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Philosophy of Effective School Practices

1. Teachers are responsible for student learning.

2. The curriculum is a critical variable for instructional effectiveness.

3. Effective teaching practices are identified by instructional research
that compares the results of a new practice with the results of a
viable alternative.

4. Experiments should not be conducted using an entire generation of
Americans. The initial experimentation with a new practice should
be small in scale and carefully controlled so that negative outcomes
are minimized.

5. A powerful technology for teaching exists that is not being utilized
in most American schools.
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From the Presidém

Bob Dixon _
The following is the first in a series of profiles of ADI employees

The name “Bryan” is probably familiar to anyone
who has ever phoned ADI or the Engelmann-Becker
Corporation, or who has attended an ADI confer-
ence. But few people know much about Bryan, and
his roles with both ADI and Engelmann-Becker. I'll
tell you a little about him

Bryan Wickman is a thirty-five-year-old who first
worked for the Engelmann-Becker Corporation part-
time, after school, as a shipping clerk. Upon gradu-
ation from high school in June of 1979, he began to
work full-time for Engelmann-Becker. His first job
title was “receptionist.” In my memory of those
days, however, it seemed to me that Bryan was more
a combination of Boy Friday, gopher, and whipping
boy. He did all those jobs no one else wanted to do,
and when anything went wrong, we could all yell,
“WHERE'S BRYAN!”

As a testimony to both Bryan's thick skin and his
native intelligence, he advanced his skills and posi-
tion at Engelmann-Becker through the years, into
positions such as office manager and production
manager for the many instructional programs pro-
duced at “The Corp.” Today, Bryan’'s various roles
at The Corp include a seat on the board of directors,
the office of treasurer, office manager, and produc-
tion coordinator. One of Bryan’s critical jobs is
doing computer-based layout and design work for
new programs and revisions.

Throughout his career at Engelmann-Becker,
Bryan has been “on loan” to the Association for
Direct Instruction. He assisted in the 5th annual
Eugene Conference in 1979 and began managing the
conference the following year. When ADI formed in
1981, Bryan continued to manage the Eugene confer-
ence (and other ADI conferences). He has managed
every Eugene Conference since, with a brief hiatus

in 1993. Overall, he has run at least fifty conferences

for ADI all around the country. At one time or
another, he has worked on every aspect of ADI
business: bookkeeping and finance, products, pro-
duction of Effective School Practices (formerly ADI
News), and membership.

Because of Bryan’s vast range of experiences at
both The Corp and with ADI, and because of hislong

~ term of service, he is often called upon as the Corpo-

rate Memory for both organizations.

Bryan Wickman

Bryanis ahusband (to Trish}and father of son CJ.

- and daughter Kasey. He taught both to read at early
- ages, using Teach Your Child to Read in 100 Easy

Lessons, and has been an active father in many other
ways as well. He coaches his daughter’s soccer
team, teaches computer classes at his children’s
school, he’s a parent representative and chairperson
of the Site Council at that school, and he’s the Presi-
dent-elect of the parent-teacher association.

At some point over the years, Bryan’s work
stopped being a job and became a career. He's
personally and professionally dedicated to the causes
of Engelmann-Becker Corporation and the Associa-
tion for Direct Instruction. Both organizations are
fortunate to have him. What's in Bryan’s future?
He’s giving some thought to running for the Eugene

- school board, and he will undoubtedly play major

roles in what appears tobe the very bright futures of
The Corp and ADL But no matter to what heights

Bryan arises, some of us~whenever anything goes

wrong-will instinctively yell out, even in an empty
room, WHERE’S BRYAN!”

Bob Dixon
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Join a local ADI chapter

The persons below are organizing local ADI chapters. They plan ta form local support groups and to sponsor
local workshaops, discussion groups, and newsletters. Contact the person nearest you for more information on
local chapters. If your name is not on the list and you would like to form a tocal chapter, contact ADI, PO 10252,

Eugene, OR 57440 or call (503) 485-1293,

Carolyn Cittamlet
1422 §. 13th St.
Philadelphi, PA 19147
Fax: 215-551-9790

Susan Kandell
212 8. Woodhams St.
Plainwell, MI 49080-1753

Kathleen Schacfer
2668 Tareyton Cr.
Stoughton, W1 53589

Patti Clark
‘Phoénix Academy
11032 Oak St.
Omaha, NE 68144

Paut Koeltzow
10318 Fern Dale Rd.
Dallas, TX 75238
214-341-5373

Diana Morgan/Thaddeus Lott
Wesley Elementary

800 Dillard St

Housten, TX 77091

Ardena Harris
5309 Vineyard Lane
Flushing, MI 48433

Clark Walker
300 West 100700
Fmu Green UT 84632

Ken Traupman
248 Nutmeg St.
San Diego, CA 92103

Anna Mae Gazo
3027 Ellen CL.
Marina, CA 93933

Cuthy Watkins

1956 La Linda Ct.

Turlock, CA 95380
cwatkins @koko.csustan.edu

Ursula Garrett
PO Box 241, Apt 169

* Kahuku, Hawaii 96731

Chuck Main
PO Box 8
Silverdale, WA 98303

Betty Williams

Dept. of Special Education
AD Box 25

® ¢ o S o ¢ © %

Gonzaga University
Spokane, WA 99258

Babette Engel
343 Dungeness Meadows
Sequim, WA 98382

Helen Munson, Tricia Walsh-
Caughlan

1603 NW 41st Circle
Camas, WA 98607

Larry Chamberlain
1063 Stelly’s X Rd.
Brentwood 1324,
Vosiao, BC

Chuck Baxter
1085 Taugh
Ithaca, NY 14850
(607) 2727957 -

Angus Lloyd

47 Brooklyn Ave.

Toronto, Ontarie M4M 2X4
(416) 465-0606 (voice)
(416) 564-3324 (fax)

= LS @'@’

WHILE YOU'RE SURFING THE NET...

Check out the New Web Page: of the National Center to Improve the Tools of Educators (hitp://darkwing.uoregon edu/~ncite/). Find
valuable documents, research syntheses and information on free math workshops.
We now have TWO Email Lists; one for discussion and announcements (effschprac), anather for announcements only (adinews).

To subscribe to the discussion and armouncements list, send the following message from your email account:

To: Mailserv@oregan.uoregon.edu

Message: Subscribe effschprac

{Don’t add Please or any other words to your message. It will only cause errors. Mailserv is a computer, not a person. No one reads
your subscription request.) ,

By subscribing to the EFFSCHPRAC list, you will be able participate in discussions of topics of interest to ADI members. You will
automatically receive in your email box ali messages that are sent to the list. You can also send your news and views out to the list
subscribers, like this:

. To: EffschpracBoregon.uoregon.edu

Subject: Whatever describes your topic.

Message: Wiatever you want to say. .

To subscribe to the announcements only list (adinews}, send from your email account the following message:

To: majordomo@lists.uoregon.edu '

Message: subscribe adinews : : )

On this list, you will receive announcements only, such as news of upcoming TV specials on DI, anncuncements from employers
seeking persons with DI teaching skills and from those with DI teaching skills seeking jobs, and other news flaghes.
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The Smry Behmd Project Follow Thmugh

Bonnie Grossen, Editor

Project Follow Through (FT) remains today the
world’s largest educational experiment. It began in
1967 as part of President Johnson’s ambitious War

* on Poverty and continued until the summer of 1995,
having cost about a billion dollars. Over the first 10
years more than 22 sponsors worked with over 180
sites at a cost of over $500 million in a massive effort
to find ways to break the cycle of poverty through
improved education.

The noble intent of the ﬂedglmg Department of
Education {DOE) and the Office of Economic Op-
portunity was to break the cycle of poverty through
better education. Poor academic performance was
known to correlate directly with poverty. Poor
education then led to less economic opportunity for
those children when they became adults, thus en-
suring poverty for the next generation. FT planned
to evaluate whether the poorest schools in America,
both economically and academically impoverished,
could be brought up to a level comparable with
mainstream America. The actual achievement of the
children would be used to determine success.

The architects of various theories and approaches
who believed their methods could alleviate the det-
rimental educational effects of poverty were invited
to submit applications to become sponsors of their
models.
parent groups of the targeted schools serving chil-
dren of poverty could select from among these spon-
sors one that their school would commit to work
with over a period of several years.

The DOE-approved models were developed by
academics in education with the exception of one,
the Direct Instruction model, which had been devel-
oped by an expert Illinois preschool teacher with no
formal training in educational methods. Themodels
developed by the academics were similar in many
ways. These similarities were particularly apparent
when juxtaposed with the model developed by the
expert preschool teacher from Illinois. The models
developed by the academics consisted largely of
general statements of democratic ideals and the
philosophies of famous figures, such as John Dewey
and Jean Piaget. The expert preschool teacher’s
model was a set of lesson plans that he had designed
in order to share his expertise with other teachers.

The preschool teacher, Zig Enge]mann had be-
gun developing his model in 1963 as he taught his
non-identical twin boys at home, whlle he was st111
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Once the slate of models was selected,

working for an advertising agency. From the time
the boys had learned to count at age 3 until a year
later, Zig had taught them multi-digit multiplica-
tion, addition of fractions with like and unlike de-
nominators, and basic algebraic concepts using only
20 minutes a day.

Many parents may have dlsmlssed such an ac-
complishment as the result of having brilliant chil-
dren. Zig thought dlfferently, he thought he might
be able to accomplish the same results with any
child, especially children of poverty. He thought
that children of poverty did not learn any differently
than his very young boys, whose cognitive growth
he had accelerated by providing them with carefully
engineered instruction, rather than waiting for them
to learn through random experience.

Zig filmed his infant sons doing math problems
and showed the home movie to Carl Bereiter at the
University of Illinois, where Carl was leading a
preschool project to accelerate the cognitive growth
of disadvantaged young children. Nothing was
working. After seeing Zig’s film, he asked Zig if he
could accomplish similar results with other chil-
dren. Zig said “yes” and got a job working with him.

Carl Bereiter decided to leave Illinois to go to the
Ontario Institute for Studies in education. The pre-
school project needed a director with faculty rank, a
raniking that Zig did not have; in order to continue to
receive funding on a grant from the Carnegle Foun-
dation.

Wes Becker, a professor of psychology saved the
preschool by joining it as a co-director. Wes had
graduated as a hot shot clinical psychologist from
Stanford, having completed theundergraduate and
graduate programs in a record six years. Wes had
then moved from the: :orientation of a
developmentalist to much the opposite, that of a
behaviorist. At the time Wes became familiar with
Zig’'s work Wes was doing a demonstration project
to show how behavioral principles apply to human
subjects. Wes’s demonstration was having difficul-
ties because the instructional program for teaching
reading was not working (Sullivan Programmed
Phonics). One of Wes’s graduate students, Char-
lotte Giovanetti, also worked with Zig in the pre-
school. She told Wes, “We know how to do that,”
and proceeded to develop a small group program
for teaching sounds in the Sullivan sequence. Itwas
successful and impressed Wes.:u:




Aschance would have it, about the same time that
Zig and Carl’s preschool program was looking for a
new director, Wes heard Jean Osborn describe the
Direct Instruction program used in the preschool at
a symposium. Wes personally commented to Jean
afterward how taken he was with the careful analy-
sis (building skills on preskills, choice of examples,
etc.). That night he ‘was attacked by phone calls,
strategically planned, requesting him to replace Carl
Bereiter. The callers assured him it would take only
a little bit of his time.’

S0 Wes agreed to a partnership that then con-
sumed his life. Only 4 few months after Wes became
involved in the preschool project with Zig, Project
FT began. Wes and Zig became the Engelmann-
Becker team and joined Project FT under the spon-

.sorship of the University of Illinois in 1967.

Zig began sharing his expertise with other teach-

ers in the form of the Direct Instruction System for

Excerpts from the home movie of Zig
working with his twin sons were shown
at the 1994 Eugene conference and are
included in the Conference ‘94 videotape
available through ADI. The Conference
94 tape also includes footage of Zig
working with economically disadvan-
taged preschool children and comments
frorﬁ those who were there in the early
days of Zig’s career and FT.

Teaching Arithmetic and Reading (DISTAR or Di-
rect Instruction). His phenomenal success started
gettingattention. Other talented peoplebegan work-
ing with Zig. Bob Egbert, who for years was the
National Director of Project FT, describes a scene
from those early days in a letter he wrote to Zig for
the 20th anniversary.celebration:

The University: of Kansas was having its first
summer workshop for teachers. Don Bushell
" had invited Ziggy to do a demonstration les-
son. My image of that occasion is still crystal
clear. Ziggy was at the front of the large
classroom when a half dozen five-year-old
children were brought in. They were shy in
front of the large audience and had to be
encouraged to sitin the semi-circle in front of
Ziggy. “How in the world,” I thought, “will

this large, imposing man who has not been
educated as a teacher cope with this impos-
sible situation?” I need not have been
concermned, Within three minutes the excited
youngsters, now on the edge of their chairs,
were calling out answers individually or in
unison, as requested, to the most “difficult” of
Ziggy's challenges and questions. By the end
of the demonstration lesson, the children had
learned the material that Ziggy taught; they
also had learned that they were very smart.
They knew thisbecause they could answer all
of the questions that Ziggy had assured them
were too hard for them! (The full text of Bob
Egbert's letter is in the Fall, 1994 issue of
- Effective School Practices on page 20-21.)

Problems began to develop immediately with the
University of Illinois” sponsorship. Illinois allowed
no discounts for the large volume printing of mate-
rials that were sent to the schools. Furthermore,
Illinois would not allow a Direct Instruction teacher
training program as part of its undergraduate el-
ementary education program. Teachers learning
Direct Instruction could not get college credit to-
ward teacher certification. Wes and Zig began look-
ing for a new sponsor. They sent letters to 13
universities that had publicized an interest in the
needs of disadvantaged children, offering their one

‘and a half million dollar per anrium grant to a more

friendly campus. Only two universities even re-
sponded, Temple University in Pennsylvania and
the University of Oregon. Being more centrally

located, Temple seemed more desirable. But then -

the faculty of two departments at Temple voted on
the question of whether Temple should invite the DI
model to join them. The faculty were unanimously
opposed.’

That left only the University of Oregon in tiny
remote Eugene, hours of flying time from all the
sites. Bob Mattson and Richard Schminke, Associ-
ate Deans of the College of Education, expressed the
eagerness of the University to have the Engelmann-
Becker model come to Oregon. The DI project staff
took a vote on whether to move to Eugene. At this
point Zig voted against the move. (He hates to
travel.) But he was outvoted. As if on signal, Wes
Becker, along with a number of his former students
who had started working on the project (Doug
Carnine was one of those students), and Zig Engel-
mann, along with a number of his co-teachers and
co-developers, left theirhomes in Illinois and moved
to Eugene, Oregon in 1970,
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The Effects of FT

One of the most interesting aspects of FT that is
rarely discussed in the technical reports is the way
schools selected the models they would implement.
The model a school adopted was not selected by
teachers, administrators, or central office educrats.
Parents selected the model. Large assemblies were
held where the sponsors of the various models
pitched theirmodel to groups of parents comprising
a Parent Advisory Committee (PAC) for the school.
Administrators were usually present at these meet-
ings and tried to influence parents’ decisions. Using
this selection process, the Direct Instruction model
was the most popular model among schools; DI was
implemented in more sites during FT than any other
model. Yet among educrats, DI'was the dark horse.
Most educrats” bets would undoubtedly have been
placed on any of the models but the Direct Instruc-
tion model. The model developed by the Illinois
preschool teacher who didn’t even have a teaching
credential, much less a Ph.DD. in education, was not
expected by many educrats to amount to much,
especially since it seemed largely to contradict most

of the current thinking. All sponsors were eagerly

looking forward to the results.

The U.S. Department of Ed hired two indepen-
dent agencies to collect and evaluate the effects of
the various models. The data were evaluated intwo
primary ways. Each participating school was to be

compared with a matched nonparticipating school’

to see if there were improvements. In reality, it
became difficult to find matching schools. Many of
the comparison schools were not equivalent on pre-
test scores to the respective FT schools. These pre-
test differences were adjusted with covariance sta-
tistics. In addition, norm-referenced measures were
used to determine if the participating schools had
reached the goal of the 50th percentile. This repre-
sented a common standard for all schools. Prior
scores had indicated that schools with economically
disadvantaged students would normally be expected
to achieve at only the 20" percentile, without special
intervention. The 20" percentile was therefore used
as the “expected level” in the evaluation of the
results. :

The preliminary annual reports of the results
were a horrifying surprise to most sponsors. By
1974, when San Diego School District dropped the
self-sponsored models they had been using with
little success since 1968, the U.S. Department of Ed
allowed San Diego only two choices-Direct Instruc-
tion or the Kansas Behavioral Analysis model. It
was evident by this time that the only two models
that were demonstrating any positive results were
these two. The results of the evaluation were al-
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ready moving into policy. This was not well-re-
ceived by the many sponsors of models that were
not successful. '

Before the final report was even released, the
Ford foundation arranged with Ernest House to do
a third evaluation~a critique of the FT evaluation-to
discredit the embarrassing results. The critique was
published in the Harvard Educational Review and
widely disseminated.

Ernest House describes the political context for
this third evaluation as follows:

In view of the importance of the FT pro-
gram and its potential impact oneducation, a
program officer from the Ford Foundation
asked Ernest House in the fall of 1976 whether

. athird-party review of the FTevaluation might
be warranted. FT had already received con-
siderable attention, and the findings of the
evaluation could affect education for a long
timetocome. Although the sample wasdrawn
from a nonrepresentative group of disadvan-
taged children, the findings would likely be
generalized far beyond the group of children
involved. Moreover, while the study had not
yet been completed, the evaluation had gen-
erated considerable controversy, and most of
the sponsors were quite unhappy with pre-
liminary reports. Finally, the evaluation
represented the culmination of years of fed-
eral policy, stretching back to the evaluation
of Head Start. Would this evaluation entail
the same difficulties and controversies as pre-
vious ones? Would there be lessons to be
learned for the future?

For these reasons and after examining
various documents and talking to major par-
ticipants in the evaluation, House

" recommended thata third-party review would
be advisable. If such areview could not settle
the controversies, it could at least provide
another perspective. The evaluation prom-
ised to be far too influential on the national
scene not to be critically examined.

In January 1977 the Ford Foundation
awarded a grant to the Center for Instruc-
tional Research and Curriculum Evaluation
at the University of Illinois to conduct the
study, with Ernest House named as project
director. House thensolicited names of people
toserve on the panel from leading authorities
in measurement, evaluation, and early~f:hjld-
hood education. The major selection criteria
were that panel members have a national
reputation in their fields and no significant




affiliation with FT. The panelists chosen by
this procedure were Gene V. Glass of the
University of Colorado, Leslie D. McLean of
the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education,
and Decker F. Walker of Stanford University.
(p. 129, House, Glass, McLean, & Walker,
1978) . A

The main purpose of House et. al."s critique seemed
directed at preventing the FT evaluation results
from influencing education policy. House implied
that it was even inappropriate to ask “Which moedel
works best?” as the FT evaluation had: “The ulti-
mate question posed.in the evaluation was ‘Which
model works best?’ rather than such other questions
as ‘What makes the models work?’ or ‘How can one
make the models work better?”” (p. 131, House,
Glass, McLean, & Walker, 1978).

Glass wrote another report for the National Insti-
tute of Education (INIE), which convinced them not
to disseminate the results of the FT evaluations they
had paid 30 to 40 million dollars to have done. The
following is an ERIC abstract of Glass’s report to the
NIE: :

Twoquestions are addressed in thisdocu-
ment: What is worth knowing about Project
FT? And, How should the National Institute
of Education (NIE) evaluate the FT program?
Discussion of the first question focuses on
findings of past FT evaluations, problems
associated with the use of experimental de-
sign and statistics, and prospects for
discovering new knowledge about the pro-
gram. With respect to the second question, it

- issuggested that NIE should conduct evalua-
tionemphasizing an ethnographic, principally
descriptive case-study approach to enable
informed choice by those involved in the pro-
gram. The discussionisbased on the following
assumplions: (1) Past evaluations of FT have
been quantitative, experimental approaches
toderiving valuejudgments; {2) The deficien-
cies of quantitative, experimental evaluation
approaches are so thorough and irreparable
as to disqualify their use; (3) There ate prob-
ably at most.a half-dozen important
approaches to teaching children, and these

+ are already well-represented in existing FT
models; and (4) The audience for FT evalua-
Hons is an audience of teachers to whom
appeals to the need for accountability for
public funds or the rationality of science are
largely irrelevant. Appended to the discus-
sionare Cronbach’s 95 thesesabout the proper

roles, methods, and uses of evaluation. The-
ses running counter to a federal model of
program evaluation are asterisked. (Eric Re-
production Service ED24473B. Abstract of
Glass, G. & Camilli, G., 1981, “FI” Evalua-
tion, National Institute of Educaticn,
Washington, DC).

“The audience for FT evaluations is
an audience of teachers to whom
appeals to the need for accountability
for public funds or the rationality of
science are largely irrelevant.”

ERIC abstract of

Gene V. Glass’s critique

The final Abt report (Bock, Stebbins, & Proper,
1977} showed that the aggregate effects of all the
models rendered FT to be a failure. FT was a failure
because all of the models, except one, did not pro-
duce the desired results. {The Kansas Behavioral
Analysis model also got positive results, but they
were not as strong as the Direct Instruction model.)
However, the FT Project did successfully identify
what does work. The only model that brought
children close to the 50th percentile in all subject
areas was the Direct Instruction model. '

These remarkable results were achieved by the
Direct Instruction model in spite of the fact that
Grand Rapids, MI was included in the analysis. The
PAC in Grand Rapids had originally chosen to par-
ticipate in FT using the Direct Instruction model. A
new superintendent to the district later convinced
the PAC to reject the model. The Direct Instruction
sponsors subsequently withdrew from Grand Rap-
ids; however, the US Office of Education continued
to fund the site and continued to categorize it as
Direct Instruction. Itis probably not irrelevant that
at this time Gerald Ford from Michigan was the U.S.
President. In any case, because Grand Rapids had
received FT funding throughout the evaluation pe-
riod (1971-1976), they were included in the Abt
analysis ‘even though they had not implemented
Direct Instruction for several years.

