, Director

of OEO , indicated it was projected that during the following

year, subject to congressional approval, the program would

involve approximately 190,000 children 'throughout the

country and approximately $120 million in federal grants.

Harold Howe II and Sargent Shriver described the Follow

Through Program as

:

. . . a new and important step 'to extend and strengthen
the educational and development gains provided by
Head Start to school children now entering their first
year of school.

1

Although the USOE and OEO had approved the thirty

pilot projects for funding for the 1967-68 school year, the

congressional and local notification of the grant awards

occurred at the end of June, immediately following the

signing of the Memorandum of Understanding and the Delegation

of Authority.
2 This notification signaled the award of a

^Washington Post , July 2, 1967.

2Harold Howe II, Memorandum of Understanding and

Delegation of Authority between USOE and OEO, June 15,

55
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$10,000 planning grant for the development of a Follow

Through Program to begin operation at the start of the next

school year. On July 12, Follow Through project directors.

State Title I coordinators, and SEA representatives met in

Washington, D.C., with OE and OEO staff members, and the

selection committee. At this meeting the objectives of

Follow Through were reviewed, additional resources from

related OE and OEO programs were enumerated, and proposals

were reviewed in a general fashion. Later that same month,

two institutes were held for Follow Through leadership

personnel under the auspices of NDEA Title XI. Each of the

thirty pilot projects was represented by 104 participants

in one of these six-day institutes. Dr. Gordon Klopf, Dean

of Faculties at the Bank Street College of Education, led

the institute at Chapel hill, North Carolina, July 14-20.

The second institute met July 28 to August 3, in Greeley,

Colorado, under the leadership of Dr. Harold Abel of the

School of Education, University of Oregon. Both of the

institutes dealt intensively with specific components of the

Follow Through Program, and time was provided for technical

assistance on an individual project basis by OE and OEO

staff

.

A follow-up to these institutes was scheduled for

October 26-29 in New York City. At that time, teams repre-

senting all of the pilot projects participated m a clinic

devoted to needs and problems that had been expressed by

At the same time, there was an
the various projects.
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orientation meeting for those persons who had been desig-

nated as state coordinators for Follow Through. There were

also joint sessions for the two groups to get acquainted.

Further technical assistance was offered during

the site visits made to each project by an OE staff member

following the first institute. These site visits had been

completed by August 30, when revised proposals were due

in Washington. Early in September each pilot received

notification of grant continuation pending final budget

review and contract negotiation. The operational grants

were expected to average $83,000 and it was anticipated that

all negotiations would be completed by the beginning of

October. Each of the pilots was then in operation.

In August, OEO agreed to transfer to OE an addi-

tional $750,000 so that the pilot effort might be broadened

geographically. Another selection 'committee met and recom-

mended ten additional projects from the remaining original

eighty-seven proposals. Representatives of those ten dis-

tricts were invited to a meeting in Washington on Septem-

ber 11-13, where they participated in a program on the

Follow Through components and received individual technical

assistance in the strengthening of their proposals. Each

of these districts had declared its intent to submit a re-

vised proposal for a combined planning and operational grant

which was to become effective any time between November 1

and February 1, as each district decided was most practical.
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Dr. Robert L. Egbert, formerly professor of educa-

tional psychology and Chairman of the Department of Graduate

Education at Brigham Young University, assumed the duties

of Director of Follow Through on September 1 , 1967 .

3
Upon

assuming the position of director, he immediately began to

recruit and hire permanent staff to guide all of the ongoing

activities.

In late summer, 1967, responding to pressure from

big city mayors and congressional delegations, ten addi-

tional Follow Through project sites were selected to begin

operating in the second semester of the school year.

On September 7, 1967, a memorandum was sent to the

directors of the ten additional Follow Through centers, and

Title I coordinators (ESEA) which explained the proposal

format indicating changes and additions which were necessary

for the preparation of the final Follow Through proposal

document. It stated that the revised proposal was to be

submitted to USOE on or before October 1, 1967. The ten

additional projects that began in mid-year included: Hills-

borough County Board of Public Instruction, Tampa, Florida;

Lawrenceburg City Schools, Lawrenceburg , Indiana; Newark

Board of Education, Newark, New Jersey; School District of

Philadelphia, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; City of Providence

Public Schools, Providence, Rhode Island; Chicago Public

Schools, Chicago, Illinois; Great Falls School District No. 1,

Memorandum from John Hughes to staff announcing Dr.

Egbert as director of the Follow Through Program.
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Great Falls, Montana; East Las Vegas City Schools, Las Vegas,

New Mexico; Cleveland Public Schools, Cleveland, Ohio; and

Richmond Public Schools, Richmond, Virginia.

A memorandum was also sent to all Follow Through

directors of the pilot centers concerning the preliminary

audit survey of their programs. It indicated that the EOA

required grantees to obtain a preliminary audit survey

within three months after the effective date of a grant or

contract. The purpose of such a survey was to evaluate the

adequacy of the grantee organizations and their delegate

agencies' accounting systemsand internal controls.

Upon assuming the directorship. Dr. Egbert also

served as chairman of a Follow Through task force which was

created to advise the associate commissioner for ESEA on all

matters relating to Follow Through policies and plans, to

assure that all concerned had the opportunity to make an

optimum contribution to the successful initiation and imple-

mentation of Follow Through, and to ensure the proper co-

ordination of the administration of Follow Through with

other bureau, office, DH ,
DHEW, and 0E0 functions.

Although evaluation was a requisite component of each

proposal and each project was expected to formulate plans

to evaluate the degree to which its own objectives had been

achieved, there would also be a national evaluation of

Follow Through. A contract had been negotiated with the

Office of Research and Field Services, University of Pitts-

burg, for evaluation at three interrelated levels: product.
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process, and cost. The emphasis of the evaluation of the

pilot program would be on product (outcomes for Follow

Through children)

.

During fiscal year 1968, in addition to the essen-

tial task of assisting and evaluating the forty pilot

projects, it was necessary to prepare for the expansion of

the program in the school year 1968-69 (fiscal year 1969) .

To illustrate the scope of these preparatory activities

it would be necessary to contact each school district in

the nation to determine eligibility and desire to partici-

pate in Follow Through before any proposals could be

solicited, and each state had to be helped to develop its

own individual plan for participation in Follow Through in

accord with the provisions of the Memorandum of Understand-

ing. All of the many consultants required for successful

operation needed an orientation to Follow Through before

they could offer optimum technical assistance. This had to

be completed before the April 1 target date for funding.

The thirty full-year pilot programs received

$10,000 planning grants for fiscal year 1967 for their

operational grants. Single grants were also made to the ten

additional pilots. Funds for these activities came from the

fiscal year 1968 allocation. These forty programs in

forty school districts in thirty-four states and the Common-

wealth of Puerto Rico served as a target population of ap-

proximately 4,000 kindergarten and first-grade students and

their families. The fiscal year 1968 allocation of $120
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million also was expected to be used for program opera-

tions in school year 1968-69. It was anticipated that

Follow Through would then serve approximately 170,000 chil-

dren in more than six hundred communities. Approximately

two-thirds of these children would be enrolled in first

grades while the remainder would be kindergarten pupils.

According to the original concept of Follow Through, a

grade would be added each year as children served by the

program progressed from kindergarten through the third

grade. At the same time, new children would join the pro-

gram each year as they completed a full year of Head Start

or a similar Title I preschool. Further geographic expan-

sion was also planned.

In view of the planned fiscal year 1969 budget

request of only $123 million for Follow Through under EOA,

such expansion seemed unlikely. If this request was to

become the actual allocation, it would be necessary to choose

between extending the program to a new group of first-year

students which would mean dropping children who had one year

of Follow Through, or continuing with the same children for

a second year which would mean that no new children could

be taken into the program. Either alternative would nullify

the basic concept of Follow Through.

Due to the restricted funding level of the 1968-69

school year, the Follow Through Program had to change in both

scope and in direction from what was originally anticipated.

The plans outlined below for the selection and operation of
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new Follow Through programs had been developed with selec-

ted SEA and state technical assistance agency nominated

in January, school districts for participation in Follow

Through in school year 1968-69. Regional selection panels

reviewed the districts nominated by the states in their

region and forwarded their recommendation to the U.S. Com-

missioner of Education. Each district approved for partici-

pation by the commissioner was invited to one of several

planning meetings held in February. Districts electing to

participate, after considering information presented at

those meetings, were offered technical assistance in develop-

ing their proposals. Applications were then submitted in

mid-April so that districts could be notified of grant dis-

position by May 1, 1968.

During the next year the Follow Through Program

placed heavy emphasis on the need to examine in detail the

effectiveness of alternative program approaches. Those

districts invited to the February planning meeting were asked

to take part in a cooperative effort in which a number of

program characteristics would then be systematically varied

from district to district so that a careful assessment would

permit firm conclusions as to which approaches were most

effective in achieving Follow Through objectives. It was

anticipated that each district would be asked to choose one

area as the focus of special effort, the choice generally

being made in one of several major fields—instruction ,
pro-

gram organization, staff development, ancillary services, or
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family involvement. To assist districts in making choices,

available substantial information about approaches which

had been tried previously, together with a number of pro-

gram models as illustrations of possible alternative

approaches were made available to them. These materials

were prepared with the assistance of consultants in the

fields of child development and early childhood education,

curriculum and instruction, social organization, and evalua-

tion .

The chief state school officer and the 0E0 state

technical assistance officer were asked to designate ap-

propriate staff members in each of their agencies to jointly

recommend the local educational agencies in their state which

should be considered for participation in Follow Through in

school year 1968-69. In addition, it was requested that

the designated SEA and STA officials consult with their re-

gional OE Title I program officer and 0E0 regional Head

Start coordinator in making their recommendations. The

designated SEA and STA officials invited their OE and 0E0

regional office representatives to attend a meeting or com-

municate with them by telephone or letter. It was essential

that the SEA-STA team include both urban and rural school

districts in their nominations.

Each state team was asked to nominate at least

three school districts with full-year compensatory preschool

programs. The maximum number of nominations from each state,

based on projected funding and the 0E0 poverty index, was
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then determined. The SEA-STA team then completed a "LEA

Profile" for each district they recommended. Profiles were

sent to Dr. Robert Egbert, Director Follow Through Program.

Regional selection panels met in Washington, D.C., January

15-17, to review the profiles submitted by the SEA-STA teams.

The nine panels, organized in accordance with the nine HEW

regions, consisted of an 0E0 regional office official and

a person knowledgeable of school districts in that region,

e.g., from a Title IV regional laboratory, university, or

college of education. If questions arose over particular

communities or if districts not on the SEA-STA list were sug-

gested, the panel consulted with the appropriate SEA and

STA officials. The panel also reviewed the state nomina-

tions from a regional perspective to insure that communities

of varying size and geographical distribution were repre-

sented in their selections.

The selections of the regional panels were reviewed

and the nominations forwarded to the Commissioner of Educa-

tion for approval. SEA and STA officials were informed of

the districts invited to participate in Follow Through as

soon as the commissioner had made his final determination.

USOE, in an invitational letter, asked these districts to

send the superintendent of schools ,
the chairmen of the

school board, and the early childhood supervisor to planning

meetings to be held in February ,
at which time the Follow

Through program for school year 1968-69 would be explained

in detail. An invitation was also extended to the CAA
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director and a parent in each community, as well as appropri-

ate SEA, STA, OE, and 0E0 regional personnel. Those dis-

tricts which, after the regional meetings, decided to par-

ticipate in the program of Planned Variation were assigned

a consultant and a USOE staff member to work closely with

them during the program development stage. It was hoped

that state agency staff would be able to play an important

role in their developmental process. As soon as funds were

made available, grants were made to each SEA for technical

assistance purposes and a memorandum to this regard was mailed.

On March 18, 1968, a memorandum was sent to super-

intendents of school districts with pilot Follow Through

programs inviting them and/or the Follow Through directors,

CAA representatives, parents, and teachers to attend a series

of two-day workshops in Washington, D.C., during the period

from March 25 through April 6, or in Salt Lake City from

April 8-12. The purpose of these meetings was to review

their program plans as they had developed to date and to ob-

tain assistance in further planning in preparation of final

applications. These individuals met with the assigned pro-

ject officer from the national Follow Through staff working

with their community, consultants, other USOE staff and

representatives of the technical models representing the ap

proach chosen or being considered by the community. The

project sites were asked specifically to extend an invitation

to the CAA representatives to attend the workshops.

4Nolan Estes, memorandum, March 18, 1968.
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The Follow Through office was concerned because in

reviewing many of the program applications, project officers

observed widespread hesitation among the applicants to in-

clude meaningful functions of the PACs . In order to comply

with the program guidelines, the communities had to insure

that the PAC had an active and meaningful role in the planning

and implementation of the Follow Through Program. These

were very important meetings because the superintendents.

Follow Through di-rectors, CAA representatives, and PAC chair-

men would be meeting with the project officer who would be

their contact person in Washington and responsible for the

monitoring of the operations of their local projects. They

also discussed the narrative and format as well as diffi-

culties experienced by school districts in the preparation

of their proposals. The workshops were the last opportunity

for the projects to meet and have lengthy discussions about

their proposals with their OE contact person prior to the

submission date of June 20, 1968, for funding.

Districts that passed through the developmental

process submitted proposals by mid-April, were notified of

grant approval by May 1, and received Follow Through grants

by June 1. There was concern that school districts partici-

pating in Follow Through the next school year be given

adequate time to develop a quality program to begin in Sep-

tember 1968 . For this reason, districts were notified of

grant approval in the spring so that they could hire person-

nel, begin staff training, and engage in thorough program
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planning. In view of the very close relationship of Follow

Through to Title I ESEA and the field of early childhood

education, it was hoped that both Title I and early child-

hood expertise in the various SEAs could be brought to bear

in the administration of Follow Through programs. Primary

responsibility for the coordination of Follow Through at the

state level varied according to the administrative organiza-

tion of respective SEAs; but, whatever administrative

arrangements were made, it was hoped that Title I and early

childhood staff would both be actively involved in the pro-

gram. Some SEAs had already designated a person to serve as

Follow Through coordinator to assist existing pilot centers

and to inform other districts about the concept of Follow

Through.

Experimental Phase

Once the decision was made that Follow Through

should, for the present, concentrate on the development of

alternative strategies for working with young, disadvantaged

children, Dr. Richard Snyder, then Chief of Research and

Evaluation, and his staff of education program specialists

began an immediate exploration of promising new approaches

in the field of early childhood education. As a result of

their efforts a rather large number of approaches, most of

them experimental, were identified a suitable for Follow

Through. These approaches, however, were not discrete; m

fact, many were thought to be somewhat similar to one another

differing only in some limited respects.
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As a result of its new program emphasis, Follow

Through now focused its attention on developing, examining,

and refining alternative approaches to the education and

development of young, disadvantaged children. To prepare

this program. Follow Through sponsored three series of

meetings between late November 1967 and early February

1968 . One series of meetings involved experts in the fields

of early childhood education, social organization, training,

research, and the behavioral sciences. These meetings with

the first group confirmed the OE staff's judgment that a

program sponsor concept should be implemented. Each com-

munity would be asked to select from a set of predeveloped,

predetermined approaches the one they would like to adopt.

They would then work with the program developer or "sponsor"

in the further development and implementation of the ap-

proach in that community.

A second series of meetings during the 1967-68

school year included program developers--persons who had

gained recognition for planning, describing, and initiating

new program approaches that appeared to have some promise

in work with young, poor children. This group included Glen

Nimincht, David Weikart, Ira Gordon, Leonard Sealey, Marie

Hughes, Don Bushell, Larry Gotkin, and Siegfried Engelmann.

At these meetings each of approximately twenty-five

program developers described what he was doing and outlined

a program that he would like to operate in Follow Through.

From the presentations it was obvious that, despite the
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growing interest in early childhood education and the ex-

tensive publicity given to various new programs, no one

was fully prepared to move into the primary grades with a

completely developed, radically different approach to work-

ing with young children.

Following these meetings, eighteen sponsoring groups

that appeared to have relatively well-developed ideas were

invited to present proposals to Follow Through communities

for consideration. Sixteen approaches accepted the invita-

tion and fourteen were chosen by the first set of communi-

ties in 1968. These approaches ranged from the very struc-

tured, highly cognitive, instructional approach of Siegfried

Engelmann of the University of Illinois to the unstructured,

from the parent-education approach of Ira Gordon of the Uni-

versity of Florida to the "parent-implemented" approach of

Kenneth Haskins, then principal of the Adams-Morgan School

in Washington, D.C.

In a third set of meetings which included local,

state, and federal education agencies and 0E0 representa-

tives, it was decided that (1) communities would be pre-

selected to participate in Follow Through; (2) communities

would be required to choose from a restricted set of pro-

gram approaches, associate with a sponsor, and accept the

assistance of the sponsor in developing and implementing his

approach; (3) communities would be required to contribute an

amount of Title I money equal to 15 percent of the EOA grant

or 10 percent of Title I grant, whichever was less;
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(4) communities could be required to involve parents and

other community members in program planning and operation;

and (5) each community had to meet the nonfederal share con-

tribution which was required of all OEO Title II grants.

Normally, the Follow Through grants were made to the LEA.

Follow Through projects were funded at the rate of

approximately $750 per child enrolled in the project. One-

half of the children in each Follow Through project had to

be graduates of full-year Head Start or similar preschool

programs. Each Follow Through project was to begin with the

earliest grade level in a particular school, and add one

grade each year up to the third grade. In other words, if

children entered a school in kindergarten, they proceeded

grade by grade up to the third grade with a class being

added behind them each year. Thus, if the grant was

$75,000 the first year for 100 children, the next year it

would be $150,000 for 200 children; the following year,

$225,000 for 300 children, and so on. This year-by-year

progression imposed an increasing financial burden on

Follow Through.

While these meetings were taking place, the process

of identifying potential new Follow Through communities be

gan. From approximately 225 school districts nominated

jointly by SEAs and SEOs and reviewed by regional selection

panels, fifty-one new communities, in addition to the forty

1967-68 pilots, were invited to participate in Follow Through's

program of planned variation. Two meetings were held m
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Kansas City, Missouri, in February 1968 to acquaint par-

ticipants with the new phase of planned variation. Com-

munities that already had projects were given the option

of participating in the new phase or continuing with their

original pilot plans. New communities were required to

select one of the fourteen program approaches.

Follow Through Sponsorship

Because of their importance in Follow Through, the

program cannot be understood without careful consideration

of the functions of program sponsors. In school year 1970-

71 there were twenty individuals and institutions acting

as Follow Through sponsors. The approaches utilized by

these sponsors cover a broad spectrum of theoretical

positions in early childhood education and social practice.

The association of a community with a program

sponsor serves several essential functions which are:

1. The sponsor provides the community with a well-

defined, theoretically consistent, and coherent approach upon

which adaptation to local conditions may occur

.

2. The sponsor provides on a continuous basis the

technical assistance, training, and guidance necessary for

local implementation of his approach.

3. The sponsor exercises a "quality control" func-

tion by constant monitoring of the progress of implementation

and by providing information on the degree of implementation

and needed adjustments.
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4. The sponsor who has an important stake in the

full and adequate implementation of his approach serves as an

outside agent, a source of program constancy to assist the

community to retain a consistent focus on the objectives

and requirements of the approach rather than responding in

an ad hoc manner to the daily pressures on project operations.

The range of Follow Through approaches

Follow Through Program approaches reflect a broad

spectrum of theoretical positions from a highly structured

instructional approach that stresses cognitive skills, to a

far less structured child-centered approach which in addi-

tion to curriculum content also emphasizes the development

of the child's confidence and other behavioral character- -

istics. Two sets of approaches are not directly concerned

with classroom instruction: one trains parents (particularly

in teacher-short rural areas) to supplement their chil-

dren's education at home; the other emphasizes a more active

role for parents in school decision making about how and

what their children learn (see appendix C)

.

Any attempt to group Follow Through approaches is

difficult. The following set of sponsor groupings is only

suggestive. Its main purpose is to present a highly con-

densed description of each of the Follow Through Program

approaches

.

Parent education . The primary emphasis in the

parent-education approaches is on providing parents with
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skills needed to become better teachers of their own chil-

dren to continue or better support the child's learning in

the home. Sponsors grouped thusly are: University of

Florida, Arkansas State College, Southern University, Uni-

versity of Kansas, and University of Oregon.

Parent implementation . In the parent-implementation

approaches major discretionary and decision-making powers

are transferred from established school authorities to a

parent group charged with designing and managing a program.

Members of this group of sponsors are: Afram Associates and

Center for Inner-City Studies.

Highly structured and sequenced curriculum . In

highly structured and sequenced-curriculum approaches the

curriculum is predetermined and the teacher must use pre-

scribed procedures. The range of instructional materials

is limited to specific sequenced material. Departure from

these materials or fixed schedule is discouraged or not

allowed. While all approaches advocate the use of positive

reinforcement to support the child's motivation, this group

requires use of reinforcement including material rewards

in a systematic manner based on analysis of the child s

behavior. Sponsors utilizing these approaches are.

University of Oregon, University of Kansas, and University

of Pittsburgh.
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Structured curriculum . In structured-curriculum

approaches, curriculum objectives are predetermined. Se-

quenced procedures and materials are required. However,

the teacher has a measure of choice in choosing among sug-

gested procedures and materials to attain objectives.

While options for teachers are increased, the child still

makes few choices about what he will do. The sponsors for

these approaches are: High Scope Educational Research Founda-

tion, City University of New York (interdependent learner

approach)
, Center for Inner-City Studies (cultural linguistic

approach), and Arkansas State College.

Less-structured curriculum . In' less-structured

curriculum approaches the teacher has a wider range of

choices of materials and procedures for designing an in-

structional program for individual children based on her

diagnosis of the child's need and, 'to an increased degree,

on the child's own choice of learning tasks or interests.

There are increased opportunities. The primary emphasis is

on parent education for the child to explore different op-

tions. The sponsors are: California State Education Depart-

ment, Hampton Institute, Far West Laboratory for Educational

Research and Development, Responsive Environments Corpora-

tion, and University of Arizona.

Open classroom. In open-classroom approaches curricu-

lum principles and instructional philosophy are defined but

precise structure for classroom management and teacher
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behavior are not predetermined. The child has the highest

degree of choice in determining his own curriculum based

on interest. The teacher's options for supporting the

child's learning are limited only by her imagination within

the context described. The sponsors for these approaches are:

Education Development Center, University of North Dakota,

and Bank Street .College of Education.

As a result of a consultant meeting in Atlanta,

Georgia, on October 12-14, 1968, where the black partici-

pants caucused, and a follow-up meeting with them and the

USOE staff. Follow Through agreed to locate appropriate

minority sponsors for the program. Three primarily black

institutions were selected as sponsors in 1968-69 (Dr.

Nancy Irnez > Center for Inner-City Studies, Northern Illinois

University; Dr. Mary T. Christian, Hampton Institute; and

Dr. Edward E. Johnson, Southern University and A & M College)

and in 1969-70 developmental grants were made to a fourth

black potential sponsor (Dr. Stanley Crockett, Western

Behavioral Sciences Institute) who proposed a role-trade

model for Follow Through. A fifth potential sponsor selec-

ted was a Chicano educational psychologist (Dr. Manuel

Ramirez) who proposed development of a new approach to

bilingual-bicultural education. This increased the sponsors

to a total of twenty.

Each Follow Through project has a general consultant

who works in a liaison role with the appropriate project

officer in the USOE. The consultant and project officer
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work together in a coordinated effort in rendering technical

assistance to the local projects and seeing to it that the

projects comply with the Follow Through Program Manual and

regulations, in implementing the program.

The primary function of the general consultant is

to provide technical assistance to the local project in

planning and implementing its model approach. The general

consultant should:

1. Assist the project in assessing its progress.

2. Assist in program development and implementation

during site visits.

3. Assist in the development of active and full-

parent involvement, and in the development of an effective

policy advisory committee,.

4. Assist the project in its development of all

project components (instruction, health, nutrition, psycho-

logical and social services, and staff development) in

order that the needs of the project are met.

5. Assist unsponsored projects in curriculum plan-

ning .

6. Assist the project in identification of local,

state, and national resources.

7. Coordinate some site visits with sponsor repre-

sentatives .

8. Inform Follow Through and the program of pro-

gram progress or problems which he feels are relevant to

overall development of the local project as related to the

sponsor's approach.
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9.

Request Follow Through to arrange for special-

ized consultant services (e.g., medical, dental, and nu-

trition specialists) where, in the judgment of the consultant

the project, such services are needed.

10. Assist the project in planning and drafting all

aspects of the pxoposed program and budget for the next

grant period.

11. Make recommendations for administrative and

program improvements, with all persons involved in the total

project, including the program sponsor.

The consultant and the program sponsor should

mutually understand the comprehensive service requirements

of the Follow Through Program. The consultant, sponsor,

and local project director should develop the most effec-

tive working relationship possible.

A Comprehensive Approach to
Compensatory Education

Follow Through was conceived as, and remains, a pro-

gram designed to influence the total development of eco-

nomically disadvantaged preschool children. The federal

government through Follow Through is providing leadership

in helping local communities integrate all services needed

by young children into a unified program. The National

Advisory Committee realized and, justifiably so, that if

these young children were going to succeed, they would need

more than a traditional kind of instructional program.
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This committee recommended that an innovative

instructional program be augmented with such services as

medical, dental, health, nutritional, and psychological.

Also included were such components as parent and com-

munity involvement, and personnel and staff development;

these support services were deemed absolutely crucial if

teachers, instructional aides, and parents were going to

receive the necessary training required to implement

successfully a particular sponsor approach.

The following represents a discussion of the goals,

objectives and function of the various components as recom-

mended by the National Advisory Committee.

The goal of the personnel and staff development

component of Follow Through enables the professional and

auxiliary personnel to more effectively attain the objec-

tive of maximizing the learning potential and achievement

of the child. To this end, emphasis will need to be given

to integrating the contributions of all staff and their

relationships to the child and his family . This implies

that each Follow Through program will be a learning labora-

tory. In accordance with the learning-laboratory concept,

the staff development component should provide for all

personnel the means for: (1) understanding all aspects of

Follow Through, (2) modifying attitudes related to the

learning environment and staff roles, and (3) developing the

basic competencies and skills appropriate to each role and

function. The goal for institutions providing training is
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to develop effective training models which involve teams

of all personnel directly concerned with Follow Through

programs (e.g., teachers, counselors, psychologists, speech

therapists, curriculum coordinators, school nurses, and

physicians). Furthermore, the training institutions must

involve as an integral part of their programs state, re-

gional, and school system leadership.

The objectives for the staff development component

of Follow Through would be designed to accomplish the fol-

lowing:

1. Strengthen the leadership, coordinating, and

integrating role of the director.

2. Enable the classroom teacher to function most

effectively in her direct relationships with children as a

, facilitator of their learning.

3. Enhance the classroom teacher's ability to func-

tion as an orchestrator of all the professional and auxili-

ary personnel concerned with the learning of children in

her classroom.

4. Provide basic training for auxiliary personnel

as to the role of the school and the program, and their

function in it.

5. Provide all professional personnel (ancillary

to the teacher) with an understanding of the program and

means of implementing their specific roles.

6. Foster continuity for all personnel between the

preservice and in-service training programs.
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7. Provide a climate enhancing the continuous

development of all staff.

8. Develop new competencies, not only through di-

dactic input in training sessions, but also through experi-

ences in simulated and real situations.

In order to implement the goals and objectives of

the staff development component, it will be necessary that

the following personnel be an integral part of each program:

1. A director who will be released from other

duties to be responsible for program leadership and adminis-

tration .

2. A professional teacher-leader who, in conjunc-

tion with ancillary and auxiliary personnel, will be re-

sponsible for the education of a group of fifteen to eighteen

children

.

3. Ancillary personnel who will provide the ser-

vices of guidance, psychology, social work, nutrition, and

health to be integrated with the instructional program.

4. Auxiliary personnel in instructional, social

work, health, and other aspects of the program to serve as

aides (minimal training) and assistants (two years of

college)

.

The effectiveness of the staff development component

will be contingent upon:

1. Training programs for the principle personnel

of school systems and higher institutions of learning who

will be engaged in training Follow Through staff members.
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The training for trainers" should be seminars, colloquia

and/or institutes offered periodically in the year prior

to the operation of a training program. Staffs conducting

training programs should consist of an inter-disciplinary

team. They must familiarize themselves with the objectives

of Follow Through as well as innovative exemplary programs

and research in early childhood.

2. Preservice training for the total staff of

Follow Through during the semester quarter or summer term

preceding the initiation of a program. Staff should be

trained in teams comprised of the director, teacher, and

ancillary and auxiliary personnel.

3. In-service training for a minimum of two hours

per week during the school day, plus participation in

special institutes, seminars, and workshops at other times

during the school year. The in-service component should

provide for the development of individual competencies which

are facilitated through feedback from skilled and sensitive

participant observers.

4. Availability to the staff of materials and

literature for their continuous personal use.

5. Opportunity for all staff to attend conferences

and seminars, and to visit other Follow Through or exemplary

early-chi ldhood education programs.

Guidance and psychological services

The goal of guidance and psychological services of

a Follow Through program should be the optimum intellectual.
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emotional, and social development of each individual child,

with special recognition of and provision for the unique or

intensified needs of the child from the impoverished home

and community. The objectives of these services should be:

1. To create that climate for living and learning,

both in the classroom and throughout the entire school,

which will stimulate and foster the activation of all human

potential

.

2. To make each person significant in the school,

home, and community life of the child, sensitive to the

impact of his own behavior as it reflects his own values,

motivations, and personal character.

3. To utilize the knowledge and skills of the child

development specialist, the guidance counselor, the psy-

chiatrist, the psychologist, and representatives from

related disciplines, working together with the teacher or

contributing in an isolated specialized function to the

end of optimum development for each child.

4. To learn more about the nature of emotional,

intellectual, and social deprivation which results from

the impoverished home and community.

5. To help each Follow Through child develop a

sense of autonomy.

6. To recognize, respect, and accommodate the indi-

viduality of each child—his interests, competencies, and

potentialities as well as his unique pattern and rate of

development

.
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7. To identify strengths for coping which appear

to be uniquely fostered by the life pattern and values of

the poverty culture— to find ways to build on such

strengths

.

8. To assist the teacher in selecting and devising

individual and group experiences which will redirect toward

and reinforce appropriate positive behaviors.

9. To assist the teacher and parents in early

identification of such deviance from normal development

as would suggest the possibility of subsequent difficulty

or problems.

10.

To provide specialist resources for diagnostic

evaluation and appropriate referral and treatment services.

Top priority should be given to ongoing development

programs involving all school personnel, designed to afford

knowledge and insights concerning child development and

growth. Ongoing staff development programs must be designed

to facilitate greater self-understanding and awareness of

each individual's own values, motivations, and biases. A

design should be developed and utilized by which all related

institutions and agencies— the teacher, the administrator,

the psychiatrist, medical and health personnel, the psycholo-

gist, social worker, and community liaison representative

—

share and pool their knowledge and experience concerning

each individual child or group of children. One possi-

bility might be the periodic "case study" by this group with

a progress evaluation for each child. Undoubtedly the child
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with more severe problems may receive the greater share of

attention and effort; however, it is imperative for the

benefit of both the child and the case-study team, that

the youngster evidencing normal growth and development re-

ceive careful consideration and study.

The guidance specialist and the psychologist should

observe children in the normal school situation and consult

with the staff (including administration and other auxiliary

and ancillary personnel) offering questions, interpretations,

and suggestions. The guidance function necessitates the

fullest knowledge and understanding of all facets of the

child's background and history. Routine statistical in-

formation concerning home, family, and community situations

must be supplemented with understanding of the values,

attitudes, and aspirations which impinge upon the child.

Guidance personnel should consult with parents where neces-

sary; in addition, they will consult with the teacher and

all ancillary personnel concerning relationships with

parents. Work with parents, whether involving the teacher

or ancillary personnel, should be directed toward assisting

them in understanding the effects of their behavior on Lhe

child. Diagnostic evaluation must be accomplished where

implied. If the child’s problems cannot be effectively

dealt with in the normal school situation, referral should

be made for appropriate counseling, play therapy, or more

intensive treatment. Such referral may be for group or indi

vidual attention.
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Particular attention should be given to the Follow

Through child s problem in the area of self-image and self-

awareness, and to his intensified needs for feelings of

personal worth and adequacy. Opportunities must be made

for many and repeated success experiences which are of

critical importance in the life of the Follow Through child

Deliberate provision should be made of many opportunities

for each child to make real choices based on a clear under-

standing of alternatives. Acceptance and accommodation of

the normal (and perhaps exaggerated) regression in many

aspects of behavior and functioning will be necessary.

Appropriate models of sex identification should be provided

especially for boys. Particular attention should be paid

to the development of trust, especially in trust relation-

ships with adults. There must be close cooperation and

coordination with the research component.

Instruction

In order to have an effective Follow Through, chil-

dren who have been in Head Start programs need to enter the

next level with a continuity of relationships, experiences,

and services. This is a joint responsibility of both

sending and receiving agencies, necessitating close working

relationships in advance of transfer. Mutual understanding

and cooperation is necessary among all agencies concerned

with active parent involvement, health, nutrition, psycho-

logical services, social services, and instruction. Par-

ticular attention must be paid to appropriate involvement
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of administrative and supervisory personnel in the process

of development and maintenance and transmission of essential

information, data, and records..

The instructional program for Follow Through should

be designed so that children can develop:

1. Interest in learning.

2. The desire to participate fully in learning

activities

.

3. Skills which enable them to cope successfully

with learning tasks.

4. Knowledge which will make it possible for them

to understand their environment and to participate fully in

the social and intellectual affairs of that environment.

(Environment must be interpreted to mean the immediate en-

vironment with which the child has actual contact, as well

as the total environment about which awareness develops

mainly through vicarious experiences.)

It is necessary that the instruction program be

concerned with total personality development and that it be

planned to provide for:

a) emotional development—self-identification,

positive self-concept, interaction experiences and skills,

independence, success experiences, sex identification

b) physical development—good nutritition,

health and safety habits and practices, rest and recreation

c) cognitive development— language development

and communication skills; problem-solving skills; analytical
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reasoning; and skills in identifying and interpreting rela-

tionships of time, space, and quantity.

d) social development—awareness of environ-

ment; development of a repertoire of behavior appropriate

to varied situations; appreciation of cultural, ethnic,

racial and social differences; appreciation of art, music,

and literature as expressive media; and skills for operat-

ing successfully both independently and as a member of a

group.

If children are to derive maximum benefit from

involvement in the Follow Through instruction program, it

is imperative that planning and implementation be guided by

certain fundamental points identified by research and ex-

perience .

Adult-Child ratio . One of the successes of Head

Start has been a teacher-pupil ratio of not more than one

to fifteen and each teacher assisted by an aide. It would

seem, therefore, that a similar adult-child ratio is essen-

tial to protect the quality of relationships and instruction

in any Follow Through program.

Content. Content selected for individual instruc-

tional programs must be chosen in relation to the particular

backgrounds and needs of the learners involved. Provisions

must be made for variation of specific content.
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Learning styles . Individuals learn in different

ways. No one method, style, or series of materials can

provide the complete vehicle by which all children reach a

specific goal. A comprehensive program is one in which a

variety of methods and materials are explored and utilized

so that individuals may achieve specific goals. Providing

for individual needs may mean the development or creation

of completely new methods or materials.

Methods. Young children learn through physical

involvement—using senses, participating in firsthand

experiences, exploring the environment, interpreting

situations through play. All learning situations must

incorporate these elements. A wide variety of experiences

at the concrete level must be provided if meaningful

abstraction is to evolve.

Facilities. Facilities are those elements which

will allow for a full complement of comprehensive services.

This should include snack and full meal service; indoor and

outdoor activities; convenient sanitary facilities for

toileting; space for group activities with carpeted or warm

floors; space or tables and chairs for seated activities;

corner or areas for appropriate dramatic play, science

study, and browsing; storage facilities; and accommodations

for such activities as water play and painting. There

should also be space for those adults who are related to

the program such as parents, consultants, and secretarial

1
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and service staff. This suggests a need for a minimum

square footage per child of thirty-five to fifty square

feet.

Equipment and materials . Equipment and materials

should be selected on the basis of appropriateness for the

age group, soundness of construction, flexibility of use

and relevancy to' curriculum, and content and skill develop-

ment. Sufficient quantities of equipment and materials

should be available for each group of children to provide

adequately for the ongoing needs of the group.

Scheduling. A single class unit per day should be

assigned to each teacher-leader team for maximum effective-

ness .

Parent involvement. Emphasis must be placed on

providing avenues for parents to understand the active role

of both the school and the home in the implementation and

reinforcement of the overall curriculum program goals for

their children. The need for staff in-service training in

this area must be recognized as vital if parents are to be

meaningfully involved.

Research. Researchers have identified needs of

educationally disadvantaged children and have described

efforts to program learning experiences to meet their needs

Knowledge of the findings of this research is essential for
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intelligent program planning. Continuous evaluation with

feedback should be a part of curriculum development.

Technical assistance . Staff members will need

technical assistance from time to time in planning, imple-

menting, and evaluating the program. Opportunities should

be provided for consultation with experienced professionals

knowledgeable in' determining creative and effective program

direction and evaluation. Maximum utilization of appropriate

specialized inter-disciplinary personnel from related

local and state agencies and universitities should be en-

couraged.

In-service training . Staff members should be

identified who will work with children and their parents

for several consecutive years, in order to provide continuity

of relationships and experiences. (Training possibilities

for building a pool of personnel should not be overlooked.)

Practices. Promising practices relative to the

instructional program need to be identified through demonstra

tions and descriptive materials that can be disseminated.

Research and evaluation

The goal of Follow Through evaluation and research

is to develop and disseminate local and national information

that will permit determination of the success of both local

and national programs and that will contribute increased

understanding of children, their education, their develop-

ment, and their social interactions.



Children in Head Start and other quality preschool

programs have made substantial gains over children not in

such programs. However, in certain instances relational

lag appears to have developed during the months following

Head Start. Follow Through is an experimental program de-

signed to maintain and augment the gains made in Head Start

and other quality preschool programs. Despite our rather

extensive knowledge of child development and learning, we

need more information concerning those procedures, person-

nel, and materials which will succeed best with Follow

Through children. Experimental evidence from the 1967-68

program is essential in program planning for future years.

Since Follow Through is an experimental program and since

we do not have complete knowledge of what will work best

with these children and their families, we must:

1. Encourage local school districts to be both

creative and definitive in the programs they design and

submit, and be inventive in the use of funds available to

them.

2. Approve creative, unique programs that are

carefully planned and organized even though the structure

may be at variance with our personal predilictions , and

perhaps even offensive to some educators.

3. Provide adequate funds for designing studies,

gathering and analyzing data, and reporting results for:

a) an extensive national evaluation program

b) local evaluation of individual projects



c) several carefully designed and implemented

research projects.

Should we fail to encourage school districts to be

creative and definitive in the programs they design, most

proposals will be stereotyped statements of programs the

school districts think will be acceptable and thus defeat

the experimental purpose of Follow Through. Should we fail

to approve creative, unique programs that may be at variance

with our predilictions
, we will accept only stereotyped

programs and will further discourage school personnel from

creative thinking. Should we fail to provide adequate funds

for designing studies and gathering and analyzing data, we

will have no basis for knowing whether Follow Through in

general and specific programs, in particular, are successful

The evaluation must be longitudinal in nature and

must build on information already available. In its na-

tional evaluation program. Head Start is developing a sub-

stantial amount of useful information. For Follow Through

evaluation to produce continuity and maximal benefits, the

same instruments (plus others) should be used in a Follow

Through national evaluation. This will increase the costs

but will make the results many times more valuable.

L

Follow Through is designed for children who have

been in Head Start; however, many additional children, both

disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged ,
will participate in

Follow Through. The effects of Follow Through on these

children should prove as useful and enlightening as its
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effects on Head Start children. Follow Through evaluation

and research information should be disseminated as early as

possible to permit program decisions and to facilitate

determination of future research and development efforts.

A contract should be let for the nationwide evalua-

tion. Proposals for details of the evaluation should be

solicited from several organizations and bids made for the

contract. Proposals must contain a time schedule of events.

The contractor, using specifications contained in the na-

tional design, should determine the instruments to be used,

incorporating wherever possible the instrumentation used

in the Head Start Program; gather the data; analyze the data

and prepare a report; and provide duplicate data tapes to

the 0E0 for further analysis.

In view of the urgency of the situation and the need

for any contractor to plan ahead, proposals for the nation-

wide evaluation should be sought immediately without waiting

for the final report of this committee.

State educational agency involvement

The goal of the state departments of education in

Follow Through is to provide technical assistance and con-

sultative services to local educational agencies in pre

paring applications, developing proposals, and implementing

programs

.

SEAs should coordinate resources with relevant state

agencies such as public health, 0E0, CAP, higher education,

and act as a liaison with these agencies. It should also
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provide the vehicle for administration and allocation of

federal funds to local education agencies. Personnel within

SEAS should be designated to offer a range of services to

local education agencies, to transmit technical and substan-

tive information regarding Follow Through programs to local

education agencies
, to process school district proposals for

approval, and to offer consultative services in total pro-

gram planning and. evaluation

.

A unit should be established in SEAs to provide an

administrative structure for Follow Through programs. Such

a unit should be placed under the auspices of compensatory-

education (ESEA, Title I) and be delegated responsibility

for (1) allocation of grants and development of fiscal

control for Follow Through funds and (2) dissemination of

federal and state material relative to Follow Through. The

state board of education shall appoint a state policy-making

body, where none exists, for Title I for operation Follow

Through. The state commission or panel of lay citizens

would serve as advisors to the board of education. SEAs

shall prepare a state plan for Follow Through.

State guidelines should be developed on Follow

Through, emphasizing areas of articulation possible without

additional funds and limited district, state, or federal

monies. The guidelines would set forth criteria to be com-

patible with federal criteria. They should include recom-

mendations for a comprehensive compensatory education plan

which should demonstrate that the district has utilized
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other sources of funds than Title I. The plan to be sub-

roitted with the proposal should emphasize a preventive

enrichment program aimed at the child between three and six

years of age.

Provision should be made for state personnel to

offer technical assistance to local education agencies in

interpreting federal and state regulations and guidelines,

and to offer consultative services to local educational

agencies

.

SEAs should provide direct resources to teacher

in-service education as well as work with institutions of

higher education in gearing aspects of their teacher train-

ing to the disadvantaged child in preschool and primary

grades. SEAs should urge universities and state colleges to

participate at the local school district level in programs

of compensatory education.

SEAs, upon recommendation of the Follow Through

advisory panel or commission and the state board of educa-

tion, should establish suggested program elements based on

research,. Head Start, and Title I findings. SEAs should

formulate evaluation and research standards, and provide

consultation in these matters to the local education agency.

Health and nutritional services

Comprehensive health services have been a require-

ment for Head Start and other quality preschool programs.

Follow Through should be an extension and expansion of these

programs to make provision for continuing personal health
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supervision for each child. To accomplish this requires

the integration of health into the entire Follow Through

program with involvement of the staff, parents, health per-

sonnel, and the child.

The services should consist of medical, dental,

mental health, and nutritional components and include pre-

ventive, diagnostic, curative, and rehabilitative aspects.

Identification and referral are to be intraschool functions

planned in conjunction wTith the school health programs where

they already exist. However, to assure that problems

detected are corrected, Follow Through must arrange for

follow-up with either public or private sources of care in

the community. In most communities Follow Through will

have to budget for expanding the diagnostic services for

enrolees as well as for filling gaps in local resources

available for treatment.

In order to accomplish comprehensive health care,

it is mandatory that adequate health personnel be part of

the Follow Through staff. An individual who has a health

services background and administrative skills should be

designated as health manager or director to plan and co-

ordinate the various aspects of the program. This may be

a physician, nurse, dentist, or public health administrator.

It is important that an effective person be selected.

Follow Through efforts to achieve optimum child development

will be wasted if good preventive care, early detection,

appropriate remedial action, and sustained health supervision
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are not carried out; and the local director is the crucial

person m the effective provision of these services.

It is therefore the responsibility of such a person

to see that any necessary screening procedures (additional

to those conducted in Head Start or for school requirements)

are performed, and that health services are provided for

the defects identified. Additional health staff would

consist of medical, dental, and nursing personnel as well

as health assistants and aides.

The responsibility of the health staff should be to:

1. Perform various case finding procedures.

2. Identify and obtain sources of care for the

provision of treatment and assist families in utilizing

these resources.

3. Counsel teachers, staff, and parents in under-

standing health needs directly establishing good health

practices as well as obtaining health services.

4. Maintain ongoing health supervision in order to

achieve optimum health and development for Follow Through

children

.

Many local, state, or federally funded programs are

presently making services available to poor children.

Follow Through must draw all these diverse components to-

gether to ensure that children and families are served in

a coordinated, nonfragmented effective manner.

Therefore, application for Follow Through should

show evidence of:
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1. A clear plan of how the health services are to

be provided with details on screening procedures, referral,

and treatment. The end point of this plan would be the com-

pletion of the services to the child.

2. A plan of integrating all ancillary services

relating to pupil personnel activities— that is, health,

guidance, and social services.

3. Maintaining adequate records and progress

reports

.

4 . Providing preservice and in-service training

for staff—both professional and nonprofessional.

5. Provision of evaluating the results of the

health services portion of the Follow Through Program.

Family and community services

The goal of social services in Follow Through

should be to support the creation of conditions for learn-

ing in which each individual can find opportunity for

development of his potentialities for participation in

group life. The assumption is that behavior is learned

through social interaction with significant others who are

for young children, parents and other family members. The

social service program, therefore, is conceived of as a

family-oriented activity.

The objectives of such services should be as

follows

:

1. Promote family commitment to the achievement of

school goals.
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2 . Promote school commitment to the achievement of

family and community goals.

3. Promote community involvement in education

ranging from the neighborhood to institutions in the wider

community

.

4. Work within the schools to aid teachers and

other staff in the creation of optimum conditions for learn-

ing.

Social service staff should actively participate

in :• I "i

a) The planning phases of the whole program,

utilizing the specialized knowledge of the culture of the

child and his family, community, and other resources to

supplement the program, of normal growth and development,

and of social psychology.

b) Planning and working for parent involvement

in the Follow Through Program and t.oward parents' maximum

feasible participation.

c) Consultation with other staff members to

assist the staff in understanding the child's educational,

social, and emotional problems by drawing on knowledge of

human development and behavior, group process and inter-

action, and providing information about home conditions and

social environment.

d) Development and maintenance of working rela'

tionships between the school and health, recreation, and

social agencies in the community, and establishing liaison
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between the school and these agencies to enhance the effec-

tiveness of their services on the social and educational

behavior of the child.

e) Assessing conditions in the community

social environment which have implications for the school

program.

f) Making appropriate referrals for diagnosis

and treatment services when needed, and provision of case-

work services when not otherwise available in the community;

and follow-up on referrals made by other ancillary services.

g) Information giving to families about com-

munity resources and how to use them.

h) Mobilizing community resources to provide

for adequate housing, food, clothing, and income--maintenance

where these are lacking in the family.

i) Responsibility for continuity in care when

a variety of services are needed.

j) Gathering and recording relevant informa-

tion about needs of the children and their families to-

gether with the nature of the social service staff activity

for providing help. This data should document the extent

to which the social services contributed to the Follow

Through program, in general, and to the child and his family

in particular.

k) Cooperation with research component as

resource persons for planning and developing meaningful

approaches to research and evaluation for feedback into the

local program.
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1) Training and supervision of nonprofes-

sional, indigenous workers in the social service program

who can move out after a term into other community- service

programs, into career-line agency jobs. Agencies should be

encouraged to employ these social service aides after they

have been trained and have gained work experience in the

Follow Through Program. New aides can be recruited into

the program as a means of strengthening the neighborhood-

school relationship.

The report by the National Follow Through Advisory

Committee was submitted to the USOE and was accepted without

5
(any) editing.

The recommendations of the National Follow Through

Advisory Committee were later to serve as the basis for

the development of the Follow Through Program Manual .

Today, this manual not only serves to guide local school

districts in their attempts to implement projects, but it

also serves as the basis for review and evaluation of local

projects by the national Follow Through office (see appen-

dix E) .

It was agreed by both USOE and OEO that high-quality

Follow Through programs would be facilitated by advance

planning involving SEOOs ,
SEAs ,

institutions of higher

education, CAAs ,
relevant groups, and individuals from the

very inception. Continuous staff development at the national

^National Follow Through Advisory

to John Hughes on "Preliminary Thinking o

Program," July 7, 1967.

Committee, report
f the Follow Through
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state, and local levels would be a central concern of the

total program. A cooperative program and/or research would

be an integral part of each Follow Through project. Evalua-

tion and research efforts would be directed toward the

continuous improvement of local preschool programs.

As a result of the National Advisory Committee

recommendations., the Follow Through Program is expending

funds in each of these components. See figure 1 for a

breakdown in percentages of the 1972-73 budget of $53 million

in each of the component areas.
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2.4% Misc.

Fig. 1. Breakdown in percentages of the 1972-73 budgel
of $53 million in each of the component areas.



CHAPTER V

FOLLOW THROUGH TODAY

Since 1968, the Follow Through Program has expended

approximately $10 million for a long-term, longitudinal

evaluation of the results of child progress, sponsor ap-

proaches, impact on school systems, and impact on teachers

and parents. The contractor responsible for the collection

of the data is SRI. ABT Associates, Inc., is the contrac-

tor responsible for the analytical analysis of the data.

Although the policy makers who emphasized Follow

Through's experimental purposes never directed Follow Through

to provide answers to specific questions, it was always under-

stood among the program staff that the primary requirement

of Follow Through, an experimental program, was to produce

information on the various child outcomes that could be ex-

pected from the various program approaches. It was also

understood that the information should include measures of

school achievement but that other important indices of the

child's development should also be used. Hence, evaluation

focuses primarily on child outcomes and is essentially a

before-and-after comparison-groups design. Pretesting has

been done essentially with achievement tests, while post-

testing has been based on both achievement tests and some

104
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measures of child affect. Comparison groups have come from

the same communities where this was feasible, and from

nearby communities when there were not comparable children

in the Follow Through community. SRI will be completing

its study. ABT , Associates, Inc., has published a compre-

hensive report on this multiyear evaluation effort.

Problems

As a social-action, experimental program. Follow

Through has a number of fundamental and pervasive problems.

The first of these is that administrative decisions have

never been fully rationalized with the authorizing legisla-

tion— that is, the legislation authorized a social-action

program while the executive branch decreed that the program

should be experimental . Legislators, community action

agencies, OEO regional offices, and others were never

apprised of this decree except by Follow Through Program

personnel . Since community action agencies ,
regional OEO

personnel, and local community people were accustomed to all

kinds of rationalization for the failure of programs to

meet community action standards, they were skeptical of this

interpretation. Moreover, in spite of the decision that the

program be experimental, the executive branch of the govern-

ment often treated it as a social-action program rather

than an experimental program. For example, despite repeated

efforts to secure personnel to manage a research and develop

ment program of approximately $70 million. Follow Through

never had an operating staff of more than thirty persons.
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or about one staff member for every $2.33 million of ap-

propriated money.
i

A second major problem has been the failure of

both policy makers and program personnel to be explicit

in their expectations of Follow Through. Because of this,

the evaluation has tended to wander, with achievement

testing serving as the primary focus, but with efforts

also being made (1) to develop additional tests that would

give more complete information about children's development

and (2) to gather extensive institutional data that would

make it possible to draw conclusions about the effect of

Follow Through on schools and other institutions serving

children.

V -

A third issue that has troubled Follow Through is

that priorities have changed, both within the communities

being served and within the federal government. For example,

in 1968 and 1969, ethnic minority communities were very

concerned about the unfairness of tests that were being

used and about the inappropriateness of judging ethnic

minority youngsters on "middle-class, white" tests. Those

same communities, three years later, were no longer com-

plaining very much that the tests were not fair; instead,

they were complaining that educational systems were not

teaching their children to read or to learn in other sig-

nificant ways measured by achievement tests.

Another problem that arose during this period was

court-ordered integration. Many Follow Through projects in
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the South, located primarily in black schools, were seriously
disrupted when the integration of children and staff was
made mandatory. First of all, this meant that many new
children on whom no baseline data had been gathered en-
tered the program and that equal numbers of children on

whom there were baseline data were transferred to other
schools where there was no Follow Through. Second, it meant

that many new staff members without training in the sponsor's

program were brought into the Follow Through classrooms and

had to be oriented and trained as effectively and expedi-

tiously as possible. Third, since Follow Through funding

is based on the number of low-income children enrolled,

this change had serious funding implications. For example,

if one hundred low-income children were scattered among

twelve classes, the program would be far more expensive to

operate than if these same one hundred children were concen-

trated in only four classrooms.

Perhaps the most serious programmatic mistake, as

it related to the local level, was that Follow Through set

up too independent an organization and did not insist that

the regular staff be sufficiently involved; that is, school

principals, elementary supervisors, and associate superin-

tendents .

The Crucial Issue of Funding

Summaries of the funding and project .histories of

Follow Through are shown in table 1 . The amounts shown in

the second column are the amounts spent by Follow Through
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during a given school year. Thus, in school year 1967,

Follow Through (local projects, sponsors, evaluation

contractors, USOE, etc.) spent $3.75 million— forty local

projects were in operation serving 2,900 children, and

there were no sponsors.'*'

TABLE 1

FUNDING AND PROJECT HISTORIES
1967-1973

School
Year

Funds Spent
in School
Year

(Millions)

Project
Grants

Poor
Children

Sponsors

1967-68 3.75 4 0 2,900 0

1968-69 13.25 91 (103) 15,500 14

1969-70 32.2 148 (161) 37,000 20

1970-71 57 . 158 (174) 60,000 20

1971-72 70. 158 (174) 75,000 20

1972-73 63.06 155 (170) 84,000 20

Obviously, the budget figures do not correspond to

Follow Through's fiscal year allocations. This is because:

(1) funds for operation of the pilot projects in school

year 1967-68 were borrowed from Head Start and had to be

returned from fiscal year 1968 funds; (2) Follow Through

used a "delayed funding" process for approximately $2 mil-

lion of operations in each of the school years 1968-69 and

XAt the present time Follow Through makes 155 grants

in support of more than 170 local projects.



1968-70; and (3) in 1970-71 Follow Through initiated a

special experimental program to test the effectiveness

of summer school— a program which involved funding some

projects for two school years and for either two or three

summers.

Reduction in funding

Prior to the refunding of Follow Through projects

for 1972-73 school year, the program was informed that its

budget would be reduced from $69 million to $60 million as

a result of a $9 million reduction in Follow Through's

1972 funds. This was a very serious blow to the program

because it would mean discontinuing financial support to

some projects in order to stay within the allocated appropria

tion. On November 9, 1972, a memorandum was sent out to all

Follow Through projects, sponsors, general consultants,

SEAs, and SEOOs informing them that the Follow Through

office would be conducting program reviews of all projects

2
during the 1971-72 school year.

The primary purpose of these reviews was to obtain

a full and systematic picture of the status of the imple-

mentation of the key facets of Follow Through m order to

strengthen the ability of project and community with techni-

cal assistance from sponsor, general consultant, regional

program specialist, and project officer to develop a suc-

cessful Follow Through project. It was also stated that

^ Rosemary Wilson, memorandum, November 9, 1972.
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the findings obtained from these reviews might be relevant

to decisions concerning refunding for school year 1972-73.

The memorandum also indicated that the reduction in the

Follow Through national funding level from $69 million in

fiscal year 1971 to approximately $60 million in fiscal

year 1972, would result in not being able to refund all

projects. The memorandum emphasized the fact that no de-

cisions had been made as to the refunding or nonfunding of

, 3
any particular project.

The information available to the Follow Through

staff indicated that substantial cost reduction could best

be achieved by eliminating projects which were contributing

the least to basic program objectives; that is, the research

and demonstration objectives, leaving the more effective

projects relatively unaltered to assure continuity of data

and research evaluation goals. On November 15, 1972, a

memorandum was sent to all project directors, PAC chairmen,

and state officials inviting them t'o attend one of the three

regional meetings to be conducted on December 15, 16, and 1.7,

in San Francisco, California; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania;

and Kansas City, Kansas.
4

The project review, its purpose,

and the criteria to be used were explained to all partici

pants attending the meetings.