The most popular models werenotonly unable to
demonstrate many positive effects; most of them
produced a large number of negative effects. (See
articles in this issue for details.)

After the House-Glass critiques were published,
Bereiter and Kurland reviewed the FT data once
again in 1981-2, responding in detail to each ques-
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tion and issue raised by House-Glass in a compre-
hensive and very readable report of the results. This
review is reprinted in full on pages 17-32.

In spite of the counter arguments raised by
Bereiter and Kurland and others, the House-Glass
critique was successful. The results of Project FT
were not used to shape education policy. Though
much of the House and Glass critiques were based
on a rejection of the use of experimental science in
education, other critics, who did not reject experi-
mental science, argued that the outcomes valued by
the losing approaches had not been measured in the
FT evaluation. Though some pleaded for more
extensive evaluation studies of multiple outcomes,
no further evaluation was funded. The following
excerpts from Bob Egbert’s letter to Zig provide his
_ perspective on the evaluation:

No one who was not there during the
early years of Head Start and FT can know
how much your initiative, intellect and com-

Spelling Language

the full release of a Head Start Rainbow Series
pamphlet which described anapproach more
direct than the approach favored by mainline
early childhood educators~but one that was
much less direct than the one you and Carl
Berciter were developing and using. The
endorsement of Milton Akers for inclusion of
“all” approachesin Head Startand FTPlanned
Variation made our task much easier.

Ziggy, despite what some critics have
said, your program’s educational achieve-
ment success through the third grade is
thoroughly documented in the Abt reports.
Your own followup studies have validated
the program’s longer term success. [ am
completely convinced that more extensive
studies of multiple outcomes, which the De-
partment of Education has been unwilling to
fund, would provide a great deal more evi-
dence for your program’s success.

mitment contributed to the development of
those programs. You simply shook off criti-
cism and attempts at censorship and moved
ahead, because you knew you were right and
that what you were doing was important for
kids.
Lestyouthink thatcensorship is toostrong
a word, let me remind you that many in the
early education field did not want your pro-
gram included in FT. Asconfirming evidence
formy personal experience and memory I cite
the Head Start consultant meeting held in, I
think, September 1966, in which a group of
_consultants, by theirshrillcomplaints, stopped

ErrecTivi ScHooL Practices, WINTER, 1996

After the Abt report in 1977, there was no further
independent evaluation of FT.. . However, the DOE
did provide research funds to individual sponsors
to do follow-up studies. The Becker and Engelmarmn
article on pages 33-42 summarize the results of the
follow-up studies by the Direct Instruction spon-
sors. Gary Adams’ summary of the various reports
of the results of FT provides a discussion of the
reasons for the different reports and the consisten-
cies and differences across them. This summary is
excerpted from a chapter on Project FT research in a
new book summarizing Direct.Instruction research
(Adams & Engelmann, Direct Instruction Research,
Educational Achievement Systems).




FT and Public Policy Today
In responding to the critique by House et al.,
Wisler, Burns, & Iwamoto summarized the two im-
portant findings of Project FT:

With a few exceptions, the models as-
sessed in the national FT evaluation did not
overcome the educational disadvantages poor
children have. The most notable exception
was the Direct Instruction model sponsored
by the University of Oregon.

Another lesson of FT is that educational
innovations do not always work better than
what they replace. Many might say that we

- do not need an experiment to prove that, but
it needs to be mentioned because education
has just come through a period in which the
not-always-stated assumption was that any
change was for the better. The result was a
climate in which those responsible for the
changes did not worry too much about the
consequences. The FT evaluation and other
recent evaluations should temper our expec-
tations. (p. 179-181, Wisler, Burns, & Iwamoto,
1978).

The most expensive educational experiment in

the world showed that change alone will not im-
prove education. Yet change for the sake of change
is the major theme of the current ed ucational reform
effort. Improving education requires more thought
than simply making changes.
Perhaps the ultimate irony of the FT evaluation is
that the critics advocated extreme caution in adopt-
ing any practice as policy in education; they judged
the extensive evaluation of the FT Project inad-
equate. Yet 10 short years later, the models that
achieved the worst results, even negative results,
are the ones that are, in fact, becoming legislated
policy in many states, under new names. Descrip-
tions of each of the models evaluated in FT, ex-
cerpted from the Abt report, are included in this
issue on pages 10-16. The Abt Associates ensured
that these descriptions were carefully edited and
approved by each of the participating sponsors, so
they would accurately describe the important fea-
tures of each of the models. Any reader familiar
with current trendy practices that are becoming
policy in many areas of North America, will easily
recognize these practices in the descriptions of mod-
els evaluated in Project FT, perhaps under different
names. '

Curriculum organizations, in particular, are work-
ing to get these failed models adopted as public

'~ policy. The National Association for the Education
- of Young Children (NAEYC), for example, advo-

cates for legislative adoption of the failed Open
Education model under the new name “develop-
mentally appropriate practices.” This model has
been mandated in Kentucky, Oregon, and British
Columbia. Oregon and British Columbia have since
overturned these mandates. However, the NAEYC

_effort continues. Several curricular organizations

advocate the language experience approach that
was the Tucson Early Education Model in FT, under
the new name “whole language.” '

That these curricular organizations can be so suc-
cessful in influencing public policy, in spite of a
national effort to reach world class standards and
the results of scientific research as extensive as that
inFT, is alarming. That the major source of scientific
knowledge in education, the educational research
program of the federal government, is in danger of
being cut is alarming. -

That the scientific knowled ge we have about edu-
cation needs to be better disseminated is clear. At
the very least the models that failed, even to the
point of producing lower levels of performance,
should notbe the educational models being adopted
in publie policy.

I, personally, would not advocate mandating Di-
rectInstruction, even though it was the clear winner.
I don't think that mandates work very well. But
every educator in the country should know that in
the history of education, no educational model has
ever been documented to achieve such positive re-
sults with such consistency across so many variable
sites as Direct Instruction, It never happened before
FT, and it hasn’t happened since. What Wes, Zig,
and their associates accomplished in Project FT
should be recognized as one of the most important
educational accomplishments in history. Notenough
people know this,

. References :

Wisler, C., Burns, G.P.Jr., & Iwamoto, D. (1978). FT
redux: A response to the critique by House, Glass,
McLean, & Walker. Harvard Educational Review,
48(2), 171-185). '

House, E., Glass, G., McLean, L., & Walker, D. (1978).
No simple answer: Critique of the FT evaluation.
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Bock, G., Stebbins, L., & Proper, E. (1977). Education as
experimentation: A planned variation model (Volume
IV-A & B) Effects of follow through models. Washing-
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‘Excerpts from the Abt Reports:
Descriptions of the Models
and Summary of Results

Education as Experimentation:
A Planned Variation Model

Geoffrey Bock, Linda Stebbins with Elizabeth C. Proper

Abt Associates
April 15,1977

EDITOR'S NOTE: The following excerpts from the final evaluation reports of Pro]ect Follow Through mclude a description of ench

niodel and a summary of is resulls.

Volume IV-B;
~ Effects of Follow Through Models

The information [for the descriptions of the mod-
els] was taken from several sources including per-
sonal communication with the sponsors or their
representatives...Each sponsor also had the oppor-
tunity to edit [the descriptions]. Many sponsors
have expended considerable effort in rephrasing
our materials to ensure their accuracy. We are
‘grateful for their assistance and have tried to abide
by their perceptions. (page 4)

Responsive Education Model
Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development
The Model
The goals of the Responsive Education Model are
for learners to develop problem solving abilities,
healthy self-concepts, and culturally pluralistic atti-
tudes and behaviors. Attainment of these goals and
program objectives requires that the learning envi-
ronment support productive child-centered learn-
ing and that the curriculum content and skills be
relevant to the children’s experiences outside the
classroomu
The essence of this program hasbeen described as
follows: L
The Responswe Program is based on behefs
inbuilding a pluralistic society and in streng th-
ening children as individuals. Instead of the
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. Whether individually, or W1thm a group, the child

deficit view of compensatory education that
focuses on deficiencies of low-income minor- :
ity children, it adheres to a productive
approach of enhancing the values of cultural
differences and responding to the strengths
of children as individuals...Schools should
respond to children and their families rather
than vice versa. {Judd and Woed, 1973)

The Responsive Education Model assumes that
no single theory of learning can account for all the -
modes in which children learn; therefore, it seeks to ©.
provide a variety of learning experiences which
build on the background, culture and lifestyle the |
child brings into the classroom The child in a i
responsive learning environment engages in explor-
ing, raising questions, planning, making choices "
and setting goals. The child discovers individual & -
self-strengths, preferences, and liabilities. Eachchild | -
develops arepertoire of abilities forbuilding abroad i
and varied experiential base as well as self-confi- /'
dence. The child interacts with all aspects .of the:
educational environment, mcludmg other children.

et e

may take on the role of leader, follower, or evalua-.
tor. These interactions can be curriculum oriented :
and may also involve personal a.nd social issues. As:
the child grows through learmng experiences, which |«
address personal and social Jissues, inquiries are’ i
made into the nature of problem solving and the
child takes greater responsﬂ:ullty for learning. i

The teachers are integral and key contributors i in ;




aresponsive learning environment. They are skilled
observers of the learners in a manner that supports
and contributes to the objectives and principles of
the Responsive Education Model. The teachers in
this model establish an educational climate, develop
a curriculum, and facilitate the leammer’s experi-
ences.

The Responsive Education Model emphasizes the
use of parents in meeting the program'’s objectives.
Parents are encouraged to share in policy and cur-
riculum decisions, to participate in the Parent Advi-
sory Council (PAC), and to become involved in the
classroom. This program provides specific training
to help parents extend program objectives in the
home. Parents are taught to use games and toys
checked out from a toy library (maintained to pro-
vide parents with materials), to teach concepts con-
tributing to program objectives. Parents also meet
in workshops where they are taught to make learn-
ing aids. Through this training and through the
volunteer classroom activities, parents have the op-
portunity to learn those types of adult-child interac-
‘tions consistent with the objectives of the program.
The Responsive Education Model as

‘Realized in Follow Through

The Responsive Education Model is evaluated in
eleven sites: Berkeley, CA; Buffalo, NY; Duluth,
MN; Fresno, CA; Lebanon, NH; Salt Lake City, UT;
5t. Louis, MO; Tacoma, WA; Goldsboro, NC; Sumter,
SC; and Owensboro, KY.

Tucson Early Education Model (TEEM)
Arizona Center for Early Education

The Model

The Tucson Early Education Model (TEEM) is
based on the concept that each child has a unique
growth pattern with individual rates and styles of
learning. Based on M. Hughes’ idea that formal
learning should begin with the experiences young
children bring to the classroom, and that the
children’s understanding of words and their mean-
ings depends on the children’s experiences, TEEM
emphasizes a language-experience approach to cog-
nitive development (Judd and Wood, 1973). The
classroom is designed to support the use of lan-
guage in relating experiences and learning how to
learn. :
Teachers work with children in groups of three to
six. These groups are deliberately heterogeneous so
that children will learn from peers. Interest centers
are provided in the classroom to stimulate discovery
and learning. Some classroom activities are se-
lected and structured by the teacher; others are
chosen by the children. Both types of activities are

based on student need and interest. Even in this
open-ended context the learning experiences of the
children are carefully structured through teacher
planning and direction. Various publisher’s materi-
als (e.g. , Language Experience in Reading by R. V.
Allen and R. Stauffer; Sounds of Language by W.
Marting; Math by the Nuffield Foundation), as well
as materials prepared by the teachers and the chil-
dren, are available in the classroom. Field trips and
walks extend the pupils’ experiences. Teachers work
with school psychologists to define and analyze
educational problems and plan carefully defined
individual solutions consistent with the TEEM ap-

- proach.

The major goals for children are attended to by
the teachers through a process called “orchestra-
Hon.” In this process, the child learns language,
intellectual skills, attitudes, and societal arts and
skills in a single activity. The teachers are trained to
use imitation and modeling techniques as a means
for developing all goal areas.

TEEM has specific goals regarding parents, in-
cluding encouraging their frequent contact with
school and inviting them to observe and participate
in the classroom. Recently, more specified methods
and approaches for implementing these goals have
been developed by the sponsor.

TEEM as Realized in Follow Through

TEEM is evaluated in twelve sites; Chicasha, OK;
Des Moines, 1A; Lakewood, NJ; Newark, NJ; Lin-~
coln, NB; Wichita, KS; Baltimore, MD; Vermilion
Parish, LA; Durham, NC; Fort Worth, TX; Walker
County, GA; and Pike County, KY.

Bank Street Modelf

The Model

The Bank Street Model has the immediate goal of
stimulating children’s cognitive and affective devel-
opment, and the long range goal of effecting com-
munity change. It emphasizes personal growth of
children, parents and teachers. Academic skills and
emotional social developmentare viewed as comple-
mentary processes; both are emphasized equally.
The classroom is designed to provide a stable, orga-
nized environment. Within it, children participate
actively, supported by adults who help to expand

their world and sensitize them to the meaning of

their experiences within it. Academic skills are
acquired within the broad context of direct experi-
ences planned to provide appropriate ways of orga-
nizing and extending the children’s expressed inter-
ests. Math, reading, ‘and language are taught as
tools to carry out an investigation of these interests.
Children plan their learning tasks with teachers and
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make autonomous choices when appropriate. A
wide variety of Bank Street and commercial materi-
als are available, such as the Bank Street readers and
language stimulation materials. Children write cre-
ative stories, write their own books, read for plea-
sure, engage in dramatic plan, music, and art. Social
studies are also emphasized in the Bank Street ap-
proach.

The teachers play a vital role in this model, using
diagnostic tools to analyze child behavior, child-
adult interaction, and the social and physical milieu
of the classroom. The staff development program
aims at developing a repertoire of teaching strate-
gies from which to choose and insights into how'to
enhance children’s capacity to probe, reason, solve
problems, and express their feelings freely and con-
structively. Since the teaching is based on study of
the child’s strengths and learning style, there is
strong emphasis on individual follow-up.

The Bank Street Model as Realized

in Follow Through

The Bank Street Model is evaluated in eight sites:
New York, NY; Philadelphia, PA; Brattleboro, VT;
Fall River, MA; New Haven, CT; Rochester, NY;
Wilmington, DE; and Macon County, AL.

Direct Instruction Model
University of Oregon College
of Education
The Model

The Direct Instruction Model is a behaviorally
oriented educational program. It utilizes a tightly
controlled instructional methodology and highly
structured teaching materials. Its aim is to acceler-
ate the learning of disadvantaged children in read-
ing, language, and arithmetic. Although the in-
struction is programmed, the emphasis is placed on
the children’s learning intelligent behavior rather
than specific pieces of information by rote memori-
zation. The Direct Instruction approach uses a fast
moving series of programmed questions and an-
swers. Teachers present specified questions to elicit
a verbal child response. Proper responses are rein-
forced and wrong answer corrected according to
specified procedures. These questions, answers,
and correction procedures are contained in the Di-
rect Instructional System in Arithmetic and Reading
(Distar) materials published by Science Research
Associates (SRA). Noncore subjects are generally
introduced after mastery of basic skills.

Direct Instruction teachers are trained in the use
of Distar programs. Teachers use these programmed
materials with small homogenous groups of chil-
dren for set periods of time. The groups rotate by
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schedule. The children follow this group instruction
with self-directed practice in workbooks. Planned
home practice or new skills are also coordinated
with the classroom lesson. The Direct Instruction
goal for teachers is that they become proficient prac-
titioners of the model’s techniques. Criterion-refer-
enced tests are administered to children at frequent
and regular intervals to provide information to the
teachers on student progress. Supervisors use video
taping and observations to allow teachers to evalu-
ate their own performances in the classroom.

Parents participate in the program in several ca-
pacities: some are employed in each classroom on a
permanent basis as teacher aides (one or two per
classroom) and assistants; others are employed as
needed and trained to administer the criterion-ref-
erenced pupil progress tests and operate the video
tape equipment to film the teacher at work in the
classroom; still others are employed as family work-
ers. In this latter capacity they acquaint parents with
the Direct Instruction program, provide specially
developed materials which parents can use at home
to supplement classroom instruction, make avail-
able to those parents who so desire, a sponsor-
developed programmed course in child manage-
ment, encourage participation in PAC meetings,
and assist in training the classroom aides and assis-
tants. Finally, parent workers provide parents not
directly involved in the school program with infor-
mation about their child’s progress and organize
parents experiencing difficulties into problem-solv-
ing groups.
The Direct Instruction Model as Realized
in Follow Through

The Direct Instruction Model is evaluated in ten
sites: New York, NY; Grand Rapids, MI; West Iron
County, MI; Flint, M[; Providence, RI; East St. Louis,
IL; Racine, WI; Dayton, OH; Tupelo, MS; and
Williamsburg, SC.

Behavior Analysis Model

Support and Development Center for

Follow Through, University of Kansas
The Model

The Behavior Analysis Model (BA) recommends
a highly structured yet flexible approach. Its pri-
mary objective is the children’s mastery of reading,
arithmetic, handwriting, and spelling skills. The
program includes aspects of team teaching, non-
graded classrooms, programmed instruction, indi-
vidualized teaching, and a token reinforcement sys-
tem. The result is an education system which unites
professional educators, para-professionals, and par-
ents in the teaching process.

5 | |




- Asaninstructional system, BA follows a standard
but flexible pattern. The BA program gives primary
emphasis to the basic academic skills of reading,
arithmetic and language arts in the primary grades.
This emphasis does not imPly that music, science,
art, and social studies are unimportant. It only
asserts the primary importance of the core subjects
as a necessary foundation for success and achieve-
-ment throughout school.

The BA maodel is operationalized by establishing
a “token economy” or “contracting arrangement”
within each classroom: Teachers award tokens for
‘improved social and academic performance. The
children can use these tokens during an exchange
period to purchase activities of their choosing, such
as games, toys, and books. Tokens and praise are
distributed according to individual rather than group
performance. The sponsor deems this instructional
approach appropriate for all children regardless of
their socioeconomic and/or educational status.

‘Teachers may choose among sponsor-developed
and commercial learning materials, but are encour-
aged to select those which can be adapted to the
model. Using a machine-readable data form, teach-
ers prepare continuous progress reports on each
child. The data is then computer-analyzed and an
- individual progress prescription is returned within
aday. Teachers are trained in the use of systematic,
positive reinforcement. The sponsor supports the
elimination of punitive and coercive teacher behav-
.ior and encourages teachers to set specific academic
objectives for the child. -

To provide the necessary amount of individual
attention, BA classrooms are staffed by three or four
adults. The lead teacher heads the team and gener-
ally takes special responsibility for the reading in-
struction. A full-time aide usually takes special
responsibility for the small math groups, and the
parent aide(s) concentrates on handwriting and spell-
ing lessons and individual tutoring. At the end of
eight weeks the teaching parents may continue or
not as they choose. Although many parents serve
only for an eight week session and teach in only one
curriculum area, some teach a full year in as many as
three curriculum areas. Many eventually become
permanent teacher aides.

The BA Model as Realized in Follow Through

" The BA Model'is evaluated in eight sites: New
York, NY; Philadélphia, PA; Portageville, MO; Tren-
ton, NJ; Kansas City, MO; Louisville, KY; Waukegan,
IL; and Meridan, IL.."

A

Cognitively Oriented Curriculum Model
High/Scope Educational Research Foun-
dation
The Model

The Cognitive Curriculum Model is a develop-
mental model, based in part on development theory
and cognitive structure as defined by Piaget. The
focus is on developing children’s ability to reason.
Goals for the individual children include develop-
ment of skills in initiating and sustaining indepen-
dentactivity, defining and solvmgproblems, articu-
lating thoughts through language, assuming respon-
sibility for decisions and actions, and working coop-
eratively with others to make decisions. The ap-
proach is designed to provide experiences through
which children can develop their conceptual and
reasoning processes, as well as their competencies in
academic areas. The model provides a framework
for structuring the classroom and for arranging and
sequencing equipment and material in learning cen-
ters. These centers focus on math, science, reading,
social studies, art and on interests such as house-
keeping, construction, or puzzles. Dion reading,
Nuffield and Cusinaire math, American Association
for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) and Science
Curriculum Improvement Study (SCIS) and science
material are used. Children choose their activities
and work with teachers in small groups.

Staff development is an essential component of
this sponsor’s model. Teachers are taught to be
catalysts and motivatorsof children’s learning, rather
than skill trainers or information providers. This
objective is pursued through intensive training
courses which occur three times a year. These courses
are designed to sensitize the teachers to the way
children think and behave at different stages of
development, and to supplement the sponsor-pro-
vided teacher’s manual. Training and developing
logical thinking skills in four major cognitive area
(classification, seriation, spatial relations, and tem-
poral relations) are a part of the teacher training
prograr. &

Central to this sponsor’s model is the focus on
parent involvement as an essential component of
the success of the child’s education. The goals for
parent participation include the development of a
sense of community between the school’s and par-
ents’ objectives for children, and building the sup-
port for improving the fundamental parent-child
relationship. Although the home visiting programs
vary from community to community, the sponsor’s
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intent is that either the teacher or a home visitor,
knowledgeable .in the curriculum, will bring the
essential features of this curriculum into the home.
In this way, the child’s learning at home can be
reinforced by the parents through use of materials
found in the home. Various other kinds of parent
activities are also found in these communities. These
activities include neighborhood meetings centered
"on topics such as home management, nutrition, sell-
ing and employment; providing an information net-
work to inform parents about jobs; establishing a
, parent store where foods and other homemade goods
can be sold or exchanged; and holding PAC meet-
ings and various other committee meetings.. This
sponsor encourages parent activities that are re-

sponsive to the needs and interests of the commu-

nity. .
The Cognitive Model as Realized
in Follow Through '
 TheCognitive Curriculum Model is evaluated in
six sites: New York, NY; Okaloosa County, FL;
.Greeley, CO; Seattle, WA; Chicago, IL; and Leflore
County, MS. :

Florida Parent Education Model
University of Florida
The Model

The Parent Education Model focuses on motivat-
ing parents to be primary educators of their chil-
dren. For each class, two parents serve as teaching
aides in the classroom and also visit the parents of all
the children in the class, teaching them to teach their

-children. These parents also assist other parents
with personal needs and problems.