3 Ibid

.

4 Rosemary Wilson, memorandum, November 15, 1972
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Criteria for funding of
projects tor 1972-73~

The review of the Follow Through projects was based
on the following eleven discrete criteria:

1* The contributi°n to the research and demonstra-
tion effort of Follow Through.

2. The percentage of participating children from
low-income families.

3. The percentage of participating children who
are graduates of Head Start or similar quality preschool

programs

.

4. Amount of Title I and nonfederal funds committed.

5. Evidence of overall cost effectiveness in the

administration and operating the project.

6. Quality of implementation by the project of the

sponsor's approach.

7. Quality and effectiveness of instruction.

8. Quality and comprehensiveness of ancillary

services

.

9. Quality of program career development and in-

Service training of paraprofessionals and professional staff.

10. Quality of the dissemination process.

11. Quality and extent of parental participation in

project activities.

Starting the month of September 1972, eight Follow

Through project officers assisted by five other members of

the Washington National Follow Through staff, ten regional

office of education personnel, and forty-five Pacific
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training consultants reviewed eight Follow Through projects

in thirty-three states within eighty days. Approximately

475 man-days were spent by teams of at least three indi-

viduals. The reviews usually lasted from 2-1/2 to 4-1/2

days. The teams visited approximately 1,536 classrooms in

256 schools and interviewed 656 principals and LEA adminis-

trators, 1,776 teachers and teacher trainers, 2,904 Follow

Through paraproifessionals
, and 140 health and social ser-

vices personnel.

The review teams also attended seventy-five PAC

meetings, two-thirds of which were held at night, and ob-

served approximately 18,000 children in classrooms. Al-

though the projects had been visited and the review criteria

had been applied to these sites, the findings were assessed

and those projects that were recommended for termination

were forwarded to the U.S. Commissioner of Education, then

Sidney P. Marland. (For a complete list of those projects

refer to appendix F.)

The twenty-six communities which were recommended

to be terminated were notified by letter and shortly there-

after, the Follow Through office began to receive thousands

of letters from parents and hundreds of letters from

congressmen asking about the possibility of restoring the

communities that were dropped. The response by the con-

stituencies of U.S. congressmen, representatives, and

senators prompted a move on the part of the U.S. Senate and

House of Representatives to request a supplement for the

Follow Through Program.
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On May 27, 1972, the President of the United States,

Richard Milhouse Nixon, signed the Second Supplement Act

of 1972, in which $3 million was appropriated to the

Follow Through Program for continuing for one year those

projects of highest priority from among the twenty-six

Follow Through projects which had been slated for discon-

tinuance at the end of their grant periods . In order to

carry out the intent of the Congress, all twenty-six of the

projects were carefully reassessed, taking into considera-

tion not only the original eleven program criteria but also

the additional factors of potential for improvement in the

project and amount of technical assistance needed to bring

about such improvement. On June 29, 1972, Duane J. Matthies,

Deputy Commissioner for School Systems, informed the Follow

Through Program which projects had been approved by the

U.S. Commissioner of Education for refunding during the

1972-73 school year (see appendix G) . These projects were

invited to submit proposals for the 1972-73 school year.

The applications were received by the appropriate project

officer, negotiated, and funded accordingly.

Present Status of the Follow Through Program

On July 19, 1973, a memorandum was sent to super-

intendents of schools, CAAs, PAC chairmen, and Follow Through

directors. The memorandum indicated that Follow Through

was an experimental program and would begin phasing out in

the 1974-75 academic year at the rate of one grade level

per year and the kindergarten children who would be entering
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the; ± r projects in September 1973 would therefore be the
last group of new children to enter. The memorandum em-
phasised that funding for the coming school year would be
subject to congressional appropriations in fiscal year 1974
It also informed projects that the Follow Through Program
intended to continue the funding of their projects so that
all children enrolled in September 1973 will have the

opportunity to complete the third grade. This meant that
funding, hopefully, will be provided as shown in table 2.

TABLE 2

FUNDING ALLOCATIONS AND PROJECTIONS
1973-1978

School
Year

^ Funding
Level

(Millions)
No . of

Sponsors

No . of
Local

Grants

No. of
Low Income
Children
Funded

Grades of
Follow
Through
Classes

1973-74 57.50 22 153 81,000 K-3

1974-75 41.00 22 153 62,000 1-3

1975-76 41.00 22 153 41,000 2-3

1976-77 29.00 22 124 20,000 3

1977-78 None None None None None

This information was provided to the LEAs early so that they

would have adequate time to phase out the Follow Through

Program in their schools or assimilate it into the regular

school program by funding from federal funds, other than

those from Follow Through or from local or state funds
.

^

^Duane Mattheis, memorandum, July 19, 1973.
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The memorandum sent out by Duane Mattheis generated

a wave of protests by parents, superintendents of schools,

chief state school officials, U.S. Congressmen, etc. This

ultimately resulted in a bill sponsored by Senators Humphrey

and Mondale, and Representatives Taft, Harrison, and

Williams to ask for an amendment to the Supplemental Ap-

propriations bills to restore $20 million to the Follow

Through Program. The intent of the supplemental money was

to restore the entering grade (kindergarten class) at all

Follow Through sites for the 1974-75 school year. After

hearings and debate on the proposed supplemental, the House

of Representatives and Senate agreed on a compromise figure

of $12 million to continue the kindergarten grade for one

year. As 'a result of this supplemental, the funding alloca-

tions and projection listed in table 2 have been revised.

Table 3 indicates that the Follow Through Program

will have been completely phased out by the 1978-79 school

year and will bring to a close one of the largest research

and development efforts in the United States.

Follow Through projects are located in a variety of

urban/rural settings in all parts of the country. The cost

of Follow Through projects varies by size of project, loca-

tion, sponsor approach, and community setting. The projects

listed in appendix H are representative of the total popula-

tion of Follow Through projects. They range in size from

110 to 1,412 children per project and are representative of

all geographic regions and minority populations. Nineteen
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TABLE 3

FUNDING ALLOCATIONS AND PROJECTIONS
1973-1978 (REVISED)

School
Year

Funding
Level

(Millions)
No . of
Sponsors

No. of
Local

Grants

No . of
Low Income
Children
Funded

Grades of
Follow
Through
Classes

1973-74 57.50 22 153 81,000 K-3

1974-75 53.00 22 153 81 ,000 K-3

1975-76 41.00 22 153 41,000 1-3

1976-77 41.00 22 153 41,000 2-3

1977-78 29.00 22 124 20,000 3

1978-79 None None None None None

model sponsors, plus three self-sponsored projects are

included in the sample (see appendix I) . Table 5

(appendix I) indicates expenditures level/pupil by geo-

graphic location, project size and local environment. As

expected, urban projects cost more than rural projects.

It is noted that certain economies of scale exist in imple-

menting projects in that large projects cost less/pupil than

do middle-size projects, than do small projects.

Summary of Evaluation Findings

Evaluation Objectives

The following questions were addressed in the evalua-

tion :

1. what are the Follow Through/Non-Follow Through

(FT/NFT) contrasts in posttest scores on achievement, motiva-

tion, self-concept, and attendance measures for each model?
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2. How do preschool experience, initial achieve-

ment level, sex of children, racial/ethnic background, and

classroom composition influence FT/NFT differences?

3. To what extent can FT/NFT differences be

attributed to unique curriculum inputs prescribed by each

sponsor's model?

4. What are the characteristics of teachers working

in different models?

5. How dp Follow Through parents react to Follow

Through programs, schools, and their children's progress in

learning?

While all of these questions are important, the

central question advanced in this summary is: To what ex-

tent is each model affecting the cognitive-personal-social

growth of children? However, even this question cannot be

completely answered with the kindergarten data presented

herein, but a good frame of reference should emerge for

future results and interpretations.

Evaluation Design

The evaluation design is longitudinal with four

successive waves of "cohorts," of children entering kinder-

garten and exiting from the third grade. The third cohort

affords the largest data base and is the soundest from an

evaluation point of view: the first two have expected

developmental weaknesses while use of the fourth cohort for

evaluation purposes has been deliberately limited. This is

an interim report, and only kindergarten data of Cohort III,
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collected in the school year 1971-72, are presented in

this report. The national evaluation design includes those

sponsors who are implementing their concepts in at least

five projects. Only ten of the twenty-two sponsors met this

cr^^er;*-on * The distribution of sponsors' projects is

representative, as far as possible, of all geographical

regions, urban/rural areas, and racial/ethnic groups.

Within the project areas, similar schools were matched with

the Follow Through schools to provide a basis for a control

or comparison analysis. Ideal matching was not possible in

most instances and necessitated considerable adjustments

in the data. The measures used to adjust for the differences

between Follow Through and comparison schools include: the

entering achievement and ethnic characteristics of the

child, family income, mother's education, family mobility,

mother's perception of the school which her child attends,

size of the city, and the region of the country in which

the school is located.

The results presented here are derived from school-

level analyses of children and from data collected from

parents and teachers. There are 137 Follow Through schools,

114 comparison schools, approximately 4,000 parents, 4,000

children, and 1,100 teachers in the analyses. School-level

analyses are presented in preference to child- or class-level

analyses because the results are more stable and thus more

reliable

.
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instruments

The instrument battery used to collect the 1972 data

is as follows:

A. Academic achievement

1. Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT)

—

individually administered

2. Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT)

—

group test

a) Listening to sounds

b) Reading

c) Arithmetic

B. Motivation/Self-Concept

1. Gumpgookies (measure of achievement motiva-

tion) individually administered.

2. Locus of control (measure of personal

responsibility and control over events) --individually ad-

ministered .

C. School attendance rosters

D. Parent interview guide

E. Teacher questionnaire

F. Teacher aide questionnaire

The Foilow Through battery was carefully chosen to

tap some of the major objectives for compensatory education.

Being limited to the state-of-the-art in educational measure-

ment, the evaluation does not, of course, attempt to assess

all possible goals of all sponsors. In this evaluation

then, as in all others, some effects are unknowable.



Results

Kindergarten results on child measures are pre-

sented in table 4 for each sponsor in the national evalua-

tion.

In interpreting the foregoing results
, some

important points must be kept in mind. First, each group

of sponsors' schools was compared to its own selected

comparison group and not to the total group of comparison

schools in the study. Second, statistical adjustments

cannot fully compensate for initial differences between

Follow Through and comparison schools on such items as

pretest scores and socioeconomic characteristics of families.

Thus, the basis for determining the effects of various

Follow Through models is not perfect. Furthermore, the

existence of different models with differences is not per-

fect. Also, the existence of different models with dif-

ferent educational strategies limits the conclusions which

can be drawn from only the kindergarten year. For example,

several sponsors stressed noncognitive areas in kinder-

garten and did not attempt to teach academic skills. As

might be expected, those sponsors do not generally show

positive results in the cognitive area after one year but

they may in later years.

As the Follow Through evaluation continues, addi-

tional data and a variety of analytic techniques will be

used to cross check the findings and provide a better frame-

work for making sponsor comparisons as well as more in-depth
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interpretations of within-sponsor results. Discussion of

significant findings for each sponsor on child outcomes

in kindergarten and related teacher and parent data fol-

lows .

Far West Laboratory, Responsive Education Program .

The Far West Laboratory espouses the philosophy that a child

learns best by exploring and making discoveries in the

world around him. The responsive classroom environment is

designed to help the child develop confidence in his own

capacity to succeed and to master the academic skills

necessary for effective problem solving. The model offers

a variety of games, materials, and learning tasks to aid

in the development of reasoning abilities and self-directed,

self-rewarding behavior.

Far West's teachers have spent more time (almost

three years) with their Follow Through model, and more time

in general in the teaching profession than have teachers of

other models. These kindergarten teachers report receiving

relatively little training from their sponsor. They are

highly child oriented in their approach to teaching and

place emphasis on parent involvement in the education of

their children. They report that they make many visits to

pupils' homes and this may be responsible for another in-

gredient in the children's motivation— the reported interest

of their parents in helping them at home and at school.

The encouragement that Far West Laboratory give to

children to become self-starters may be reflected in their
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scores on academic motivation. The direction that motiva-

tion takes is primarily in reading in which this model

surpasses its comparison group. Differences between Far

West's Follow Through schools and the comparison schools

on other measures are, to date, negligible.

University of Arizona, Tucson Early Education

Model . The classroom environment of the Tucson model attempts

to be an extension of the home in which children learn in

a natural, functional way to develop language, reasoning,

social arts and skills, and to be motivated in learning

about' their world. One-to-one adult-child interaction and

small group activities are the route to individualizing

instruction. Children in this model are encouraged to

learn a great variety of things beyond their ABCs.

Teachers working under this sponsor have fewer

advanced credits of degrees and their salaries are relatively

low compared to other Follow Through teachers. However,

their experience and age are comparable to those character-

istics of other Follow Through teachers. Further, they

receive more training from their sponsor. The teachers’

values are essentially child oriented and the teachers make

more visits to children's homes than do teachers in compari-

son schools. Perhaps this accounts for the fact that these

Follow Through parents show a greater interest in school

activities than do their comparison groups.
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Measures of cognitive achievement show scattered

results: high scores on the WRAT
, low on MAT numbers, and

no significant differences from their comparison groups

on listening and reading.

The children are more motivated toward learning

than their comparisons although they seem to feel less

responsibility for good things that happen to them. In

attendance the Follow Through children are not substantially

different from the comparison groups.

Bank Street College of Education Approach . The

Bank Street approach which is similar to the open education

concept developed in England, is designed to change the

school system to meet the developmental needs of children.

The classroom program is individualized and flexible, using

material relevant to the child's own world and helping him

to probe, discover, and learn how to learn. While basic

skills are important to Bank Street, preparation for aca-

demic learning must precede the learning itself, and in

Follow Through this preparation occurs in the kindergarten.

Teachers in the Bank Street model are more highly

educated than most other Follow Through teachers, value the

child-oriented approach to education, and receive most of

their training in that approach.

The children tested in the Bank Street projects were

far below comparison groups in both socioeconomic status

and beginning achievement scores. The deficits in achieve-

ment scores with which the kindergarten children began
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could not be fully adjusted in the statistical analysis of

the data, and may partly explain why their scores lag be-

hind those of the comparison schools on all MAT subtests.

Bank Street children do, however, surpass the comparison

children on motivation to achieve. On the WRAT, self-

concept and attendance measures, there are no substantial

differences between Bank Street and comparison schools.

University of Oregon, Englemann-Becker Model . The

University of Oregon approach is designed to teach children

the basic skills of reading, arithmetic, and language

beginning in kindergarten. The curriculum materials are

programmed and teaching techniques are prescribed in detail

with emphasis on structured, small-group instruction,

question-and-answer periods, and the use of positive rein-

forcement to shape behavior.

The Oregon teachers report that they have received

much training in the use of structured learning activities,

and place high value on this method of teaching. On the

other hand, they place less value on the development of

personal/social skills and on involving parents in the

school program than do teachers in the comparison schools

.

The achievement data reflect Oregon's conviction

that the primary-school program for disadvantaged children

should focus on reading and arithmetic skills. Oregon

children performed well on all the achievement tests. The

model had no noticeable effect on motivation or attendance.
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moutjx are significantly lower than their comparison children

in the area of feeling responsibility for positive events.

High/Scope Foundation, Cognitively Oriented Curri -

culum Model . The High/Scope classroom environment provides

for active exploration, manipulation, and discovery. Within

its Piagetian framework, the instructional approach is

systematic and planned. The cognitively oriented curricu-

lum is designed to develop in children the thinking skills

they will need throughout their school years and adult life.

High/Scope teachers are more child oriented in

their educational philosophy than teachers in any other model

and they place substantial value on their comparison parents

in the help they give to their children and in contacts

with schools. At the kindergarten level, the High/Scope model

is producing positive effects on all achievement measures.

Unlike some of the other models, the High/Scope effects are

relatively easy to interpret inasmuch as the initial match

between Follow Through and the comparison groups is very

close. In addition, High/Scope children are well motivated

to learn, feel responsibility for positive things that hap-

pen to them, and have a good attendance record relative to

their comparison group.

University of Florida, Parent Education Model . The

University of Florida program is a parent education model.

Based on the premise that children learn as much at home as

at school, the major objective is to improve children’s
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University of Kansas, Behavior Analysis Approach .

The primary objective of the University of Kansas approach

is to facilitate the child's mastery of the basic skills,

particularly in reading and arithmetic. This is accom-

plished by a 'token economy" system whereby children are

rewarded for their good efforts and accomplishments with

tokens which can be exchanged for various privileges during

free time. Based on principles of behavior modification,

the token-exchange system is designed to provide systematic,

positive reinforcement for desired behavior.

The data indicate that teachers in this model

received more training in utilizing structured teaching

techniques than any other sponsor group, along with working

effectively with parents. The parents, too, appear to

support the model in helping their children with academic

work more frequently than do comparison parents.

It is evident from the evaluation that kindergarten

children in the Kansas model are learning basic skills at

a faster rate than in the comparison schools. However,

the Kansas children far surpassed their comparison groups

on the intial achievement test and this initial advantage,

while corrected for in the statistical analysis, may still

partly explain their performance at the end of the year.

This model's children also show superior achievement

motivation but are not substantially different from the

attendance. The children in thiscomparison children in
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school achievement through enabling parents to participate

directly in their children's education. While the curricu-

lum varies with project sites, parent participation pro-

vided by the sponsor adds a Piagetian influence through

home instruction. At the heart of the model is the parent-

educator-aide who works both in the classroom and in the

home to integrate school-home efforts. The emphasis of

the Florida model report is making frequent visits to

pupils' homes. The University of Florida model assumes

that parents along with teachers are educators regardless

of their formal education. '

While not altering the classroom curriculum, parent

intervention produced positive results in MAT reading,

motivation, and a sense of responsibility for negative

events. The effects on attendance and other achievement

measures are negligible.

Educational Development Center (EDC) ,
Open Educa-

tion Plan. The EDC program, reflecting the British infant

school model, is based on the belief that a child learns

through active participation in the learning process. In

the flexible open-classroom environment children are en-

couraged to initiate activities, pursue their interests,

and generally assume responsibility for their learning.

If EDC children in kindergarten give evidence that they are

not ready, or indicate that they do not wish to learn to use

numbers , no effort on the part of the adults in the olass-

room is made to pressure them into learning academic skills.
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The basic objective of the. program is the development of

pupil growth in academic and problem-solving skills, self-

expression, and self-direction

,

EDC teachers are slightly above other Follow

Through teachers in age, experience, salary, and education

and they report much sponsor training in child centeredness

.

EDC parents report more frequent interaction with their

children in their school work and in school—related activi-

ties than the comparison group.

The child outcomes for EDC Follow Through children

are lower than comparison children on MAT listening and

reading and not significantly different from the comparison

groups- on the other two cognitive measures. EDC children

surpassed the comparisons on motivation and attendance

and were not substantially different on locus of control.

University of Pittsburg, Individualized Early

Learning Program . The University of Pittsburgh uses a num-

ber of interrelated curriculum components that are designed

to develop orienting and attending skills, perceptual motor

Skills, and conceptual linguistic skills including reason-

ing and knowledge of mathematics concepts. The carefully

structured and sequenced curriculum is individualized to

permit the child to work at his own pace.

Pittsburgh teachers, who are less highly educated

than other Follow Through teachers, report that they received

much training in the use of structured instruction and in

working effectively with parents. The parents, in turn, are
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involved more than their comparison groups in their chil-

dren's learning both at home and at school.

The Pittsburgh model shows gains over its compari-

son group in two (WRAT and MAT- numbers) out of the four

achievement tests and in all the noncognitive measures

except attendance. Differences on MAT reading and MAT

listening were negligible.

Southwest Education Development Laboratory (SEDL)

Language Development (Bilingual Approach) . The SEDL

program was originally designed as a bilingual program

for predominantly Spanish-speaking children. The primary

emphasis is on language development, with language being

viewed as the prerequisite for acquiring a variety of skills,

including nonlinguistic skills. Building upon the child's

native language and culture, the kindergarten program

stresses the development of visual, auditory, and motoj.

skills, as well as thinking.

Teachers in the SEDL model place great value on the

structured approach to teaching basic skills— they respect

the rights of others, and they hold pupil cooperation in

high regard. Though younger and less experienced, SEDL

teachers are more highly educated than other Follow Through

teachers. They have a unique problem associated with the

delivery of a language development program to children for

whom standard English is not the native language.

On three out of four cognitive measures, SEDL

levels not significantly different
children performed at
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from their comparison groups. On MAT listening the SEDL

children were slightly below the comparison. However, the

children in this model were well below comparison schools

in socioeconomic status and entering achievement and,

therefore, the analysis may somewhat understate SEDL effects.

Che evidence of this is the fact that SEDL's performance

looks better when large city projects are excluded events

but lack academic motivation. Attendance in SEDL schools,

from the study, was significantly better than in comparison

schools.

Conclusions

There is reliable evidence that systematic differ-

ences among the ten sponsors' approaches have been achieved.

It is also - clear that several sponsors advocating early

attention to reading and arithmetic are showing significant

effects relative to the comparison groups in those areas,

and that sponsors not having such emphasis for kinder-

garten children are not, in general, producing such results

at this time. However, most of the sponsors are showing

evidence of developing the children's motivation and six

are having some effect upon the children's sense of per-

sonal responsibility. Whether or not these positive effects

on nonacademic variables are precursors of academic effects

will be revealed by analyses of data collected after kinder-

garten .

The results from the kindergarten class that entered

1971-72 indicate that some
Follow Through in the school year
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Follow Through models are producing educationally important

effects on several cognitive and affective outcomes. How-

ever, it is too early in the evaluation to draw firm con-

clusions about the ten education concepts. Since the pro-

gram carries children, through third grade, conclusions

must be postponed until then. On the other hand, a con-

siderable amount of information about the individual models

is available and suggests differential effects among the

models. The evaluation is begining to show results which

will be further examined in the remaining years of the

research plan.

The researcher feels that parents have demonstrated

that they are interested and concerned about the education

of their children. When the decision was made by the U.S.

Office of Education to phase out the Follow Through Program,

parents, principals, SEAs ,
LEAs ,

and professional organiza-

tions lobbied to support a program they felt was serving the

needs of children. The strong opposition generated espe-

cially by the parents to their local elected officials,

U.S. Congressmen and Senators, served as the impetus in

getting the necessary support to prompt the U.S. House of

Representatives and Senate to introduce a bill for a sup-

plement to the program and prevent the phase-out. The

researcher believes that parents, as a result of their

experience in Follow Through, have become more involved m

the education of their children, development of budgets,

and operation and management of their schools. They have
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become more politically astute in terms of lobbying for

programs they support and want continued.

Recommendations

Since the preliminary evaluation data supports the

fact that the Follow Through Program is working and has

been a success, the program as currently structured should

be continued. In addition, the evaluation effort should be

continued until two complete cohorts of children in grades

kindergarten through three have matriculated through the

program. This effort would provide more valid data and

give a better indication of achievement gained as a result

of the Follow Through experience.

This researcher would recommend that the U.S. Congres

pass legislation to operationalize Follow Through (kinder-

garten through three) into a service program. In addition.

the Follow Through Planned Variation concept should be ex

tended into grades four through six. If this occurs,

sponsors would then begin to work with communities in de-

veloping and implementing programs for the new grade levels.

They would continue to render technical assistance

to those school districts for grades kindergarten through

three on an as-needed basis. Sponsors would be asked to

develop training laboratories to extend their educational

models toother institutions of higher learning. This would

permit a more efficient regionalization of services and

would perhaps impact positively upon teacher-training
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programs. These institutions would then have staff skilled

in the different approaches.

The researcher feels that there is strong support

in the U.S. Congress to continue the program. This is

evident because of the fact that the U.S. Office of Educa-

tion requested only $35 million in their budget request

for the 1975-76 school year but the U.S. House of Repre-

sentatives appropriated $53 million for the Follow Through

Program an increase of $18 million more than requested by

U.S. Office of Education.

Thirty-five million dollars is not sufficient to

continue support of a K-3 program at the current (1974-75)

level but could support the phase-out plan. The appropria-

tion by the House of Representatives of the larger amount

($53 million) lends evidence that the House of Representa-

tives is opposed to the phase-out of the Follow Through

Program.
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DEFINITION OF TERMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Definition of Terms

Act: the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, P. L. 88-452,

as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2701.

Budget period : the period of time (within or coterminous

with the project period) specified in the notification

of grant award, during which project costs may be

charged against the grant. A budget period is generally

twelve months but may be for a different period of

time, if appropriate.

Commissioner : the United States Commissioner of Education.

Community action agency : an agency designated as such,

pursuant to 210 of the Act and receiving financial

assistance from the Office of Economic Opportunity

under Title II of the Act.

Community involvement: the participation of citizens in

determining the structure and content of a district's

educational program. The Follow Through Program re-

quires parental involvement in the operation and manage-

ment of the project.

Early elementary grades : kindergarten through grade three,

inclusive

.

136
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Economically d isadvantaged: children from families with
low incomes. For the purpose of Follow Through, income
levels are defined by the 0E0 poverty line index.

FlSCa
-
1

-

year ; flscal year refers to the period in which the

federal government examines its financial status and

closes its books. July 1 starts the fiscal year for

the federal government.

Follo^Through children : all children in public or private

schools who have been enrolled in a Follow Through

project

.

Follow Through parents : all parents of children enrolled

(or to be enrolled) in a Follow Through project, in-

cluding the parents of private-school children partici-

• pating in the project.

Grantee : the agency, institution, or organization named in

the grant as the recipient of the grant award.

Grants officer : the employee of the United States Office

of Education who has been delegated authority to exe-

cute or amend the grant document on behalf of the govern

ment

.

Head Start : a child development program funded under the

Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, intended to provide

the preschool disadvantaged child with educational and

cultural experiences along with authorized medical and

dental services and nutrition programs.
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Head Start agency : an agency funded in whole or in part

by the Office of Economic Opportunity pursuant to sec-

tion 222(a)(1) of the Act.

In-service training ; such specialized training as may be

required or recommended for project staff during the

course of employment in the Follow Through project.

Local education agency : the public board of education or

other public authority legally constituted for ad-

ministrative control or direction of public elementary

and secondary schools within a political subdivision

of a state. This study uses the term schoold district

synonymously with local education agency.

Low-income children: or low-income persons refers to chil-

dren or persons from families whose annual income falls

within the poverty (line) index which is compiled and

revised annually by the Office of Economic Opportunity.

Nonprofit : as applied to an agency, organization, or institu-

tion refers to an agency, organization, or institution

owned and operated by one or more nonprofit corporations

or associations—no part of the net earnings of which in-

sures, or may lawfully insure, to the benefit of any

private shareholder or individual.

Office of Economic Opportunity : an office established within

the organizational structure of the Office of the President

of the United States to carry out the Economic Opportunity

Act of 1964.
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Paraprofessional : a person who does not have a baccalaureate

or equivalent degree or certification, but who directly

assists persons in the performance of educational, social

services, medical, or other functions.

Parent participation ; participation in the process of mak-

ing decisions about the nature and operation of the

project in the classroom and school as paid employees,

volunteers, or observers.

Policy advisory committee : a committee that assists with

the planning and operation of project activities and

actively participates in the decision-making process

of project activities.

Preschool experience: low-income children who are graduates

of a full-year Head Start or comparable preschool program.

Preservice training: workshops, courses, seminars, and

other forms of specialized training which precede and

are required or recommended for employment as a meber

of a Follow Through project staff.

Private: a nonprofit school which is operated and controlled

by other than a public authority and which complies with

state compulsory attendance laws or is otherwise recog-

nized or accredited by some procedure customarily used in

the state to identify schools meeting acceptable educa-

tional standards.

Program sponsor : a college university, or institution which

receives a grant or contract to undertake some or all of

the activities and maintains a contractural relationship
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with one or more local Follow Through projects for the

purpose of conducting such activities in conjunction

with such projects.

Project ; the identified activity or program approved by

the commissioner for support.

Project area : the local community or the smaller geographic

area within such community (defined by school attendance

zones or other similar neighborhood boundaries) in which

a Follow Through project operates.

Project director: the person responsible for directing

the project of the grantee or contractor.

Project officer: the employee of the U.S. Office of Educa-

tion who is responsible for monitoring the project of

the grantee or contractor to assure compliance with the

terms and conditions of the grant.

Project period: the length of time specified in the notifica-

tion of grant award for which a project is approved.

Rural : as applied to a geographic area, an area which is not

included within a standard metropolitan statistical area

(as defined by the U.S. Bureau of Census and which is not

within or coterminous with a city, town, or borough,

village, or other subcounty political unit, the population

of which exceeds 2,500).

State educational agency : the state board of education or

other agency or officer primarily responsible for the

state supervision of public elementary and secondary
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schools, or if there is no such officer or agency, an

°fficer or agency designated by the governor or state

law.

Title I : a program designed to broaden and strengthen educa-

tional opportunities for educationally deprived children

living in school attendance areas where there is a high

concentration of children from low-income families.

War on poverty : the antipoverty program pursued under the

Economic Opportunity Act of 1964.

Definition of Abbreviations

BESE: Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education

CAA: Community action agency

CAP: Community action program

DCE : Division of Compensatory Education

DHEW : Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

EOA: Economic Opportunity Act.

ESEA: Elementary and Secondary Education Act

LEA: Local education agency

NIE: National Institute of Education

OCD: Office of Child Development

0E0 : Office of Economic Opportunity

PAC: Policy advisory committee

SEA: State education agency

SOEO
: state office of Economic Opportunity

SRI: Stanford Research Institute

STA: State technical assistance.

USOE: United States Office of Education
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AFRAM PARENT IMPLEMENTATION EDUCATIONAL APPROACH

AFRAM Associates, Inc.

AFRAjM Associates, Inc. is a nonprofit educational research consulting
group. It has developed a model based on guarding the right of the parent
community to participate in monitoring the education of its children and
to make its schools accountable to it. The model views parent implementa-
tion as a necessity, not as a mere right or privilege. AFRAjM constantly
encourages parents to become aware of their ability to exercise decision-
making responsibilities over the education of their children. This model
seeks to engage parents in enacting parental leadership by shaping the
policy to the benefit of their children's education. Organizing and edu-

cating the parent community to assume this role is a central point of

focus in the model.

The classroom instructional program should be one that parents

actively participate in selecting and developing; and one that recognizes

the contribution to be made by drawing upon parental skills in program

implementation and management. In some projects the classroom instruc-

tional approach of a second sponsor is implemented, with AFRAM organizing

the parent community whose involvement it considers essential to the suc-

cess of the learning process.

Parents are educated to function in a variety of roles, both paid

and unpaid, as community organizers, teacher aides, volunteers, foster

teachers, homework helpers, and as community educators generally. As a

complement to the parent coordinator, who is an agent of the Follow Through

Project working out of the school to elicit parent cooperation, AFRAM em-

ploys a person from and selected by the parent community who functions as

an agent of the parents to build community support. This person is solely

responsible to the parents and works toward helping the parent community

to gain a better understanding of the relationship between classroom and

"extra-classroom" concerns. This person maintains contact between parents

in the community at large and the Policy Advisory Committee, keeping each

informed of each others interests.

The person employed as agent to the parents helps organize educational

meetings in parents homes that are directed toward a variety of purposes,

including self-education and education of the school staff to parent and

community needs and concerns. He encourages parents to develop community
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based programs to deal with problems that persistently interfere with the
education of their children, such as narcotics addiction, deteriorated
housing, lack of health and medical service, and the like. AFRAM depends
on both field experience and training sessions to provide this person
with the skills, knowledge, and motivation needed to be of meaningful
assistance to the community.

Teachers employed within this approach must accept the principle
of accountability and community control inherent in the model. They be-
come accountable to the parent community, not just to the school system.
Respect for the parent is seen as inseparable from respect for the child,
and respect for the child is considered fundamental to learning. Teachers
and parents are urged to get to know each other as people, exchanging home
visits, learning from each other, and taking every opportunity to benefit

from each other's contributions. Respect for creative cultural differences

is an important value of this approach.

The Follow Through Project Director under this approach has the

responsibility for ensuring that the PAC makes such basic decisions as

those regarding staff selection, evaluation, and the general expenditure

of funds. He is expected to attend Board of Education staff meetings

only in the company of PAC members and to advocate the rights of the

children over those of the system. The Board of Education is expected

to provide the PAC with monthly financial reports.

AFRAM views itself as a tool of the community, placing its technical

skills, talents and interests at the community's disposal. As such, it

insists that the PAC and the schools participate equally in educational

program evaluation. This includes specifying criteria of effectiveness,

selecting areas for evaluation, and participation in the interpretation

and distribution of findings. In this way, evaluation becomes a learning

tool for the educational consumer rather than a coercive tool to be

applied by forces outside the community.

AFRAM also serves as a clearing house of information, ideas, and

proposals and provides technical assistance on such substantive educa-

tional issues as community control, curriculum sources, parent and student

rights, and on such citizen-initiated anti-poverty programs as health,

housing, and cooperatives.



BANK STREET COLLEGE OF EDUCATION APPROACH
Bank Street College

Basic to the Bank Street approach is a rational, democratic life
situation in the classroom. The child participates actively in his own
learning and the adults support his autonomy while extending his world
and sensitizing him to the meanings of his experiences. The teaching
is diagnostic with individualized followup. There is constant restruc-
turing of the learning environment to adapt it to the special needs and
emerging interests of the children, particularly their need for a positive
sense of themselves.

In this model academic skills are acquired within a broad context
of planned activities that provide appropriate ways of expressing and

organizing children's interests in the themes of home and school, and

gradually extend these interests to the larger community. The classroom

is organized into work areas filled with stimulating materials that allow

a wide variety of motor and sensory experiences, as well as opportunities

for independent investigation in cognitive areas and for interpreting ex-

perience through creative media such as dramatic play, music, and art.

Teachers and paraprof essionals working as a team surround the children

with language that they learn as a useful, pleasurable tool. Math, too,

is highly' functional and pervades the curriculum. The focus is on tasks

that are satisfying in terms of the child's own goals and productive for

his cognitive and affective development.

Bank Street supports parent involvement in each community by pro-

viding materials interpreting the program and special consultants, as

well as bv joint planning for home—school interaction. Parents partic-

ipate in the classroom, in social and community activities related to

the school, and as members of the local Policy Advisory Committee.

Parents may receive career development training with either graduate or

undergraduate credit. Parents and teachers pool their understanding of

each child's interests, strengths, and needs as they plan his educational

experiences in and out of school.

Staff development is an ever-evolving process for administrators,

teachers, paraprof essionals ,
and local supportive and sponsor staff. It

is conducted both on site and at the College. Programs are geared to

the specific needs of each project and are guided by a sponsor field
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representative familiar with the history and dynamics of a given community
in cooperation with local staff. Self-analysis is stressed in both the
teaching and administrative areas. Bank Street's 50 years of experimen-
tation as a multidisciplinary education center has demonstrated that a

flexible, child-oriented program requires more, not less, planning and

study. Staff development aims at providing a repertoire of teaching

strategies from which to choose and also ever deepening insights into

how to enhance children's capacity to probe, reason, solve problems, and

express their feelings freely and constructively.

In moving from the broad, conceptual framework to the specifics of

implementation, Bank Street supplies diagnostic tools for assessing child

behavior, child-adult interaction, the physical and social milieu of the

classroom, and the totality of model implementation. These instruments

are used by trained observers and in self-analysis to increase model ef-

fectiveness and stimulate joint planning of changes needed in the class-

room and in teaching behavior, community relations, parent involvement,

and administrative practices.

In addition to continuing services on site, Bank Street develops

slides, films, video tapes, and other materials for adult education.

These supplement the materials developed for use, in the classroom, such

as the Bank Street basal readers and language stimulation materials.

Field representatives, resource persons, program analysts, and materials

specialists meet weekly with the Director of the Bank Street program to

share experiences, continue conceptual development of the sponsor s role,

and to plan institutes and workshops differentiated on the basis of re-

quirements of specific communities and participants.



BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS APPROACH
University of Kansas

The behavior analysis model is based on the experimental analysis of
behavior, which uses a token exchange system to provide precise, positive
reinforcement of desired behavior. The tokens provide an immediate re-

ward to the child for successfully completing a learning task. He can

later exchange these tokens for an activity he particularly values, such

as playing with blocks or listening to stories. Initial emphasis in the

behavioral analysis classroom is on developing social and classroom skills,

followed by increasing emphasis on the core subjects of reading, mathe-

matics, and handwriting. The goal is to achieve a standard but still flex-

ible pattern of instruction and learning that is both rapid and pleasurable.

The model calls for careful and accurate definitions of instructional

objectives, whether they have to do with social skills or with academic

skills. Curriculum materials used describe the behavior a child will be

capable of at the end of a learning sequence and clearly state criteria

for judging a response as "correct.'' They also require the teacher to

make frequent reinforcing responses to the child's behavior and permit the

child to progress through learning tasks at his own pace. The child earns

more tokens during the initial stages of learning a task and progi ess ive ly

fewer as he approaches mastery, the object being to move from external

rewards to self-motivated behavior. Since a child with few tokens to ex-

change for preferred activity is likely to be a child needing more atten-

tion, the system guides the teacher in evaluating her own performance.

In the behavior analysis classroom, four adults work together as an

instructional team. This includes a teacher who leads the team and assumes

responsibility for the reading program, a full-time aide who concentrates

on small group math instruction, and two project parent aides who attend

to spelling, handwriting, and individual tutoring. Parent aides are em-

ployed on a rotating basis with other parents. They first serve as class-

room trainees for a period of several weeks; some of these parents, in

turn, become aides for a full semester. Full-time teacher aides are

employed from the latter group. The short trainee cycle allows a great

number of parents to become directly involved in the program. They then

carry its main features into the home situation.

Careful staff planning is an integral part of the behavior analysis

daily schedule. Each day includes planning sessions, periods of formal
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instruction, and special activity periods during which the children ex-
change their tokens for an activity they choose. Instruction and special
activity periods alternate throughout the day, with the amount of time for
instruction increasing as the amount of reinforcement required to sustain
motivation decreases.

Evaluation of the model begins with an entry behavior inventory and
diagnostic tests that determine where each child should begin a sequence

of instruction and that also help to monitor his progress through the

sequence. The curriculum materials used also provide for periodic testing
and monitoring of achievement gains. Throughout the school year a com-

puterized record-keeping system issues the teacher a weekly progress report

on each child that also reports progress for the class as a whole.

Generally, implementation of the behavior analysis model proceeds in

three phases. In the first, the sponsor supplies substantial advisory

support and training in the procedures and techniques of the program. In

the second, local leadership takes over and local staff training coordi-

nators assume more and more of the training and support responsibility.

Finally, only periodic consulting with the sponsor is needed.



CALIFORNIA PROCESS MODEL
California State Department of Education

This is the only Follow Through approach for which a state agency
is the sponsor. As the name implies, the model is dynamic and follows
no single curriculum approach. It is in fact a cooperative effort of
the state department of education and six California school districts.

The approach is diagnostic-prescriptive; that is, the specific goals

and objectives of each Follow Through community are determined by the

Developmental Team in 'that community with the assistance of the sponsor.

The local Developmental Teams include representatives from all elements

of the Follow Through program including parents, teachers, aides, older

students, representatives of the community, the sponsor, and funding

agencies

.

The instructional component of the California Process Model is de-

rived from four processes carried out by the Developmental Team:

• Assessment of the strengths and needs of pupils, parents, teachers

and others in the local community.

• Formation of goals and objectives to meet perceived strengths

and needs.

• Planning and conducting learning experiences to implement these

goals and objectives.

• Evaluation.

The curriculum is intended to supplement rather than supplant that of

the district or county and should reflect the cultural environment of the

children it serves. Development Team activity brings parents and teachers

into direct contact in curriculum development. This is usually done dur-

ing the smmmer and is followed by evaluation of the program during and

following the school year. In the process teachers gain an appreciation

of the real role parents can play and parents gain a sense of confidence

and usefulness.
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The Teaching Teams (teachers, aides and volunteers) are responsible
for translating the curriculum created by the Developmental Teams into
learning experiences for the children. In so doing, teachers and aides
adhere to the diagnostic prescriptive pattern, applying a variety of
techniques to individualize instruction and constantly assessing a child’s
learning style and progress. Standard tests, teacher-made tests, sponsor
and district checklists, observations, and interviews with parents are a

few of the means applied to diagnosing pupil progress. In some cases
pupils plan and evaluate their own experiences.

Sponsor staff, district personnel, and ad hoc consultants conduct

frequent inservice meetings with local staff during the year. The four

elements of staff development employed by the model include pre- and in-

service training, career advancement opportunity for paraprofessionals

,

providing means to use volunteers effectively, and orientation of non-

Follow Through staff. A full time sponsor coordinator directs sponsor

staff and coordinates state, local and federal participation. The sponsor

also has consultants in the areas of curriculum development, training,

and evaluation on a full time basis who visit participating districts

monthly, and consultant specialists in school- community relations. Ad

hoc consultants are employed by the sponsor to deal with special problems.

The Policy Advisory Committee, on which parents comprise the majority,

elects officers, writes by-laws, and schedules regular meetings during

which policy matters are discussed and decided upon. Parent community

workers and teaching staff in each district recruit and schedule parent

volunteer activity.

The model is still in process and will continue. to be developmental

insofar as it maintains its diagnostic-prescriptive focus. Uithin the

framework provided by the Follow Through goals of maximum intellectual,

physical, and social growth of the child and a meaningful partnership

between community and school, the California Process Model supports as

much variety between project districts as local participants deem nec-

essary to meet assessed needs.



COGNITIVELY ORIENTED CURRICULUM MODEL
High/Scope Educational Research Foundation

The High/Scope Educational Research Foundation model represents a
synthesis of research in preschool and early elementary education. The
program recommends an open framework classroom that combines emphasis
on active experience and involvement of the child; a systematic, consis-
tent, and thoroughly planned approach to child development and instruc-
tion by the teacher; and continuous assessment of each child's level of
development so that appropriate materials and activities can be provided.
This approach is based on the conviction that telling and showing do not

teach, but that active experience with real objects does.

This approach uses a cognitively oriented curriculum, which takes

into account the very real difference between the way children "think”

and the way adults do. The model's aim is to nurture in children the

thinking skills they will need throughout their school years and adult

lives, as well as the academic subject competencies traditionally taught

in the early elementary grades. It emphasizes and is designed to support

the process of learning rather than particular subject matter. It is

central to High/Scope's program that learning should be active, that it

occurs through the child's action on the environment and his resultant

discoveries

.

Each month one or more sponsor staff members spend up to a week at

each project site. Field Consultants assist with issues relating to the

instructional model: room arrangement, scheduling, teaching methods,

planning
,
learning centers

,
and the like. Program Specialists deal with

specific academic areas—math, science, social studies, and communication

and with the curriculum materials, both commercially developed and those

prepared by the sponsor. Curriculum Developers and administrative per-

sonnel also travel to projects as often as is necessary and feasible.

High/Scope Foundation staff present three major training and planning

workshops at the Foundation during the year—in the spring, summer, and

winter. In the fall, they conduct individual workshops at each project,

primarily for teaching staff. In addition, High/Scope Foundation oper-

ates laboratory classrooms to increase the scope and versatility of

training and curriculum development activities.
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Staff at projects include a project director, curriculum assistants,

classroom staff, parent program staff, and home visitors. Each classroom

has two teachers and an aide, or a single teacher with two aides, who

operate as a teaching team. The instructional staff is supervised by

and receives continuing inservice training and program monitoring from

the local Curriculum Assistant (CA). The CAs therefore receive the most

extensive training by Foundation staff. CAs bear prime responsibility

for planning, demonstrating, and evaluating activities in the six to

eight classrooms under their supervision and, in general, for ensuring

smooth implementation of the High/Scope model at each field site.

The parent program and home visit staff vary according to local

needs and objectives. Each local project essentially designs and imple-

ments its own parent program, with general guidelines and consultation

from High/Scope Foundation staff.

The home teaching component of the program consists of planned visits

to the home by classroom teachers or individuals hired specifically as

home visitors. The child, a parent, and the home visitor work together

during the visit
,
focusing on current and past activities at school and

on supportive activities that may be carried out at home.



THE CULTURAL LINGUISTICS .APPROACH

Center for Inner City Studies
Northeastern Illinois University

The Cultural Linguistic Approach is an oral language program designed

to expand the existing communication skills of urban and rural children

from culturally excluded backgrounds . The program recognizes that these

children have competencies and language skills which are valuable and use-

ful in the classroom, thus rejecting the notion that they are culturally

deprived or disadvantaged. The rich cultural background and the oral

capacity such children bring to school becomes the basis for the curriculum

under this approach.

The model differs from other linguistic approaches in that it is

concerned with expanding the existing language skills of a designated eth-

nic population. The primary language of the child's culture is fitted to

the curriculum using the ethno-linguistic oral language technique funda-

mental to this approach. In language elicitation episodes, the children

are encouraged to express their thoughts, concepts, and ideas in their

own language. These episodes are taped and analyzed by the teacher, and

the information is used to develop initial reading materials and to plan

future lessons. All subject matter, including math and science, is intro-

duced to pupils in language episodes that take advantage of the child s

inherent oral capacity. Teacher-pupil developed materials that rise from

the child's experiences are supplemented with books and stories reflecting

the children's cultural heritage and life-style. Physical objects and

materials from the community and the home abound in the classroom to sup-

port the central theme of building upon what the children already know

and regard as familiar.

The Cultural Linguistic classroom is nongraded and multilevel; an

age span of as much as three years may occur within a single classroom.

A supportive emotional climate is fostered in which cooperation and shar-

ing replace the competition and rivalry found in many traditional class-

rooms. The child's self-concept is the organizing principle of this ap-

f f t i maHe to encourage him to recognize himself
proach, and every effort is macie to &

as the most important element In .hat is occurring aroond him The class-

room is physically arranged in learning centers containing bo. h self-

teaching materials for self-directed learning and those requiri s

tance from teachers and teacher aides. Wherever possible such mat nals

include culture-based items found in the home and community. Experience
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and reading charts and group books developed from linguistic sessions and
writing experiences are also included. Some time in each day is given
over to independent learning to further the self-directed learning ob-
jective of the approach.

Staffing under this approach emphasizes tc her aides as active
participants of the teaching team— that is, as aids not maids. Emphasis
is also placed on making it possible for teacher aides to continue their
own education. Typically, teacher aides conduct informal talk sessions
with the students, work with small groups of children during reinforce-
ment activities, play language games with them, tape stories children
make up about objects, supervise listening sessions based on such tapes,
note and record new vocabulary introduced by the children, and collect
cul t ure- based objects from the community. The teacher retains overall
responsibility for selecting and directing these activities.

Another goal of this model is to intensify educational awareness and

participation in the home and community, as well as in the school. Parents

work directly with the school as volunteers, observers, and as paraprofes-

sionals. Workshops and training sessions are conducted to give expression

to parent leadership ability and aspirations. Parent Advisory Group and

other local meetings are held to encourage parents to assume a more deci-

sive role in their child's education, to educate parents as to their rights

and the services available to themselves and their children, and to promote

more effective school-community interaction. The cultural base of the ap-

proach calls upon parents to provide much of the material and information

needed to keep the curriculum current and community oriented. The sponsor

considers parent participation, or lack of it, a principle measure of the

effectiveness and success of the approach.

Evaluation of this approach is ongoing and heavily stresses the ap-

propriateness of specific techniques used in presenting material to be

learned. Film, audio, and video tapes of teacher, teacher aide, and pupil

behavior and performance are used to monitor and diagnose model implementa-

tion. Sponsor-provided consultants and classroom observers offer training

and guidance to teachers and teacher aides in implementing the approach,

taking into account that it is based on direct as well as sponsor-provided

experience. They also assist the teacher in assessing pupil mastery of

specific skills to guide continuing program development.



CULTURALLY DEMOCRATIC LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS
.University of California

The aim of this model is to develop an educational environment which
is responsive to the learning, incentive-motivational, human- relational

and preferred communication styles of the children it serves, whatever

their culture. The model attempts to systematically create and maintain

a classroom atmosphere, curriculum design, and teaching and assessment

strategies which reflect these styles. The model has focussed upon the

learning styles of Mexican- American children, while assuring that its

strategies are easily adaptable to the styles of other cultures as well.

Moreover, research in cognitive styles has led to development of materials

and strategies for individual children and small groups. The philosophy

upon which this model is based, that of cultural democracy, emphasizes the

importance of sensitivity to individual differences. It emphasizes the

importance of making it possible for children to be bicultural or bicog-

nitive, to function effectively in two cultural domains.

The curriculum materials are carefully prepared for bilingual pre-

sentation and to assure cultural relevance. Bicultural (Mexican, Mexican-

American, and U.S.) heritage materials are used to review concepts in

math and science. These materials are designed to enhance the self-image

of the Mexican-Amer ican child, to help non-Mexican- American children ap-

preciate the contributions which Hispanic cultures have made to the de-

velopment of the United States, and to promote intcrcultural understand-

ing between Mexican- American and non-Mexican- .American children and parents.

The language curriculum helps all children in the Follow Through class-

rooms develop fluency and confidence in self-expression m both English

and Spanish. In addition to pro-rams for teaching English as a Second

Language and Spanish as a Second Language, the sponsor staff has developed

a Reading in Spanish curriculum. Montessori multisensory approaches also

have been adapted for the curriculum.

Performance objectives defining .hid. concepts are to be mastered

the manner in which mastery is to he demonstrated, and the date by which

such mastery is expected are specified for all areas of the carried am.

Weekly projections written by the sponsor staff provide teachers with

saggestions for meeting performance objectives. Especially noteworthy

this model are the performance objectives written for teachers parents,

parent groap leaders, and other participants in the model. These
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clear, specific, and measurable goals defining expected progress in such
areas as parent participation and awareness, teacher competence in applying
specific strategies, number of visits to homes by parent group leaders,
and the like.

Teachers receive regular training in bilingual curriculum presentation

,

in writing and modifying curriculum materials, and in evaluation techniques’
and the uses of test results. Teachers are also trained in the language
and the culture of the Mexican-American community. Training workshops and
inservice training for both teachers and parents are held frequently.
Reading Institutes in which parents are taught how to assist in carrying
out a prescriptive program developed expecially for their child are but
one example. Sponsor developed techniques and materials are demonstrated
by teacher supervisors on site. One method used by the supervisors for
teacher training is the "Bug- in-the-Ear

,

" a device which allows the super-
visor to transmit brief instructions, suggestions, or reinforcement to

teachers while the instruction is in progress.

Parent Group Leaders are employed to obtain participation of parents

in all aspects of the program, not only in the PAC and as aides and vol-

unteers in the classrooms, but as teachers in the home, in special programs

in school, and in teacher training programs. Instructional materials are

prepared by the sponsor staff and distributed to the parents. These are

designed to assist parents in teaching their children at home. Parents

are also provided with materials explaining the Follow Through program

and the services and availability of community resources.

The assessment staff of the sponsor evaluates all aspects of the

model to determine the extent to which individual participants are meeting

the performance objectives. The staff has developed Spot Tests and

"interval Tests" to determine the concept development of Follow Through

children, as well as fluency instruments to evaluate. language facility

in English and Spanish. Using the results of these evaluations, children

who are not meeting specific performance objectives are identified and

placed into "Target Groups” for review and special assistance; the model

also uses some standardized test instruments. Evaluation and training

of teachers are complementary aspects of the continuing effort to improve

implementation and effectiveness of the model.



EDC OPEN EDUCATION PROGRAM
Educational Development Center

The EDC Follow Through approach is a program for helping communities
generate the resources to implement open education. It is not specifi-

cally a program in compensatory education because it is based on princi-

ples EDC considers relevant for the education of all children. The

approach is derived in part from ideas and practices evolved over many

years in British infant and primary schools. It also draws heavily on

knowledge of child development gained during the last 50 years and on

EDC experience in curriculum and school reform. EDC believes that learn-

ing is facilitated by a child's active participation in the learning

process, that it takes place best in a setting where there is a range

of materials and problems to investigate, and that children learn in

many different ways and thus should be provided with many different

opportunities and experiences. In other words, the ability to learn de-

pends in part on the chances to learn provided by the educational setting.

The classrooms are "open," and the children usually choose their

activities, drawing on a great variety of materials in the room. The

room is often divided into several interest areas for activities in making

things, science, social studies, reading, math, art, and music. Small

groups of children use any or all of these interest areas during the day.

In addition, traditional subjects may be combined with any one interest

area. Whether or not interest areas are physically set out, the open

classroom is characterized by an interaction of subject matter and by

purposeful mobility and choice of activities on the part of the children.

The child’s experience is one of the starting points for teaching

in an open classroom; the teacher's input is another. The role of the

teacher is an active one. Teachers lead children to extend their own

projects, through thoughtful responses and suggestions. The classroom

is carefully supplied with materials that are likely to deepen children s

involvement. The teacher occasionally works with the entire class but

more often with a small group or an individual child. Aides and other

adults also participate in teaching roles.

Traditional academic skills are important in the open.

children hare .any opportunities to develop the. in flexible, «M»»
nays that allow learning to become a part of their 1 e s > e

well as in the classroom. EDC believes that if children are going to
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live fully in the modern world, the schools must embrace objectives that
go far beyond literacy training, the dissemination of information

,
and

the acquisition of concepts. This approach is concerned with children's
growth in problem-solving skills, their ability to express themselves
both creatively and functionally, their social and emotional development,
and their ability to take responsibility for their own learning. Accumu-
lated experience in early childhood education in this country and overseas
suggests that these larger aims must be taken seriously from the very
outset of formal schooling, and that the environment that provides for

them also provides a sure foundation for academic learning.

An EDC advisory team makes monthly visits to the community to assist

the schools in making the changes needed to develop open education. EDC

policy is to work in places with individuals who are ready for change,

who have a sense of the directions in which they want to move, and who

need and request advisory help.

The advisory team does not attempt to impose specific ideas or methods

but tries to extend what individuals are capable of doing. The team helps

by suggesting appropriate next steps and provides continuing support to

teachers and aides. It conducts workshops for teachers, aides, parents,

and administrators; works with teachers and aides in the classroom; pro-

vides appropriate books and materials; helps teachers and aides develop

their own instructional equipment; and assists school administrators with

problems related to classroom change.

EDC is convinced of the important role parents can play in the edu-

cation of their children. Parents have a right anu a responsibility' to

be involved in all decisions affecting thei'r children. In addition, the

teacher's effectiveness is greatly' increased by his knowledge of a child s

life outside of school. The EDC advisory team helps teachers, aides, and

administrators work with parents to make them better informed about the

open education program, to use parents as an important resource foi

knowledge about the children, and to involve parents in decisions con-

cerning the education of their children.



FLORIDA PARENT EDUCATION MODEL
University of Florida

As the name of this model implies, its primary focus rests on educat-

ing parents to participate directly in the education of their children and
motivating them to build a home environment that furthers better perfor-
mance on the part of the child both in school and in life, Basic to the

model is recognition of the fact that parents are a key factor in the

emotional and intellectual growth of their children and that they are

uniquely qualified to guide and participate in their children's education.

The Florida model is designed to work directly in the home. It is

not classroom oriented in the traditional sense of having a preset cur-

riculum or prescribed teaching strategies. It is developmental in its

approach, changing classroom organization, teaching patterns, and the

curriculum as needed to integrate learning activity in the school with

that in the home. Learning tasks are developed that allow the home and

the school to work as instructional partners. Thus, responsibility for

curriculum development resides in the community, and the curriculum is

the product of parent and school staff cooperation.

Paraprofess ionals play an especially significant role in this model,

working in the home and in the classroom. Mothers of project children

are trained as both teacher auxiliaries and as educators of other parents

and are assigned two to a classroom. They work half-time assisting the

teacher and the rest of the time making home visits, demonstrating and

teaching other mothers learning tasks developed to increase the child s

intellectual competence and personal and social development. While in

the home the parent educator also actively solicits ideas from the par-

ents and information on which strategies are working.