Basic to this model is the belief that parents, since
they are uniquely qualified to guide their children’s

- emotional and intellectual development, play a criti-
cal role in their children’s education. Accordingly,
this sponsor seeks to motivate parents to participate
directly in their child’s education both in the class-

- room and at home. The Parent Education Model
does not enunciate specific achievement goals for
children, nor does it recommend a particular class-

room curriculum or teaching strategy; this model

- focuses exclusively on involving parents as equal
partners in the educational process.

The Parent Education Model uses a Parent Educa-
tor, a specially trained home worker who teaches
parents to teach their children -at home. (Parent
Educators are themselves Follow Through Parents.)
Two Parent Educators are assigned to each class-
room and spend half their time as instructional
teaching assistants in the classroom and half in
visiting parents. Every child’s home is visited bi-
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monthly by a Parent Educator. During this home
visit, the Parent Educator teaches the parent to work
with the child in completing specially developed,
individually assigned learning tasks before the next
visit. These learning tasks are crucial to this model
and are developed by teachersand Parent Educators .
withappropriate assistance from the spensor. Learn- ;
ing tasks are assigned by the teacher to meet the .
individual child’s learning needs and enrich class-
room instruction. A conscientious effort is made to
construct tasks using materials commonly found in
the home or easily obtainable. (When necessary, -
materials are provided by the Parent Educator.) -
Tasks are often Piagetian in nature. The Parent -
Educator ensures that the parent thoroughly under-
stands the task and how to use it with the child
before leaving the home. During the next visit, the -
Parent Educator ascertains the child’s response to .-
the task and discusses the most appropriate “next -
step.” Thus the parentbecomes involved as a guid- :
ing force in the child’s education. Following the |
home visit, the Parent Educator provides feedback
to the teacher; and the two then jointly plan for the :
next home visit. .
This partnership between home and school is .
reinforced by the assistance the Parent Educator
provides with personal parent needs and problems.
The Parent Educator is trained to make referrals for : .
parents regarding medical, psychological, and so-:
cial services and employment matters. The Parent -
Educator also encourages parents tojoin PAC and
participate in other school and community activities i
(including classroom volunteering). I

The Parent Education Model as Realized

in Follow Through v

The Parent Education Model is evaluated in these’ '
nine sites: Philadelphia, PA;Richmond, VA; Yakima,
WA,; Houston, TX; Lawrenceburg, IN; Jacksonville,
FL; Jomesboro, AR; Chattanooga, TN; and
Hillsborough, FL.

EDC Open Education
Follow Through Program

Education Development Center

The Model A
The EDC Open Education approach seeks to stimu-
late learning by providing children with a great
variety of materials and experience within a sup-
portive emotional environment. The sponsor be-
lieves children learn at individual rates and in indi- -
vidual ways, and teachers should adapt approaches!
toencourage individual progress and responsibility
in learning.




The EDC Model is predicated on the notion that
learning, particularly cognitive learning, occurs best
when children are offered a wide range of materials
and problems to investigate within an open, sup-
portive environment. According to this sponsor, a
child’s ability to learn depends in part on the oppor-
tunities and experiences provided by the educa-
tional setting. The sponsor believes that the EDC
approach, derived from practices of British infant
and primary schools and Piagetian research, is ap-
propriate for all children, regardless of their socio-
economic or educational status. The EDC approach
is operationalized by sponsor advisory teams who
work with parents, teachers, and school administra-
tors in each site to help realize the EDC open-educa-
tion philosophy. This advisory team assists in set-
ting up classrooms and selecting a variety of books
and materials from which localeducators can choose.

The sponsorbelieves that there is no uniform way
toteachreading, writing, or arithmetic skills, and no
uniform timetable for all children to follow. Chil-
dren are not compared with other children and do
not receive standardized tests. Consequently, EDC
classrooms and teachers vary greatly, Teachers
often divide classrooms into interest areas where
children may work part or all of the day. Traditional
subjects important in the open classroom may be
combined with these interest groups. The teacher
may work with the entire class, small groups, or
individuals. Parents sometimes serve as classroom
aides and assist in curriculum planning. Insum, the
EDC Model is more a philosophy than a technique.

Since the sponsor does not prescribe a detailed
instructional program and feels that the open class-
room philosophy is appropriate for all voluntary
teachers, this model demands a highly creative and
resourceful teacher and is perhaps the most teacher-
dependent of the Follow Through models. Teachers
must diagnose each child’s strengths, potential, and
interests and then strive to provide instructional
unitsreflecting that informatjon. They aretrained to
provide a “hidden structure,” to act as guides and
resources, to make suggestions and to give encour-
agement, as the primary methods of extending their
pupils’ learning activities. Within this environment
the pupils are encouraged to work at their own pace,
learn from one another, and make choices about
their own work.

The parents in this model are encouraged to be-
come involved. Their primary involvement is
through their work on the advisory teams and in the

PAC organizations. This model’s goal for parents is
to help them “grow” and understand the concepts of
open education. Its general approach is cognitive,
with an almost equally heavy socicemotional em-
phasis. -Although there is some stress on specific
academic skills, the foci of this model are learning
how to learn, developing an appreciation for learn-
ing, and encouraging children to take responsibility
for their own learning.
The EDC Model as Realized in Follow Through
The EDC Model is evaluated in the eight sites:
Philadelphia, PA; Burlington, VT; Lackawanna
County, PA; Morgan Community School in Wash-
ington, DC; Patterson, NJ; Chicago, IL; Laurel, DE;
and Johnston County, NC.

Volume IV-A:

An Evaluation of Follow Through

The Follow Through models place varying de-
grees of emphasis on the acquisition of basic skills,
cognitive conceptual skills, and affective develop-
ment. Although all sponsors expected to demon-
strate effectivenessinall domains by the end of third
grade, we can expect the models to produce various
time sequences of progress in achieving this goal.
We have divided the progress of these children
during the course of the program into two parts:
progress during kindergarten and first grade (early)
and progress during second and third grade (late).
A study of the progress of FT children during these
two intervals shows that most programs produce
substantial progress early on math measures. How-
ever, only a few of the programs are able to maintain
these early benefits in math during the later period
of the program.

The reading area appears to be much less trac-
table. Direct Instruction, Behavior Analysis, and
Bank Street models produce predominately non-
negative effects, that is, progress in reading which is
either greater than or equal to the progress of com-
parison children. Only the children associated with
the DirectInstruction Model appear to perform above
the expectation determined by the progress of the
non-Follow Through children. Moreover, the Direct
Instruction children are the only group which ap-
pears to make more progress in reading, both early
and late. In general, most models appear to be more
effective during kindergarten and first grade than
during second and third grade. The Direct Instruc-
tion Model is the only program which consistently
produces substantial progress.
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Abt Associates’ Final

Follow Through Reports
oVolume IV-A: An Evaluation of Follow Through
(Office of Education Series Vol. 1I-A) :
Stebbins, L. B., St. Pierre, R. G., Proper, E.C., Ander-
son, R. B., & Cerva, T.R. Abt Associates Report No.
AAL-76-196A under USOQE Contract No. 300-75-0134.
April 15, 1977.

Contains a description of the study, the educa-
tional approaches examined, a discussion of the
analytic strategies and methods of presenting re-
sults, along with a summary of the results.
oVolume IV-B: Effects of Follow Through Models
(Office of Education Vol. I1-B)

Bock, G., & Stebbins, L. B., with E. C. Proper. Abt
Associates Report No. AA1-76-196B under USOE
Contract No. 300-75-0134. April 15, 1977.

Contains a comprehensive discussion of the re-

sults. _ :

Phyllis Anderson Wilken

Former olenentary principed
“and educational consuliant
Centter for the Stuedy of Reading
Culloge of Education
University of inois

" Forewaord by P David Pearson

* school change.

~Turning Our
School Around

Seven Commonsense Steps
to School lmprovement

“Phyliis Wilken describes how she worked
as the principa! with the fcachers, parents
and students 1o transform a troubled school
into an award winning one:. She mixes the
best of the old with the best-of the new by
calling upon her expericnce as a beginning
tcacher in a one-room rural school and
combines them with knowledge of
educational organization. staff development.
and curriculum planning. The result is a
clearly writles and unconunonly.sensible
handbook lor anyone scriouslv.interested in

Jean Qsborn, Associate
Director of Center for the
Study ol Reading,
University of Illinois

Turming Our School Around: Soven Commonsense Steps to School Jmprowmeu{ ~
is now available through ADL
Seu page 70 in this issue for ordering information.
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A Constructive Look at
Follow Through Results

Carl Bereiter, Ontario Institute for Studies in Education
Midian Kurland, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

Reprinted from Interchange, Vol.12, Winter, 1981, with permission

Follow Through is a large compensatory education program that operated in scores of communities
across the United States throughout the seventies and that continues, on a reduced scale, today.
During its most active phase, it was conducted as a massive experiment, involving planned variation
of education approaches and collection of uniform data at each site. The main evaluation of outcomes
was carried out by Abt Associates, Inc. (a private consulting firm, based in Cantbridge, Massachi-
seits) on the second and third cohorts of children who reached third grade in the program, having
entered in kindergarten or first grade. In a series of voluminous reports, Abt Associates presented
analyses indicating that among the various education approaches tried, only those emphasizing “basic
skills" showed positive effects when compared to Non-Follow Through treatments. House, Glass,
McLean, and Walker (1978a) published a critique of the Abt Associates evaluation, along with 2 small
reanalysis that found essentially no significant differences in effectiveness among the planned

variations in educational approaches. Because of the great social importance attached to educational -

programs for disadvantaged groups and because no other large-scale research on the topic is likely to
materialize in the near future, the Follow Through experiment deserves continuing study, The study
reported here is an attempt, through more sharply focused data analysis, to obtain a more definitive
answer to the question of whether different educational approaches led to different achievement

cutcomes.

Is it possible that the Follow Through planned
variation experiment has yielded no findings of
value? Isit possible, after years of effort and millions
of dollars spenton testing different approaches, that
we know nothing more than we did before about
ways to educate disadvantaged children? This is the
implicit conclusion of the widely publicized critique
by House, Glass, McLean, and Walker (1978a, 1978b).
House et al found no evidence that the various
Follow Through models differed in effectiveness
from one another or from Non-Follow Through pro-
grams. The only empirical finding House et al were
willing to credit was that there was great variation in
results from one Follow Through site to another.
This conclusion, as we shall show, is no more sup-
portable than the conclusions House et al rejected,
Accordingly, if we were to follow House, Glass,

McLean, and Walker’s lead, we should have to con-~

clude that there are no substantive findings to be
gleaned from the largest educational experiment
ever conducted.

It would be a serious mistake, however, to take
the critique by House et al as any kind of authorita-
tive statement about what is to be learned from
Follow Through. The committee assembled by

House was charged with reviewing the Abt Associ-
ates evaluation of Follow Through (Stebbins et al,
1977), not with carrying out an inquiry of their own.
More or less, the committee stayed within the limits
of this charge, criticizing a variety of aspects of the
design, execution, and data analysis of the experi-
ment. Nowhere in their report do the committee

take up the constructive problem that Abt Associ- .

ates had to face or that any serious inquiries will

‘have to face. Given the weaknesses of the Follow

Through experiment, how can one go about trying
to extract worthwhile findings from it?

In this paper we try to deal constructively with
one aspect of the Follow Through experiment: the
comparison of achievement test results among the
various sponsored approaches. We try to show that
if this comparison is undertaken with due cogni-
zance of the limitations of the Follow Through ex-
periment, it is possible to derive some strong, war-
ranted, and informative conclusions. We do not
present our research as a definitive, and certainly
not as a complete, inquiry into Follow Through
results. We do hope to show, however, that the

.conclusion implied by the House committee—that

the Follow Through experiment is too flawed to
yield any positive findings—is gravely mistaken.
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, Delimiting the Problem

Although Project Follow Through has numerous
shortcomings as an experiment, the seriousness of
these shortcomings varies greatly depending on what
questions are asked of the data. One shortcoming
was in the outcome measures used, particularly in
their limited range compared to the range of objec-
tives pursued by Follow Through sponsors. The
House committee devotes the largest part of its
critique to this shortcoming, although it is a short-
coming that limits only the range of conclusions that
may be drawn. House et al allow, for instance, that
the Metropolitan Achievement Test was “certainly a
reasonable choice for the material it covers” (1978a,
p. 138). Accordingly, Follow Through’s shortcom-
ings as to outcome measures ought not to stand in
the way of answering questions thatare putin terms
appropriate to the measures that were used.

Is it possible that the Follow Through
planned variation experiment has
yielded no findings of value? Is it
possible, after years of effort and
millions of dollars spent on testing
different approaches, that we know
nothing more than we did before about
ways to educate disadvantaged
children? -

Anothershortcoming, recognized by all commen-
tators on Follow Through, is the lack of strictly
comparable control groups. Follow Through and
Non-Follow Through groups at the same site dif-
fered from one another in uncontrolled and anly
partly measurable ways, and the differences them-
selves varied from site to site. This circumstance
makes it difficult to handle questions having to do
with whether children benefited from being in Fol-
low Through, because such questions require using
Non-Follow Through data as a basis for inferring
how Follow Through children would have turned
out had they not been in Follow Through.

Much of the bewildering complexity of the Abt
Associates’ analyses results from attempts to make
. up statistically for the lack of experimental compa-
rability. We do not intend to examine those at-
tempts except to note one curiosity. The difficulty
of evaluating “benefits” holds whether oneis asking
about the effects of Follow Through as a whole, the
effects of a particular model, or the effect of a Follow

18 ErrecTIVE ScHooL Pracrices, WINTER, 1996

Through program at a single site. The smaller the &
unit, however, the more vulnerable the results are
likely to be to a mismatch between Follow Through :
and Non-Follow Through groups. On the one hand, -
to the extent that mismatches are random, they -
should tend to average outin larger aggregates. On ;
the other hand, at a particular site, the apparent
success or failure of a Follow Through program
could depend entirely ona fortuitously favorableor
unfavorable match with a Non-Follow Through b

group.

For unknown reasons, both the Abt Associates |
‘and the House committee analysts have assumed .
 the contrary of the pointjust made. While acknowl- -
edging, for instance, that the prevalence of achieve-
ment test differencesin favor of Non-Follow Through o
groups could reflect mismatch, they are able tomake i

with confidence statements like “Seven of the te

Direct Instruction sites did better than the compari-
_ son classes but three of the Direct Instruction sites
did worse” {(House et al, 1978a, p- 154). Such a
statement is nonsense unless one believes that at ;
each of the ten sites a valid comparison between
Follow Through and Non-Follow Through groups
could be made. But if House et al believe that, how
could they then believe that the average of those ten
comparisons is invalid? This is like arguing that IQ
tests give an invalid estimate of the mean intelli- -
gence level of disadvantaged children and then turn- |
ing around and using those very tests to classify

individual disadvantaged children as retarded.

There is an important class of questions that may I
be investigated, however, without having to con-
front the problem of comparability between Follow i
Through and Non-Follow Through groups. These i
are questions involving the comparison of Follow : -
Through models with oneanother. A representative ..
question of this kind would be—how did theFollow |
Through models compare with one another in read- i
ing achievement test scores at the end of third grade?. -
There are problems in answering such a question,
but the lack of appropriate control groups is not one e
of them. We can, if we choose, simply ignore the:

Non-Follow Through groups in dealing with ques
tions of this sort. -

Questions about the relative performance of dif-- o

ferent Follow Through models are far from trivial
The only positive conclusions drawnby Abt Associ
ates relate to questions of this kind, and the Hous
committee’s report is largely devoted to disputin
those conclusions —that is, disputing Abt’s conclu
sions that Follow Through models emphasizing ba
sic skills achieved better results than others in basi

skills and in self-concept. The models representedf:

in Follow Through cover a wide range of educa




Although Project Follow Through has
numerous shortcomings as an
experiment, the seriousness of these
shortcomings varies greatly depending
onwhat questions are asked of the data.

tional philosophies and approaches to education.
Choose any dimension along which educational theo-
ries differ and one is likely to find Follow Through
modelsin theneighborhood of each extreme. Thisis
not to say that the Follow Through models are so
well distinguished that they provide clean tests of
theoretical issues in education. But the differences
that are there—like, for instance, the difference be-
tween an approach based on behavior modification
principles and an approach modeled on the English
infant school—offer at least the possibility of find-
ing evidence relevant to major ideological disputes
- within education.

Unscrambling the Methodology
The Abt Associates analysts were under obliga-
tion to try to answer the whole range of questions
that could be asked about Follow Through effects.

In order to do this in a coherent way, they used one |

kind of statistic that could be put to a variety of uses.
This is the measure they called “effect size,” an
adjusted mean difference between the Follow
Through and Non-Follow Through subjects ata site.
Without getting into the details of how effect size
was computed, we may observe that this measure is
more suitable for some purposes than for others. For
answering question about benefits attributable to
Follow Through, some such measure as effect size is
necessary. For comparing one Follow Through model
with another, however, the effect size statistic has

the significant disadvantage that unremoved error.

due to mismatch between a Follow Through and
Non-Follow Through group is welded into the mea-
sure itself. As we noted in the preceding section,
comparisons of the effectiveness of Follow Through
models with one another do not need to involve
. Non-Follow Through data. Because effect size mea-
sures will necessarily include some error due to
mismatch {assuming that covariance adjustments
cannot possibly remove all such error), these mea-
sures will contain “noise” that can be avoided when

making comparisons among Follow Through mod-

els. _
The Abt Associates analysts used several differ-
ent ways of computing effect size, the simplest of

which is called the “local” analysis. This method
amounts to using the results for each cohort of
subjects at each site as a separate experiment‘,"(:‘?:{'rry-
ing outa covariance analysis of Follow Through‘and
Non-Follow Through differences as if no other sites
or cohorts existed. Although this analysis has a
certain elegance, it clearly does not take full advan-

tage of the information available; the “pooled” analy- -

sis used by Abt, which uses data on whole cohorts to
calculate regression coefficients and at the same
time includes dummy variables to take care of site-
specific effects, is much superior in this respect. The
House committee, however, chose to use effect size
measures based on the “local” analysis in their own
comparison of models. In doing so, they used the
least powerful of the Abt effect size measures, all of
which are weakened (to unknown degrees) by error
due to mismatch.

In their comparisons of Follow Through models,
Abt Associates analysts calculated the significance
of effects at different sites, using individual subjects
at the sites as the units of analysis, and then used the
distribution of significant positive and negative ef-
fects as an indicator of the effectiveness of the mod-
els. The House committee argued, on good grounds
we believe, that the appropriate unit of analysis
should have been sites rather than individual chil-
dren. To 'take only the most obvious argument on
this issue, the manner of implementing a Follow
Through model is a variable of great presumptive
significance, and it is most reasonably viewed as
varying from site to site rather than from child to
child. Having made this wise decision, however,
the House committee embarked on what must be
judged either an ill-considered or an excessively
casual reanalysis of Follow Through data.

Although the reanalysis of data by the House
committee occupies only a small part of their report
and is presented by them with some modesty, we
believe their reanalysis warrants severe critical scru-
tiny. Without thatreanalysis, the House committee’s
report would have amounted to nothing more than
a call for caution in interpreting the findings of the
Abt Associates analysts. With the reanalysis, the
House committee seems to be declaring that there
are no acceptable findings to be interpreted. Thusa
great deal hinges on the credibility of their reanaly-
sis.:

Letustherefore consider carefully what the House
committee did in their reanalysis. First, they used
site means rather than individual scores as the unit
ofanalysis. This decision automatically reduced the
Follow Through planned variation experiment from
a very large one, with an N of thousands, to a rather
small one, with an N in the neighborhood of one
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hundred. As previously indicated, we endorse this
decteton However it seems to us that when one has
opted to convert alarge experiment into a small one,
it is important to make certain adjustments in strat-
egy. This the House committee failed to do. If an
experiment is very large, one can afford to be cava-
lier, about problems of power, since the large N will
presumably make it possible to detect true effects
against considerable background noise. In a small
experiment, one must be watchful and try to control
as much random error as possible in order to avoid
masking a true effect.

However, instead of trying to perform the most
powerful analysis possible in the circumstances, the
House committee weakened their analysisin a num-
ber of ways that seem to have no warrant. First, they
chose to compare Follow Through models on the
basis of Follow Through/Non-Follow Through dif-
ferences, thus unnecessarily adding error variance
associated with the Non-Follow Through groups.
Next, they chose to use adjusted differences based
on the “local” analysis, thus maximizing error due
to mismatch. Next, they based their analysis on only
a part of the available data. They excluded data
from the second kindergarten-entering cohort, one
of thelargest cohorts, even though these data formed
part of the basis for the conclusions they were criti-
cizing. This puzzling exclusion reduced the number
of sites considered, thus reducing the likelihood of
finding significant differences. Finally, they di-
vided each effect-size score by the standard devia-
tion of test scores in the particular cohort in which
the effect was observed. This manipulation served
no apparent purpose. And mirnor though its effects
may be, such as they are would be in the direction of
adding further error variance to the analysis.

The upshot of all these methodologlcal choices
was that, while the House group’s reanalysis largely
confirmed the ranking of models arrived at by Abt
Associates, it showed the differences tobe small and
insignificant.. Given the House committee’s meth-
odology, this result is not surprising. The proce-
dures they adopted were not biased in the sense of
favoring one Follow Through model over another;
hence it was to be expected that their analysis, using
the same effect measures as Abt, would replicate the

Instead of trying to perform the most
powerful analysis possible in the
circumstances, the House committee
weakened theiranalysis in anumberof
ways that seem to have no warrant.
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rankings obtained by Abt.

mostly the result of the House committee’s exclu-

sion of data from one of the cohorts on which the Abt
rankings were based.) On the other hand, the proce- -
dures adopted by the House co,mmittee all tended in -
the direction of maximizing 1 ra.ndom error, thus tend-
ing to make differences appear small and m51gn1f1- :

cant.

The analysis to be reported here is of the same .