In addition to her instructional role, the parent educator acts as

liaison between the project overall and the home, serving as a referral

agent for medical, dental, psychological, or social services. She in-

forms the parents about Policy Advisory Committee meetings and other

school/community functions in which they should become involved. Her

experience with the children in the classroom setting as a teaching assis-

tant enables her to’ keep individual parents up to date on their child's

specific needs. This highly active role of the paraprofessional is cru-

eial to the operation of the Florida model.
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The teacher supervises the classroom activity of the parent educator
and assists her in planning and carrying out her assignments in the home.
Conversely, the teacher modifies her own activity on the basis of knowl-

edge obtained from the parent educator's reports on the home. Parents

are invited into the classroom not as passive observers but to partici-
pate actively in the instruction. Through such persistent contact the

teacher learns and grows along with the parent and obtains a sound basis

from which to guide preparation of learning tasks.

Recognizing the role of the Policy Advisory Committee is basic to

the program. Each school develops a "mini-PAC" that participates in the

activity of the larger Follow Through PAC. The larger PAC group is in-

volved in staff selection, budgets, working with project professionals

on development of home learning tasks, and in strengthening all compo-

nents of the program.

Both preservice and inservice training are provided by the sponsor

in implementing the model. A workshop at the University of Florida

trains a cadre of teachers and parent educators along with such other key

personnel as Follow Through representatives, principals, and PAC chair-

men. People attending this workshop, in turn, conduct workshops at the

project site. Video tapes made in the classroom and in the home guide

the sponsor in addressing problems pertinent to model implementation and

development. Projects also provide the sponsor with copies of their home-

learning tasks, weekly observation reports, and replies to attitude ques-

tionnaires. All such information is collected subject to review and ap-

proval by the PAC. The flow of information among the sponsor, the local

education agency, and the parent community reflects the .earn partnership

emphasis of the model and gives the education of individual children its

direction and shape.



HAMPTON INSTITUTE NONGRADED MODEL
Hampton Institute, Hampton, Virginia

The Hampton Institute approach offers a continuous primary school
cycle that emphasizes heterogeneous multi-age grouping, and individual-
izing the curriculum in a nongraded setting. In this sponsor's view,
planning and decision making on the part of the teacher is especially
important since tailoring teaching strategy to the learning style of
individual children is a constant challenge. The nongraded classroom
is onl> as good as the activity that takes place in it, and persistent
attention to planning and decision making is needed to keep such class-
rooms from sliding back into graded class patterns. The instruction
and guidance offered Follow Through participants at the Hampton Institute
Nongraded Laboratory School by the demonstration school staff is intended
to prevent this from happening.

The principal objective of the model is to guide teachers and admin-
istrators toward greater competence and greater understanding of the

unique needs of disadvantaged pupils. The Hampton Institute Nongraded
Model provides the techniques and training for taking advantage of the

open classroom atmosphere. Characteristically, the nongraded classroom
employs a variety of materials and texts for learning, focuses heavily

on self-directed activities among students, and emphasizes skill develop-

ment for individual pupils. Diagnosis and prescription are an every day

function, and teachers are provided with and taught to use the Hampton

Institute Nongraded Skills Development Profile for this purpose.

In addition to the director, associate director, a full time cur-

riculum specialist, and a program consultant, the model staff includes

demonstration teachers who assume the major role of working with Follow

Through teachers in implementing the nongraded concept. They present

demonstration lessons in Follow Through classrooms, develop and dis-

tribute instructional materials, assess teacher growth and progress,

introduce and evaluate new materials, direct workshops for teachers and

aides, and develop research strategies for using evaluation data. Sum-

mer Training Workshops on the Nongraded Approach to Curriculum for the

Disadvantaged for teachers, implementors, and administrators are held

at Hampton Institute and on-site. During the workshops instruction is

focused upon planning, building self-concept among pupils, and person-

alization of instruction in each curriculum area. Participants are

introduced to nongraded implementation in practicum experiences with

educationally disadvantaged pupils.
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The Institute s Nongraded Skills Sheets are used by teachers to

diagnose the needs of the individual learner and prescribe a program.
The timing and pacing of the program are determined by this assessment
and the decisions of the teacher. The Skills Booklet includes word
recognition skills, skills in comprehension and interpretation, language
arts, mathematics, and skills required in specific content areas.
Teachers are encouraged to go beyond the diagnostic tools and to develop
skills sheets of their own.

In the Hampton Institute model, the teacher is the manager of the

classroom, planning and making decisions with children, scheduling to

meet emerging demands, selecting content to correct specific skill

deficiencies, and grouping and regrouping pupils on the basis of needs

and interests. Teaching assistants and clerical aides provide the

teacher with the time to do the planning for individualization. Instruc-

tional plans carry out- the personal style of the teacher; in this model

her individuality is respected and turned to advantage, as is that of

the pupils. The availability of many choices, flexibility of scheduling,

flexibility of grouping, and individual movement essential to the objec-

tives of the model make training teachers in effective planning and

classroom management the focal point of the Hampton Institute approach.

In some projects Hampton Institute shares sponsorship with a parent

and community oriented Follow Through approach.



HOME-SCHOOL PARTNERSHIP: A MOTIVATIONAL APPROACH
Clark College

A parent aide program, an adult education program, and a cultural
and extra-curricular program are the principal elements of this model.
The model aims to change early childhood education by changing parent,
teacher, administrator, and child attitudes toward their roles in the
education process. It is believed this can be done by motivating the
home and school to work as equal partners in creating an environment that
supports and encourages learning.

Parent involvement is considered instrumental in determining the
child s success. -Motivation to learn is enhanced by expanding the ex-
perience of parent and child together. The assumption is that a school
in which parents participate both as learners and policy makers will be
a school in which the child views learning as desirable and nonthreatening.

In the parent aide program, teacher aides recruited from among the
parents of Follow Through children have teaching responsibilities in the
home as well as in the classroom. They maintain continuous contact be-

tween the two, guiding parents in instructing their children and assist-

ing teachers in delivering the curriculum. Other parents are recruited

to act as social service aides and parent interviewers. They interview

parents in the home to obtain their views regarding the effectiveness of

the program and to check on the general physical welfare of the children.

When health or other social services are needed, the parent interviewer

assists in obtaining them. The interviews also provide useful evaluative

data.

Teaching aides and parent interviewers are both active members of

the local Parent Advisory Council. Meetings and planning and evaluation

sessions involving aides, parents, teachers, and other project staff are

scheduled regularly throughout the school year.

The adult education component of this model offers parents special

tutorial services and individualized training at the basic literacy,

elementary school, and high school levels of attainment. The goal of

the program is to give parents educational opportunities along with cer-

tification and skills needed to obtain employment. The program also pro-

vides children with compelling evidence that education is important.
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The model specifies development of job placement services as an important
adjunct of the adult education component.

The cultural and extra-curricular program focuses on activities which
parents and children can participate in together. Cultural exhibits,

concerts, and field trips within and outside the community typify the kind

of activities in which the whole family . is encouraged to become involved.

Extra-curricular classes in such subjects as music, art, dancing, and

homemaking enroll both parents and children, in keeping with the emphasis

in this model on learning and doing together. All decisions on expenditures

for this component are made by the parents in the Policy Advisory Council,

and the use of local community resources to further this program is em-

phasized.

The sponsor assistance to the local project includes a full-time

Program Developer who coordinates and conducts training sessions for com-

munity participants. The adult education and cultural and extra-curricular

components are coordinated by an Education Extension Director.



INDIVIDUALIZED EARLY LEARNING PROGRAM
Learning Research and Development Center

University of Pittsburgh

The LRDC model is a highly programmatic approach that capitalizes
on the Center s past and continuing basic and applied educational re-
search capability. Many elements of the Follow Through model have been
pretested in the Center's prototype experimental schools. A planned
learning environment and individualized instruction are keystones of the
approach

.

For three classes of development identified for the model--orienting/
attending, perceptual /motor, and conceptual-1 1 nguis t ic--formal curriculum
sequences have been developed. These sequences are based on research in

which the range of learning objectives were first identified and then a

hierarchy of objectives was established by component task analysis that

determined which tasks or behaviors were prerequisite to the accomplish-

ment of others. The teaching sequence of this curriculum derives from

constraints inherent in the subject matter, and substantial investment in

validating both dependencies and independencies among objectives is made.

A test for each objective in the sequence of teaching confirms that pre-

requisite skills have been acquired. Thus the curriculum specifies skills

the student needs to enter the curriculum at any point and obviates

wasting time on skills he already has. A special effort is made to help

the child develop the self-management skills complementary to such a

curriculum. An exploratory program under development provides opportun-

ities for the child to apply and extend his skills and concepts in a

relatively informal and open-ended environment.

A formalized and individ

of this approach. It is admi

who provide direct training a

all other Follow Through rela

The sponsor concentrates hove

Educational Specialists, who

the local level. Assisted by

following the same systematic

teachers sucli skills as tutor

actions, diagnosing childrens

like. In a special teacher t

ualized teacher training model is also part

nistered by LRDC Field Service Program staff

nd consultation services and also coordinate

ted services in participating districts,

ver on training local supervisors, called

do most of the training and consulting at

LRDC staff, the Educational Specialists,

approach used in the classroom, teaches

ing, testing, leading small-group inter-

' needs from classroom observation, and the

raining approach, trainee teachers learn good
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teaching behavior patterns by watching good and bad examples on video
tape and slides, and making judgments about them. They are then able
to apply these judgments to their own work with children. The training
needs of individual Follow Through sites are determined by systematic
diagnosis of the degree of implementation achieved. "Model classrooms"
using the LRDC approach are also being established for training Education-
al Specialists and teachers.

The three-phase Parent Involvement Program of this model includes
short-term training programs aimed at teaching parents how to reinforce

learning and how to use commerically made and homemade teaching materials.

More parent support in both the cognitive and affective development of

their children is the overall goal. The first phase of parent training

includes familiarization with the model, its objectives, and materials

used in the classroom; the second phase involves parents in supervised

practice and training in the classroom; and the third phase follows up

with group meetings and seminars. Parents are also encouraged to make

full use of toy-game/book libraries available in the schools.

The instructional team in each LRDC classroom includes one full-time

teacher and aide; for every six such instructional teams, the model pre-

scribes the services of a full-time Educational Specialist to train and

supervise. A full-time project director is responsible for overall

operation of the model at the site. Until self-sufficiency is attained,

a high level of professional support is maintained in the LRDC model.



INTERDEPENDENT LEARNING MODEL

The Interdependent Learning Model ( ILM) is a transactional approach
to education that focuses on the learner as an individual and on the so-
cial interactional context within which learning occurs. It contains
elements of both the open classroom and individualized program approaches

,

but is distinguished by its strong focus on small group interaction as
the basic structure 'out of which learning emerges. This derives from the
conviction that a child gains most of his knowledge from interaction within
his family and with his peers rather than while sitting at a desk. If

education is truly preparation for life, the theory goes, it needs to be

more life-like in its structure

.

ILM, for example, advocates an emergent approach to language develop-

ment in which communication rather than language per se is stressed. A

child develops language proficiency by being presented with situations of

increasing complexity that motivate him to express himself verbally. Lan-

guage emerges from situations rather than being prescribed. Games and

game-like activities play a major role in bringing this about.

Games are a central feature of the ILM model, often being used in

combination with certain aspects of programmed instruction to achieve

instructional and social objectives. Since the focus is on learning to

learn,' curriculum content is not specific, although suggested games deal-

ing with specific content areas, such as language, are being developed.

In introducing new games the teacher typically follows a strategy of teach-

ing from within; she demonstrates how to play by actually playing the game

with a group, verbalizing what is being done and why and serving as a model

rather than actually teaching; ultimately she transfers much of the control

to the game rules, encouraging the children to direct their own leaining.

The advantages seen in games further defines the philosophy of this

approach. They can be played by individuals with different levels of

competence, with the more advanced helping the others. They provide feed-

back to the child both by way of the game materials themselves and from

the other participants; the child monitors the "correctness" of his own

response as well as that of others. Games can approximate events in ' real

life” minus the risk factor. Starting with the benefit of game rules,
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groups can be quickly formed and sustained with minimal adult
Thus, children can be led to assume increasing responsibility
choices and managing their own behavior.

direction,

for making

The small group approach is considered just as appropriate for de-
veloping the teaching role as the learning role in this model. The adults
in the classroom are considered to be a team participating equally in
decision-making and teaching functions. They are expected to meet with
other teams to pool ideas, share materials, and provide mutual support.
The team implements the model gradually, introducing changes in the class-
room only as the team becomes relatively comfortable with them.

Joint participation between sponsor and the local project governs
model implementation overall. The sponsor helps the local site develop
its program according to its own needs and objectives through a coordinator
serving as chief liaison between the site and the sponsor's staff. In
training sessions, local staff work as apprentices to sponsor consultants
at the beginning of workshops and take over training sessions by the end
of the training period. As part of the training, local staff also design
preservice workshops for their own sites. Responsibility for training
and implementation is steadily delegated to local staff until the model
finally functions autonomously.

ILM considers parents an integral part of the educational teams and

urges schools to invite them into the classroom to play a real role in

the educational process and to participate in model improvement. The

game approach allows parents to play leadership roles in the classroom,

even though their own formal education may be limited. Parents unable

to participate directly in the classroom are encouraged through workshops

and home visits to learn the instructional games their children are play-

ing and to play the games with them at home.



LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT (BILINGUAL) APPROACH
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL)

The Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDL) model is a

bilingual approach first developed for classrooms in which 75 percent of

the pupils are Spanish-speaking, but it can be adapted by local school

staffs for other population mixes. In all cases the model emphasizes lan-

guage as the main tool for dealing with environment, expressing feelings,

and acquiring skills, including nonlinguistic skills. Pride in cultural

background, facility and literacy in both the native language and English,

and a high frequency of "success" experiences are all central objectives.

The theory applied by the model is that concepts first learned in the

dominant language can easily be transferred later to a second language.

Step-by-step sequenced procedures are followed in teaching language pat-

terns, and both teaching techniques and materials are designed to develop

a hierarchy of thinking processes, specific terminology, and symbols.

Drills, games, and exercises are used to overcome individual linguistic

problems

.

Focusing on content in teaching language, all classroom activities

reinforce language development. The Kindergarten program concentrates on

the following skill areas: visual, auditory, motor, thinking and reasoning,

discovering and exploring, and English language structures. Oral com-

munication precedes reading and writing in the First and Second Giades.

The responsibility for instruction is on the teacher rather than on spec-

ified texts. The Third Grade component of the model serves as a transi-

tion, guiding the teacher to adapt standard curricula to the unique needs

of the bilingual children, thus preparing them to function effectively in

a traditional Fourth Grade.

The model stresses a high degree of adult-child contact. Teachers

and aides are constant language models, assuring the child he can succeed

and reinforcing him with recognition and praise. Kindergarten classes

are usually divided into three or four groups, with the teacher and aide

working with one group while the other groups work independently. All

groups cover the same material, but those progressing more rapidly are

, T the First and Second Grade classes, the
given expanded materials. in tne rust

i tn the whole group with visual aids and books,
teacher presents a lesson to tne wnoie „ i

^
, in small o-roups or as individuals with enncti-

and then the children work in smaii i

ment materials based on the lesson.
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Optimal staffing includes a bilingual teacher skilled in the methodol-
ogy of second-language teaching and a bilingual aide in each classroom.
Staff development coordination and evaulation activities are also required
of local project staff. Staff development aimed at continuous professional
development of district teachers and administrators is a supporting com-
ponent of the model. Summer training workshops for local Staff Development
Coordinators result in ongoing training and assistance at the project site.

SEDL has designed a series of training modules that include manuals, video

tapes, and filmstrips to help teachers implement curriculum materials in

a way consistent with the cultural and linguistic needs of the child.

The model seeks to accelerate the child’s success at school by en-

couraging a positive expectation of achievement in the parent, and parents

are invited to take part in classroom activities. Parent involvement is

regarded as essential, and special materials are available for the parent

to use at home to reinforce the child's Kindergarten experience.

During the

on the basis of

five evaluation

past three years, the model has

pupil progress reports, teacher

data

.

been modified

feedback, and

and improved

other forma-



MATHEMAGENIC ACTIVITIES PROGRAM (MAP)

University of Georgia

The MAP model emphasizes a scientific approach to learning based on
teaching the child to make a coherent interpretation of reality. It adheres

to the Piagetian perspective that cognitive and affective development are
products of interactions between the child and the environment. It is not
sufficient that the child merely copy his environment; he must be allowed
to make his own interpretations in terms of his own level of development.

An activity-based curriculum is essential to this model since it

postulates active manipulation and interaction with the environment as the

basis for learning. Individual and group tasks are structured to allow

each child to involve himself in them at physical and social as well as

intellectual levels of his being. Concrete materials are presented in a

manner that permits him to experiment and discover problem solutions in

a variety of ways. The sponsor contends true learning cannot occur when

tasks that exceed a child's level of development are forced on him. On

the other hand, a child is attracted and challenged to learn by tasks

representing the next step beyond his current experience and knowledge

level. Both teaching techniques and curriculum materials emphasize se-

quential arrangement of tasks in small steps to create a stimulating dis-

crepancy or "mismatch."

Thus, the mathemagenic classroom stresses learning by doing as well

as individual initiative and decision-making on the part of the child.

An attempt is made to maintain a careful balance between highly structured

and relatively unstructured learning situations and between the level of

conceptual material and the capability of individual childien; small group

instruction by teacher and aides is emphasized but with specific provisions

for individual activity. This results in a great variety in the media em-

ployed, the activities available to the child, and in the social situations

the child encounters.

The classroom is arranged to allow several groups

engaged simultaneously in similar or different activit

manuals including both recommended teaching procedure

Plans for eight curriculum areas (K-3) are provided in

ing materials also include educational games children

supervision in small groups or by themselves. Art, mu

education are considered mathemagenic activities of eq

of children to be

ies

.
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'
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.
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language ,
mathematics, science, and social studies. Feelings of self-

confidence and motivation to learn are viewed as natural consequences of

the mathemagenic approach to learning.

Sponsor assistance to projects includes assignment of curriculum

specialists to spend some time each month in continuous inservice teacher-

aide training and a Project Advisor to coordinate the model with the other

aspects of the Follow Through project, such as the Policy Advisory Com-

mittee, supporting services, and home-school activities. Preservice work-

shops are held during which teachers and teacher-aides gain experience

using the curriculum materials and learn how to implement MAP principles.

Second-year teachers and aides are expected to assume leadership roles in

.these training workshops, and parents and the Policy Advisory Committee

are invited to all sessions. Parents and Follow Through staff work to-

gether during the year in the overall efforts in home-school coordination

and in encouraging the local community to participate in the program.

Evaluation is a continual process. Project staff participate jointly

in evaluating the effectiveness of various aspects of the program and in

recommending improvements. Evaluative information is used in program

development and for specifying, in observable terms, important dimensions

of the program.



THE NEW SCHOOL APPROACH TO FOLLOW THROUGH
New School of Behavioral Studies in Education

University of North Dakota

The New School model is process oriented and takes its shape from
the established experience and programs of this experimental college
within a university. The New School has established formal cooperative
relationships with over 40 communi ties--apart from its Follow Through
involvement in which its teaching interns and faculty attempt to imple-

ment the New School philosophy. In Follow Through projects, teachers
are also implementing the New School approach.

The approach is not so concerned with instructional content as the

processes by which content is taught and the conditions under which

children learn. The goal of the approach is to create classrooms in

which children continue to wonder and imagine; are open and honest and

respectful of themselves, adults, and other children; are intensely

involved and led by their natural curiosity to concern and commitment;

initiate activities and take responsibility for their own learning; and

are willing to face uncertainty and change with confidence. Classrooms

responsive to these dicta are each likely to develop their own unique

charac ter.

The model postulates the classroom as the unit of treatment and

sponsor efforts focus on the teacher as the key to creating the kind of

learning environment the approach strives to achieve. On the other hand,

the approach recongizes the limits of professionalism and the need to

apply other human resources that exist in every school community in the

classroom as well. Opening the school to increased and ciiiect parental

and community participation is fundamental to the approach. Such pai-

ticipation is easiest to implement in classrooms in which individualized

and personalized instruction is taking place.

Apart from the unique character each classroom should develop fol-

•owing this approach, there are certain characteristics typifying the

Jew School classroom which it considers important. Among them are: an

itmosphere of mutual trust between children and adults; teachers who

luide and advise and view themselves as active learners; wide range and

liversity of learning materials available, with little replication; play

... . nrinciple; a fluid schedule in which
functioning as an active learning h

• ntc of learning experiences are natural and free
beginning and ending points 01 leuim. b e
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of the clock; parents present and participating at a high level, sharing
in learning; children learning from one another and cooperatively in

conversation; older children assisting younger children; outside inter-

ests integrated into the curriculum; and free and unobstructed movement
between learning center subject matter areas. The approach acknowledges
the need to provide basic curricular skills, but contends an environment

responding to individual needs and learning rates is the most effective

means for doing so.

Summer workshops for Follow Through teachers, aides, administrators

and parents are held during which all participants are introduced to the

model and share the experience of teaching interns who have just spent a

year or more creating open classrooms. Other workshops in the community,

monthly visits by New School resource personnel, exchange visits between

teachers in Follow Through and other New School classrooms, and special

workshops and organizational meetings to involve parents directly are

typical of the sponsor assistance provided.

Every effort is made to evaluate the New School program in light of

the educational goals established in each community. The model directs

much, of the evaluation effort to assisting teachers, parents, aides, and

administrators in developing evaluation mechanisms that will be useful

to them. Interviews with children, teachers, and parents as well as

classroom observat ions are conducted by the New School to evaluate the

extent to which a positive learning environment

the classrooms.

is being achieved in



THE PARENT SUPPORTED APPLICATION OF THE BEHAVIOR
ORIENTED PRESCRIPTIVE TEACHING APPROACH

Georgia State University

A fundamental principle of the BOPTA model is that parents and school
personnel can, and want to, increase their ability to help their children
learn. Also, parents and school personnel together can be more effective
than either can alone. The sponsor's goal is to assist both school and
home to develop better child helping skills and ways to implement these
skills cooperatively and systematically. These child helping skills are
derived from careful study of child development, learning, and instruc-
tional theory, research, and practice. The approach is systematically
eclectic and features both diagnostic sequential instruction and child-
initiated discovery learning.

Learning opportunities for children are developed by the community
in cooperation with the sponsor. These activities are designed to help
children attain specific behavioral objectives in the areas of (1) intra-

personal skills (such as self-concept); (2) interpersonal skills (such

as using others as sources of information); (3) sensory-perceptual-motor
skills (such as eye-hand coordi nation)

;
and ( -i ) cognitive skill.s (such as

solving problems). The corps of trained Home Visitors develops most of

the tutorial learning activities used by parents for one-to-one instruc-

tion. The Home Visitors instruct parents in the use of these activities.

Teachers and teaching assistants design small group learning activities

for use in the classroom. The focus on the 'how to" of learning is main-

tained across all activities and objectives. These learning activities

help instruct children in problem solving and 1 earni ng-to-learn skills.

Insofar as possible, these community derived units of learning activities

are written in a game format and sequenced in order of complexity. In

developing activities, care is taken to assure that optional levels of

difficulty (concrete, representational, and symbolic) are available to

take into account differences in experience and variation in learning

rates. Tutorial activities developed for home use are designed to sustain

and reinforce the goals of classroom activi ties, but do not copy them.

Pretests help determine when and at what level each child starts each unit

and posttests help determine the degree of success.

Self-evaluation supplants grades for children and is considered to

be an integral and crucial part of the system for improving learning

opportunities for children. Self-evaluation is continuous and governs

learning activity design, inservice training, and all other aspects of the

program. All participants in the program evaluate and are evaluated.
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Data gathering forms range from daily logs to classroom observation
ratings. Instruments and their uses, are described in the Self-Evaluation
Ma nual . The self-evaluation process provides for a continual needs
assessment at all levels of the program and guides program change and
improvement. In addition to the diagno.stic-prescriptive evaluation pro-

cedures, the sponsor is conducting a five-year summative evaluation of

the model as it is implemented in each local community.

The local staff is divided among three functional components: Home
Instruction, Classroom Instruction, and Family Services. The Home
Instruction Component includes a coordinator, paraprof essional assistants

and Home Visitors. The Classroom Instruction Component includes coordi-

nators, teachers, teaching assistants, and principals. The Family
Services Component includes a coordinator, social worker, psychologist,

medical specialist, parent educator, and paraprofessional assistants.

The Family Services Component ties together, and gives focus to, the

resources of the community available for dealing with the health, dental,

nutritional, social, and psychological needs of Follow Through children

and families.

A manual on Skill Objectives for Children is provided by the sponsor

to guide the project community in establishing desired behavioral out-

comes. The’ Learning Activities Manual describes the process used to

develop basic units of learning activities to meet specified objectives.

The Home Instruction Manual provides basic information concerning the

processes used by Home Visitors to help parents become more effective as

parents and teachers of their children. The Classroom Instruction Manual

describes the philosophy and design of a diagnostic-prescriptive-

individualized learning setting advocated within the sponsor's framework.

The Familv Services Manual contains an outline for the provision of com-

prehensive preventive and remedial services.

Timely summaries of self-evaluation data provide a firm and current

basis for planning and training activities. The sponsor provides manuals

training modules, formative and summative data, preservice workshops, and

inservice consultation for participants in all three components of the

Program. Consultation and training are based on assessed need and demand



RESPONSIVE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM
Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development

Learning activities that are self-rewarding (autotelic) and an environ-
ment structured to be responsive to the individual child's needs, culture,
and interests are the main principles in this model. The autotelic prin-
ciple states that the best way for a child to learn is for him to be in an
environment in which he can try things out, risk, guess, ask questions, and
make discoveries without serious psychological consequences. Autotelic
activities include tasks and games that help the child develop a skill,
learn a concept, or acquire an attitude that can be usefully applied in
some other endeavor.

This sponsor believes that rewards are intrinsic within an activity
and that the child gets feedback from physical materials as well as human
interactions. Thus, he need not depend solely on the authority of the

teacher for rewards, punishments, or feedback. The child becomes self-

directed and develops inner controls.

The goals of the model are for the child to make interrelated dis-

coveries about his physical and social world and to develop a healthy

self-concept. A healthy self-concept allows the child to accept himself

and his culture, to make realistic estimates of his own abilities and

limitations, and to have confidence in his own capacity to succeed. Such

a child is willing to take risks, learns from his mistakes, and feels safe

in expressing his feelings. He learns to apply all his resources--emotional,

physical and intellectual--to the process of solving problems within his

environment

.

In the Responsive Model classroom the child is free to explore within

a carefully controlled environment containing learning centers and a

variety of games and activities. There is freedom to choose activities

within already established limits. What he chooses to do is more likely

to become important to him, to stimulate affective involvement, and to pose

real problems. The child searches for solutions to problems in his own

way, using a variety of resources, both physical and human. The teachers

guide his discovery of solutions. The child finds out if his solutions

work . Solutions he discovers often fit together and lead to other dis-

coveries. The child's reward is what he gains from the entire experience.
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Learning sequences, have been developed for the model, but each childmay work at his own pace. There are no constraints to master given lessoncon en \ a 0 i\ en time. I t is assumed in the model that no single theoryof learning can account for all the ways in which children learn. What
considered essential is that a variety of educational alternatives beavailable to build on whatever background, cultural influence, or life

style the child brings to school.

The sponsor of this model trains a person from the local community
to act as Program Advisor. The Program Advisor conducts inservice train-
ing for all staff and parent groups and is responsible for carrying the
mooel s program into the classroom. One aspect of the training includes
developing career-directed jobs for parents as teacher assistants, typing
booth attendants, and the like. The training program is the first concernm evaluating the model overall. An attempt is made to determine how ef-
fective the training program is in producing the changes in teacher be-
havior required to implement the model and whether the changed behavior
indeed affects the growth of children toward the self-concept and Intel-
lectual objectives of the program.

Since the approach taken by the Responsive Model places equal respon-
sibility for the child s education on the home, particularly heavy emphasis
is placed on parent involvement. Parents are offered training during which
they are familiarized with the program and trained to pursue its objectives
in the home. A game and toy library is available for parent use, and it
includes filmstrips and audio tapes that demonstrate how the toys and games
should be used. The sponsor also offers a course to teacher-librarians
so they can further assist parents in the application of program materials.

In addition to the parents trained specifically for employment in the
project, parents in general are invited to participate in classroom activ-
ity on a volunteer basis. This gives them the opportunity to become aware
of the kinds of adult-child interactions that contribute to the child's
success in school and to become familiar with the principles and the activ-
ities of the program. The purpose of the carefully planned parent involve-
ment demonstrated by this model is to train parents for the leadership and
policy-making roles the sponsor feels they should assume in the education
of their children.



RESPONSIVE ENVIRONMENTS CORPORATION EARLY CHILDHOOD MODEL
Responsive Environments Corporation

REC is a profit making corporation whose Follow Through approach is

built around the educational hardware and software support systems it man-
ufactures and markets and around the responsive environment concept these

systems serve.

The responsive environment concept is based on the following premises

• Child development in all domains is related to the quality of the

environment and the nature of the child's interactions with it.

• The environment must be designed to meet the needs of individual

children

.

• Active interaction with the environment produces more growth than

passive participation.

• Intrinsically motivated activity is more effective than extrinsic

reinforcement in developing long range patterns of exploration

and discovery.

In application, the approach borrows from the theories of Piaget, from

traditions of programmed instruction, and from l:io open classroom

approach of the British Infant Schools.

Included in the automated equipment employed in the model are the

Talking Typewriter
,
the Talking Page, and the Voice Mirror, along with

related software programs. The Talking Typewriter is a computer -based

mult lsensory learning system consisting of a typewriter keyboard, audio

systems providing verbal information, and visual systems which present

pictorial and written material. Its purpose is to provide comprehensive

instruction in reading skills, especially code-cracking skills.

The sponsor also makes available a number of nonautomated instruc

tional packages including books and a series of skills labs complete^ with

teaching guides and all the necessary equipment. An example is the Early

N’umber Multi-Group Lab" which provides materials that permit the pupil to

learn mathematical ideas by concrete analogy and manipulation of real

object s

.
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The advantages claimed for the support systems approach embodied in

the REC model are that the learner can explore freely, can obtain immedi-

ate feedback, can pace himself, and can apply his own capacity to discover
relationships, and also that the prepackaged systems free the teacher to

expend more energy on meaningful interaction with individual pupils.

In the REC classroom the interrelated support systems are organized

and presented to the child in a balanced fashion that includes many types

of activities and ample time for free choice and exploration. Structured

and unstructured child-directed and teacher-directed activities are made

available in a non-graded heterogeneous group setting. The technology

and materials available are open-ended and can be used in increasingly

.complex ways as proficiency grows, including ways the teacher herself

may program.

In addition to the project teacher, staff includes one paraprofes-

sional aide used as much as possible in one-to-one small group instruc-

tion, a paraprof essional attendant for each two Talking Typewriters, and

a paraprofessional for each 8 to 12 Talking Page devices. Normally the

Language Arts Center in which the Talking Typewriters are housed is shared

by several classrooms.

Workshops, on-site training, and consultation provide the background

teachers need to make effective use of the systems and packaged materials

REC emphasizes establishing an ongoing staff development program on-site.

The sponsor feels it is equally as important to meet the needs of the

teacher as those of the child if the approach is to work -.nd consequently

expects a certain amount of variability to occur between projects within

the responsive environment framework.

Through parent workshops and materials taken home by the children,

input is made into the home environment. Parents are snovn how to rein-

force specific skills and how to continue to foster the development of a

positive self-concept. Parents are encouraged to volunteer in the class-

room as well.

Evaluation is systematic and frequent and relies on

ods: observation of the child, informal progress checks

materials, and administration of standardized tests. The

ation is to keep the teacher informed about each child s

struction can be as individualized as possible.
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ROLE TRADE MODEL
Western Behavioral Science Institute

The premise guiding this model is that the structure of society and
education can be changed for the better by altering role behaviors. The

model aims to do this by initiating conscious trading and exchange of

roles within the community to increase understanding and communications.
The goal is a community of learners in which all the elements of the home,

the school, and the neighborhood teach and learn from one another in an

"extended classroom" of which all are a part.

The model calls for bringing educators, parents, pupils, and other

elements of the community together to cooperatively plan and implement

the program. Role trade and role displacement are carried out in work-

shops, training sessions, and community meetings. The teacher obtains

a better understanding of the homelife of the child and of the symbols

and environment with which he comes in contact and adapts the curriculum

and classroom activities to the child's experiences, thus making them more

relevant and more likely to be retained. Wherever possible, role trading

is applied as an instructional technique for all participants of the

model

.

The neighborhood and the home both contribute educational resources

to the program. This might be the special skill or interest of some

parent, demonstration of some product by a local merchant, objects and

pictures of special interest supplied by a family, the experiences of a

local high school or college student just returned from a trip, or any

number of such possibilities. Neighborhood experiences of all kinds,

planned and unplanned, are used to teach and reinforce fundamental skills

by relating them to the child's environment. Field trips to neighborhood

businesses or local landmarks are not considered to be ext 1 acui 1 iculai

but rather to be normal movement within the total environmental classioom.

Within the school class room
,

instruction is canied out b\ a teach

ing team consisting typically of a teacher, an instructional aide, and

three or more older children (5th and 6th Graders) acting as "cross-age

teachers." Each team works on its own curriculum at weekly meetings

and during the week, and the children are given many opportunities for

small group activity and role interaction. An education specialist works

with the teams to help develop curricula that can be used in the home and

to discover new ways in which parents might be used as resource persons.

The specialist also coordinates the cross-age teaching activity, conducts

in-service workshops for the teaching teams, and develops field trip

activity.
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Other positions included as part of the model are those of the on-
site administrator, the psychologist, a home counselor, a nurse, a

speech and hearing specialist, and an intensive learning center special-

ist. Community aides employed by the district provide continuous liaison

and access to neighborhood resources. The home counselor assists with
the latter activity, observes class and play behavior, and directs parents

to community resources for which they may have a need.

The Policy Advisory Committee for this model is active in support

of the model's goal of involving all parents on a personal and continuing

contact basis. All parents are invited to attend PAC meetings and a

concerted effort is made to get both mothers and fathers involved. The

PAC, the classroom, the family, and the curriculum are considered to be

the four component subsystems within the role trade model.

Evaluation is a concern of the entire community and the model stresses

that the behavior of everyone in the community of learners assumed by the

model should be evaluated. The sponsor staff acting as evaluation and

communications consultants defines and examines continuities and discon-

tinuities in existing and emerging curricula and helps in developing

means for increasing continuity and communication between the varied

elements in the community.



TUCSON EARLY EDUCATION MODEL (TEEM)

University of Arizona

Participation in contemporary society requires skills and abilities
missing in the behavioral repertoires of many individuals because their

background does not provide an adequate foundation. The TEEM model at-

tempts to solve this problem by providing children with educational ex-

periences appropriate to developing such skills and abili ties--beginning

with the behavior characteristics and level of development with which the

child enters school and working from there. The model calls on teachers

to individualize their teaching and emphasizes persistent adult-child

interaction on a one-to-one basis. To meet the needs and learning rates

of individual children, the model provides a great variety of behavioral

options, including both self-selected and structured activities.

The curriculum for the model focuses on four general areas of develop-

ment: language competence, development of an intellectual base, develop-

ment of a motivational base, and societal arts and skills. An intellectual

base includes skills assumed to be necessary to the process of learning

(e.g., ability to attend, recall, organize behavior toward goals, and

evaluate alternatives). A motivational base includes attitudes and be-

havior related to productive involvement, such as liking school and learn-

ing, task persistence, and expectation of success. Societal arts and

skill acquisition include reading, writing,, and math skills, combined with

social skills of cooperation, planning, and the like.

In this model a skill is always taught in a functional setting, and

concepts are illustrated by a variety of examples across content areas bomi

within and outside the classroom. Field trips, walks, and visits to the

children's homes help the child generalize new skills to his own environ-

ment. The technique of simultaneously attending to developing language,

intellectual, motivational, and societal skills in a meaningful setting

is defined in the model as orchestration .

The TEEM classroom is organized into behavioral settings and interest

centers for small groups to encourag interactions among the child, his

environment, and others. Pupil groups are purposely heterogeneous so that

children of different ability levels will learn from peer models and work

independently with available materials. Imitation, a formal part of class-

room practice, is viewed as an especially important process in language ac-

quisition. Social reinforcement techniques, such as praise, attention,
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and affection, are liberally applied, and materials are chosen and ar-
ranged for their reinforcing value. Every effort is made to ensure that

the child will come to regard school as significant and rewarding.

In the open-ended context of this model, lessons and learning ex-
perience are given definite structure and direction through careful plan-

ning by the staff. Adults working in the classroom are trained to use

the experiential background of pupils to further instructional objectives,

and the home and the neighborhood are treated as instructional resources.

The delivery system for the TEEM model includes programs and ser-

vices developed to provide continuous input, demonstration, and evaluation

to the community, the classroom instructional staff, and to parent liaison

personnel. Field representatives visit sites to provide guidance and

communicate questions and problems back to the TEEM center. School psy-

chologists serve as consultants to teach project staff to apply psycho-

logical techniques in defining and solving educational problems. Evalua-

tion services include a new program that clearly sets out objectives of

the program and ways for the community to evaluate how well they are met.

The model establishes positive and frequent .contact between schools

and parents to acquaint parents with the instructional program and to

influence them to participate in school-related activities, work with the

Policy Advisory Committee, serve as classroom volunteers, and train for

new careers. An attempt is made to provide parents desiring to have a

more direct influence on educational policy' with increased knowledge

about the school system and the political influences that play a role

in policy making.



UNIVERSITY OF OREGON ENGLEMANN/BECKER MODEL FOR DIRECT INSTRUCTION
University of Oregon

The sponsors of this model insist that a
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Using programmed reading, arithmetic, language, art, and music mater-
ials and behavior modification principles, the model employs strategies
to teach concepts and skills required to master subsequent tasks oriented
toward a growing level of competence. Emphasis is placed on learning the

general case, i.e., developing intelligent behavior, rather than on rote

behavior. Desired behaviors are systematically reinforced by praise and

pleasurable activities, and unproductive or antisocial behavior is ignored.

In the classroom there are three adults for every 25 to 30 children:

a regular teacher and two full-time aides recruited from the Follow Through

parent community. Working very closely with a group of ,5 or 6 pupils at

a time, each teacher and aide employs the programmed materials in combina-

tion with frequent and persistent reinforcing responses, applying remedial

measures where necessary and proceeding only when the success of each child

with a given instructional unit is demonstrated. At the same time, the

teacher aides are working with other small groups throughout the classroom

in a similar manner. Training in implementing the model includes local

summer workshops for all teachers and teacher aides and inservice training

during the school year.

Family workers, who are usually parents themselves, personna

tact all project parents to acquaint them with the program and te

materials; inform them about their children's progress; and encou

to attend Policy Advisory Committee meetings, visit school, and p

Pate in training leading to work in the school. Parent workers a

struct parents in the use of materials to supplement the school p

in the home and attempt to organize parents experiencing special

ficulties into problem solving groups. On occasion, they contact

social service agencies where special assistance is needed by ind

fami lies.
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Evaluation is an ongoing part of the program. Tests are administered
at the beginning and throughout the year to determine if children are being
taught the skills required by the model and at what rate. The tests are

administered by parents especially trained for the job. Continous test

data provide a positive gauge of teacher performance and allow for timely

remedial action when the program appears to be implemented improperly or

students appear to be falling behind. Video tapes of teachers and aides

executing training tasks are used both to determine and to correct specific

difficulties. Bi-monthly reports are issued to teachers reporting the

progress of individual children and classroom summaries.

The parent Policy Action Committee participates actively in the model,

focusing attention on the needs and interests of parents, recruiting parent

aides, and assisting in writing the Follow Through proposal. The model is

firmly committed to support a parent-community-school partnership in the

operation of its program. The sponsor feels project parents must have the

right to judge the effects of the program for themselves, both to provide

criteria of program success and to guide efforts at program improvement.



APPENDIX D

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING AND

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY



memorandum of understanding
BETWEEN

THE OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY
AND

THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
RELATIVE TO

THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE FOLLOW-THROUGH PROGRAM
UNDER A DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY

A. General

OEO has, in accordance with Section 621 of the EOA, delegated to HEW
such of its authorities under the Economic Opportunity Act as are
necessary for the administration of the Follow-Through Program, subject
to the understandings contained in this memorandum.

B. The following policies will govern administration of the Follow-Through
Program by HEW:

1. The program will be administered under the authorities included
in the Economic Opportunity Act as set forth in the existing
delegation

.

2. Except as provided in this section or in Section 18 below, HEW
shall make grants under Section 222 (a) of the Economic Opportunity
Act to local public educational agencies, but when necessary to the
furtherance of the purposes of the program, HEW may make a grant
to any locally based agency or organization which, in the opinion
of HEW, is qualified to carry out the provisions of the grant.
In rare instances, where program purposes cannot be accomplished
in any other way, HEW may make program grants to regional or

State agencies or organizations. Any grants made to regional or

State agencies or organizations shall require OEO concurrence.

3. HEW may grant funds for activities designed to assist the

development of disadvantaged children which do not constitute

aid to general education or a part of the basic services

already available within the school system. Such activities

include, but are not limited to, specialized and remedial

teachers or teacher aides and materials, physical and mental

health and social services staff and programs, nutritional

improvement, culturally and educationally enriching experiences,

and parent activities.

4. HEW shall give priority to programs which include a comprehensive

range of services developed around identified needs of the

children and families to be served.
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5. Grants will be awarded by HEW on the basis of priorities to
be established by the Commissioner of Education. Prior to
the implementation of policies establishing priorities with
respect to population groups to be served, and the geographical
distribution of programs on a national basis, such policies
shall be submitted to 0E0 for concurrence . In determining
eligibility, preference will be given to those organizations
having classes with a high proportion of children who have
attended a full-year quality comprehensive pre-school program
for disadvantaged children and then to those classes with
high proportions of children who have attended enriched summer
Pre- school programs for disadvantaged children. With rare
exceptions, at least 50 percent of the children participating
in each grade of the program shall have had such experiences,
and shall come from families whose income met Head Start income
eligibility criteria at the time of enrollment in Head Start.
Normally, the special individual medical or dental treatment,
intensive individual psychological treatment and, where feasible
nutritional services shall not be available from Federal funds
for any child whose family income is above the Head Start
income eligibility criteria.

6. In general, communities participating in a Follow-Through program
for the first time shall, in that year, conduct the program at

one grade level, which shall be the lowest grade of public
school (either kindergarten or first grade) . Communities partici-
pating in a Follow-Through program for a second, third or later

consecutive year should each year expand the program to include

the next higher grade. Children shall be eligible to participate

in a Follow-Through program in such higher grades:

(a) who have been (i) previously included in a Head Start or

other quality pre-school program and (ii) have also

participated in the next lower grade in Follow-Through

programs (or programs comparable in scope, comprehensive-

ness, and quality); or

(b) whose participation in the program is necessary in order

to implement adequately the design of the project or to

increase its efficiency.

7. In those cases where funds are available to a grantee under Title

1 of the Elementary and Secondary Act or other Federal or State

statutes, the grantee shall give assurances that it will at least

maintain
*

the level of effort for children in the grades to be

served that had previously been maintained. In addition, project

funds (Federal and non-Federal) must add to existing programs of

similar services, and non-Federal share contributions may not be

diverted from other assistance to the poor.
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8. HEW shall require that grantee agencies involve parents of
o ow rough children in the development, conduct, and

overall program direction of all projects.

9. Where positions are created for persons with non-professional
qualifications, the grantee shall be required to give
preference to low-income persons, especially parents, who
show promise of being able to carry out the assigned duties.

10. HEW may approve financial assistance in amounts exceeding the
percentages set forth in Section 225 (c) of the EOA only if approval
is made pursuant to regulations establishing objective criteria
for determining that such approval furthers the purposes of

the EOA. No such regulation shall be adopted, revised
or abandoned without 0E0 concurrence.

11. Where the applicant serves an area in which 0E0 has funded a com-
munity action agency, the applicant shall consult with that CAA
in the development of its program and the CAA's views shall be a
part of the applications. In the event that the CAA poses objections
which cannot be resolved between LEA and CAA, or after consultation
by them with the SEA and State E00

, the appropriate HEW and 0E0
offices shall jointly consider the views of the respective agencies
before HEW makes a final decision.

12. All applications shall be submitted simultaneously to the SEA,
State E00, HEW Regional Office, 0E0 Regional Office, and 0E0
and HEW Headquarters. The SEA, State E00, HEW Regional Office,
and 0E0 Regional Office shall review all applications and forward
their recommendations to HEW Headquarters. HEW will make the final
decision in accordance with established procedures, after consulta-
tion with 0E0 Headquarters. Copies of all approved grant applica-
tions will be accessible to 0E0.

13. a. An amount not in excess of 10 percent of the funds transferred

to HEW may be used to contract with or provide other financial

assistance except to SEA for technical assistance, local training

and staff development, and other activities designed to improve

the capacity of SEA to exercise leadership and to monitor Follow-

Through Programs. SEA shall involve State E00 in the planning

and implementation of activities funded under such grants. The

views of the State E00 shall be included in the SEA application.

An additional 7 percent will be reserved by HEW for research,

evaluation, administration, technical assistance, and special

project activities, including training. However, in FY 1969

the total percentage reserved for the purposes described in this

section shall not exceed 23 percent.
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In order to promote program variation, up to an additional
1 percent of Follow-Through funds may be used by HEW for
technical assistance .grants to selected State E00 and local
CAA to strengthen their abilities to coordinate the various
community action programs with Follow-Through and allow them
to offer appropriate services to the SEA or LEA. HEW will
develop annually a coordinated research and evaluation plan
for Follow-Through. This plan will be concurred in by 0E0.

b. In Fiscal Year 1969 and thereafter, where the SEA is unable
or unwilling to accept or carry out a contract or other
arrangement to provide for technical assistance, local
training and staff development or other activities designed
to improve the capacity of the SEA to exercise leadership
and to monitor Follow-Through programs, HEW may make such a
contract or other arrangements with the State E00.

14. Of the funds available for local grants under section 222 (a)

of the Economic Opportunity Act, unless otherwise directed by
0E0, 78 percent shall be allocated among the states in accordance
with the formula contained in section 225 of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act. Two percent shall be available for the territories
and the remainder shall be distributed at the discretion of HEW.
However, 0E0 shall retain final authority as to the availability
and allocation of such funds in order to ensure compliance with
section 225 and to that end, 0E0 and HEW shall consult periodically.

15. If the funds available for grants within a state are insufficient
to meet the expected demand for programs, HEW will select from

projects which meet all requirements on a competitive basis giving

equal weight to: (a) need for the program and (b) quality projects

may be pre-selected upon criteria established by HEW with the con-

currence of 0E0.

16. Local applicants shall be required to include arrangements for

training and staff development in their Follow-Through Program.

17. Services are to be made available to children in public and private

schools in equitable proportions. These proportions shall be based

on the numbers of participants in Head Start or similar programs

for the community as a whole who are entering the public or private

schools in the Follow-Through Program.
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Private school officials shall be involved in all stages
of the development of plans to serve children enrolled in
private schools. Their views on this element of the final
proposal shall be included in the application. In developing
plans to serve private school children, the local educational
agency shall provide for such diversity of program and services
as seems appropriate to the needs of the particular children
involved, as long as such programs meet the quality criteria
for Follow-Through programs.

18. Operational grants shall be made directly to local educational
agencies except as follows:

Where a local educational agency is unable or unwilling
to provide Follow-Through services to children in 'i

private schools in its district on an equitable basis,
or where there is no local educational agency, the

Commissioner shall arrange with an appropriate com-
munity action agency or Head Start agency (or, if not possible ,

with any other locally based agency as provided above in section 2)

for the provision of such services. The grantee agency providing

services for children in private schools shall maintain super-

vision and administrative control over the provision of such

services.

Coordination

1.

HEW will consult with 0E0 on policy issuances and guidelines. If

during the consultative process 0E0 raises objections, HEW will

formally notify 0E0 of its intention to proceed at least ten days

before issuing the policy. Departures from the policies enunciated

within this agreement will require 0E0 concurrence. The two agencies

will coordinate where necessary through joint task force arrangements

on policies and regulations which would affect Operation Head Start

as well as Operation Follow-Through.

2. 0E0 will designate a liaison staff within the Community Action

Program to work with HEW staff in order to assure the full flow

of information between the two agencies.

3.

HEW will have the principal responsibility for site visits and

audit of grantees. HEW may, however, request the assistance of

0E0 staff members in conducting such audits and site visits. 0E0

may also initiate, after notification to HEW, such joint or inde-

pendent site visits as it deems necessary. HEW reports of site

visits and audits will be available to 0E0 and 0E0 reports will

be available to HEW.
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4. HEW may request that services be performed by 0E0 staff on a
reimbursable basis whenever it appears to be in the best
interests of the program.

5. HEW will make a quarterly report to 0E0 on its administration
of the delegation and will furnish such other information on a
routine or special basis as 0E0 may require to meet its re— i

i

sponsibilities . Included in this information will be written
financial and program status reports; evaluation data; and program (

submission required for the National Anti-Poverty Plan, budget
justifications, and congressional presentations.

D. Administration

1. OEO will transfer to HEW the amounts available for the Follow-
Through program including the amounts necessary for the adminis-
tration of the program.

2. In accordance with section 621 of the EOA, the Secretary will
redelegate authorities to the Commissioner of Education and
shall make such administrative arrangements for the programs
as required. The Secretary will advise OEO of these arrange-
ments and secure concurrence of OEO on the selection of the

program director.

E. Review of Memorandum of Understanding

1. This memorandum shall be jointly reviewed annually and mutually

agreeable changes will be made on the basis of legislative

changes and of the experience gained in the program.

Approved:

Date:

Assoc i ate Commissioner for ESE

Department of Health, Education & Welfare

Assistant Director

Office of Economic Opportunity



APPENDIX E

FOLLOW THROUGH PROGRAM MANUAL



DRAFT

FOR INFOEiATICU PURPC

FOLLOW THROUGH PROGRAM MANUAL
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DISCRIMINATION PROHIBITED—Title VI

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 states:

"Ho person in the United States shall,

on the ground of race, color, or

national origin, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits

of, or be subjected to discrimination

under any program or activity receiving

Federal financial assistance." The

Follow Through Program must be operated

in compliance with this law.

200
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PREFACE

The Follow Through Program is authorized under Title II of the Economic
Opportunity Act, Urban and Rural Community Action Programs." The basic
purpose of this title as stated in Section 201(a) is:

• .

fo stimulate a bettor focusing of all nvailnble local Stateornate, and Federal resources upon the%oal of onablinVSncome
families, and lou -income individuals of all rurl i urban
areas, to a. ten the .kills, knowlcW and motlvai ^nd secure t“opnoi (unities needed for them to become fully self-sufficient Its soe-
cific purposes arc to promote, as methods of achieving a better focus-ing of resources on the goal of individual and family self-sufficiency—

“(I) the strengthening of community capaliilirics for planning
and coordinating Federal, State, and other assistance related to
the elimination of poverty, so that this assistance, through the
efforts of local officials, organizations, ancl interested and affected
citizens, can be made more responsive to local needs and
conditions;

“(2) the better organization of a range of services related to
the needs of the poor, so that these services mav be made more
effective and efficient in helping families and individuals to over-
come particular problems in a way that takes account of, and
supports their progress in overcoming, related problems;
“(3) the greater use, subject to adequate evaluation, of new

types of services and innovative approaches in attacking causes
of poverty, so as to develop increasingly effective methods of
employing available resources;

“(4) the development and implementation of all programs and
projects designed to serve t lie poor or low-income areas with the
maximum feasible participation of residents of ( he areas and
members of the groups served, so as to best stimulate and take full

advantage of capabilities for self-advancement and assure that
those programs and projects are otherwise meaningful to and
widely utilized by their intended beneficiaries: and

“(.">) the broadening of the resource base of programs directed

to the elimination of poverty, so as to secure, in addition to the

services and assistance of public officials, private religious, chari-

table, and neighborhood organizations, and individual citizens, a

more active role for business, labor, and professional groups able

to provide employment opportunities or otherwise influence the

quantity and quality of services of concern to the poor.

Ihe Follow Through Program is committed to ths realization of* the goals set

forth above and has attempted to develop guidelines conducive to achieving them.
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x iuji

A. Purpose of the Pro<rrnffl

Section 222 (a) of the Economic Opportunity Act, P. L. 90-22, authorizes:

"A program to be known as 'Follow Through' focused
primarily upon children in kindergarten or elementary
school who were previously enrolled in Head Start or
similar programs and designed to provide comprehensive
services and parent participation activities. .. .which
the Director finds will aid in the continued develop-
ment of children to their full potential...."

The Follow Through program has been established by the U. S. Office of Education
and the Office of Economic Opportunity to sustain and supplement in the early
grades the gains made by low-income children who have had a full year's ex-
perience in a Head Start or comparable pre-school program. The program is
administered by the U. S. Office of Education under a delegation of authority
from the Office of Economic Opportunity.

Follow Through is designed to meet the instructional, physical, and psycho-
social needs of young children from low-income families in a program of com-
prehensive services and parent participation activities. The following com-
ponents constitute comprehensive services in Follow Through : instruction,
nutrition, health, social work and psychological services, and staff develop-
ment.

The Follow Through Program recognizes that all elements in a child's environment

influence him—the school, the family, the neighborhood, and the community. It

is important that these persons and agencies work together effectively to

minimize adverse influences and maximize beneficial effects on the child's

learning and development. Such comprehensive involvement may require changes

in established ways of operating, organizing, or cooperating.

B. Planned Variation in a Context of Comprehensive Services

Experience under Head Start, Title I, ESEA, and similar efforts has provided

sons information concerning the effectiveness of different approaches to the

education and development of young, low-income children, but this experience

has also made clear that much more needs to be known, follow Through is

presently concentrating upon the exploration of the effectiveness of a variety

of such approaches.

The U. S. Office of Education Follow Through Program has identified a number

of groups and institutions, each of which has developed a promising approach

^ the education and development of young, low-income children. These approaches,

vldch vary in scope and focus, include a number of instruction, parent

Question, and community-centered strategies. The group or institution

&ssociated with a given program approach is referred to as a program sponsor.
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In February of 1968, the U. S. Office of Education invited a limited number

of communities (recommended by State officials) to participate in a cooperative
enterprise to develop and evaluate comprehensive Follow Through projects,

each of which incorporates one of the alternative "program approaches" as part

of its comprehensive Follow Through project. Generally, each of the current

program sponsors concentrates on only a portion of the total Follow Through

project. The remainder of the program is developed by the local community

with consultant assistance.

The enterprise described has been termed "planned variation." Planned variation

nay be characterized by:.

the establishment of a special relationship between

a community that has selected a particular program

approach and the sponsor who oversees the implementa-

tion and development of that program approach in that

community;

the development by the school and the community of a

comprehensive Follow .Through project incorporating a

program approach; and

a carefully planned study of these program approaches

to be carried out over a period of several years.

The increased 'understanding which may come from Follow Through'

will, hopefully, provide guidance for the future allocation of

childhood education.

s explorations
funds for early
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-II. eligibility

A. Communities •
,

_

ilsl^ctlon of Projects . Until more funds become available,
participation in Follow Through will be restricted to only those com-
munities that have operated a full-year U Head Start or comparable ore-
school program 2J and that have been specifically invited to submit ap-
plications. Invitations will be extended to communities selected with the
assistance of Regional Office of Economic Opportunity, State educational
agency, and State economic opportunity office officials.

Grant funds for local Follow Through projects will be allocated among the
States so that:

• funds will be distributed equitably between urban
and rural areas

• funds will be distributed, In general, among the
States according to the incidence of poverty

In order to distribute grant funds on the basis of these two criteria, each
Follow Through applicant will be informed of the maximum grant for which it
may apply and the minimum number of low-income children to be served.

2. Eligible Grantees . For the most part, Follow Through grants will
be made to local public educational agencies (LEA's). In certain cases, a
project grant may be made to an agency other than a local educational agency
For instance, where a LEA is unable or unwilling to provide Follow Through
services to private school children, USOE may make a grant to an appropriate
community action agency (CAA) or Head Start agency for the provision of such

services.