. general type as that carried out by the House com-
mittee. Like the House committee, we use site means -
rather than scores for individuals as the unit of
analysis. The differences in procedure all arise from
oureffortto minimize random error and thusachieve *
the most powerful analysis possible.” The following -

are the main differences between our analysis and
the House et al analysis: '

1. We used site means for Follow Through
groups as the dependent variable, using
other site-level scores as covariates, The
House committee used locally adjusted site-
level differences between Follow Through
and Non-Follow Through groups as the
dependent variable, _v'vith. covariance ad-
justments having 'b'e'e.n made on an
individual basis. Qur procedure appears
to have been endorsed in advance by the
House committee. They state: “For the
sake of both inferential validity and proper
covariance adjustment, the classroom is

~ the appropriate unit of analysis” (House et
al, 1978a, p. 153). While the House com-
mittee followed their own prescription in
using site-level scores as dependent vari- |
ables, they failed to follow it when it came
to covariance adjustments. -

2. Whenwe used Non-Follow Through scores,
we entered them as covariates along with
other covariates. The procedure adopted
by the House committee amounted in ef-
Th.rough mean scores a regressmn weight -
of 1 while giving all other variables empiri- -
cally determined regression welghts We
could not see any rational basis for such a
deviation from ordinary procedures forsta-
tistical adjustment.

3. We combined all data from one site as a
single observation, regardless of cohort.

o The House committee appear to have
treated different cohorts from the same site

'(The rank differences
shown in Table 7 of the House report are probably

i
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Higher-Scoring Model

as if they were different sites. This seemed
to us to violate the rationale for analyzing
data at the site level in the first place,

4. We restricted the analysis tomodels having
data on 6 or more sites. To include in the
analysis models having as few as 2 sites, as
the House committee did, would, it seemed
to us, reduce the power of the statistical
tests to an absurd level.

The data analysis that followed from the above-
mentioned decisions was quite straightforward and
conventional. The dependent variable was always
the mean score for a site on one or more Metropoli-
tan Achievement Test subtests, averaged over all
subjects in cohorts II and I for whom data were
reported in the Abt Associates reports. Models,
which ranged from 12 to 6 in number of sites, were
compared by analysis of covariance, using some or
all of the following covariates:

SE5—An index of socio-economic status cal-
culated by Abt for each cohort at each site.
When more than one cohort represented a
site, an n-weighted mean was computed.

EL—An index of ethnic and linguistic differ--
ence from the mainstream—treated in a

WRAT—Wide-range Achievement Test; ad"‘ i
ministered near time of entry to Follow™ "
Through students. Taken asageneralme
sure of academic readiness.

NFT-—Mean score of local Non-Follow "
Through students on the dependent vari-"
able under analysis. As a covariate, NFT "
scores may be expected to control for un- -
measured local or regional characteristics
affecting scholastic achievement. '

. Two other covariates were tried to a limited ex-
tent: Raven Progressive Matrices scores (which, though
obtained after rather than before treatment, might
be regarded as primarily reflecting individual dif-
ferences variance not affected by treatment) and a
score indicating the number of years of Follow
Through treatment experienced by subjects at a site
{most Follow Through groups entered in kindergar-
ten, thus receiving four years of Follow Through
treatment; but some entered in first grade and re-
ceived only three years). Qur overall strategy for
use of analysis of covariance was as follows: recog-
nizing that reasonable cases could be made for and
against the use of this covariate or that, we would try
various combinations and, in the end, would take
seriously only those results that held up over a

manner similar to SES. variety of reasonable covariate sets.
Tabke I )
Significant Differences Belwgn AdJusied Means (Newman-Heubs Tests, =.05) - *Full*
Coverlance Anafysis
) " Lower Scoring Model
Resp. TEEM Bank Direst Behavior  Cog. Parent EDC
Educ. {Tucson)  Streed Insir,  Anslyss  Currie. Educ, Ogpen Educ
_ ' Note: Initlals in boxes indlcate tests on which signj.ﬁm.nt differences
R.E. were obtained. The higher-scoring model is indicated by the row,
lower-scoring model by the column in which the box is found.
Key (o fests:
TEEM
SP — Speiling
WK — Word Knowledge
R —Reading
B.S. LA — Language (Part A)
: : LB — Language (Part B)
ML TL| ML TL| M1 TY T MiTL| M1ITL] M1 TL M1 - Math. Computation
.. M1 M2, R Mz M2 — Math Concepts
LA MITMILA -~ TM ™ ™ T™| M3 TM M3 — Math. Problem Solving
LB - 1LB LR LD LA LB LB LA.LB TL ~- Tqr.a.l Language
5 5 . [ o TR — Total Reading
B.A, Ml WK . TR R M2 TR TM — Total Math,
R fw vk
T™| .- - T™M
C.C.
PE. -
ED.C.
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Higher-Scaring Maodel

Slignificant DifTerences Between Adjusted Means {Newman- Keuly Tets, =.05) — "Coamrvatve'

Cavariance Analysh 7 o ’ ’
. Lawer Scoring Modei . Table 2 . . i
Resp. TEEM Hank Mrect Behavior ' Cog. Parent EDC
Eduye. {Tucson)  Sireet  Ingtr, Analysis Curde. Educ. Open Edus,
Note: Initinls in boxes indicate tests on which significant
R.E differences were cbtained, The higher-scoring model [s
indlcated by the row, lower-scoring model by the column
in which the box is found. ;
. Key to tests:
TEEM
SP — Spelling
B.s WK - Word Knowledge
= R — Reading
LA — Language (Part A)
LB — Languege (Part B)
'D,;_ ::; L ::'t TL :]z'rL E TL :; TL| :; _TL‘:K. m R M — Muth. Computation
LA MITMEA  TMILA M3 TM La LA M3 THLA M3 TM R M3 T2 M2 — Math Concepts
LR Le LB LB Lb LB |LA LB M3 .. Math. Problem Solving
5 Ml s 5 Ml Mi 5 M1 5 MI TR . TL— Total Language
B.A, WK : WK M2 TL| TR — Total Reading
RM3TM TM — Total Math,
c.c.
B.E.
E.D.C,
Results would not suppose the SES and EL variables to be
Differences in achievement test performance—Two  above reproach, we have not encountered criticisms
analyses of covariance will be reported here, with ~ suggesting their use would seriously l?las results—
others briefly summarized. Figure 1 displays ad-  whereas not to control for these variables would i
justed and standardized means from what we call ~ unquestionably leave the results biased in favor of - -
the “full” analysis of covariance—that is, an analysis model's‘ serving less disadvantaged populations.
using the four main covariates (SES, EL, WRAT,and  Accordingly, we have chosen them as the conserva- | -
NFT) described in the preceding section. The virtue  tive set of covariates. i
of this analysis is that it controls for all the main Other analyses, not reported, used deferent_com-
variables that previous investigators have tried, in !)Lnatlons of covariates from among those mentioned i
one way or other, to control for in comparing Follow  in the preceding section. In every case, these analy-
Through models. ses yielded adjusted scores intermediate between i
Table 1 notes pair-wise differences which are those obtained from the “full” and the ”conservfa- .
significant at the .05 level by Newman-Keuls tests. ~ tive” analyses. Consequently, the results shownin ;. - L
Figure 2 and Table 2 show comparable data forwhat ~ Figures 1 and 2 may be taken to cover the full range G
we call the “conservative” analysis. This analysisis  of those observed. . ‘ ‘ o
conservative in thesense thatiteliminates covariates In every analysis, differences between models
for which there are substantial empirical and/or  were significant ator beyond the .05 level on every
rational grounds for objection. Grounds for object-  achievement variable—almost all'beyond the .01
ing to the NFT variable as a covariate have been  level. As Figures 1 and 2 show, models tended to
amply documented in Abt reports and echoedinthe ~ perform about th.e Same On every acluevsement varl-
report of the House committee (House et al, 1978a);  able. Tl.qus there s little b_3515 forsuggesting that one
they will not be repeated here. Use of WRAT asa  model is better at one thing, another at another :
covariate has been objected to on grounds that it is The relative standing of certain models, particu-
not, as logically required, antecedent to treatment  larly the Tucson Earl?r Education Model, ﬂuct"'uated
(Becker & Carnine, Ref. Note 1)—that is, the WRAT,  considerably depending on the choice of covariates.!
though nominally a pretest, was in fact adminis- Two models, however, were at or near the top on
tered at a ime when at least one of the modelshad  every achievement var 1ablef re‘gardless' of the
already purportedly taught a significant amount of ~ covariates used; these were Direct Instruction and
the content touched on by the WRAT. While we  Behavior Analysis. Two models were at or near the.
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bottom on every achievement variable, regardless of

- the covariates used; these were the EDC Open Edu-
cation Model and Responsive Education. Differ-
ences between the two top models and the two
bottom models were in most cases statistically sig-
nificant by Newman-Keuls tests.

Variability between sites—The only empirical find-
ing that the House committee was willing to credit
was that there was enormous variability of effects
from site to site within Follow Through models. In
their words: “Particular models that worked well in
one town worked poorly in another. Unique fea-
tures of thelocal settings had more effect on achieve-
ment than did the models” (House et al, 197&, P
156). This conclusion has recently been reiterated by
the authors of the Abt evaluation report (S5t. Pierre,
Anderson, Proper, & Stebbins, 1978) in almost the
same words.

The ready acceptance of this conclusion strikes us

- @8 most puzzling. It is conceivable that all of the
variability between sites within models is due to
mismatch between Follow Through and Non-Fol-
low Through groups. Thisis unlikely, of course, but
some of the variability between sites must be due to
this factor, and unless we know how much, it is risky
to make statements about the real variability of
effects. Purthermore there is, as far as we are aware,
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no evidence whatever linking achievement.to -
“unique features of the local setting.” This seems to
be pure conjecture—a plausible conjecture, no doubt,
but not something that should be paraded -as an
empirical finding. o
Our analyses provide some basis for looking at
the between-site variability question empirically.
Follow Through sites varied considerably in factors
known toberelated to achievement—socioeconomic
status, ethnic composition, WRAT pretest scores,
etc. To say that the variance in achievement due to
these factors was greater than the variance due to
modeldifferences may be true but not very informa-
tive. It amounts to nothing more than the rediscov-
ery of individual differences and is irrelevant to the
question of how much importance should be at-
tached to variation among Follow Through models.

- To say that differences in educational method are

trivial because their effects are small in comparison
to the effect of demographic characteristics is as
absurd as saying that diet is irrelevant to children’s
weight because among children weight variations
due to diet are small in comparison to weight varia-
tions due to age.

* The variability issue may be more cogently for-
mulated as follows: considering only the variance in
achievement that cannot be accounted for by demo-
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Figure 1..

Standardized adjusted mean Metropolitan Achievement Test scores obtained from “full” covariance analysis

(rounded to the nearest even tenth).
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graphic and other entering characteristics of stu-
dents, what part of that variance can be explained by
differences in Follow Through models and what
part remains unexplained? Our analyses provide an
approximate answer to this question, since covari-
ance adjustments act to remove variance among
sites due to entering characteristics. Depending on
the achievement test variable considered and on the .
covariates used, we found model differences to ac-
count for roughly between 17 and 55 per cent of the
variance not attributable to covariates (as indexed
by w2).

These results are shown graphically in Figures 1
and 2. Adjusted mean scores are displayed there in
units of the standard deviation of residual site means.
Thus, to take the most extreme case, in Figure 2 the
adjusted mean score of Direct Instruction sites on
Language Part Bis 3.6 standard deviations above the
adjusted mean score of EDC Open Education sites—
that is, 3.6 standard deviations of between-site re-
sidual variability; in other words, an enormous dif-
ference compared to differences between sites within
models. That is the most extreme difference, but in
no case is the adjusted difference between highest
and lowest model less than 1.4 standard deviations.
Although what constitutes a “large” effect must
remain a matter of judgment, we know of no prece-

dentaccording to which treatment effects of this size :
could be considered small in relation to the unex-:
plained variance.
Treatment effects on other mrmbles——Although the
principal concern of this study was with achieve-:
ment test differences, the method of analysis is adapt- -
able to studying differences in other outcomes as!’
well. Accordingly we ran several briefer analyses, -
looking at what Abt Associates call “cognitive / i
conceptual” and “affective” outcomes.
Two kinds of measures used in the Follow Through -
evaluation were regarded by Abt Associates as re-
flecting “cognitive / conceptual” outcomes—:
Raven's Progressive Matrices (a nonverbal intelli-:
gence test)and several Metropolitan subtestsjudged -
tomeasure indirect cognitive consequences of learn- .
ing. The House committee objected to Progressive’
Matrices on grounds that is insensitive to school -
instruction. This rather begs the question of effects.
of cognitively-oriented teaching, however. True,:
Progressive Matrices performance may be insensitive
to ordinary kinds of school instruction, but does that: -
mean it will be insensitive to novel instructional’ "
approaches claiming to be based on cognitive theo-:
ries and declaring such objectives as “the ability to:
reason” and “logical thinking skills in four major.-.
cognitive areas (classification, seriation, spatial re--
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lations and temporal relations)”? It seems that this

should be an empirical question.

If it is an empirical question, the answer is nega-
tive. Using the same kinds of covariance analyses as
were used on the achievement test variables, we
found no statistically significant differences between
Follow Through models in Progressive Matrices per-
formance. This finding is consistent with the Abt
Associates’ analyses, which show few material ef-
fects on this test, and more negative than positive
ones.

AmongMetrop 011tan subtests the most obviously
“cognitive” are Reading (which is, in effect, para-
graph comprehension) and Mathematics Problem-
Solving. As indicated in Figures 1 and 2, our analy-
ses show differences among models on these subtests
that are similar in trend to those found on the other
subtests. They tend, however, to be of lesser magni-
tude. The most obvious explanation for the lesser
magnitude of difference on these subtests is the
sameas that offered by House et al for the absence of
differences on Progressive Matrices—that these
subtests, reflecting more general differences in in-

tellectual ability, are less sensitive to instruction.

There is, however, a further hypothesis that should
be tested. Conceivably, certain models—let us say
those that avowedly emphasize “cognitive” objec-
tives—are doing a superior job of teaching the more
cognitive aspects of reading and mathematics, but
the effects are being obscured by the fact that perfor-
mance on the appropriate subtests depends on me-
chanical proficiency as well as on higher-level cog-
nitive capabilities. If so, these hidden effects might
be revealed by using performance on the more “me-
chanical” subtests as covariates.

This we did. Model differences in Reading (com-
prehension) performance wereexamined, including
Word Knowledge as a covariate. Differences in
Mathematics Problem Solving were examined, in-
cluding Mathematics Computation among the
covariates. In both.cases the analyses of covariance
revealed no significant differences among models.
This is not a surprising result, given the high corre-
lation among Metropolitan subtests. Taking out the
variance due to one subtest leaves little variance in
another. Yetit was not a forgone conclusion that the

results would be negative. If the models that pro-

claimed cognitive objectives actually achieved those
objectives, it would be reasonable to expect those
achievements to show up in our analyses.

The same holds true for performance on the affec-
tivemeasures included in the Follow Through evalu-
ation. The Abt Associates’ analyses show that the

- ranking of models on affective measures corresponds

closely to their ranking on achievement measures.
House et al point out, however, that the instruments
used place heavy demands on verbal skills. Con-
ceivably, therefore, if reading ability were controlled
statistically, the results might tell a different story.
We analyzed scores on the Coopersmith Self-Con-
cept Inventory, including reading subtest scores
along with the other covariates. The result showed
no significant difference among models on the
Coopersmith. This finding could mean either that
there are no differences between models in effects
on self-concept or that self-concept among disad-
vantaged third-graders is sufficiently dependent on
reading ability that, when one statistically removes
reading ability differences, one at the same time
removes genuine self-concept differences. Weknow
of no way to resolve this ambiguity with the avail-
able data. One thing is clear, however: removing
effects due to reading achievement does not in any
way yield results either favoring models that em-
phasize self-concept or disfavoring models that
emphasize academic objectives.

Discussion

Before attempting to give any interpretation of
Follow Through results, we must emphasize the
main finding of our study—that there were results.
Follow Through models were found to differ signifi-
cantly on every subtest of the Metropolitan Achieve-
ment Test.

Let us briefly compare our findings with those of
Abt Associates and the House committee.

1. Wedisagree with both Abtand Houseet al
in that we do not find variability among
sites to be so great that it overshadows
variability among models. It appears that
a large part of the variability observed by
Abt and House et al was due to demo-
graphic factors and experimental error.
Once this variability is brought under con-
trol, it becomes evident that differences
between models are quite large in relation

* to the unexplained variability within mod-
els.

2. Qur findings on the ranking of Follow
Through models on achievement variables
“are roughly in accord with those of the
House Committee, but we differ from the
House committee in finding significant dif-

. ferences among models on all achievement
variables whereas they found almostnone.
The similarities are no doubt due to the fact
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“that the two analyses used the same basic
* ‘units—site-level means. The difference in
* 'significance of outcomes is apparently due
““"to the variety of ways (previously dis-

“cussed) in which our analysis was more
"' “powerful than theirs.

'3 The Abt Associates’ results indicate that
- among major Follow Through models, there
isonly one “winner” in the sense of having -
a preponderance of positive effects—
namely, Direct Instruction. All other
models showed predominately null or
negativeeffects. Qurresults arenot exactly
comparable in that we compared Follow
Through models only with one another
and not with Non-Follow Through groups;
consequently we carmot speak of “posi-
tive” or “negative” effects. However, our
results show two models to be above aver-
age on all achievement subtests and two
models to bebelow average on all subtests.
Thus our results may be said to indicate
two “winners”—Direct Instruction and
Behavior Analysis— and two “losers”—
'EDC Open Education and Responsive
Education.

We put the words “winners” and “losers” in
quotationmarks because, of course, Follow Through
was not a contest with the object of attaining the
highest possible achievement test scores. It simply
happens that the cutcomes on which Follow Through
models are found to differ are achievement test
scores. That other criteria might have shown differ-
ent winners and losers (a point heavily emphasized
by the House committee) must remain a conjecture
for which all the available evidence is negative.
What we have are achievement test differences, and
we must now turn to the question of what those
differences might mean.

Itlies outside the scope of this paper to discuss the
importance of scholastic achievement itself.  The
more immediate issue is whether the observed dif-
ferences in achievement test scores reflect actual
differences in mastery of reading, mathematics, spe]l—

-ing, and language.

One obvious limitation that must be put on the
results is that the Metropolitan Achievement Test,
like all other standardized achievement battéries,
covers less than the full range of achievement objec-
tives. As House et al point out, the test doés not
cover “even such straightforward skills as the'abil-
ity to read aloud, to write a story, or to translate an
ordinary problem into numbers” (1978b, p. '473).

26 ErrFecTivE SCHOOL Pracrices, WINTER, 1996

a trend in the opposite direction.

wouldbe that the compromise wasnot even-hande

This much is certainly true, but House et al then go !
on to say, “it would be reckless to suppose that the
results of the testing indicate the attainment of these
broader goals” (p. 473). “Reckless” is far too strong:
a word here.? From all we know about the
intercorrelation of scholastic skills, one could be
fairly confident in assuming that children who per- -
form aboveaverage on the MAT would also perform;
above average on tests of the other skills mentioned, -
A glance again at Figures 1 and 2 tells us that achieve-
ments in a variety of areas tend to go together. -
Given the homogeneous drift of scores downward .-
from left to right in those figures, it is hard to:
imagine another set of achievement measures in ' .
mathematical and language skills that would show -
Such a trend :
cannot be declared impossible, of course, but if:
House et al expect us to take such a possibility
seriously, then they ought to prov1de some ev1de_nce ;
to make it plausible. o

A more serious kind of charge is that the MAT i is
biased in favor of certain kinds of programs. If true, :
this could mean that the observed test score differ—_f!
ences between models refiect test bias and not true’
differences on the achievement variables that the: i
test is supposed to measure. We must be very
careful, however, in using the term bigs. One some-|
times hears in discussions of Follow Through state--
ments that the MAT isbiased in favor of models that -
teach the sort of content measured by the MAT. This: £
is a dangerous slip in usage of the word bias a.nd
mustbe avoided. It makes no sense whatever to call: .
it bias when an achievement test"awards higher
scores to students who have studied the domain?’
covered by the test than to students whohavenot. It
would be a very strange achlevement test if it did;
not.

It is meaningful, however, to say that an achieve-
ment test is biased in its sampling of a domain of;
content, but even here one must be careful not to
abuse the term. The Mathematics Concept subtest of
the MAT, for instance, is a hodge-podge of knowl-:
edge items drawn from “old math,” “new math,”
and who knows what. For any given instructional
program, it will likely be found that the test calls for:
knowledge of material not covered by that pro-
gram—but that doesn’t mean the test'is biased agamst
the program. The test obviously represents a com:
promise that cannot be fully s’éiti’s'factory to an
program. The only ground for @ charge of bias

Investigating such a charge would require a tho
ough comparison of content coverage in the testan
content coverage in the various Follow Throug
programs. Itdoes no good to show that for a particu-;




lar program there are discrepancies between con-
tent covered and content tested. The same might be
equally true of every program.

As far as the Follow Through evaluation goes, the
only MAT subtest to which a charge of content bias
might apply (we have no evidence that it does} is
Mathematics Concepts. The other subtests all deal
with basic skills in language and mathematics. Dif-
ferent programs might teach different methods of
reading or doing arithmetic, and they might give
differentamounts of emphasis to these skills, but the
skills tested on the MAT are all ones that are appro-
priate to test regardless of the curriculum. Evenifa
particular Follow Through model did not teach arith-
metic computation atall, it would still be relevant in
an assessment of that program to test students’
computational abilities; other people care about com-
putation, even if the Follow Through sponsor does
not. The reason why Mathematics Concepts may be
an exception is that, while everyone may care about
mathematical concepts, different people care about
different ones, and so a numerical score on a hodge-
podge of concepts may not be informative.

While such skill tests as those making up the bulk
of the MAT are relatively immune to charges of
content bias, they can be biased in other ways. They
may, perhaps, be biased in the level of cognitive
functioning that they tap within'a skill area. The
House committee implies such abias when they say,
“the selection of measures favors models that em-
phasize rote learning of the mechanics of reading,
writing, and arithmetic” (House et al, 1978a, p. 145).
This is a serious charge and, if true, would go some
way toward d15cred1t1.ng the findings.