B * Children

1. Income Considerations. Only children from low-income families

(as defined by the GEO poverty-line index set forth in Appendix A) are

eligible to receive the full range of comprehensive services which shall

be provided by each Follow Through project. The size of the Follow Through

grant will be based on the number of low-income children in the project.

2. Pre-school Experience . With rare exceptions, at least half of the

low-income children in each Follow Through project must be graduates of a

full-year Head Start or comparable pre-school program.

V In most cases a full-year pre-school program will be one that is 8 months

or longer.

2/ Hereinafter referred to as Head Start.

)
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3* Scope of .Follow Through. At present, Follow Through is conceived

as a program from kindergarten through grade three (or age equivalent).
Generally each project, in the initial year of funding, serves low-income
children who enter the first year of school (kindergarten or first grade)
after a full-year pre-school experience. The project is then expanded to
include children in the next higher grade each subsequent year. In certain
cases, for example to increase project efficiency, the U. S. Office of Edu-
cation may allow a grantee to begin by serving children in more than one grade.

4. Grouping of Children . There is evidence which suggests that the

grouping of children in educational settings to bring about a socio-economic
and racial mixture results in benefits to the children. In Follow Through,

naximum feasible social, economic, and racial mixture of children is encouraged.

Each project application will be examined carefully to determine whether the

proposed racial and socio-economic grouping of children and the arrangements

necessary to facilitate such grouping are appropriate. Basic to this deter-

mination will be evidence of intent to act in the best interests of the low-

income children to be served.

Where substantial numbers of non-low-income children will participate in the

Follow Through project, the applicant must insure that the socio-economic

grouping of children does not lead to an undesirable dilution of services

to the low-income children. In general, if less than half of the children

vho are grouped for instruction are low-income children, the local community

vill be expected to bear an equitable share of the cost of instructional

services—such as classroom aides—-that are available for all the children.

5. Participation of PrlYatfl-S'A22.0^1^2 • Services are to be made

available to children in public and private schools in equitable proportions.

These proportions shall be based on the numbers of participants in Head

Start or similar programs for the community as a whole who are entering the

public or private schools in the grades involved in the Follow Through

project.
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III, .PARENT PARTICIPATION AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

° 0W ou
§^ °ne of the special emphasis programs within thecommunity action title of the Economic Opportunity Act. One of the

0 commanity action is to give low-income people a larger voicem handling their own affairs, in determining the priority of their
needs, and in establishing the ways in which those needs shall be met.

.

°II°W Through guidelines—especially those sections requiring the
involvement of parents, representatives of relevant community agencies,
and other individuals having concern for the poor in project planning
and operation—reflect this aim of community action. The Follow
Through Program is committed to efforts that assist in opening up the
school and the community to each other for the benefit of the child,
the home, and the school.

A. Parent Participation

EVERY FOLLOW THROUGH PROJECT MUST PROVIDE FOR SIGNIFICANT PARENT
PARTICIPATION IN ALL ASPECTS OF THE PROJECT .

A basic tenet of Follow Through is that parents have both the right
and the responsibility to share in determining the nature of their
children's education. Accordingly, parents must be given opportunities
to take an active role in all aspects of Follow Through. Interaction
between parents and Follow Through staff—in homes, classrooms, and
elsewhere in the community—can (l) help parents learn how they can

best support and influence the program and, on their own, contribute

more fully to their child's total development and (2) help staff

become more responsive to the needs and goals of the parents and com-

munity and translate such goals into meaningful project activities.

At least four major kinds of parent participation are necessary for

an effective Follow Through project:

• Participation in the process of making decisions

about the nature and operation of the project

through frequent meetings of a Policy Advisory

Committee and other parent groups;

• Participation in the classroom and school as

paid employees, volunteers, or observers;

• Provision for regular home contact by Follow Through

staff;

• Parent educational and community activities which

parents have helped develop.

A staff member, preferably low-income, should be designated to co-

ordinate parent participation activities.
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This section (Section III, A) deals only with the first of +

r"?: nss:- The other activiti- - -c-£rent

! Policy Advi^iy C9mmitt.e £ , Every Follow Through project must
have a Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) of which at leaft fifty percent
of. the members must be elected from among low-income parents of
children in ollow Through classes. The remaining members should be
drawn from agencies, community groups, and individuals that have a
concern for poor children.

The FAC must include a representative designated by the CAA. The
PAC may include representatives from the pre-school project, local
health, welfare, and social service agencies. The Follow Through
coordinator and other proefessional or nonprofessional project staff
responsible for instruction, health, nutrition, social and psycho-
logical services may serve as non—voting members or as consultants
to this committee. The selection of non—parent representatives should
be discussed with the parent members prior to their appointment.
The parent coordinator should work closely with the PAC and provide
necessary staff support.

A chairman should be elected from among the Follow Through parents
on the committee and should schedule frequent meetings of the PAC.
The PAC must have the right to set its own agenda.

The FAC should be encouraged to form sub-committees .in areas such as
personnel, career development, curriculum, evaluation, fund-raising,
budget, grievances, parent activities, community relations, etc.
Persons not members of the PAC may be designated members of such
sub-committees. Provision should be made for funds to be made
available to the PAC to support its activities.

In communities where potential Follow Through participants and
parents have not yet been identified, the applicant should organize
an interim advisory group that includes parents elected by the
p°licy Advisory Committee of the local Head Start or equivalent
pre-school program. If their is no pre-school Policy Advisory
Committee, the LEA and CAA should work cooperatively to establish the

Interim Follow Through advisory group of which half the members
8hall be elected from among the parents of the low-income children

tolled in the pre-echool program. When and where there is no
CAA

. the LEA and the parents of the low-income children in the

Pre-school program should co-sponsor such an election.
,
When the

;°llow Through project children are identified, the parents of

b°se children shall then elect representatives to the PAC to
fePlace the parent members of the interim committee.

Policy Advisory Committee must play a substantial role in the

Planning and management of the Follow Through project.
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At a minimum , the PAC will: CRAFT

Represent the
professional

interests and concerns of the parents,
organizations, and public agencies.

Actively participate in the development of and give
approval to the Follow Through application before it

Estabiish criteria for the selection of Follow Through
staff personnel (paid and volunteer) and participate in
their recruitment and selection.

• Continually assess the effectiveness of the Follow
Through, project and make recommendations to the
project coordinator regarding program improvements.

• Establish a procedure by which grievances and complaints
of parents and others can receive prompt and sympathetic
consideration, and participate in working toward their
resolution.

• Assist in organizing parent activities.

• Communicate with parents, community agencies and organi-
zations, and others to encourage' their active partici-
pation in the Follow Through project.

• Assist in mobilizing community resources.

2. Other Parent Groups . .Monthly meetings of the parents in each Follow
Through school or of all Follow Through parents, depending on the size of
the project, should become an established practice. These meetings will
serve to keep parents in constant touch with new developments in the

project and provide opportunities for them to discuss issues and make

suggestions and recommendations which may then be referred to the Policy

Advisory Committee and the project coordinator for action. Parent groups

and Follow Through staff may engage in such activities as joint meetings,

informal discussions, and workshops focusing on matters of mutual concern

B. Involvement of the Community Action Agency

THE COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCY MUST BE INVOLVED IN THE DEVELOPMENT AND

implementation of the follow through project .

Where a community action agency is not itself the grantee, the grantee shall

see to it that the CAA:

• is fully involved in the development of the project;



211
DRAFI

• reviews and signs the final application for funds,
including its comments on proposal design; and

• continues to play a role in. the operation of the pro- act.

A Follow Through project operated by a school system must be developed
in cooperation with the local CAA in its area. Cooperation here means
continuous and genuine working relationships during the period when the
project is being planned and developed as well as when it is being
carried out.

The community action agency should provide support to both the school system
and the low—income community as they work together to establish and operate
a Follow Through project. The CAA, as the agency responsible for coordina-
ting poverty programs, particularly those funded under Title II of the
EOA, can:

• assist in developing Follow Through services that are
responsive and relevant to the needs of Follow Through
children and their families;

• provide guidance, training, and technical assistance to
assist the school system in effectively involving low-
income persons, especially parents, in the planning,
conduct, and evaluation of the Follow Through project;

• act as an advocate for the low-income community and

provide project area residents with the resources and

support which they will need to (a) participate

meaningfully in Follow Through operations and (b) in

general, contribute to the discussion and solution of

poverty problems.

• assist in securing the active participation of other

community agencies in the project and in making these

agencies more responsive and relevant to the needs of

the low-income community.

ving a CAA representative on the PAC will insure on-going CAA participation
1 the project. The Follow Through coordinator should keep the CAA informed

Project activities and meet with CAA officials periodically to discuss

’°ject developments. (See Section V. A, below for examples of possible

ogram coordination with Head Start.)
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C. Mobilization of Cynnunltv R^sourc^s

EXISTING HEALTH. WELFARE. AND SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES MUST BE CONSULTED
IN THE PLANNING, DEVELOPMENT. AND OPERATION OF THE FOLLOW THROUGH PROJECT.

The success of Follow Through depends, to a large extent, upon the supporl

of the general community. Many local and State agencies, organizations,

and associations provide services to low-income families—e.g., settlement
houses, State or local departments of health, education or welfare, medical
and dental associations, parent-teacher associations, church groups, civic
associations, foundations, and local businesses. Their expertise is valuable

and they should be consulted when the application is being prepared as well

as during project operation. The professional advice and services of these

agencies can be most useful in creating or expanding necessary project

services.

At a minimum, the Follow Through project should:

• prevent duplication of services by utilizing, whenever

possible, the existing services provided by these

agencies, and

• make use of the expertise and guidance provided by these

agencies.

Many of the above organizations will be able to provide services basic

to the project, e.g., medical and dental care facilities and supplies.

Reimbursement may be provided for some of these services. If such services

are donated, contributions may be counted as ncn-Fedaral share, subject to

limitations in Section VII, C, below. If a grantee expects such groups to

provide services or facilities to the project, it may be advantageous for

them to be represented on the Policy Advisory Ccm_ittee.

D
< Volunteers

VOLUNTEERS SHOTTED BE RECRTTTTBD FOR CLASSROOM AND
,

Off’S PROJECT ACTIVITIES.

Mobilization of community resources involves more than agencies and groups.

coini SSly «• a«^ resource,
Tn

both professional and non-professional-can play a substantial role in

planning and implementation of Follow Through projects.

Volunteers with professional ^h^socirse^ice^comp^ent. A
project. A social worker can °?

he health services component and

S? dental associations in

the project.
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tegular use of volunteers from the neighborhood is an excellent weens of
increasing the number of adults in the classroom. Involving teen-

agers is often a good way to increase the amount of individual attention

a young child receives from an older person. Men especially should be

sought to serve as volunteers. Volunteers can assist in instructional
activities, help make teaching materials, guide visitors to the project,

assist children on field trips, serve as carpenters, painters, baby

sitters, interpreters, gardeners, story tellers, bus aides, mealtime

helpers, newsletter staff, equipment managers, photographers, etc. They

I

can contribute specialized skills to the project and serve to broaden

community awareness of Follow Through.

Volunteers who have served in Head Start projects are an excellent source

for Follow Through. The experienced Head Start volunteer can be of great

assistance to new volunteers.

Schedules should be planned so that volunteers participate on a regular

pre-arranged basis.
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IV. project development il

Selection of Program Approach •

Under the .Follow Through national program design of "planned variation,"
local projects are expected to enter into an arrangement with an
approved program sponsor" to implement a particular approach to the
education and development of young, low-income children'.

Applicants should give particular thought and attention to the selection
of a program approach that will best meet the needs and interests cf
the population to be served by the Follow Through project. This process
of selection must be undertaken in advance of preparation cf the
Follow Through project application.

The USOE Follow Through Office will make information available to
applicants on the various program approaches through the provision
of written materials, meeting with program sponsors, and in other ways.

The Policy Advisory Committee (or interim Advisory Committee) described
in Section III, A, above must be established as the first step, so
that it can participate in the selection of the program approach. The
applicant should take steps to present and explain to as many parents
as possible the range of available program approaches as well as the
general goals of Follow Through. All persons who will participate in

th9 local Follow Through project—parents, other community representatives,

project staff—should consider this information and take part in the

discussions leading to the selection of an approach. All involved

should fully understand the nature of the commitment that is made in

the selection—i.e. all will in good faith work toward and support

the development of the selected approach.

Since no community can be guaranteed that its first choice of a program

approach can be accommodated, each applicant should consider several

approaches with which it would be willing to affiliate.

Role of the Program Sponsor

The program sponsor will provide necessary technical assistance and

guidance to the project in all matters pertaining to the program

approach selected and will assist in the development and implementation

of those portions of the project which relate to the approach. A

significant portion of the local Follow Through project grant will need

to be allocated to the implementation of the chosen program approach.

Th. applicant the progrra sponsor »,t =-»l.
^i'” ^arrange^ente

vill^e^provided^for^pproach^implementation. The V30E Follov Through

Office will arrange for such consultation.
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During the operation of the project the program sponsor will
provide ^o the local project such services as: training in t>e
program approach for appropriate project staff during the summer
and school year; assistance to the project in implementation,
including the provision of consultant or supervisory services;
arranging for appropriate instructional and other materials vo be
made available on a timely basis for purchase by the project; and
evaluative activities.

The grantee in turn. will be expected to cooperate fully with the
program sponsor and take necessary steps to implement the approach
promptly and thoroughly. The two parties should be prepared to
enter into an agreement that sets forth mutual responsibilities and
commitments.

, Project Design

Each Follow Through project must provide in its design for substantial
parent and community involvement, • and for balanced and full development
of all components of a comprehensive program. These components
include instruction, medical and dental, nutritional, social and
psychological services, and staff development (see Section V, E below).

During project planning, care should be taken to identify and
arrange for maximum utilization of all available (existing and potential)
school and community resources and services. The Follow Through
project must be designed so that all components are compatible and

well coordinated.

The USCE Follow Through Office will arrange for a general consultant

to provide continuing advisory assistance to the project on comprehensive

program design and implementation. The general consultant's role

should complement that of the program sponsor in providing consultative

services which will ensure a well-balanced and coordinated project. In

addition, a grantee may request specialized consultants such as

pediatricians, nutritionists, social workers, psychologists, etc.

The Program Management staff of the USOn Follow Through Office will

work with the applicant in the preparation of the project proposal and

will help to interpret the provisions of these guidelines as they may

relate to local needs and circumstances. The USOE will arrange. to

bring together, before application submission, the various participants

mentioned—applicant, program sponsor, general consultant, Follow Through

staff, as well as State representatives—to facilitate the process of

^signing a Follow Through project which will best meet community needs.

[ftvolvement of Non-Public School Officials

^-public school officials must be involved in all stages of the

evelopment of plans to serve children enrolled in non-public schools,

letter stating their views on this element of the project must be

ubmitted with the project application. Services to non-public school

hildren should be comparable to those provided to public school children.



V. the local program

A. Continuity with Head Start.

thebe must be coh
PRE-SCHOOL II? 131

UTE BETWEEN THE FOLLOW THROUGH PROJECT AND th? PRSyicUS

Continuity of experience is an important factor in the child's development.

the Follow* Thronah
0^61 ^St Cl ° Se attention to the relationship between

, .
® ,^

r°"l
® Co an(^ the previous pre-school experience—Head Start,

and, where applicable, Parent and Child Center or day-care experience. In
Some instances, where a very close articulation between the different levelsw early schooling will be possible, some communities may wish to eliminate
traditional distinctions between pre-school and primary education.

In other instances, .cecause' .of the particular program approach selected by
the community, a major component such as instruction may assume a substan-
tially different character in Follow Through than in Head Start.

In any event, each community must give evidence that it has (l) considered
the implications of substantial changes in program content or approach for
children as they, move from pre-school to kindergarten and the primary grades
and that it has (2) made appropriate arrangements to insure smooth transitions
from one phase to another.

There are ways in wnich all Follow Through projects regardless of program
approach can provide for continuity with the previous pre-school experiences,
such as joint Head Spart/Follow Through parent groups and parent activities,
joint home visits, joint staff training, sharing of specialized staff, and
movement of aides with children from pre-school to Follow Through.

To avoid duplication of effort and provide for continuity, it is essential
that pertinent pre-school records be transmitted on Follow Through children.
However, confidential cr specialized professional information that might be

misinterpreted should be transmitted on a professional-to-professional basis

(psychologist to psychologist, social worker to social worker). The Follow
Through staff member receiving such information is responsible for relaying
and interpreting findings to other project staff as deemed necessary.

8. Number of Project Attendance Areas

TO CONCENTRATE PPfOELM- EFFORTS . A FOLLOW THROUGH PROJECT SHOULD OPERATE IN AS

few attehla ;;cs AREAS A5 POSSIBLE .

A Follow Through project that operates in classrooms scattered throughout a

number of different attendance areas cannot be expected to exert substantial

impact. Low-income project children should be concentrated in as few attendance

areas as possible--except in unusual circumstances, not more than two attendance

areas,and preferably one,per 100 low-income children. Where low-income children.
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All projects must operate throughout the re^lar school year, which in mostcommunities is from September to June. Follow Through projects my operate on
a twelve-month basis if a grantee desires and if project funds permit.

Full-day schedules are required. This schedule can include the whole range of
comprehensive program activities—instructional activities, lunch and rest
breaks, parent activities, staff development, and home visits. To meet the
needs of ^working mothers, after-school programs may.be considered as well.

D. Parent Activities

FVgHY FOLLOW THROUGH PROJECT MUST DEVELOP ACTIVITIES HAVING SIGNIFICANCE TO
PARENTS CF FCLLCW THRCLGH CHILDREN .

“ ’

As set forth in Section III, A, above, each Follow Through project must pro-
vide for the following parent participation activities:

1. Parent Participation in the Project as Paid Employees. Volunteers or
Hbjervers. oach Follow Through Project must make provisions for ample
parent participation in classroom and other project activities, in both para-
Professional and unpaid capacities. Having parents in the classroom:

• gives the staff an opportunity to know the parents better and to learn
from them}

• enables school staff to explain and interpret the school program to

parents and others in the community;

• gives parents a better understanding of project objectives and

activities and the kinds of home assistance their children may

require;

• shows the child the depth of his parent's interest in him and his

school program.

?°r these
^ Foilow

reasons, low-income persons in the project area, especially parents

Through’ children, must be given preference in the employment of non-
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professionals in a Follow Through project*
as volunteers as well.

Many parents may be able to serve

Follow Throagh classrooms must be open to parent observers at reasonable and

(

convenient tines. Parents should be encouraged to observe classes several
times during the year. Some parts of the project might be arranged in the
evening or on Saturday to permit fathers to observe.

, There are, of course, many activities outside the classroom (e.g., field trips,
health visits, social occasions) in which the presence of parents is equally
desirable and profitable.

2. gmlalPfi S fer P-ggalMi-Hqae Contact by Follow Through Staff. Staff,
parents, and children will all benefit from home visits and telephone calls.
Every effort must be made to explain the advantages of such interaction
between school and heme.

Home visits by Follow Through personnel should be made only with the prior
knowledge and full consent of the parents. Contingent upon parent consent,
project staff, including classroom personnel, health, and social workers,
Bhould visit each home as frequently as is appropriate and desired.

Home visits should have a purpose—-e.g. ,
exchange of information on a child's

behavior and interests; explanation of how parents can reinforce learning in

.areas such as verbal and fine motor skills or how parents can structure play
for maximum learning.

Where home visits are inconvenient or not desired, telephone calls by program

staff are an excellent way to inform parents of their children's progress and

to demonstrate the desire of Follow Through staff to maintain contact with

the home.

3. Educational and^rtrr,mito. • The Follow Through

project must develop plans for educations-! end community activities, which are

responsive to the needs expressed by parents. The parents, through the ?AC and

other parent groups, should participate fully in the development of such plans.

In many cases, appropriate courses may already be available to serve the needs

vhich parents nay express* ©*g.* sewing* carpentry* etc** by the or

similar organizations, literacy training by the schools, or classes in consumer

toying and credit conducted by a community organization. Parents should be

assisted in making full use of such existing resources. When existing resources

d° not meet the needs of parents, it will be necessary to establish new activi-

ties that are centered around the expressed needs of Follow Through parents.

to order to facilitate participation in parent activities, Follow Through mothers

tod project -taff -an work to establish cooperative child-care arrangements.

Ve within pro j ect" facilities
should be made available for child care service

a® well as for parent meetings.
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A comprehensive Follow Through project must include the following components:

• instruction

• medical and dental health

• nutrition

• psychological services

• social services

• staff development and career advancement

Overview:

Follow Through projects must serve not only the educational needs of poor children,
but their physical, social, and psychological needs as well. A full range of
comprehensive services must be provided to low-income project children. The
aims of these services should be:

• to ameliorate existing conditions—relating to children, staff, or
parents--which may hinder the education and development of the child.
Each project must provide for a comprehensive system of detection,
referral, treatment, and follow-up so that any deficiency once identi-
fied will be remedied. Time lags between referral and treatment must
be reduced to a minimum.

• to prevent the development of conditions or problems that would

adversely affect a child's full development.

• most basically, to permit home and school in every way possible to

promote the optimum mental, physical, and social development of

each child.

^
is essential that all the above outlined components of a comprehensive

Follow Through project be coordinated so that the child is not served in a

J

ragmented, inefficient manner. Teaching and other project staff must meet
‘ requently to discuss and evaluate project activities and exchange information
°n the behavior of individual children. A system must be worked out so that
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any problem detected by any staff member—as well as anv

ssss.itssr
1 the deveiopment °f • cMid--&e ss?r

every effort must be made to utilise existing school end community rescmrcel
er

’

Community agencies and resource people in the fields of health, nutrition
social work, and psychology should be contacted early in the planning stages of

s sc,".;:::""
typ» °f assisu- ^ -»

1* Instructional Component

ETCH!
.
F0LL0Qlg0UGH_PR0,TECT MUST INCLUDE AN INSTRUCTIONAL COMPONENT DEPTONEn

TO MIST THE EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF LOW-INCCMrCHITDPZN :
~L ^

The grantee will work closely with its program sponsor and the PAC in develop-
ing procedures for implementing instructional aspects of the program approach
in Follow Through classrooms.

In those projects where the grantee undertakes the planning of its own Follow
Through instructional component—as may be the case in a parent-implemented
project, a non-sponsored project, or one of the approaches not primarily con-
cerned with the classroom—procedures for arriving at the rationale and
objectives of the instructional comoonent should be set forth by the PAC and
the Follow Through professional staff jointly. In such projects, the PAC and
follow Through staff must then jointly plan the instructional component—those
classroom and related instructional activities which will be implemented,
flaming should focus on methodology, curriculum, staff utilization, aides,
specialists, equipment and materials.

Wherever possible, the instructional component should involve parents in
classroom activities in order to insure that much of what the child experiences
to the classroom will be known and supported in the home.

follow Through will make new demands on participating teachers, especially in
toitial implementation stages. Therefore, regular teachers of Follow Through
children should not teach more than one class (group/ of children. Other non-
Pr°j ect responsibilities should be reduced to a minimum.

2. Medical and Dental Component .

^FOLLOW THDOUOH PROJECT MUST PROVIDE FOR THE COMPLETE MEDICAL AND DENTAL

j&TK CARS CF ITS LOW-INCOME CHILDREN BY MIKING NECZSSAfg ARRANGEMENTS FOR

teiTIQN. SCREENING, DIAGNOSIS. TREATMENT. AND AFTER-CARS.

th
e Follow Through health component must include, at a minimum:

• a clear plan for medical and dental services, which plan (l) is

developed with the assistance of health professionals and (2) details

preventive, screening, referral, and treatment procedures.
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jgpNING- PROCESS.

The nutrition component must include, at a minimum:

• a class "A” lunch daily (preferably hot)

# appropriate snacks

• breakfast and/or supper, where necessary

• nutrition education, including an emphasis on familiar as well
as unfamiliar foods

Nutrition education should focus on helping all staff, parents, and children
understand and appreciate the role of nutrition and food in physical, mental,
and emotional development.

Mealtime can accomplish a number of physical, instructional, and social purposes
It can lead to an understanding of the relation of food to health and well-being
Mealtime can broaden children's experiences by introducing them to a variety
of foods of different textures, tastes, smells, colors, and origins as well as

bringing a new appreciation of familiar foods. Organized and regularly
scheduled dining can foster good eating habits. Language and social skills
can be acquired as children converse, learn table manners, and develop social

relationships.

School cafeterias are frequently regimented, crowded, and noisy. Having

the food brought into the classroom can provide the opportunity to serve family

style and can enhance the learning process. Children can set tables, help

with serving, and clean up. Adults at the table have a better opportunity

I

to observe individual differences, maintain control, and provide for each child

only the quantities he can consume — reducing waste- and promoting better

habits, of food conservation.

Mhe cultural backgrounds of children must be considered in planning meals.

Moods with which the children are familiar should be served frequently,

h'ev foods should be introduced gradually so that children will become

accustomed to them.
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Thr0Ugh 3°Cial services staff should perform at least the following

• assist in identifying children in need of the program.

• Provide and interpret information for other project staff about
the needs and the social situation of project children and their
families.

® develop and maintain a working relationship between all project
components and between the project and health, recreational, .and
social agencies in the community.

• make appropriate referrals for health, welfare, and other services
when needed and follow-up on referrals.

• help Follow' Through families use existing .community services and
resources to which they are entitled.

• develop more effective social services in the neighborhood.

• promote maximum parental participation in the Follow Through project.

• frain and supervise any non-professional neighborhood workers
3®rving in the project.



• promote desired institutional change so that the school andsocial service agencies can more effectively respond to and
meet the special needs of low-income children and their families.

Social service staff should link the Follow Through project, the family,
and. related community resources and services. The staff should work with
families to encourage and stimulate self-help efforts and should reduce the

I distance between school and community through a host of outreach and involvement >

activities. Since these activities are most successful when planned by and
with the people affected, the social service personnel should assist in
identifying leaders from among low-income project area residents.

To ensure that children and families receive all the services to which they
are entitled, staff should help interpret and facilitate the maximum use
of community services and resources and act as a strong advocate in obtaining
services from local agencies and in referring families to them. Social service
aides hired from the neighborhood can help perform these functions.

Staff should concentrate on providing and expediting help or access to help
for all families in need, regardless of problem severity. It is important to

reach out to all families -- not only those who request help — both in familiar
ways (casework, group work, and community organization) and in unfamiliar ways

with new skills and techniques to offer help that can be useful to low-income

families.

By helping to mobilize personal, family, and community resources, social

services can make it possible for parents to play more effective roles in

relation to their children and the educational efforts of the school. Further,

|

parents can be helped to make the neighborhood a place where the educational

process can continue outside of school hours.
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0 y°™g children, based as they are on these same theories ofearning and personality development, are also diverse. Therefore, to require
a common plan of psychological services for the array of Follow Through programapproaches would be inappropriate. Instead, the applicant and the generalconstant should work closely with program sponsor—and, in those instances
where . neither the consultant nor the sponsor has appropriate psychological
training, with a qualified psychologist—to develop psychological services
appropriate for that community and that approach.

Although specialized psychological treatment should be provided when necessary,
the over-all orientation of guidance and psychological services should be
preventive and developmental.

6. Staff Development

glgRY FOLLOW THROUGH PROJECT MUST HAVE ADEQUATE PROVISION FOR ON-GOING STAFF
IMINING AND CAREER ADVANCEMENT CPP0RTITIITIS5 .

At a minimum, an effectively functioning Follow Through program must include:

• explicit plans for pre- and in-service training of professional
and paraprofessional staff

• career advancement opportunities for paraprofessionals

• special provision for the effective utilization of volunteers

• orientation of relevant non-project personnel to Follow Through
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Comprehensive and continuing staff development opportunities for teachers,
aides, administrative and other project personnel are necessary to provide
essential orientation and training in the goals, activities, and methods
of Follow Through. Therefore, each Follow Through project must include

a carefully spelled-out schedule of pre-service and in-service training
which involves the total staff.

In communities adopting a particular program approach, the program sponsor

and project coordinator must devise a schedule for specialized training

which will build upon and be coordinated with regular staff training sessions.