But House et al offer no support for this charge
and on analysis it seems unlikely that they could.
Their statement rests on three assumptions for which
we know of no support: (1) That “the mechanics of
reading, writing, and arithmetic” can be success-
fully taught by rote; (2) that there were Follow
Through models that emphasized rote learning (the
model descriptions provided by Abt give no sugges-
Hon that this is true)® and (3) that the MAT measures
skills in such a way that the measurement favors
children who have learned those skills by roterather
than through a meaningful process. We must con-
clude, in fact, that since the House committee could
not have been so naive as to hold all three of these
assumpt1ons they must have introduced the word

“rote” for rhetorical effect only. Take the word out
and theirstatement reduces to an unimpressive com-
plaint about the limited coverage of educational

-objectives in the Follow Through evaluation.
A final way in which skill tests might be biased is
. in the form of the test problems. Arithmetic compu-

tation problems, for instance, might be presented in
notation that was commonly employed in some
programs and not in others; or reading test items
might use formats similar to those used in the in-
structional materials of one program and not an-
other. Closely related to this is the issue of “teaching
for the test”—when this implies shaping the pro-
gram to fit incidental features of a test such as item
formats. We may as well throw in here the issue of
lest-wiseness itself as a program outcome—that is,
the teaching of behaviors which, whether intended
todo so ornot, help children perform well on tests—
since it bears on the overall problem of ways in
which a program might achieve superior test scores
without any accompanying superiority in actual
learning of content. In short, children in some pro-
grams might simply get better at taking tests.

If one looks at the Direct Instruction and Behavior
Analysis models, with their emphasis on detailed
objectives and close monitoring of student progress,
and compares them to EDC Open Education, with
its disavowal of performance objectives and repu-
diation of standardized testing, it is tempting to
conclude in the absence.of any evidence that the
former models must surely have turned out children
better prepared to look good on tests, regardless of
the children’s true states of competence. Without
wishing to prejudge the issue, we must emphasize
that it is an empirical question to what extent chil-
dren schooled in the various Follow Through mod-
els were favored or disfavored with respect to the
process of testing itself.

In general, children involved in the Follow
Through evaluation were subjected to more stan-

- dardized testing than is normal. Since studies of

test-wiseness indicate rapidly diminishing refurns
from increasing amounts of familiarization with
testing (Cronbach, 1960), there is presumptive evi-
dence against claims that differential amounts of
test-taking among models could be significant in
accounting for test-score differences. It should be

possible to investigate this matter with Follow -

Through data, though not from the published data.
Children in the final Follow Through evaluation had

been subjected to from two to five rounds of stan-.

dardized testing. Accordingly it should be possible
to evaluate the effect of frequency of previous test-
ing on third-grade test scores.

There are, however, numerous ways in which
Follow Through experience could affect children’s
behavior during testing. The amount of experience
that children in any program had with actual test-
takingis probably trivial in comparison to the amount
of experience some children got in doing workbook

pages and similar sorts of paper-and-pencil activi- -

/
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ties. And the nature of these activities might have
varied from ones calling for constructed responses,
quite unlike those on a multiple-choice test, to ones
that amounted virtually to a daily round of mul-
tiple-choice test-taking. Programs vary not only in
the amount of evaluation to which children are
subjected but also in the manner of evaluation-be it
covert, which might have little effect on the chil-
dren, or face-to-face and oral, or carried out through
group testing. Finally, given that testing conditions
in the Follow Through evaluation were not ideal, it
is probably relevant how well children in the vari-
ous programs learned to cheat effectively-that is, to
copy from the right neighbor.

Some or most of these variables could be ex-
tracted from available information, and it would be
then possible to carry out analyses showing the
extent to which they account for test scores and for
the score differences between models. Only through
such a multivariate empirical investigation could
we hope to judge how seriously to take suggestions
that the score differences among models were arti-
factual. Until that time, insinuations about “teach-
ing for the test” mustbe regarded as mere prejudice.

What Do The Results Mean?

What we have tried to establish so far is that there
aressignificantachievement test differencesbetween
Follow Through models and that, so far as we can
tell at present, these test score differences reflect
actual differences in school learning. Beyond this
point, conclusions are highly conjectural. Although
our main purpose in this paper has been simply to
clarify the empirical results of the Follow Through
experiment, weshall venture some interpretive com-
ments, if for no other purpose than to forestall pos-
sible misinterpretations.

The two high-scoring models according to our
analysis are Direct Instruction and Behavior Analy-
sis; the two low-scoring are EDC Open Education
and Responsive Education. If there is some clear
meaning to the Follow Through results, it ought to
emerge from a comparison of these two pairs of
models. On the one hand, distinctive characteristics
of the first pair are easy to name: SpONsOrs of both
the Direct Instruction and Behavior Analysis mod-
els call their approaches “behavioral” and “struc-
tured” and both give a high priority to the three R’s.
EDC and Responsive Education, on the other hand,
areavowedly “child-centered.” Although mostother
Follow Through models could also claim to be child-
centered, these two are perhaps the most militantly
so and most opposed to what Direct Instruction and
Behavior Analysis stand for.
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We can infer from Follow Through
results that getting teachers of
disadvantaged children to use more
directinstructional methods as opposed
to more informal ones will lead to
superior achievement in commonly
tested basic skills.

Thus we have, if we wish it, a battle of the philoso-
phies, with the child-centered philosophy coming
out the loser on measured achievement, as it has in
a number of other experiments (Bennett, 1976;
Stallings, 1975; Bell and Switzer, 1973; Bell, Zipousky
& Switzer, 1976). This is interesting if one is keenon
ideology, but it is not very instructive if one is
interested in improving as educational program.
Philosophies don’t teach kids. Events teach kids,
and it would be instructive to know what kinds of
events make the difference in scholastic achieve-
ment that we have observed.

The teaching behavior studies of Brophy & Good
(1974), Rosenshine (1976), and Stallings & Kaskowitz
(1974) are helpful on this point. Generally they
contrast direct with informal teaching styles, a con-
trast appropriate to the two kinds of models we are
comparing. Consistently it is the more direct meth-
ods, involving clear specifications of objectives, clear
explanations, clear corrections of wrong responses,
and a great deal of “time on task,” thatare associated
with superior achievement test performance. The
effects tend to be strongest with disadvantaged chil-
dren.

These findings from teacher observation studies
are sufficiently strong and consistent that we may
reasonable ask what if anything Follow Through
results add to them. They add one very important
element, the element of experimental change. The
teacher observation studies are correlational. They
show that teachers who do x get better achievement
results than those who doy. The implication is that
if the latter teachers switched from doing y to doing
x, they would get better results, too; but correla-
tional studies can’t demonstrate that. Perhaps teach-
ers whose natural inclination is to do y will get
worse results if they try to do x. Or maybe teachers
who do y can’t or worse won’t do x. Or maybe x and
y don’t even matter; they only serve as markers for
unobserved factors that really make the difference.

The Follow Through experiment serves, albeit
imperfectly, to resolve these uncertainties. Substan-
tial resources were lavished on seeing to it that
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teachers didn’t just happen to use direct or informal
methods according to their inclinations by rather
‘that they used them according to the intent of the
model sponsors. The experimental control was im-
perfect because communities could choose what
Follow Through model to adopt, and in some cases,
we understand, teachers could volunteer to partici-
pate. Nevertheless, it seems safe to assume that
there was some sponsor effect on teacher behaviorin
all instances, 50 that some teachers who would natu-
rally do x were induced to do y and vise-versa. Thus,
with tentativeness, we caninfer from Follow Through
results that getting teachers of disadvantaged chil-
dren to use more direct instructional methods as
opposed to more informal ones will lead to superior
achievement in commonly tested basic skills.
Before concludmg, ‘however, that what accounts
for the superior achievement test scores of Direct
Instruction and Behavior Analysis sites is their use
of direct teaching methods, we should consider a
more profound way in which these two models are
distinguished from the others. These models are
distinctive not only at the level of immediately ob-
servable teacher behavior but also at a higher level
which may be called the systemic. One may observe
a lesson in which the teacher manifests all the usual
signs of direct teaching— lively manner, clear focus
on instructional objectives, frequent eliciting of re-
sponse from students, etc. One may return weeks
later to find the same teacher with the same class
manifesting the:same direct teaching behavior—
and still teaching the.same lesson! The fault here is
at the systemic level: the teacher is carrying out sorts
of activities that-should result in learning but is
. failing to organize and regulate them in such a way
as to converge on the intended objectives.
- More effective teachers—and this includes the
great majority— function according to a convergent
system. Considera bumbling Mr. Chips introduc-
ing his pupils to'multiplication by a two-digit mul-
tiplier. He demonstrates the procedure at the chalk-
board and. thendiscovers that most of the students
cannot follow tlie procedure because they have for-
gotten orneverledrned their inultiplication facts. So
he backs up and: reviews these facts, then demon-
strates the algorithm’ agam and assigns some prac-
" ticeproblems. Performance is miserable, so he teaches
the lesson agaiii: By this time some children get it,
and they teach others. With a bit of heIp, most of the
class catches on’ “Mr. Chips then gives special
tutoring, perhaps‘with use of supplementary con-
crete materials;*to"the handful of students who
haven’t yet got'it:’ Finally everyone has learned the
multiplication algérithm except for the slowest pu-
pilsin the class-“who, as a matter of fact, haven’t yet

learned to add either. ' L ni
Although none of the procedures used by Mr
Chipsare very efficient, he applies them in a conver--
gent way so that eventually almost all the children:
reach the instructional objective. Some of his proce-
dures may not have a convergent effect at all... For
instance, he may assign Ppractice worksheets to pu-
pils who haven't yet grasped the algorithm, and the
result is that they merely practice their mistakes (a
divergent activity). But the overall effect is conver-
gent. Given more efficient activities, convergence
on the instructional goal might be more rapid and it
might include the pupils who fail at the hands of Mr.
Chips. But the difference in effectiveness, averaged
over all pupils, would probably not be great. This

What Direct Instruction and Behavior
Analysis provide are more fully
developed instructional systems than
teachers normally employ. They
provide more systematic ways of
determining whether children have the
prerequisite skills before a new step in
learning is undertaken, more precise
ways of monitoring what each child is
learning or failing to learn, and more
sophisticated instructional moves for
dealing with children‘s learning needs.

convergent property of teaching no doubt contrib-
utes, as Stephens (1967) has suggested, to the scar-
city of significant differencesbetween teaching meth-
ods. Unless severely constrained, most teachers will
see to it that, one way or another, their students
reach certain goals by the end of the term,
We suggest that teaching performance of the kind

just described be taken as baseline and that innova-

tive educational practices, such as those premoted

by I:he Follow Through sponsors, be judged in rela-
tion to that baseline. What would happen to the
teaching of our Mr. Chips if he came under the.
supervision of a Follow Through sponsor? It seems
fairly clear that his system for getting students to
reach certain goals by the end of the term would be
enharced if he took guidance from a Direct Instruc-
tion' or Behavior Analysis sponsor but that it might
well be disrupted by guidance from one of the more
child-centered SPONSOIS. |

' What Direct Instruction and Behavwr Analysis
provide are more fully developed instructional Sys-
tems than teachers normally employ. They provide
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more systematic ways of determining whether chil-
dren have the prerequisite skills before a new step in
learning is undertaken, more precise ways of moni-
toring what each child is learning or failing to learn,
and more sophisticated instructional moves for deal-
ing with children’s learning needs. Open Education
and Responsive Education, on the other hand, be-
cause of their avowed opposition to making norma-
tive comparisons of students or thinking in terms of
deficits, will tend to discourage those activities
whereby teachers normally discover when children
are not adequately prepared for a new step in learn-
ing or when a child has mislearned or failed to learn
something. Also, because of their preference for
indirect learning activities, these models will tend to
make teaching less sharply focused on achieving
specific earnings and remedying specific lacks.

Open Education and Responsive
Education, because of their avowed
opposition to making normative
comparisons of students or thinking in
terms of deficits, will tend to discourage
those activities whereby teachers
normally discover when children are
not adequately prepared for a new step
in learning or when a child has
mislearned or failed tolearn something.

Of course, child-centered educators will wish to
describe the matter differently, arguing that they do
have a well-developed system for promoting learn-
ing; but it is a different kind of system pursuing
different kinds of goals from those pursued by the
direct instructional approaches. They will point out
that child-centered teachers devote a great deal of
efforttoidentifying individual pupils’ learning needs
and to providing learning experiences to meet these
needs; it is just that their efforts are more informal
and intuitive, less programmed. Child-centered
education, they will argue, is different, not inferior.

One is inclined automatically to assent to this
live-and-let-live assessment, which relegates the
differences between educational methods to the
realm of personal values and ideology. But surely
the Follow Through experiment and any compara-
tive evaluation will have been in vain if we take this
easy way out of the dilemma of educating disadvan-
taged children.
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This easy way of avoiding confrontation between
the two approaches can be opposed on both empiri-
cal and theoretical grounds. Empirically, child-
centered approaches have been unable to demon-
strate any off-setting advantages to compensate for
their poor showing in teaching the three R’s. House
et al (1978a) have argued that the selection of mea-
sures used in the Follow Through evaluation did not
give child-centered approaches adequate opportu-
nity to demonstrate their effects. This may be true to
a degree, but it is certainly not true that child-
centered approaches had no opportunity to demon-
strate effects relevant to their purposes. One had
better not be a perfectionist when it comes to educa-
tional evaluation. No measure is perfectly corre-
lated to one’s objectives. The most one can hope for
is a substantial correlation between obtained scores
on the actual measures and true scores on the ideally
appropriate measures that one wishes existed but
do not.

When child-centered educators purport to in-
crease the self-esteem of disadvantaged children
and yet fail to show evidence of this on the
Coopersmith Self-Concept Inventory, we may ask
what real and substantial changes in self-esteem
would one expect to occur that would not be re-
flected in changes on the Coopersmith? Similarly for
reasoning and problem-solving. If no evidence of
effect shows on a test of non-verbal reasoning, or a
reading comprehension test loaded with inferential
questions, or on a mathematical problem solving
test, we must ask why not? What kinds of real,
fundamental improvements in logical reasoning
abilities would fail to be reflected in any of these
tests?

If these remarks are harsh, it is only because we
believe that the question of how best to educate
disadvantaged children is sufficiently serious thata
policy of live-and-let-live needs to be replaced by a
policy of put-up-or-shut-up. Certainly the cause of
educational betterment is notadvanced by continual
appeal tononexistent measures having zero ornega-
tive correlations with existing instruments purport-
ing to measure the same thing. Among the numer-
ous faults that we have found with the House
committee’s report, their use of this appeal is the
only one that deserves the label of sophistry.

Critique of the Child-Centered Approach

What follows is an attempt at a constructive as-
sessment of the child-centered approach as embod-
ied in the Open Education and Responsive Educa-
tion models. By constructive we mean that we take
seriously the goals of these models and that our
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If these remarks are harsh, it is only
because we believe that the question of
how best to educate disadvantaged
children is sufficiently serious that a
policy of live-and-let-live needs to be
replaced by a policy of put-up-or-shut
up. :

interest is in realizing the goals rather than in scrap-
ping them in favor of others. These remarks are by
way of preface to the following observation: child-
centered approaches have evolved sophisticated ways of
managing informal educational activities but they have
remained at a primitive level in the design of means to
achieve learning objectives.

We are here distinguishing between two levels at
which a system of teaching may be examined. At the
management level, an open classroom and a class-
room running according to a token economy, for
example, are radically different, and while there is
much to dispute in comparing them, it is at least
clear that both represent highly evolved systems.
When we consider the instructional design level, how-
 ever, the difference is more one-sided. Child-cen-

tered approaches rely almost exclusively on a form
of instruction that instructionally-oriented ap-
proachesuse only when nothingbetter canbe found.
This primitive form of instruction may be called
relevant activity. Relevant activity is what teachers
must resort to when there is no available way to
teach children how to do something, no set of learn-
ing activities that clearly converge on an objective.
This is the case, for instance, with reading compre-
hension. Although there are some promising begin-
nings, there is as yet no adequate “how-to-do-it”
scheme for reading comprehension. Accordingly,
the best that can be done is to engage students in
activities relevant to reading comprehension—for
instance, reading selections and answering ques-
tions about the selections. Such activities are rel-
evantin that they entail reading comprehension, but

they cannotbe said to teach reading comprehension. -

For many other areas of instruction, however,
‘more sophisticated ‘means have been developed.
There are, for instance, ways of teaching children
how to decode in reading and how to handle equali-
ties and inequalities in arithmetic (Engelmann, Ref.
Note 2). The instructional approaches used in Direct
Instruction and Behavior Analysis reflect years of
analysis and experimentation devoted to finding
ways of going beyond relevant activity to forms of

instruction that get more directly at cognitive skills
and strategies. This effort has been successful'in
some areas, not so successful in others, but the effort
goes on. Meanwhile, child-centered approaches have
tended to fixate on the primitive relevant activities
form of instruction for all their instructional objec-
tives.

The contrast of sophistication in management
and naiveté in instruction is visible in any well-run
open classroom. The behavior that meets the eye is
instantly appealing—children quietly absorbed in
planning, studying, experimenting, making things—
and one has to marvel at the skill and planning that
have achieved such a blend of freedom and order.
But look at the learning activities themselves and
one sees a hodge-podge of the promising and the
pointless, of the excessively repetitious and the ex-
cessively varied, of tasks that require more thinking
than the children are capable of and tasks that have
been cleverly designed to require no mental effort at
all {like exercise sheets in which all the problems on
the page have the same answer). The scatteredness
is often appalling. There is a little bit of phonics here
and a little bit of phonics there, but never a suffi-
ciently coherent sequence to enable a kid to learn

Child-centered educators have evolved
astyle of school life thathas much inits
favor. Until they develop an effective
pedagogy togo withit, however, itdoes
- not appear to be an acceptable way of
teaching disadvantaged children.

bow to use this valuable tool. Materials have been
chosen for sensorial appeal or suitability to the sys-
tem of management. There is a predilection for cute
ideas. The conceptual analysis of learning problems
tends to be vague and irrelevant, big on name-
dropping and low on incisiveness.

There does not appear to be any intrinsic reason
why child-centered educators should have to re-
main committed to primitive instructional ap-
proaches. So far, child-centered educators have
been able to gain reassurance from the fact that for
the objectives they emphasizes—objectives in com-
prehension, thinking, and feeling—their approaches
are no more ineffective than anyone else’s. Buteven
this defense may be crumbling. Instructional de-
signers, having achieved what appears to be sub-
stantial success in improving the teaching of decod-
ing in reading, basic mathematical concepts and
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operations, spelling, and written English syntax, are
now turning more of their attention to the kinds of
goals emphasized by child-centered educators.
Unless thinkers and experimenters committed to
child-centered education become more sophisticated
about instruction and start devoting more attention
to designing learning activities that actually con-
verge on objectives, they are in danger of becoming
completely discredited. That would be too bad.
Child-centered educators have evolved a style of
school life that has much in its favor. Until they
develop an effective pedagogy to go with it, how-
ever, it does not appear to be an acceptable way of
teaching disadvantaged children.

Notes

1. Reduced analyses were performed, dropping TEEM and Cog-
nitive Curriculum from the analysis. These were the two most
unstable models in the sense of shifting most in relative perfor-
mance depending on the choice of covariates. Moreover, Cognitive
Curriculum had deviant relations between criteria and covariates,
showing forinstance negative relationships between achievement
and SES. The only effect of removing these models, however, was
to increase the number of significant differences between the two
top scoring models and the other models.

2. Examined closely, the House et al statement is a bit slippery.
Since the MAT is a norm-referenced, (not a criterion-referenced)
test, it is of course “reckless” to infer any particular attainments at
all from test scores. All we know is how a person or group
performs in comparison to others. If, for example, the criterion for
“ability to write a story” is set high enough, it would be reckless
to suppose that any third-grader had attained it.

3. The obvious targets for the charge of emphasizing rote learning
are Direct Instruction and Behavior Analysis. However, the
Direct Instruction sponsors explicitly reject rote memorization
(Bock, Stebbins, & Proper, 1977, p. 65) and the Behavior Analysis
model description makes no mention of it. House, Glass, McLean,
and Walker seem to have fallen into the common fallacy here of
equating directinstruction with rote learning. If they are like most
university professors, they probably rely extensively on direct
instruction themselves and yet would be offended by the sugges-
tion that this means they teach by rote.
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Sponsor Findings from
Project Follow Through

Wesley C. Becker and Siegfrie-d Engelmann
University of Oregon

The final report of the National Evaluation of
Project Follow Through, a comparative study of
different approaches to teaching economically dis-
advantage children in the primary grades, shows
that the Direct Instruction Model (University of
Oregon) was largely successful in assisting disad-
vantaged children in catching up with their middle-
class peers inacademic skills, This demonstration is
the first to show that compensatory education can
work. :

The Direct Instruction Model emphasizes small-
group face-to-face instruction by teachers and aides
using carefully sequenced lessons in reading, arith-
metic, and language. These programs were de-
signed by Siegfried Engelmann using modern be-
havioral principles and advanced programming
strategies (Becker, Engelmann, & Thomas, 1975),
and are published by Science Research Associates
under the trade name DISTAR. The program direc-
tors, Professor Wesley C. Becker and Siegfried En-
gelmann, attribute its success to the technological
details, the highly specific teacher training, and care-
ful monitoring of student progress. The closestrival
to the Direct Instruction Model in overall effects was
another behaviorally-based program, the Univer-
sity of Kansas Behavior Analysis Model. Child-
centered, cognitively focused, and open classroom
approaches tended to perform poorly on all mea-
sures of academic progress.

Design

The National Evaluation of Follow Through used

aplanned variation design to provide abroad-range
comparison of educational alternatives for teaching
the disadvantaged and find out “what works.” Dif-
ferent models of instruction were tested in 139 com-
munities and evaluated for stability of results over
successive program years. Model programs were
implemented in kindergarten through third grade.
The descriptions of the nine major models in the
National Evaluation are taken from the Abt Associ-
ates descriptions of the report.

The Open Classroom Model (Education Devel-
opment Center, EDC) which is based on the British
Infant School model;

Cognitively-Oriented Curriculum Model (High/
Scope Educational Research Foundation) which is
based on Piaget’'s theories;

The Responsive Education Model (Far West Labo-
ratory for Educational Research} which is based on
Glen Nimnict’s work in structuring a teaching envi-
ronment and uses a variety of techniques;

The final report of the National
Evaluation of Project Follow Through
shows that the Direct Instruction Model -
(University of Oregon) was largely
successful in assisting disadvantaged
children in catching up with their
middle-class peers in academic skills.
This demonstration is the first to show
that compensatory education can work.

Bank Street Early Childhood Education Model
(Bank Street College of Education) which is con-
cerned with the development of the whole child.

Tucson Early Education Model (TEEM, Univer-
sity of Arizona) which is based on the language-
experience approach of Marie Hughes that initially
focused on teaching bilingual children; i

Language Development (Bilingual} Model
{Southwest Educational DevelopmentLaboratory—
SEDL) which utilizes programmed curricula for bi- |
lingual children (and others) focusing on language
development;
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Behavior Analysis Model (University of Kansas)
which used modern principles of reinforcement and
systematic classroom management procedures; and

Direct Instruction Model (University of Oregon).

For each sponsor, children were followed from
entry to third grade in 4 to 8 kindergarten-entering
sites, and some first-grade-entering sites. Compari-
son groups were also tested. The evaluation, re-
ferred to as “the largest controlled education experi-
ment ever,” included measures of Basic Skills, Cog-
nitive Skills, and Affect.

Basic Skills were based on four subtests of the
Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT)—Word
Knowledge, Spelling, Language, and Math Compu-
tation.

The Cognitive Skills included MAT Reading, MAT
Math Concepts, MAT Math Problem Solving, and
the Raven’s Coloured Progressive Matricies.

The Affective Measures consisted of the
Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory and the Intel-
lectual Achievement Responsibility Scale (IARS).
The Coopersmith measures children’s feelings about
themselves and school; the IARS measures the de-
gree to which children take responsibility for their
successes and failures.

Results

Adjusted Outcomes

Abt Associates used covariance analysis to adjust
third-grade scores according to entry differences
between experimental and comparison groups. An
adjusted difference was defined as educationally sig-
nificant if the difference between experimental and
comparison group was at least one-fourth standard
deviation unit in magnitude. This convention was
adopted because when dealing with large groups,
statistical significance can be very misleading.

Figures 1 to 3 show the performance of the vari-
ous sponsors on the adjusted outcomes in compari-
son to control groups. An Index of Significant out-
comes (ISO’s) is used to show relative effects across
models. ISO’s are derived by taking the number of
educationally significant minus outcomes for a spon-
sor and subtracting this from the number of signifi-
cant plus outcomes.! This number (which may be
negative) is divided by the total number of compari-
sons for a model and multiplied by 1000 to get rid of
decimal points. The result is a number either posi-
tive or negative, that shows both the plus-minus
direction and the consistency of each model’s ef-
fects. If the direction is positive, it means that the
model outperforms the controls. The larger the
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number, the more consistently the model performs.
If the number is negative, the control groups outper-
form the model.

Figure 1 compares the performance of different
models on Basic Skills. Only three models achieve
positive ISO’s. The Direct Instruction Model is more
than 270 ISO points above the nearest comparison
(Florida). The Direct Instruction Model is about 700
points above the lowest program, EDC’s Open Edu-
cation Model.

Figure 2 compares models on academic Cognitive-
Conceptual Skills.? Only two models have positive
outcomes, and again the Direct Instruction Model is
in first place (this time by over 225 ISO points above
the second-place finisher and by over 800 ISO points
above the lowest program [EDC]). The performance
on Cognitive-Conceptual Skills demonstrates that
those programs based on cognitive “theories” do
not have the technological know-how to achieve
positive results with poverty children, and that be-
haviorally-based Behavior Analysis Model also lacks
the technology to teach Cognitive-Conceptual Skills.

Figure 3 compares models on Affective Measures.
The Direct Instruction Model achieves the highest
positive effect. Behavioral Analysis, Parent Educa-
tion, and SEDL also have positive ISO’s. Note that
only those models that achieved positive effects on
Basic Skills or Cognitive-Conceptual skills produce
positive outcomes on Affective Measures. Note also
that the cognitively-oriented programs (with the
exception of Parent Education) perform as poorly on
Affective Measures as they do on Academic Achieve-
ment. The high correlation between academic and
affective outcomes suggest a need to re-evaluate
some interpretations of what turns kids on and how
they learn to feel good about themselves in school.

Grade-Equivalent and Percentile Performance

The Abt IV Report provides performance level
data for four MAT measures: Total Reading, Total
Math, Spelling, and Language. Tables 1-4 display
percentiles on a one-fourth standard deviation scale.
With this display, differences between sponsors of a
quarter-standard deviation (e.g., an educationally
significant difference) are easily detected, while the
percentiles provide the “norm reference.” The
baseline at the 20th percentile represents average
expectation for disadvantaged children.

Total Reading (Table 1). The Direct Instruction
Model, the only one to show achievement above 3.0
grade level, is about one-half standard deviation
above the mean of all other sponsors. It is nearly a
quarter-standard deviation above the second-place
model, Behavior Analysis.
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Total Math (Table 2}. The mean grade-equivalent
scores for the Direct Instruction Modelis 3.71, which
is 48th percentile, and one full standard deviation
about the average of all other sponsors. The Model
is one-half standard deviation about the second-
place model, again, Behavior Analysis.

Spelling (Table 3). The Direct Instruction Model
achieves the 51 percentile and again leads all spon-
sors. The Behavior Analysis model, however, is a
close second (49th percentile).

Language (Table 4). The Direct Instruction Model

. performs at the 4.0 grade level, or 50th percentile. It
is three-fourths standard deviation above all other
models. (No other model scores within one year of
the Direct Instruction Model on grade-equivalent
score.) '

Sponsar Findings
Sponsor-collected data further support the above
conclusions:

° A greater measurable and educationally
significant benefit is present at the end of
third grade for those who begin Direct
Instruction in kindergarten than for those
whobegin in first grade (Becker and Engel-
mann, 1978; Gersten, Darch & Gleason, xx).
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e Significant gains in IQ) are found, which are i

- largely maintained through third grade.

Students entering the program with IQ’s
over 111 do not lose during the Follow
Through years, though one might expect
somerepeated regression phenomena. The
low-IQchildren, on the otherhand, display
appreciable gains, even after the entry IQ)
has been corrected for regression artifact.
Students with IQ)'s below 71 gain 17 points
in the entering kindergarten sample and
9.4 pointsin the entering first-grade sample;
gains for the children entering with [Q’s in
the 71-90 range are 15.6 and 9.2, respec-
tively (Gersten, Becker, Heiry & White,
1984).

‘e Studies of low-IQ students (under 80) show

the program is clearly effective with stu-
dents who have a higher probability of
failure. As indicated in Figures 3 and 4,
these students gain nearly as much-each
yearinreading (decoding) and math, as the

‘Test of our students with higher IQ’s“more

than a year-per-year on the WRAT (Wide

T




Range Achievement Test) Reading and a programsas exemplary and quéliﬁes them

year-per-year on MAT (Metropolitan for national dissemination. During the
Achievement Test) Total Math (Gersten et 1980-81school year, the last of the 12 Direct
al., 1984), ' Instruction Follow Through projects were
: _ ‘ submitted for validation. Of the 12 dis-
® High schoo] follow-up studies of Direct tricts, 11 had 8 to 10 years of data on
Instruction and comparison students were successive groups of children. The schools
carried out in five districts. All the sigmifi- sampled a full range of students: large
cant differences favored Direct Instruction . cites (New York; San Diego; Washington,
students: five on academic measures, three D.C.); middle-sized cities (Elint, MT; Day-
on attendance, two on college acceptance = - ton, OH; E. St. Louis, IL); rural white
and three on reduced retention rates _ com.mu.n.iﬁes(FIippin,AR,‘Snﬁthvﬂle,TN);
(Gersten and Keating, 1987). ' a rural Black community (Williamsburg,
SC); Mexican American communities
© Themodel generalizes across both time and (Uvalde, TX; E. Las Vegas, NM); and an
across populations. The Department of - American Indian community (Cherokee,
Education has a Joint Dissemination Re-- NC). One hundred percent of the projects
view Panel that validates educational were certified as exemplary in reading and
‘Table 1
M.A.T. Total Reading
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Table 2
M.A.T. Total Math
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. mathematics for the primary grades, thus
providing replication over 8 to 10 years
and in a dozen quite diverse communities.

» Research on implementation found consis-

~ tent high-to-moderate relationships
between observed level of model imple-
mentation and classroom achievement
gains in reading. At least for highly struc-
tured models of instruction, degree of
implementation can be measured in a reli-
able and valid fashion (Gersten, Carnine,
Zoref, Cronin, 1986).

Two conclusions seem of special interest, espe-
cially in view of the wave of programs recently
initiated in major urban areas to improve the teach-
ing of basic skills. The first is that teachers at first

_ may react negatively to-or be confused by-inten-
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‘the interventian.

sive, sttuctured, in-class training (or technical assis-
tance). Yet, ultimately at least half of the teachers ;.
found this to be one of the most positive features of :

The other key finding is that many teachers al-
tered their reactions to structured educational mod-
els after they saw the effects of this program with
their students on a day-to-day basis. Often this =
transformation took many months. At the begin-
ning teachers were far from enthusiastic about the
program and tended to feel that too much time was
devoted to academics. Not enough was set aside for
“fun” or creative activities. Yet their strong support
by the end of the second year was uneguivocal
From teacher interview data collected over twoyears
there can only be one main explanation' for this
namely, the effect of the Direct Instructiort Model on
student performance. Time and again thé teachers
marveled at the new academic skills the'xr pupils




Table 3
M.A.T. Spelling
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demonstrated. Teachers reported anecdotal evi-
dence of growth  well before the standardized
achievement tests were administered (Cronin, 1980).

Implications of the
Direct Instruction Findings
The Follow Through dataand our extensive expe-
rience in the field attempting to generate changes in
school systems permit tentative answers to a num-
ber of major issues in the field today.

Will Money and Comprehensive Services Do the Job?
" Each qf the sponsors in Follow Through had about
the same amount of money to provide comprehen-

" sive ser\uces and an educational program. Most

sponsors had two aides in most classrooms, and
spent about $350 per child above basic school sup-
port on the educational component. The Abt data
provide a convincing demonstration that money,

good will, people, material, Hawthorne effect, health
programs, dental programs, and hot lunches do not
cause gamns in achievement. All Follow Through
sponsors had these things, and most failed to do the
job in basic instruction.

Does Individualization Require Many Approaches?
The programs that failed the most in terms of

educational achievements were those oriented to

individual needs in instruction. The popular belief

that it is necessary to teach different students in.

&R

different ways is, for the most part, a fiction, The

requirements for sequencing an instructional pro-
gram are determined by what is to be taught, not
who. In the DISTAR programs used by the Direct
Instruction Model, each child faces the same se-
quernce of tasks and the same teaching strategies.
What is individualized is entry level, when correc-

tions are used, reinforcement procedures, and num-.

ber of practice trials to mastery.
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Is Self-Directed Learning Best?

~ A common assumption arising from dominant
subjective education philosophies is that self-di-
rected learning is the only meaningful learning.
Direct Instruction is said to produce isolated rote
learning, not “meaningful” learning. The Follow
Through results obviously demonstrate such an as-
sumption to be false. The students performing best
on all measures of higher cognitive processes were
from the Direct Instruction Model. The assumption
about the value of self-directed learning probably
arises from observing young children (as Piaget did)
interacting with the physical environment. The
physical environment directly reinforces and pun-
ishes different responses. However, there isnoway
a child can learn the arbitrary conventions of a
language system without someone who knows that
system providing systematic teaching (including
modeling of appropriate language usage). In addi-
tion, there can be no question that smart adults can
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organize and sequence experiences that will teach
concepts and problem-solving skills better than chil-
dren.

Why is Improvement in Reading Comprehension Hard
to Achieve?

The Abt IV Report notes that successful outcomes
were harder to come by in reading comprehension
than in other skill areas. Only the Direct Instruction
program made significant and sustained gains in
this area. Even then, we only reached the 40th
percentile on MAT Reading. Becker (1977) analyzed
the Follow Through data and other data on reading,
and concluded thatschools are not designed to teach
the English language to “poor kids” (e.g., to chil-
dren whose parents, on the average, are less well-
versed in knowledge of standard English). Schools
are basically designed for white, middle-class chil-
dren, and leave largely to parents the teaching ofa
most basic building block for intelligent behavior-

e




namely, words and their referents.

Why Do Economically Disadvantaged Students
Continue to Do Poorly in School?

In general, economically disadvantaged students
come to school with less knowledge relevant to
suceeding in school. Thus, teaching these students
requires teachers with different attitudes and skills,
and more patience than is typically required. Col-
leges of education and schools are not organized or
administered to develop and support teachers with
these attributes. To coin a malapropism, “there is a
way, but no will.” Students from low-income farni-
lies do not need to fail in schools. They can be
taught.

In summary, through the careful design of cur-
ricula, classroom procedures, and training proce-
dures, the DI Follow Through Model was able to
achieve a major goal of compensatory education~
improving the academic performance of economi-
cally disadvantaged children to (or near) median
national levels. Only one other major model in the
Follow Through experiment (the University of Kan-
sas Behavior Analysis Model) came close to match-
ing this achievement. The D1 Model also performed
best on measures of affective outcomes, such as self-
esteem. Follow-up studies, through primary and
secondary levels, show strong continuing effects in

terms of academic performance at the pnmary level
and better attendance, fewer grade retentions, and
increased college acceptance at the high sahool level

The Communities
The communities which have used the Du'ect
Instruction Model are Providence, RI, Brookly'n, ‘
(P.S. 137), Washington D.C., Cherckee, NC,
Williamsburg County, SC, Dayton, OH, E. 5t. Louis,
IL, Flint, MI, Grand Rapids*, MI, WestIron County®,
MI, Smithville, TN, Tupelo, MS, Racine*, WI, Todd
County, SD, Rosebud Tribe, SD, Flippin, AR, Uvalde,
TX, Dimmitt’, TX, E. Las Vegas, NM

Notes

!The Abt analysis provides the two comparisons for each
measure. One with a local control group and the other with a
pooled national control group. A comparison was counted
plus if either comparison was plus, and minus if either was
minus. Use of alternative decisions rules would not change
the relative rankings of models.

*The Raven’s Coloured Progressive Matricies result is not
included with the data graphed because it is not an academic
skill. Only 3 of 27 comparisons for all nine sponsors showed a
positive outcome on the Raven's suggesting that this test does
not reflect what was being taught by sponsors. Direct
Instruction shows a negative ISO on this measure, but would
still rank 1 if it were included.

"No longer in Follow Through.
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Yearly gains (K-3) on WRAT Reading (decoding) for students according to IQ blocks (K-starting students).
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Project Follow Through:

In-depth and Beyond

Gary Adams
Educational Achievement Systems, Seattle

The following articleis a summary of a chnpter in Adams, G., & Engelmann, S. ( 1996) Research -

on Direct Instruction.

Project Participants and Models

The Follow Through project was the largest, most

expensive educational experiment ever conducted.
This federal program was originally designed to be

_a service-oriented project similar to Head Start.

However, because of funding cutbacks the empha-
sis was shifted from service to program evaluation.
" Over 75,000 low income children in 170 communi-
ties were involved in this massive project designed
to evaluate different approaches to educating eco-
nomically disadvantaged students from kindergar-
ten through grade 3. State, school, and national
officials nominated school districts that had high
numbers of economically disadvantaged students.
Parent representatives of these school districts chose
to participate after hearing presentations from the
20 different program designers (sponsors). Each
participating. district implemented the selected
sponsor’s approach in one or more schools. For
participating, each district. received $750 per stu-
dent beyond the normal level of funding. ‘
Each sponsor was required to:

© “provide the community with a well-de-
fined, thieoretically consistent and coherent
approach that could be adapted to locai
conditions;

v provide the continuous technical assistance,
training,.and guidance necessary for local
) implementation of the approach;

» exercise a‘quality control’ function by con-
sistently monitoring the progress of
program implementation;

e serve as an agent for change as well as a
source of program consistency by asking
the community in refaining a consistent
focus on the objectives and requirements of

the approach rather than responding n an
ad hoc manner to the daily pressures of
project operations;

° ensure implementation of a total program,
rather than a small fragment, such as read-
ing, with a resulting possibility for a major
impact on the child’s life, and

e provide a foundation for comprehending
and describing results of evaluation efforts”
{Stebbins, St. Pierre & Proper, 1977, p. 5).

The orientation of the sponsors varied from the
loosely-structured open classroom approach to the
highly-structured behavior analysis approach. Nine
of the original sponsors qualified for inclusion in the
evaluation. To be included, a sponsor had to have
more than three active sites that could be compared
to control sites in the same communities.

Abt Associates used the system developed by
White to classify the approaches of the different
models. The first dimension was the theoretical
orientation of the models:

* The behavioristic approach is based on the
belief that all behaviors are learned. The
reason that disadvantaged children are
behind is because no cne has taught them
necessary social and academic skills. The
training is based on selecting the behav-
joral objectives that are needed. - Then
teachers reinforce the steps in the behav-
ioral objectives. The general label for this
group became the Basic Skills Models.

... -® The cognitive development approach is
based on the sequence of normal cognitive
growth. The reason that disadvantaged
children are behind is because they have
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i xinsufficient normal cognitive experiences.
- -+ The orientation of this approach is to pro-
+vide interactions between children and
- teachers. During these interactions, chil-
. +-dren learn how tosolve problems and learn -
-> verbal skills based on a self-directed pro-
cess. Emphasis is placed on the teacher
- providing age-appropriate cognitive ma-
terials and experiences. The general label
for this group was the Cognitive/Conceptunl
Skills Models.

* The psychodynamic approach is based on
the assumption that socioemotional devel-
opment (the development of the “whole
child”) is essential to educational improve-
ment. Emphasis is placed on trying to
improve children’s self-esteem and peer
interactions. The goal for the teacher is to
provide an environment in which children
can move toward the goal of self-actualiza- .-
tion through children making their own
free choices. However, it is assumed that
children know what is best for their per-
sonal growth. The general label for this
group was the Affective Skills Models.

Basic Skills Models ' - ‘

- Direct Instruction Model (University of Oregon)—

~ Developed by Siegfried Engelmann and Wes Becker,
this model used the DISTAR (DISTAR is an acronym
for Direct Instruction System for 'Ieachi.ng And
Remediation)reading, arithmetic, and language pro-
grams. The model assumes that the teacher is re-
sponsible for what the children learn.

Behavior Analysis Model (University of Kansas)-
Developed by Donald Bushell, thfis'model used a
behavioral (reinforcement) approach for teaching
reading, arithmetic, handwriting, and’ spelling,
Social praise and tokens were given to the children

. for correct responses and the tokens were traded for
desired activities. Teachers used programmed read-
ing programs in which the task was presented in
small steps. The instructional program was hot
specified by the model. Two sites used the DISTAR
materials. Many used Sullivan Programmed Phonics.

~ Students were monitored and corrective procedures
were implemented to ensure student progress. .

Langunge Development (Bilingual) Model (South-
west Educational Developmental Laboratory)-This cur-
riculum-based model used an eclecticapproach based

on language development. When appropriate, ma- |,

terial was presented first in Spanish and then in
English. ‘ Lo
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- Cognitive/Conceptual Skills Models

Cognitively-Oriented Curriculum (High Scope Four-
dation)-This popular program was directed by David -
Weikart and was based on Piaget's belief that there
are underlying cognitive processes. Children were
encouraged to schedule their own activities and

_then follow their schedules. Thé teacher modeled

language through the use of labeling and explaining
causal relationships. Also, the.teacher fostered a
positive self-concept through the'way the students
were given choices. : ‘

 Florida Parent Education Model (University of
Florida)-Based on the work of Ira Gordoen, this pro-
gram taught parents of disadvantaged children to
teach their children. At the same time, students
were taught in the classroom using a Piagetian ap-
proach. Parent trainers coordinated the teaching.
Emphasis included not only language instruction,
but also affective, motor, and cognitive skill instruc-
tion. . :

- Tucson Early Education Model (University of Ari-

. zona)~Developed by Marie Hughes, TEEM used a

language-experience approach (much like the whole
language approach) that attempted to elaborate the
child’s present experience and interest. The model
was based on the assumption that children have

‘different learning styles so the child-directed choices

are important. The teacher assists by helping chil-
dren compare, recall, and locate‘relationshjps.

Affective Skills Models T

Bank Street College Model (Bank Street College of
Education)-This model used the traditional middle-
class nursery school approach that was adopted by
Head Start. Through the use of learning centers,
children had many options, such as counting blocks

- and quiet areas of reading. The teacher is respon-

sible for program implementation by taking advan-
tage of learning situations. The classroom is struc-

- tured to increase learning opportunities. -

Open Education Model (Education Development Cen-
ter)-Derived from the British Infant'School model,
this model focuses on building thé' children’s re-
sponsibility for their own learning.” Reading and
writing were not taught directly, but through stimu-
lating a desire to communicate. ~ " '

Responsive Education Model (Far West Laboratory)—
Developed by Glenn Nimict, this is'ani éclecticmodel

- using the work of O.K. Moore, Maria Montessori,

and Martin Deutsch. The model used learning cen-
ters and the child’s interests to determine when and
where the child is stationed. The ’d’eyelopment of

. self-esteem is considered essential to the acquisition

of academic skills.




Program Design - : : ' :

- Each model had 4 to 8 sites with children that
started school in kindergarten and some models
also had sites with children that started in first
grade. Each Follow Through (PT) school district
identified a non-Follow Through (NFT) comparison
school for each Follow Through site. The compari-
son school acted asa control group. Unfortunately,
the NFT sites that were selected tended to have

- childrenwho wereless economically disadvantaged
than the Follow Through sites. Because of this |

problem, Abt Associates used a covariance statisti-
cal analysis process to adjust for initial differences.

A total of 9,255 FT and 6,485 NFT children were in
the final analysis group. Students in each school
districtsite were tested at eniry and then each spring
until the third grade. The DI Model group included
low income students in 20 communities. These
communities varied widely-rural and urban-blacks,
whites, Mexican Americans, ‘Spanish 'American,
Native Americans, and a diverse mixture of other

- ethnic groups.