Regardless of the specific nature of the program approach, all project

personnel must receive a thorough orientation to its goals and procedures.

Training for all project staff, prior to the start of the project, should

be planned. This time can be spent in familiarizing staff with Follow Through,

deciding upon a plan for inservice training which will be responsive to

the expressed needs of the total staff, and setting up classroom for the

opening of school.

Inservice training workshops for all staff should take place regularly

throughout the year and draw on a wide variety of community and other

resources. Weekly staff meetings are essential vehicles for constant

communication and coordination between staff working in various components

of the project. Joint teacher/paraprofessior.al training is important to

enable teachers and aides to interrelate as effectively as possiDle.

Wherever possible, building principals, non-project teachers, and other

personnel in project schools should be invited to participate in training

sessions in order to insure an understanding and acceptance of rollow Through

objectives, to promote close working relationships with the projected to

maximize the influence of Follow Through on the school system bs *

Joint Head Start/Follow Through staff meetings can prov.ae valmole opportunities

for an exchange of information and ideas end are strongly encourag .

Volunteers should be given an ^ientatior^to the 2°^“* o£de^

S&,?

r

from the constant introduction

of new persons into the project.

, -i -^a-s-Hons is only the initial step in establishing
Creation of paraprofessional P°siti

projects should establish
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b fits .
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227

Santee should help parcprofessionals attain high school equivalencies
anl, lurcher, in. cooperation with institutions of higher education, should
explore opportunities for paraprofessionals who so desire to develop the
tecnnical skills, educational background, and academic credit necessary to
attain professional status. Procedures' must be instituted to allow persons
in paraprofessional positions to advance to higher positions after appropriate
experience and training.

Grantees participating in the nationally contracted Follow Through
Supplementary Training Program for nonprofessionals are required to establish
career development committees constituted as follows: 50 percent—parent
representatives from the PAC; 25 percent—non-professional staff; and
25 percent—professional staff. Other grantees are strongly encouraged to
establish similar committees.

F, Project Management

E7ERY FOLLOW THROUGH PROJECT MUST HAVE A DESIGNATED COORDINATOR WHO WILL
BE RESPONSIBLE FOR 0VSR-ILL PROJECT MANAC-ZMFh'T

.

The Follow Through coordinator must be appointed, with the approval of the

Policy Advisory Committee, to a full-time or part-time staff position,

depending on the size and needs of the project. The coordinator must

perform the following minimum functions:

• work closely with building principals, teachers, other project

staff, and parents.

• work with the program sponsor in implementation of the program

approach.

• be responsible for coordinating training activities and orienting

all staff (professional, non-professional, and volunteer) to program

objectives, project activities, and to their individual role

responsibilities

.

insure that instructional and the other comprehensive services

are interrelated so that the children are not served in a

fragmented manner.

nrovid- for all staff frequent opportunities for interchange of

information on project activities and performance of individual

children.

coordinate with CM, Head Start, and private school officials, and

other community agencies involved in the project.

. pAC chairman and members frequently and engage in

:^rls£t“nd orientation with other parents.

, . , Vio+waen the local project and the Fedea.1, regional,

"dltite agencies involved in Follow Through operations.



228

The project coordinator and other appropriate staff will be expected to
attend (l) all national Follow Through meetings and training sessions
designed to assist supervisory personnel in fulfilling their tasks and
(2) training sessions and/or institutes conducted by the program sponsor
for local projects.

The coordinator must work toward facilitating communication among the

program sponsor, community, parents, the school, and the many agencies
that serve low-income persons. It is especially important that the

coordinator work to translate the goals of parents into meaningful

realities in the project.
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VI. EVALUATION

The U E will conduct a national evaluation of the Follow Through
Program. Comprehensive long-term assesment both within projects and
on an inter-project or national basis will be of crucial importance
in providing much needed information on the effectiveness of the
different program approaches and, especially, of the different
approaches in a variety of settings. Since each program approach
will be followed in several communities, considerable effort will
focus on comparisons among projects of the same general type in
different types of settings.

National evaluation efforts will focus on the continuing process
of development and implementation of Follow Through designs in
school and community; on the impact of the project on pupils,
parents, school personnel, members of the community, and the
school as a social institution; and on the identification and
analysis of "inputs" and "outputs," or benefits.

The success of the evaluation program will depend on a high degree
of cooperation from local authorities. Initial evaluation efforts

will be undertaken largely in th.9 service of program development

—

not in order to judge the merits of a program design before it

has been fully developed or implemented.

It is anticipated that each grantee will facilitate the work of

national evaluation staff in observing project activities, inter-

viewing parents, teachers, and other Follow Through staff, and

collecting—through testing or other procedures—whatever additional

data may be needed for a comprehensive assessment.

Although there are no fixed requirements for local evaluation,

applicants may devise procedures to study questions of particular

local interest in their projects and to receive program feedback.



230
YU* Financial Support

A. Maintenance of Effort

Each grantee shall give assurances that it will for each school year main-
tain at least the level of fiscal effort and other services for children
in the grades to be served that had been maintained in the previous school
year. Project services (provided from Federal or non-Federal sources) must
supplement and not supplant services previously provided.

B. Utilization of Funds from Other Sources

Each applicant for a Follow Through grant must try to obtain support for

the project from the widest possible range of sources. Follow Through funds

should be used in conjunction with funds available from other local, State

and Federal sources. In order to avoid duplication of effort, Follow Through

projects should be coordinated with other Federal programs which provide simi-

lar services, e.g.^tfae Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 0E0 Neighborhood

Centers, Neighborhood Youth Corps, Upward Bound, VISTA, Title XIX of the

Social Security Act ("Medicaid"), Adult Basic Education, and U. S. Department

of Agriculture National School Lunch Program, Special Milk Program, Child

Nutrition Act, and Cooperative Extension Service.

To learn whether assistance may be available from State or local programs, the

Follow Through coordinator should contact State agencies (particularly the

State educational agency Follow Through or Title I, ESEA coordinator and the

State economic opportunity of f ice ), local welfare and health agencies, and local

government officials.

Title I, ESEA, Contribution

Title I ESEA funds must be used in conjunction with Follow Tnrough funds

granted under the EOA. At least 157. of such combined Federal funds must come

from Title I, ESEA except that no LEA will be required to devote more than

107. of its total Title I allocation to Follow Through.

C. Non-Federal Share

Part of the costs of the Follow Through project must be provided by the grantee

.

Part of the
soecial situations, the monies to be granted with

Except when reduced in sp
shall constitute 807. of an amount, of

Federal funds allotted under tn^ ^ non _ federal sources ,
1>e ., che non-

which the remain ng
•

? of the EOA Follow Through funds.
Federal share must be equal

The 207. non-Federal share .ay be reduced under the following conditions:

. „r- nther political sub-divisions with an average
(1) counties or^other poll^ ^ o£ tha„

5750*are not In general required to provide non-Federal share.

.i or other political sub-divisions with less than *1,000
(2) counties or o

lnCome (I960 census) but more than
average per capita
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Flderai
e

sSre!
ally reqUirSd t0 provide at least 10* non-

S 3 b
!
6n in existence for le3S ^an 32 months

to °
n °f the grant

’ ^antees are required

of }??
aon‘Fede^l share. If no CAA exists, the numberof months will be measured from the time at which 0E0 or Titleun s were first used to fund a pre-school program. In those

th
SSS

h ^ ^2nd month provision would go into effect afterthe scheduled beginning of the Follow Through program, the non-
Federal share percentage will be between 10% and 20% com-
puted by the following formula:

non-Federal share . 10% (basic) f A x 10%
B

A = number of Follow Through program months
occurring after the 32nd month

B = total number of Follow Through program
months in that grant year

A request for a partial or complete waiver of the non-Federal share requirement
must be in the form of a letter and shall state clearly (a) the amount of non-
Federal share which the grantee can provide and what part of such contribution
is in-kind, (b) that the grantee has. cade a reasonable effort to raise more
non-Federal share and has been unsuccessful, (c) the circumstances which would

justify a reduction in accordance with the above, and (d) that the grantee will

continue its attempts to try to raise the required percentage of non-Federal

share.

Any waiver of part or all of the non-Federal share requirement will be made

only for the period of one grant year. Renewal of waivers will be subject to

a re-examination of the circumstances by USOE.

Non-Federal share contributed by the grantee must consist of the kinds of

services or materials that would be acceptable for direct Federal funding.

Contributions may be both cash and in-kind. To qualify aj non-Federal share,

contributions must play a direct role in the Follow Through project. A con-

tribution is "cash"* in any case in which additional money from a non-Federal

source is expended in the project by the grantee. A contribution is in-kind

if it consists of the use of services or property owned by, or donated or

loaned without charge, to the grantee.

Both cash and in-kind contributions nuet t>9 flWttQR to and ^ detract

from funds and services regularly provided by the school system for the pupils

in the grades to be served in the Follow Through project. The non-Federal

share my include the cost to the grantee of additional staff time, support

services, and utilities whose extra costs can be identified and priced, the us

of space, automobiles, office equipment, and other facilities aad

necessary to the effective operation of the project, provided they are in
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addition to what the school would provide
project.

in the absence of the Follow Through

The non-Federai share may be provided by any other publi
or by public donations or contributions, e.g., services,
transportation, and space.

c or private agency,
food, doming,

In no instance may the non-Federal share include assistance or resources
provided through other Federal programs, nor may non-Federal contributions
be diverted from other assistance to the poor.

In-kind contributions of materials, equipment, and personal services shall be
valued at actual cost as if purchased or rented. The services of non-pro-
fessional volunteers shall be valued at the prevailing Federal minimum wage
rate (currently $1.60 per hour) or at the local rate paid to regular employees
performing comparable work, whichever is higher. The services of professional
valunteers shall be valued at the prevailing local rate for such professional
services.

Space should be evaluated in terms of rental value, including utilities,
maintenance, and any renovated costs contributed. In order to claim rental
value, the grantee should be able to demonstrate that (l) other activities have

been displaced and there has been a rental or remodeling cost in developing

equivalent space for the displaced activity, or ( 2 ) the contributed space

represents property with a "rental market value" and that it was taken off

the market to be used for Follow Through purposes, or ( 3 ) in some other manner

the use of the space for Follow Through purposes places added costs on the

owner.

In the case of property or equipment which is clearly more expensive to rent,

or whose life would not exceed the length of the grant period, valuation may.

be at fair market value on a monthly prc-rated basis. When there is a question

as to whether it is less expensive to rent or purchase property or equipment,

a comparison of relative costs shall be made - on the assumption that the project

will continue for three years.

The grantee must maintain records—vouchers, receipts, time and effort reports

on volunteer or contributed staff time, etc.-to demonstrate that non-Federal

contributions have actually been made.

Letters outlining the extent of commitment from organizations or persons

providing contributions and/or services as part of the non-Federal share ms

E Submitted with the project application. This requirement does not include

volunteers in the classroom but does extend to professional staff.

D. Restrictions on the Use of Follow Through Funds.

1 . General A id tn Education

Under the EOA,

activities for

Follow Through funds may

low-income children which
be used for only those project

do not constitute general aid
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to education or a part of the basic services already available withinthe school system. Such activities include, but are not limited to,specia lze and remedial teachers or teacher aides and materials, physicaand mental health and social services staff and programs, nutritional
improvement, culturally and educationally enriching experiences, and
parent activities.

Follow Through funds may not be used to pay the salaries of regular
classroom teachers during the normal school day, (Funds u@ed to pay
such teachers may no>t be considered as non-Fed^ral contribution either.)
However

,
where a school system normally hires kindergarten teachers

on a half-day basis, Follow Through funds n«y be used to pay for those
extra hours of classroom service provided by kindergarten teachers to
Follow Through children in order to meet the criteria on length of
program in Section V, C, above.

2. Services to Low-Income Children

EOA Follow Through funds for health, nutrition, social and psychological

services may be expended only for lcw-inccme children. If the grantee

wishes to provide similar services to non-poor children in the project,

funds from other sources must be utilized.

3. Construction. Remodeling, and Leasing

Foils'-' Through funds may not be used for construction of n.pw facilities.

Expenditures for renovation, remodeling, rental, or lease may be

alloued only if necessary to carry out project activities, need is

demonstrated, and costs are reasonable.

See Appendix b. ’'Irani Terms and Conditions." for further restrictions.
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Bun
Y11L:—PROJECT APPLICATION SUBMISSION AND APPROVAL

A v Submission of Project Appl ications

Project applications should be submitted simultaneously i-. the
required number of copies to the following designated offices
by April 15 of each year:

Office No . of Copies

State education agency—ESEA Title I
or Follow Through Coordinator 1

State Economic Opportunity Office 1

0E0 Assistant CAP Administrator for
Head Start (Regional 0E0) 1

Dr, Robert L. Egbert, Director
Follow Through Program
Room 2133
U.S. Office of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW.

Washington, D.C. 20202 10*

Head Start Follow Through Liaison
Office of Economic Opportunity
1111 18th Street, NW.*

Washington, D.C. 20056 2

*five (5)

copies signed

B. Approval of Project Applications

Decisions about initial funding or refunding of project applications

will take into account recommendations by appropriate State educational

agencies, State economic opportunity offices, Regional 0E0 offices,

and consultants assigned to assist ccnmunities during the project

development stage. Final approval of grants will be given by the

US0E. Approval of all Follow Through projects is subject to

Governor's veto.

Each grant will be individually negotiated to assure (a) that the

plans are adequate to provide for a quality Follow Through project

of comprehensive services; (b) that the project is reasonable in
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terms of cost; and (c).that the project meets all requirements
of the law, regulations, and guidelines.

Grants are made on a year-to-year basis. A grantee will be

required each year 'to submit a project application. Subject to

the availability of funds, projects which provide evidence of
meeting the requirements of the guidelines and which show normal

progress in program development will be re-funded.

C. Planning Grants

In certain instances, a community may receive a small planning

grant, to be utilized before the project becomes operational,

and which, among other things, may be used to help the community

select a program approach.

r.-n

Ufti a »
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Appendix A

Index of Poverty—The Poverty Line

CEO haS established a "poverty line" index for determining eligibility ofci ren for Head Start. This same index will be used for Follow Through.
e chart below shows, by household size and levels of gross income, those

families which are considered to fall below the poverty line.

0E0 Poverty Guidelines for FY 1969

Ly Size Non-Farm Farm

1 $ 1,600 S 1,100
2 2,100 1,500
3 2,600 1,800
i 3,300 2,300
5 3,900 2,800
6 U ,1*00 3,100
7 1

* ,900 3,1*00
8 5,1*00 3,800
9 5,900 1*,100

10 6, U00 1* ,500
11 6,900 1* ,800
12 7,1*00 5,200
13 7,900 5,500

The total family income to be used in determining the eligibility of low-
income children in Follow Through should be based on the prior calendar
year, or the twelve months previous to school opening, whichever most
accurately describes the family's need.

In order to be considered low-income and, therefore, eligible for the full-
range of comprehensive services in Follow Through, a child must either (l)

met the above poverty criteria at the time of entrance to Head Start or

a similar quality pre-school program or (2) meet the above poverty criteria

at the time of entrance to Follow Through. Such a child remains eligible

for Follow Through services unless the family income rises S3, 000

above the applicable poverty line

.

Children from a family that is on welfare are considered eligible even

though the family income may exceed the poverty line.

have

*U.l. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1972 72C-«i9/620 1-3



APPENDIX F

PROJECTS INITIALLY TERMINATED



Projects initially terminated:

1. Texarkana, Arkansas
2. El Monte, California
3. Lamont, California
4. Laurel, Delaware

. 5. Hillsborough County, Florida
6. Chicago, Illinois (Howland/Lathrop Schools)
7. Chicago, Illinois (Ogden School)
8. Vincennes, Indiana
9. Pittsfield, Massachusetts

10. LeFlore, Mississippi
11. Great Falls, Montana
12. Fort Yates, North Dakota
13. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (Steven School)
14. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (Waring School)
15. Dimmitt, Texas
16. Randolph County, West Virginia
17. Wood County, Wisconsin
18. Prince George's County, Maryland
19. Waukegan, Illinois
20. Duval County, Florida
21. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (Elverson School)
22. Lansing Michigan
23. Riverhead, New York
24. Jefferson Parish, Louisiana
25. Stewarts Point, California
26. Lincoln, Nebraska
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APPENDIX G

PROJECTS RESTORED



Projects restored:

1. Texarkana, Arkansas
2. El Monte, California
3. Lamont, California
4. Laurel, Delaware
5. Hillsborough County, Florida
6. Chicago, Illinois (Howland/Lathrop Schools)
7. Chicago, Illinois (Ogden School)
8. Vincennes, Indiana
9. Pittsfield, Massachusetts

10. LeFlore, Mississippi
11. Great Falls, Montana
12. Fort Yates, North Dakota
13. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (Steven School)
14. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (Waring School)
15. Dimmitt, Texas
16. Randolph County, West Virginia
17. Wood County, Wisconsin
18. Prince George's County, Maryland
19. Waukegan, Illinois
20. Duval County, Florida
21. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (Elverson •School)
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APPENDIX H

PER PUPIL COST BY GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION,

PROJECT SIZE, AND LOCAL ENVIRONMENT



FOLLOW THROUGH - COST/PUPIL*

Project Size

Snail - $831 Medium * $751 Large - $669

Local Environment ,

Rural - $703 Suburban - $715 Urban - $811

Geographic Location

Northeast $840

Southeast $681

Midwest $732

Southwest $823

Far West $667

*Based on a sample of 41 projects operating during the period July 1,

1971 - June 30, 1972.
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APPENDIX I

TABLE 5. ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF FOLLOW THROUGH

PROJECTS BY STATE, ENROLLMENT, ETC.



[Ate and number
OF PROJECTS

FROM
LOW-INCOME
FAMILIES

FROM I

NON-LOW-
1

INCOME
j

FAMILIES
|

1

TABLE 5

ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF FOLLOW
THROUGH PROJECTS BY STATE,

ENROLLMENT , ETC

.

Si
QC
3
0
s

:

H
*
O

o
u.

c

a
o
H*

With

Pre-school

Experience

Without

Pre-school

Experience

Total

Low-Income

With

Pre-school

Experience

1

Without

Pre-school

Experience

•

Total

Non-Low-Income

c
o

U
JZ
bC
3
O

.c

H
*
o

MFX1CAN-AME RICAN PUERTO RICAN/CUBAN

o
u.

o
H K - 1 2 3

Non Graded
Total

K 1 2 3

Non Graded
Total

ibama (2) 2,027 1,084 575
[
1,659 167 201 368 69

lika ( 1

)

141 104 11 1 15 9 17 26 5

iiona (4) 1,398 575
1

446
|
1,021 106 271 377 55 142 144 124 143 78 631

.

fcansas (4) 1,726 672 5 70
;

1,242 187 297 484 76 **1
1

lifornia (16) 1 0.88S 6,463 3,039
;

9,502 823 560 1,383 437 1,129 1,159 1,032 882 71 4,273 18 6 11 6 41

ilorado (4) 1,319 5 26 392 918 70 331 401 46 152 197 185 223 6 763 1 1

mnecticut (1) 338 188 65 253 56 29 85 16 13 4 3 2 22

ilaware (2) 1,305 906 97 1,003 297 55 302 53 1 1 2 3 1 6 12

itlrict of Columbia (2) 547 478 60 538 9 9 24 u
lorida (14) 3,185 1 ,577 731 2,248 388 549 93 114 2 2 4 38 29 38 4 109

torgia (3) 2,189 728 1,058 1,786 142 261 403 87

iwaii (1) 612 159 224 383 8 221 22 31 1 2 6 11 9 7 2 35

iiho (
i

)

441 206 140 346 10 85 95 18 12 20 18 50 —
linois (7) 4,007 2,768 947 ! 3,715 82 210 29 156 10 4 7 7 28 6 10 9 9

1

34
1

idiana (3) 1,048 572 21

1

783 6 259 265 39
1

j

)wa (3) 1,065 377 203 670 99 290 395 53 5 4 5 3 17

hnsas (2) 1,038 654 56 720 318 318 44 28 21 21 16 3 89

•Mucky (4) 2,712 1,429 371

—
1,800 29 883 912 87

Mslana (3) 1,680 1,162 9361 1,523 71 86 157
1

69

''tint (1) 463 114 156 270 6 187 193 8

dryland (2) j

1,180 928 232 1,160 7 13 20 46

''•'Uchusetts (5) 1,541 808 593 1,407 79 55 134 64
1

5 6 5 2 42 60

M|chigan (5) 2,228 1,641 353
j

1,994 91 143 234 92 11 13 11 6 41

^intiota (2)
j

1,184 458 1,115 573 53 548 611 51 1 1 2 4 1

^aisiippj (4)

4

1,752 724 791 1,515 137 100 237 78

^'sinurl (S) 2,198 1,524 872 2,396 35 67 102 96 20 25 22 27 94
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COMPOSITION OF FOLLOW THROUGH PROJECTS BY STATE

Table 5—Continued
245

AM ERIC 4N IN DIAN BLACK OTHER MINORITY WHITE

K 1 2 3

Non Graded
Total

K 1 2 3

Non Graded
Total

K 1 2 3

Non Graded Total

K 1 2 3

Non Graded Total

“'ll i' 575 457 541 172 1,745 2 2 78 81 119 i 279

27 95 122 2
'"1 r

17- 19

72 102 62 65 262 563 20 15 24 17 11 87 28 24 20 29 16 117

1 124 245 188 166 4 727 1 1 1 3 69 314 28S 315 8 994

32 34 35 23 2 126 1,293 1,296 1,156 1,133 310 5,193 25 23 33 37 17 135 313 287 203 175 139 1,117

1 r .1 1 4 3 33 32 38 106 1 1 2 4 72 135 108 106 15 436

88 33 38 66 225 1 1 2 27 24 21 17 89

'

i

215 233 217 216 881 4 7 11 5 130 132 133 400

1 97 77 65 46 262 547

i

i

230 417 489 481 76 1,693 2 1 3 149 351 324 295 257 1,376

!

i 219 348 369 460 1,396 22 230 293 247 792

i

i

!

i 1 1 103 97 1 1

1

98 15 424 38 32 34 36 9 149

is 14 29
l
58 11 10 11 32 3 4 1 8 99 95 99 .293

1 1 2 946 898 914 811 3,569 1 1 2 90 104 86 92 372

!

92 128 110 133 463 2 2 131 179 125 133 15 583
i

I

i

172 172 178 76 593 1 142 129 116 61 448

7 8 2 2
1

19 110 112 91 90 12 4,5

1,000

2 2 4 148 110 136 112 5 511

226 268 262 244 557 598 557 1,712

84 292 279 298 953 1 1 84 210 223 209 726

463 463

289 337 343 177 1,146 4 6 13 11 34

11 26 20 19 309 385 57 64 44 51 39 255 151 150 153 143 244 841

2
. j 4 7 465 414 434 406

2

1,719

24

8 1 5 4 18 123 114 85 121

1

443 1

S 11 5 9 4 34 . 8 5 5 4 2 2 1 5 270 256 250 274 67 1,117

92 93 1 16 111 412 332 340 313 985 112 117 126 3S5—
366 371 33-1 332 31 1,434 4 4 2 1 It 169 246 259 285 959

» > -1 ft



lT E
and number

O f
PROJECTS

Total

in

Follow

Through

FROM
LOW-INCOME
FAMILIES

F ROM
NON-LOW-
INCOME
FAMILIES

Total

Follow-Through

Classrooms

T<

n a r
-» U

able 5

—

Continued

With

Preschool

Experience

Without

Preschool

Experience

_

Total

Low-Income

With

Preschool

Experience

Without

Preschool

Experience

Total

Non-Low-Income

-

Vlexican-American Puerto Rican/Cuban

K l 2 3

Non Graded Total

K 1 2 3

Non Graded Total

Milana (2) 832 585 110 695 7 130 137 32 2 5 4 1

1

ibraska (1) 1,032 252 292 544 29 459 488 47 9 6 7 5 1 28 1 1 1 1 V 4

1 ivada (
1 ) 413 147 166 313 100 100 25 3 4 4 7 18

in Hampshire (1) 306 90 56 146 2 158 160 14

1 iw Jersey (5) 2,450 2,267 183 2,450 141 81 51 35 28 49 244

tw Mexico (3) 1,376 716 319 '1,035 121 220 341 58 147 123 131 4 405

1 itw York (14) 5,736 3,982 1,624 5,606 64 66 130 223 1 1 113 116 109 126 229 693

iorth Carolina (4) 2,870 1,334 651 1,985 474 411 835 85

lonh Dakota (2) 853 473 286 759 30 64 94 34 1 1

ihio (4) 1,982 1,081 708 1,789 119 74 193 76

Iklahoma (2) 1,188 470 238 708 318 162 480 55 2 7 4 4 17

1 Iregon
( 1 ) 910 469 235 704 65 141 206 33 3 1 4 1

1

1

1 'innsylvania (9) 6,742 3,775 2,373 6,148 230 364 594 242 151 218 185 174 4 732

1 uerto Rico (I) 1,381 1,282 40 1,322 59 59 53 394 434 393 160 1 381

1 Ihode Island ( 1

)

753 753 753 30

iouth Carolina (4) 2,346 1,627 463 2,090 157 99 256 88

•nth Dakota (2) 947 537 253 790 76 81 157 40

lessee (4) 2,708 1,175 744 1,919 329 460 789 103

[<«i(7) 4,359 2,895 908 3,803 302 254 556 181 313 680 752 677 115 2,537

^h(l) 466 212 190 402 17 47 64 20 41 28 48 44 161

Wiont (2) 522 211 216 427 31 64 95 25
.

JJWnla (2) 1,583 617 683 1,300 40 243 283 63

JjMngton (4) 2,597 1,141 783 1,924 123 550 673 119 41 36 39 47 6 169 1 1

^Virginia (2) 622 200 149 349 160 113 273 28

il^onsln (3) 765 492 59 551 19 195 214 45 15 16 12 12 55

346 174 68 242 7 97 104 12 7 9 5 6 27
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Table 5--Continued

AME RICAN INC IAN BLACK OTHER MINORITY WHITE

K 1 2 3

Non Graded
Total

K 1 2 3

Non Graded
Total

K 1 2 3

Non Graded
Total

K 1 2 3

Non Graded
Total

110 128 118 136 492 2 2 4 2 1 1 4 97 89 82 53 321

9 8 7 12 i 37 23 16 31 32 4 106 4 1 2 7 283 193 226 110 38 ,850

25 18 20 30 ii 104 15 26 26 20 87 1 6 2 4 13 38 50 55

—V-
48 191

55 64 91 81 15 306

448 489 463 485 240 2,125 6 9 3 18 10 14 13 13 13 63

112 186 213 1 3 515 2 1 2 1 6 295 295 6 39 36 24 50 155

52 167 219 881 976 1,004 886 46 3,793 41 44 48 43 70 246 209 169 138 135 133 784

96 114 115 113 438 341 389 486 148 1,364 249 359 372 88 1,068

178 197 209 230 814 11 8 8 11 38

231 538 516 570 1,855 25 27 46 29 127

7 20 17 18 62 50 48 55 43 196 168 250 258 237 913

2 2 178 115 136 91 520 2 1 1 4 202 84 52 41 379

1 1 1,146 1,164 1,099 1,109 194 4,712 10 3 11 7 31 278 388 308 268 23 1,265

1 1 134 112 127 121 494 66 81 58 53 258

109 647 602 646 2,004 5 117 108 112 342

174 203 187 164 70 798 3 3 27 34 28 56 1 146

354 266 301 272 1,193 387 357 350 421 1,515

1 2 3 183 420 368 313 50 1,334 1 1 1 3 3 124 145 133 77 482

i 2 4 4 11 11 16 7 15 49 1 2 3 6 62 65 58 54 239

2 2 2 6 134 61 60 91 170 516

109 65 307 169 650 1 1 2 283 257 344 47 931

47 45 45 56 2 195 208 187 168 98 5 666 38 53 38 20 149 378 346 334 327 32 1 ,4 1 7

"

1 1 9 5 8 22 191 197 188 23 599

28 31 24 36 1 19 96 75 64 59 294 60 88 99 50 297

30 43 29 29 131 48 46 47 47 188
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