The Stanford Research Institute was initially
awarded a contract fpr data collection and Abt Asso-
ciates received a contract for data analysis. The
Office of Education determined the final design of
the project with consultation from the Huron Insti-
tute. Because the sponsors had different approaches,
the data collection was comprehensive. Assessment
information was collected in the areas of basic skills
(academic), cognitive, and affective behavior. The

~ process of selecting appropriate assessment instru-

ments was an .arduous fask given the time con-
straints of trying to select the most reliable, valid
tests that could be administered in the least amount
of time. o _

The following tests were used to assess basic
skills, cognitive, and affective achievement: the
Metropolitan, Achievement Test (MAT), the Wide
Range Achievement Test (WRAT), the Raven’s Col-
ored Progressive Matrices, the Intellectual Achieve-

ment Responsibility Scale (IARS+ and IARS-), and

the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory. The MAT
is a respected achievement test that assesseses Basic
Skills and Cognitive-Conceptual Skills. The Basic

Skills scales of the MAT included Listening for Sound

(sound-symbol. relationships), Word Knowledge
(vocabulary words), Word Analysis- (word identifi-
cation}, Mathematic Computation (math calcula-

~ tions), Spelling, and Language (punctuation, capi-
talization, and word usage). The WRAT measured
number recognition, spelling, word reading, and -

oral and written, math problems.
The Cognitive Skills scales of the MAT included
Reading (comprehension of written passages), Math-

ematics Concepts (knowledge of math principles
and relationships), Mathematical Problem Solving
(the use of reasoning with numbers). Also, the
Raven’s Coloured Progressive Matrices was used,
The Raven’s test, however, did not prove to dis-
criminate between models or show change in scores
over time.

Affective Skills was assessed using two instru-
ments. The IARS was designed to assess whether
children attzibute their success (+) or failures (-) to
themselves or external forces. The Coopersmith
Self-Esteem Inventory is designed to assess how
children feel about themselves, the way they think
other people feel about them, and their feelings
about school.

Comparisons Across
Follow Through Sponsors
Students started in either kindergarten or first
grade and were retested yearly through the end of
third grade. While critics have complained about
test selection and have usually su ggested more test-
ing, the assessment effort of this study was well

- beyond any other educational study conducted be-
.fore, or since. )

Significant Outcome Comparison

Abt Associates analyzed the data by comparing
each Follow Through model's scores to both the
local comparison group and the national pooled
comparison group (created by combining the com-
parison groups from all nine Follow Through mod-
els). Local comparison scores and national pooled
comparison scores were used as covariates to ana-
lyze each variable. A plus (+) was given if (a) the
Follow Through (FT) group exceeded the Non-Fol-
low Through (NFT) group by one-fourth standard
deviation (.25 effect size) and (b) the difference was
statistically significant. A minus (-} was givenif the
NFT score exceeded the FT score by one-fourth
standard deviation (.25 effect size) and was statisti-
cally significant. If the results did not reach either
the plus or the minus criterion, the difference was
null and left blank. '

The following index is based on a comparison of
each model’s site with the local and pooled national

comparison groups. If either the pooled or local
. comparison were plus (+), the effect is recorded as a

plus. If either or both was a minus (-), the effect is
recorded as a minus. Then the plus and minus
values are summed and multiplied by 100 so the
possible range of scores was from -100 to 100. If the

" Follow Through model group scored consistently

higher than the comparison group on a variable,

i then the index would be a positive number. If the
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comparison group scored higher, the index would
be negative. If there was no difference between the
two groups, the score would be zero (0.00).

Figure 1 shows the results of this analysis. Asyou
can see by the number of negative scores, the local or
national pooled comparison group scores were higher
than most Follow Through models.

Only the Direct Instruction model had positive
scores on all three types of outcomes (Basic Skills,
Cognitive, and Affective). Overall, the Direct In-
struction model was highest on all three types of
measures.

The results were very different from expectations
suggested by the model orientations. The three
programs in the Basic Skills model had thebest basic
skills, cognitive skills, and affective skills scores. Of
the three orientations, the Basic Skills models (Di-
rect Instruction, Behavior Analysis, and Southwest
Lab) had the best basic skills scores. The Cognitive
models (Parent Education, TEEM, and Cognitively-
Oriented Curriculum) ranked second in cognitive
skills scores; however, the average rank of 5.0 is far
from the average rank of 2.8 for the Basic Skills
model. The Affective Models had the worst affec-
tive ranks (6.7 compared to 2.7 for the Basic Skills
models).

Figure 1 provides more details on the models’

' rankings. The DI model had, by far, the highest
basic skills scores while the other two Basic Skills
modelshad moremodest results (the Behavior Analy-
sis model had a slight positive score and the South-

- west Labs model score was 0.0).

Figure 1 also shows that none of the Cognitive
Models had positive cognitive scores. In fact, th

Direct Instruction Model was the only model of the
nine that had a positive cognitive score (and the
results were extremely positive - over 35%).. In
contrast, students in two of the three cognitively-
oriented models [TEEM and Cognitive Curriculum
(High Scope)] had the lowest cognitive scores.

Critics have often complained that the DI model
wasa pressure cooker environment that would nega-
tively impact students’ social growth and self-es-
teem. As the Abt Associates’ authors note:

Critics of the model have predicted that the em-
phasis of the model on tightly controlled instruction
might discourage children from freely expressing
themselves and thus inhibit the development of self-
esteem and other affective skills. {Stebbins, St. Pierre
& FProper, p. 8)

Because of this expectation, the affective scores
are of interest. Three of the five lowest scoring
models on the affective domain were models that
targeted improving affective behavior; none of the
affective models had positive affective scores. In
contrast, all Basic Skills models had positive affec-
tive scores with the Direct Instruction model achiev-
ing the highest scores. The theory that an emphasis
on basic skills instruction would have a negative
impact on affective behavior is not supported by the
data. Instead, it appears that the models that fo-
cused on an affective education not only had a
negative impact on their students’ basic skills and
cognitive skills, but also on their affective skills.

Fine Tuning the Results
The Bereiter-Kurland Reanalysis. A group funded
by the Ford Foundation {House, Glass, McLean, &
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test selection and data analysis in the Abt report.
After reviewing the critiques of the Abt Report by
"Houseetal., 1978), Bereiter and Kurland (1981-1982)
reanalyzed the data of that report based on the
criticisms that the report used an mappropnate unit
of measurement for the dependent variable and
inappropriate covariates. The Bere1ter-Kurla.nd re-
analysis was based omn:

= Usingthe site means as the dependent vari-
able,

® Using these site scores as covariates: socio-
economic status and ethnic and linguistic
difference from the mainstream.

e Using only models that had data from éor
more sites, ‘

Each model had the possibility of 77 statistically
significantdifferences (7 othermodels times 11 MAT
subscale scores). Fifty of the 77 (65%) possible
differences for the DI group were statistically sig-
nificant based on Newman-Keuls Tests p=<.05). In
contrast, the Behavior Analysis group showed only
18 of 77 (23%) significant differences.

- None of the other six models showed any statistically
significant differences on any of the 11 MAT subscales (0
of 396 possible combinations). This means, for ex-
. ample, that none of the 11 MAT Bank Street scores
differed significantly from any of the Responsive
Education, TEEM, Cognitive Curriculum, Parent
Education, or Open Education mean scores.

Another way of showing the difference between
models was through the use of effect size compari-
sons. Figure 2 shows a different display of the
information provided by Bereiter and Kurland (also
Figure 2 in the Bereiter & Kurland review). InFigure
2, the effect size of the DI model is compared to the
average effect size for the other Follow Through
models. The differences are dramatic, even though
the DI data include the Grand Rapids site that did
not truly implement the DI model. The differences
would be greater if only DI sites with implementa-
tion fidelity were included.

To provide a clearer picture of the dlfferences,
Figures 3-4 display the Bereiter-Kurland findings
according to domain. First, Figuré 3 shows a com-
parison of effects for the Basic Skills scores between
the DI group and the average effect size of the other
Follow Though groups. Remember an effect size of
.25is thought to be educationally significant. Differ-

ences in some MAT Basic Skills subscales scores are

over 3.0 (Total Language and Language B). The

average difference in Basic Skills scores :Eéﬁiféen
Direct Instruction and the other models was 1.8.
Figure 4 shows the differences in the cognitive
scores between the DI models and the average Fol-
low Through model. Effect sizes are above 1.0forall
but one difference.
Overall, the Bereiter-Kurland reanalysis provides

" even stronger support for the effectiveness of Direct

Instruction. As the authors noted, only the DI and
Behavior Analysis models had positive results and
the DI model results were vastly superior.

Changing the Abt Report Criteria

Becker and Carnine (1981) had two other com-
plaints about the Abt Associates report, which re-
sulted in the report underrepresenting the superiority
of the DI model. First, because of the problem of
mismatches between comparison groups that ini-
tially had higher entry scores than the Follow
Through model groups, Abt Associates deleted these
data from subsequent analyses. Unfortunately for
the DI model, sometimes the scores for the compari-
son groups were significantly higher at entry, but by
the end of third grade the DI group scored signifi-
cantly higher than the comparison groups. Abt

Associatesdecided to delete these groupsbecause of

the initial entry differences. Also, data were ex-
cluded if there were significant differences between
the two groups in preschool experience per site,
even though preschool experience (e.g., Head Start)
had only a very low correlation with later achieve-
ment (-0.09). (This variable was not used in the
previously cited Bereiter-Kurland study.) Overall,
approximately one-third of the data was excluded
from most Follow Through models because of these
decision rules.

Figures 5-7 show the differences in results based
on these analyses. When data were kept for sites
where there were initial performance differences,
the highest scoring model (DI} scored even higher
whereas the lower scoring models (Cognitive Cur-
riculum and Open Education) scored even lower.
The scores for the other models stayed roughly the
Sarme. -

Becker and Carnine re-analyzed the data without
the Grand Rapidssite. The Grand Rapids site stopped
using Direct Instruction when there was a change in
program director. Even though this problem was
well documented, Abt Associates included the Grand
Rapids site in the DI data. Becker and Carnine
reanalyzed the Abt Associates results without the

- Grand Rapids site. Figures 5-7 shows the already

high scores for the DI group became even higher
when the Grand Rapids data were removed.
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Effect size comparison (DI to other models).
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Norm-Referenced Comparisons

Another way of looking at the Abt Associates
data is to compare median grade-equivalent scores
on the normed-referenced Metropolitan Achieve-
ment Test that was used to evaluate academic
progress. Unlike the previous analysis that com-
pared model data to local and pooled national sites,
the following norin-referenced comparisons show
each model’s MAT scores based on the MAT norms.
Figure 8 shows the results across four academic
subjects, The comparisons are made to a baseline
rate of the 20th percentile which was the average
expectation of disadvantaged children without spe-
cial help. The figure displays the results in one-
fourth standard deviation intervals. N

Clearly, children in the DI model showed consis-
tently higher scores than the other models, and also

the students in the Southwest Lab and the Open
Education model were below expected levels of
achievement based on norms of performance in tra-
ditional schools in all four academic subjects.

Only three of 32 possible reading scores of the

other eight models were above the 30th percentile.
The DI students scored 7 percentile points higher
than the second place group (Behavior Analysis)
and over 20 percentile points higher than the Cogni-
tive Curriculum (High Scope), Open Education, and
Southwest Lab Models. _ :
- Except for children in the DI model, the math
results are consistently dismal. The only othermodel
above the 20th percentile was the Behavior Analysis
model. DI students scored 20 percentiles ahead of
the second place group (Behavior Analysis) and 37
percentiles higher than the last place group (Cogni-
tive Curriculum/High Scope).
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* Bereiter analysis of basic skills Abt data.

{Adapled from Bereller & i{urland, 1981-1982)
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In spelling, the DI model and the Behavior Analy-
sis model were within the normal range. DI stu-
dents scored 2 percentiles above the second place
group (Behavior Analysis), 19 percentiles above the
third place group, and 33 percentiles above the last
place group (Open Education).

Like the previous academic subjects, the Dl model

~ wasclearlysuperiorinlanguage. DIstudentsscored

29 percentiles above the second place group (Behav-
ior Analysis) and 38 percentiles above the last place
group (Cognitive Curriculum/High Scope). -

Conclusions

For many people the use of normed scores are
more familiar than the use of the index described in
the previous section. No matter which analysis is
used, children who were in the DI model made the

most gains when compared to the other eight mod-
els. With the possible exception of the Behavior
Analysis model, all other models seem to have little
positive effect on the academic progress of their
children, -

The increase amounts of money, people, materi- ~
als, health and dental care, and hot lunches did not
cause gains in achievement. Becker (1978) observed
that most Follow Through classrooms had two aides
and an additicnal $350 per student, butmostmodels
did not show significant achievement gains.

Popular educational theories of Piaget and others
suggest-that children should interact with their
environmentin a self-directed manner. The teacher
is supposed to be a facilitator and to provide a
responsive environment. In contrast, the successful
DImodelused thoroughly field-tested curricula that
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teachers should follow for maximum success. The
Follow Through models that were based on a self-
directed learner model approach were at the bottom
-of academic and affective achievement. The
cognitively-oriented approaches produced students
who were relatively poor in higher-order thinking
skills and models that emphasized improving stu-
dents’ self-esteem produced students with the poor-
est self-esteem.

Subsequent Analyses
Variability Across DI Sites
The Abt Associates findings were criticized by
House, Glass, MclLean, & Walker (1978) and then
defended by others {(Anderson, St. Pierre, Proper,
Stebbins, 1978; Becker, 1977; Bereiter & Kurland,

1981-82; Wisler, Burns, & Iwanoto, 1978). One Abt
Associates finding was that there was more variabil-
ity within a model than between models. -

This statement is consistent with the often cited
belief that “Different programs work for different
children” or another way of saymg “Not all pro-
grams work with all children.”: The following sec-
tions provide research results that contradict this
statement. The problem is that the statement doesn t
match the data.

Gersten (1984) provided an mterestmg plct-ure of
the consistency of achievement scores of urban DI
sites after the Abt report was completed. Figure 9
shows the results in 3™ grade reading scores from
1973 to 1981 in four urban cities; The reading scores
are consistently around the 40th percentile. Based
on non-Follow Through students in large North-
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west urban settings, the expected score is the 28th
percentile on the MAT. Some variability is due to
the differences between tests when some districts
changed tests over thenine yearperiod. Also, Gersten
mentioned that the drop in the New York scores in
1978 and 1979 may have beén because of budgetary
. reductions during those years.

Figure 10 shows the stability of math scores. The
- math scores for these three sites tend to be consis-
tently in the 50th percentile range. New York did
not collect information of math during this period.
Based on the math scores of large Northwest cities,
non-Follow Through students would be expected to
score at the 18th percentile.

Follow-Up Studies

Fifth and Sixth Grade Follow-up

Some critics of DI have indicated that many, if not
most, early DI achievement gains will disappear
over time. There are different reasons given for this
prediction. One reason given is that the DI students
were “babied” through sequences that made in-
. struction easy for them. They received reinforce-
ment and enjoyed small group instruction, but they
would find it difficult to transition to the realities of
the “standard” classroom.

DI supporters give different reasons for suggest-
- ing that DI results would decrease over time. The DI
students were accelerated because they had been
taught more during thé available time than:they
would have been taught during the same time in a
traditional program. Upon leaving Follow Through,
they would be in instructional settings that teach

l relatively less than the Follow Through setting .

achieved. Statistically, there would be a tendency
for them to have a regression toward the mean

effect. Phenomonologically, students would be pro-
vided with relatively fewer learning opportunities
and would tend to learn less accordingly.

* Inany case, the effects observed at a later time are
not the effects of Follow Through. They are the
effects of either three or four years of Follow Through
and the effects of intervening instructional prac-
tices. Engelmann (1996) observed that because the
typical instruction provided for poor children in
grades 4 and beyond has not produced exemplary
results, there is no compelling reason to use results
of a follow-up to evaluate anything but the interven-
ing variables and how relat1ve1y effective they were
in maintaining earlier gains.

- Junior and Senior High School Follow-up

New York City Follow-up

One of the most interesting long-term follow-up
studies was conducted by Linda Meyer (1984). She
tracked students from two schools in Ocean Hill-
Brownsville section of Brooklyn. This district was
one of thelowest of the 32 New York school districts.
The fifteen elementary schools in District 23 had an

‘average rank 519th out of the 630 elementary schools.

PS 137 was the only DI Follow Through site in
New York City. Meyer selected a comparison school
that matched the DI school on many variables. Over
90% of the students were minority students and over
75% were from low-income families.

Meyer retrieved the rosters of the first three co-
hort groups (1969, 1970, and 1971) and included
students who received either three or four years DI
instruction. With the cooperation of the New York
City Central Board of Education and the Office of the
Deputy Chancellor for Instruction, students were
located through the computer database. Meyer and
staff were able to locate 82% of the former DI stu-
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dents and 76% of the control students. These rates
should be considered high because it would be ex-
pected that over time many students would move
totally out of the area.

Table 1 shows the grade equivalent scores for the

DIand comparison groups of the three cohort groups.
Attheend of 9th grade, the three DI groups were on
average one year above the three comparison groups
in reading (9.20 versus 8.21) (p<.01) with an effect
size of .43. In math, the DI groups were approxi-
mately 7 months ahead of the comparison group
(8.59 versus 7.95) which was not statistically signifi-
cant (p<.09}, but educationally significant based on
an effect size of .28. ‘

Achievement Growth for Other Sites

Gersten, Keating, and Becker (1988) provide simi-
lar information for other sites. Table 2 shows the
effect sizes of the E. St. Louis and Flint sites at the
end of ninth grade. Most effect sizes were above the
.25]evel of being educationally significant. It should
be noted that the 3-K East St. Louis group that
started in kindergarten, instead of first grade, had
four years of instruction (not three) had the second
highest effect size (.49).

Table 3 shows similar effectiveness in the math.
The results of these two analyses clearly show that
while the superiority of D] diminishes with the time
spent in traditional curricula, the advantage of the
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"Table1

Results of T-Tests Comparisons and Effect Sizes for Reading
and Math at the End of 9th Grade

P Direct Comparison |
- Subject and Cohort Instruction Group
; Grade Grade Effect Size
Equivalent | Equivalent p
. - Combined 1,2,and 3 9.2 821 <.01 .43
Reading (N=62) (N=93)
Combined 1,2, and 3 859 7.95 <09 .28
Math ‘. | _ (N=63) (N=93)

Dllasts. Educational significant differences occur in
reading (overall effect size = .43) and in math (over-
all effect size =.25).

'Graduation Rates and College Acceptance Rates
at Other Sites .

Darch, Gersten, & Taylor (1987) tracked
. Williamsburg (SC) students inthe original Abtstudy
" (students entering first grade in 1969 and 1970) to
: compare graduation rates. All students were black

and had stayed in the county school system. Table
4 shows a statistically significant difference in drop-
out rate for Group 1 {the 1969 group), but the differ-
ence in drop-out rate wasnot statistically significant
for Group 2 {the 1970 group).

A total of 65.8% of the Group 1 Follow Through
students graduated on time in contrast to 44.8% of
the comparison group {a statistically significant dif-
ference - p <.001). For Group 2, 87.1% of the Follow
Through group and 74.6% of the comparison group

- graduated on time (a nonsignificant statistical dif-

TabIe 2
Ninth Grade Readmg Achievement Results from East .St. Louis, Flint, and New York
Sample Grade Effact
Site (Test Used) Size %tile Equival. i Size
E. St Louis (California Achlevemen Test} -
1-Follow Through 118 22nd 7.2 .05 .20
Comparison 158 17th |67
2-Follow Through 64 20th 17.0 .05 . .25
Comparison - 168 14th 6.3 .
3-Follow Through 59 23rd 7.4 .05 31
Comparison - 138 "18th 6.9 _
3-K-Follow Through 54 40th 8.8 01 .49
Comparison 121 26th 7.6 ‘
Average across cohorts F .33
g i
Flint {SRA Test)
1-Follow Through 74 29th X NS .25
Comparison 27 22nd X
3-Follow Through 51 34th X .15 28
Comparison 28 25th X
Average across cohorts 27
New Yorlcj Cify (California Achievement Test} '
1-Follow Through 18 50th 9.6 01 .83
Comparison 26 27th . 7.6
2-Follow Through 17 "3%th 8.5 NS 27
Comparison 30 31st 8.0 i
3-Foilow Through 29 48th 9.4 NS .19
Comparison 37 43rd - 8.9
Average across cohorts 43
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Table 3
Ninth Grade Math Achievement Results from East St. Louis, Flint, and New York

Sample Grade Effect
Site (Test Used) Size Yotile Equiv. p Size
E. St. Louis (California Achievement Test)
1-Follow Through 114 18th 7.3 .05 .26
Comparison 155 14th 6.8
2-Follow Through 58 15th 6.9 NS .09
Comparison 154 13th 5.9
3-Follow Through 58 19th 7.4 NS 12
Comparison 154 18th 7.2
3-K-Follow Through 53 30th 8.3 .01 .46
Comparison 117 20th 1D
Average across cohorts .20
Flint (SRA Test)
1-Follow Through 72 30th X NS -.17
Comparison 28 35th X
3-Follow Through 51 50th X .05 .59
Comparison 28 31st X
Average across cohorts .21
New York City (California Achievement Test)
1-Follow Through 7. 36th 8.3 NS 21
Comparison 27 31st 8.0
2-Follow Through 17 34th 8.1 NS .23
Comparison 29 27th 7.6
3-Follow Through 29 44th 9.0 NS .31
Comparison 38 36th 8.3
Average across cohorts sl
ference). Also, 27% of the Group 1 Follow Through Conclusions

were accepted into college in contrast to 13% of the
comparison group; the difference for Group 2 in
college admission was not significant.

Meyer, Gersten, & Gutkin (1983) calculated the
rates of graduation, retention, dropping out, apply-
ing to college, and acceptance to college for the three
cohort groups in the New York City site. Statistical
analyses showed that the DI group had statistically
significantly higher rates of graduation (p<.001),
applying to college (p<.001), acceptance to college
(p<.001) and lower rates of retention (p<.001) and
dropping out (p<.001). The differences in gradua-
tion rates were consistent across the three cohort
groups with over 60% of the DI students graduating
in contrast to less than a 40% graduate rate for the
three comparison groups. Meyer mentioned in her
report that the difference in retention rate between
CohortITand Cohorts I and IIl may have been due to
the principal retaining all students below grade
level one year.
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Educational reformers search for programs that
produce superior outcomes with at-risk children,
thatare replicable and can therefore be implemented
reliably in given settings, and that can be used as a
basis for a whole school implementation that in-
volves all students in a single program sequence,
and that result in students feeling good about them-
selves. The Follow Through data confirm that DI
has these features. The program works across vari-
ous sites and types of children (urban blacks, rural
populations, and non-English speaking students).
It produces positive achievement benefits in all sub-
jectarea —reading, language, math, and spelling. It
produces superior results for basic skills and for
higher-order cognitive skills in reading and math. It
produces the strongest positive self-esteem of the
Follow Through programs.

Possibly, the single feature that is not considered
by these various achievements is the implied level of
efficiency of the system. Some Follow Through




sponsors performed poorly in math, because they
spent very little time on math. Most of the day
focused on reading and related language arts. Al-
though time estimates are not available for the vari-
Ous sponsors, some of them spent possibly twice as
much time on reading as DI sites did. Even with this
additional time, these sites achieved less than the DI
sites achieved. For a system to achieve first place in
virtually every measured outcome, the system is
required to be very efficient and use the limited
amount of student-contact time to produce a higher
rate of learning than other approaches achieve. If
the total amount of “learning” induced over a four-
year period could be represented for various spon-
sors, it would show that the amount of learning
achieved per unit of time is probablytwice as high
for the DI sites as it is for the non-DI sponsors.
Perhaps the most disturbing aspect of the Follow
Through results is the persistence of models that are
based on what data confirms is whimsical theory.
The teaching of reading used by the Tucson Early
Education Model was language experience, which is
quite similar in structure and procedures to the

whole language approach. The fact that TEEM per-

formed so poorly on the various measures should
have carried some implications for later reforms;

however, it didn’t. The notion of the teacher being

a facilitator and providing children with incidental
teaching was used by the British infant school model
(Open Education). It was a flagrant failure, an
outcome that should have carried some weight for

the design of later reforms in the US. It didn’t.
[Ironically, it was based ori a system that was de-
‘nounced in England by its Department of Science

and Education in 1992. At the same time, states like
California, Pennsylvania, Kentucky, Ohio, and oth-
ers werein full swing in the National Association for
the Education of Young Children’s idiom of “devel-
opmentally appropriate practices,” which are based
on the British system. '

Equally disturbing is the fact that while states like
California were immersed in whole language and
developmentally appropriate practices from the
15805 through mid 1990s, there was no serious at-
tempt to find models or practices that work. Quite

the contrary, DI was abhorred in California and

only a few DI sites survived. Most of them did
through deceit, pretending to do whole language.
Atthe same time, those places that were implement-
ing the whole language reading and the current
idiom of math were producing failures at a tragic
rate. :

Possibly the major message of Follow Throu ghis
that there seems to be no magic in education. Gains
are achieved only by starting at the skill level of the
children and carefully building foundations that
support higher-order structures. Direct Instruction

- has no peer in this enterprise.
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“Follow Through: Why Didn't We'?

Cathy L. Watkins
California State University, Stamslaus

Why have theresults of the Follow Through evalu-
ation failed to impact the policies and practices of
the educational community? Why have the most
effective approaches for educating children not been
widely disseminated? Why has the knowledge
gained from the Follow Through evaluation not
been used to reform education in America? The
answers to these questions may be found in part by
looking at how instruction is viewed by the various
elements of the educational establishment.

Follow Through provides an opportunity for such
an analysis because it revealed how the educational
industry collectively conceived of, planned, con-
ducted, and interpreted a large scale educational
experiment. When I was in graduate school, I wrote
a lengthy paper in which I traced the history of
Project Follow Through, looked at its implications
for education, and analyzed the contingencies that
determine educational practices. This article is con-
densed from the paper, which will be published this
fallby the Cambridge Center for Behavioral Studies.
I made a vow that I would tell the story of Project
Follow Through to anyone who would listen.

History
Many people know the history of Project Follow
Through far better than I, because they lived it. As
I understand it, it goes something like this. In 1964
Congress passed the Economic Opportunity Act,
which initiated a range of programs intended to
fight poverty. The federal policy thatemerged from
the EOA was influenced by a growing consensus
‘that education would be the antidote to poverty by
providing skills necessary to break out of the exiting
cycle. One of the best known programs to develop

-from this rationale was Head Start.

Head Start began in the summer of 1965. It was

immediately popular and continues to enjoy tre-
mendous public support today. It is commonly
believed that Follow Throughreceived impetus from
the success of Head Start and from a study showing
that gains made by Head Start children dissipated
when they began school. In reality, the decision to
initiate Follow Through was probably a function of
both conviction and expediency. In any event, in
February 1967, President ]oh.nson requested that

Congress establish a program to “follow through”
on Head Start. The outcome was Public Law 90-92,
authorizing Project Follow Through. Although it
has been referred to as the largest and most expen-
sive educational experiment, Follow Through was
not initially conceived. as an experiment, but as a
comprehensive social services program. However,
before the program got underway, budget cuts forced
areconceptualization and Follow Through was con-
verted to a longitudinal experiment aimed at find-
ing effective methods for teaching disadvantaged
children. The Follow Through experiment involved
close to 10,000 children from 120 communities each
year from 1968 to 1976. Follow Through continued
as a service program until funding was eliminated
in 1995.

Why has the knowledge gained from
the Follow Throughevaluationnotbeen
used to reform education in America?
The answers to these questions may be
found in part by looking at how
instruction is viewed by the various
elements of the educational
establishment.

Design

The design of the Follow Through experiment
was called planned variation. Based on the notion
that a variety of curricula and instructional methods
could be designed, implemented and evaluated, the
planned variation approach was intended to reveal
differences in effectiveness among different teach-
ing approaches.

A plan was devised that made it possible to imple-
ment a variety of educational models in local school
districts, while avoiding the appearance of unwar-
ranted federal intervention. The Office of Education

contracted with developers of educational ap-- -

proaches who then acted as sponsors of their model
and worked cooperatively with districts to imple-
ment the model in Follow Through classrooms.
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Although it has been referred to as the
largest and mostexpensive educational
experiment, Follow Through was not
initially conceived as an experiment,
but as a comprehensive social services
program.

Each sponsor was responsible for translating the
model's particular approach to education into prac-
tice. This included selecting or developing instruc-
tional materials, and training teachersin the model‘s
instructional method. The Follow Through spon-
sors’ task of designing a complete curriculum for the
entire school day, had never before been attempted
in educational reform.

The selection of sponsors began in January of
1968. Individuals or groups who were involved in
developing new approaches for teaching young chil-
dren wereinvited to present information about their
programs. Sixteen developers subsequently sub-
mitted formal proposals, twelve of which were ac-
cepted. The approaches represented the entire spec-
trum of assumptions about instruction, ranging from
the carefully controlled approach of the Direct In-

The design of the Follow Through
experiment was called planned
variation. Based on the notion that a
variety of curricula and instructional
methods could be designed,
implemented and evaluated, the
planned variation approach was
intended to reveal differences in
effectiveness among differentteaching
approaches.

struction and Behavior Analysis models to child-
centered approaches such as Bank Street and Open

Education. Ten additional sponsors were added"

over the following three-year period, not because
they offered unique approaches to compensatory
education, but because they offered the possibility
of enlarging the Follow Through constituency.
The selection of sites progressed synchronously
with sponsor selection. From among a group of 225
nominated school districts, a total 51 were selected,
based on their ability to begin a comprehensive
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services program before the start of the school year,
their willingness to participate in the planned varia-
tion experimentand their working relationship with
local community action agencies.

Sites and sponsored models were paired during a
four day conference held in Kansas City in February,
1968. In an effort to increase cooperation in imple-
menting the various models, local representatives
were encouraged to choose the model they believed
was most compatible with the goals and interests of
their district. Each model was implemented in a
variety of sites, where children received daily in-
struction in the model. Performance data were
collected when children entered the program and at
the end of each school year until they completed
third grade.

Evaluation

The evaluation of this enormous project was com-
plex and expensive. The data were collected by
Stanford Research Institute and analyzed by Abt
Associates.

Eleven outcome measures were mcluded in the
national evaluation. All sponsors agreed upon the
outcome measures, which were intended to assess
performance in different learning domains includ-
ing basic academic skills, general problem-solving

‘skills, and the development of self-concept.

For evaluation purposes Abt Associates divided
models into three broad categories according to
their areas of primary emphasis. The typology was
determined based on the sponsor’s own program
description and stated goals and objectives of the
models. The Basic Skills category included models
that focused primarily on directly teaching funda-
mental skills in reading, arithmetic, spelling and
language. The Cognitive-Conceptual category in-
cluded that intended to develop “learning-to-learn”
and problem solving skills. Models in the Affective-
Cognitive category emphasized development of self-
concept and positive attitudes toward learning, and
secondarily, “learning-to-learn” skills. Nine of the
major models included in the national evaluation
are described by model type in Table 1.

For each outcome subtest, Abt evaluators com-
pared the performance of a group of Follow Through
children at a given site with a comparison group.
This process resulted in more than 2,000 compari-
sons. The difference between a Follow Through
group and the comparison group was used as the
measure of effect. An effect wasjudged to be educa-
tionally meaningful if the difference 1) was statisti-
cally significant and 2) was at least one quarter
standard deviation. When Follow Through scores




exceeded non-Follow Through scores the outcome

was considered positive. Whennon-Follow Through -

scores surpassed Follow Through scores, the out-
come was considered negative. Average effects
were computed for individual models, as well as for
model types.

Eleven outcome measures were
includedin the national evaluation. All

sponsors agreed upon the outcome

measures, which were intended to

assess performancein differentlearning

domains including basic academic

skills, general problem-solving skills,
and the development of self-concept.

Abt Associates produced yearly reports, which
were published in four volumes titled Education as
Experimentation: A Planned Variation Medel. Volume
IV (Stebbins, et. al., 1977), provides the most com-
prehensive evaluation of the differential effective-
ness of the models: The following findings of aver-
age effects for model types are paraphrased (in

. italics) from Volume IV-A (pp. 135-148).

Models that emphasized basic skills succeeded better
than other models in helping children gain these skills.
Groups of children in Basic Skills models performed
significantly better on measures of academic skills
than did non-Follow Through groups. Abt evalua-
tors concluded that a Basic Skills model would be
preferable if an educator was concerned with teach-
ing skills such as spelling, math computation, lan-

guage, and word knowledge. Note that the Abt -

report refers to the superiority of a model type.
However, it is not inclusion in a category that leads
to educational effectiveness, but the particular in-
structional miaterials and procedures used. The
DirectInstruction model had an unequivocally higher
average effect on scores in the basic skills domain
than did any other model.

Where models emphasized other skills, the children
they served tended to score lower on fests of basic skills
than they would have done without Follow Through.
With the exception of the Florida Parent Education
model, all Cognitive-Conceptual and Affective-Cog-
nitive models had more negative than positive out-
comes on measures in the basic skills domain. That
is, performance of students in the comparison group
was superior to that of the Follow Through students
in those models. ‘At the end of third grade, children
taught in these models had achievement scores that

_performance.

were, in fact, lower than would havebeen predicted
in the absence of “compensatory” education. Thus,
four years spent in the majority of models actually
increased the educational deficits that Follow
Through was intended to remediate.

No type of model was notablymore successful than the
others in raising scores on cognitive conceptual skills.
No model fype had an overall average positive effect
onmeasures in this domain, which included reading
comprehension and problem solving. One model
thatdid have considerable impact on cognitive con- -
ceptual skills was the Direct Instruction model. Not
one model in the Cognitive-Conceptual category
obtained a positive average effect on these mea-

“sures, despite the fact that their instructional pro-

grams emphasized development of these skills,
Models that focused on cognitive-conceptual skills
were incapable of influencing standardized mea-
sures of those skills after four years of instruction.

Models that emphasized basic skills produced better
restilts on fests of self-concept than did other models.
the average, children in models the evaluators clas-
sified in the Basic Skills category, performed better
on affective measures than did children in Cogni-
tive-Conceptual or Affective models. All modelsin
the Basic Skills category had positive average model
effects. The only other model to demonstrate a
positive average effect was the University Florida’s
Parent Education model. In every case, the models
that focused on affective development had negative
average effects on measures in this domain.

The Direct Instruction and Behavior Analysis
models ranked first and second, respectively, in
average effects on affective measures. Both of these
approaches stress careful structuring and sequenc-
ing of curriculum materials that are designed to
limit the number of errors and ensure successful
In addition, they both rely on fre-
quent measurement of the child’s progress in order
to provide immediate remediation. These models
view positive self-concept as an outcome of skill

Abt evaluators concluded that a Basic
Skills model would be preferable if an
educator was concerned with teaching
skills such -as spelling, math
computation, language, and word
knowledge. ...The Direct Instruction
model had an unequlvocally higher
average effect on scores in the basic
skills domain than did any other model.
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acquisition. In other words, rather than considerin g
self-concept a necessary prerequisite for learning,
they contend that instruction resulting in academic
success leads to improved self-concept. The data
uphold this view. ‘

With the exception of the Florida Parent
Education model, all Cognitive-
Conceptual and Affective-Cognitive
models had more negative than positive
outcomes on measures in the basicskills
domain.

" It would be a mistake, however, to claim that
instruction in a Basic Skills model leads to academic
success and improved self-concept. Significant dif-
ferences on both categories of measures were ob-
served for only two of the Basic Skills models, Direct
Instruction and Behavior Analysis. In other words,
describing the result as a “Basic Skills” effect does
not identify the specific instructional variables that
lead to significantly better performance in both out-
come areas. The fact remains however, that no
model classified as “Affective” had a positive aver-
age effect on affective measures.

Directinslruction

The average effects for nine individual models
are represented in Figure 1. The centerline of the
figure indicates no differerice between students ina
Follow Through model and comparison students.
Notice that the Direct instruction model is the only
model to show sizable positive effects on all mea-
sures. The majority of models show considerable
negative effects (performance below the level of the
comparison group) on all measures. These findings
clearly show the Direct instruction model to be su-
perior on these measures compared with traditional
programs and with other Follow Through models.

The evaluation was not only costly, but contro-
versial. At least three other major reanalyses of the
data were independently conducted. None of these
analyses show significant disagreement with re-
spect to achievement data. Results of the national
evaluation and all subsequent analyses converge on
the finding that the highest achievement scores were
attained by students in the Direct Instruction model.
The Follow Through experiment was intended to
answer the question “what works” in' educating
disadvantaged children. If education is defined as
the acquisition of academic skills, the results of the
Follow Through experiment provide a clear answer
to the question.

Beliavior Analysis
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Figure 1 o
This figure shows the average effects of nine Follow Through models on measures of basic skills (wr:'irf'd. knowledge,
spelling, language, and math computation), cognitive-conceptual skills ( reading comprehension, math concepts, and

math problem solving), and self-concept. This figure is adn

pted from Engelmann, S., & Carutine, D.-(1982), Theory of

instruction: Principles and application. New York: Irvington Press,
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‘Not one model in the Cognitive-
Conceptual category obtained a positive
average effect on these measures,
despite the fact that their instructional
programs emphasized development of
‘these skills. One model that did have
considerable impact on cognitive
conceptual skills was the Direct:
Instruction model.

- Dissemination _

~The purpose of the Follow Through planned varia-
tion experiment was to identify effective educa-
tional methods. However, there is little utility in
identifying effective methods if they are not then
made accessible to school districts. The Joint Dis-
semination Review Panel and the National Diffu-
sion Network were created to validate and dissemi-
nate effective educational programs. In 1977, Fol-
low Through sponsors submitted programs to the
JDRY. “Effectiveness” was, however, broadly inter-
preted. For example, according the JDRP, the posi-
tive impact of a program need not be directly related
to academic achievement. In addition, a program
could be judged effective if it had a positive impact
on individuals other than students. As a result,
programs that had failed to improve academic
achievement in Follow Through were rated as “ex-
emplary and effective.” And, once a program was
validated, it was packaged and disseminated to
schools through the National Diffusion Network.

The JDRP’s validation practices did not go un-
challenged. According to former Commissioner of

-t

The Directinstruction model is the only
model to show sizable positive effects
onall measures. The majority of models
show considerable negative effects
(performance below the level of the
comparison group) on all measures,
These findings clearly show the Direct
instruction. model to be superior on
these measures compared with
traditional :programs and with other
Follow Through models.

‘eral research funds.

Education, Ernest Boyer, “Since only one of the
sponsors (Direct Instruction) was found to produce
positive results more consistently than any of the
others, it would be inappropriate and irresponsible
to disseminate information on all the models...”
{quoted in Carnine, 1984, p. 87). However, commis-
sioner Boyer’s concerns could not prevent the wide-
spread dissemination of ineffective instructional
approaches. The JDRP apparently felt that to be
“fair” it had to represent the multiplicity of methods
in education. Not only did this practice make it
virtually impossible for school districts to distin-
guish between effective and ineffective pIograms, it
defeated the very purpose for which the JDRP and
NDN were established.

The evaluation was not only costly, but
controversial. Atleast three other major
reanalyses of the data were
independently conducted. None of
these analyses show significant
disagreement with respect to
-achievement data.

Funding Decisions

The effect of the Follow Through evaluation may
also be measured by the extent to which the findings
influenced decisions about funding. While all Fol-
low Through models received budget cuts over the
years, the disbursement of available funds was not
based on effectiveness, but on a non-competitive
continuation basis. In fiscal year 1982, the funding
formula was changed so that sponsors with JDRP-
validated programs received the lowest level of
funding, while the highest level of funding went to
those sponsors that had not been validated!

Not surprisingly, funding ineffective programs
at a higher level did not make them effective. Not
one additional program was validated during the
following year. Yet the same funding policy contin-
ued to be implemented, favoring ineffective pro-
grams. Itisclear thatincreased financial supportby
itself does not lead to increased performance by
students. -How children are taught is critically im-
portant.

The results of the Follow Throughevaluationalso
failed to influence decisions about allocation of fed-
Planned variation makes it
possible to identify the best performing programs

‘and then subject them to further analyses. Instead

the Office of Education and National Institute of
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Education agreed to spend 12 million dollars to
-develop and study new Follow Through approaches
with the primary concern being “whether or not an
approach can be put in place and maintained, not
with the effectiveness of the approach in improving stu-
dent oufcomes” Proper and St. Pierre, 1980, P- 8)
lemphasis added]. According to Stallings (1975),
the Direct Instruction model was not only most
effective, it and the Behavior Analysis models were
the most easily implemented. If information about
implementation was needed, these two models pro-
vided a good starting point. The plan that was

According to former Commissioner of
Education, Ernest Boyer, “Since only
one of the sponsors (Direct Instruction)
was found to produce positive results
more consistently than any of the others,
it would be inappropriate and
“irresponsible to disseminate
information on all the models...”

pursued shows total neglect of the findings of the
Follow Through evaluation and astonishing disre-
gard for the academic achievement of students.

Perhaps even more disturbing is the fact that
twenty years after the publication of the Follow
Through evaluation, there is little evidence that the
results have altered educational practices in Ameri-
can classrooms. The majority of schools today use
methods that are not unlike the Follow Through
models that were least effective (and in some cases
were most detrimental). Barriers at all levels of the
educational system preclude widespread adoption
of the model that was most effective.

The Educational Establishment

The history of Follow Through and its effects
constitute a case study of how the educational estab-
lishment functions. As in other bureaucracies, it is
composed of parochial vested interests that work to
either maintain the status quo or to advance a self-
serving agenda. As a result, the largest educational
experiment in history (costing almost one billion tax
payer dollars) has been effectively prevented from
having the impact on daily classroom practices that
its results clearly warranted. Let's look at some
factors that operate at each level of the educational
establishment to influence decisions about teaching
methods and materials.
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Policymakers. Follow Through demonstrated
that public policy is based on public support, not on
empirical evidence. Thus, the position that officials
adopt with respect to teaching methods is most
likely to be congruent with the position of the major-
ity. Because the Direct Instruction model represents
a minority view in education, it was not surprising
that policymakers failed to take a strong position in
support of the Follow Through results.

Although some policymakers may have some
formal training in areas of education, they typically
rely on input from education professionals when
developing and supporting programs. The influ-
ence of stakeholders in traditional educational prac-
tices can be seen throughout the history of Project
Follow Through. Planning committees, advisory
boards, and task forces were composed of represen-
tatives of universities and research centers. These
professionals usually represent educational philoso-
phies that the Follow Through results suggest do
not, and cannot, lead to the development of effective
teaching methods. Por example, the chairman of the
Follow Through National Advisory Committee was
the dean of the Bank Street College of Education,
whosemodel was ineffective in improvin gacademic
achievement or affective measures.

Clearly some professionals with a self-interest
have the power to influence educational policy in a
direction that will not necessarily lead to improved
education. In fact, some social policy analysts assert
that in situations where administrators are strongly
convinced of the effectiveness of a program, it is
likely that an evaluation willbe disregarded. This is
tragically illustrated in California where policy mak-
ers enamored with Whole Language were seem-
ingly incapable of attending to data showin gserious
declines in students’ reading performance, includ-
ing a national assessment on which California stu-
dents placed last. By ignoring outcome data, policy
makers continue to make educational decisions that
negatively impact children. And the most vulner-
able learners are those who are most seriously
harmed.

While all Follow Through models
received budget cuts over the years, the
disbursement of available funds was
not based on effectiveness, but on a
non-competitive continuation basis.
-..Notsurprisingly, funding ineffective
programs atahigherlevel did not make
them effective. -




_ The majority of schools today use
‘methods that are not unlike the Follow
-Through models. that were least

effective (and in some cases were most

. detrimental), ‘

An additional problem is that
policymakers frequently rely on information
that others provide them. Thus their deci-
sions are often based on incomplete and
inaccurate data that reflect not what research
has revealed, but the biases of program ad-
ministrators, and supporters. An Office of
Education document that was read at an ap-
propriations meeting claimed that “when
contrasting all Follow Through children with
their non-Follow Through comparisons...
there emerge large differences in achieve-
ment, motivation, and intense effects” (U. S.
Congress, 1974, p. 2361), a statement leading
senators to believe that the Follow Through
programasa whole was successful and should
be continued. John Evans, OF’s Acting Deputy
Commissioner for Planning, Budgeting, and
Evaluation, explained to Congress that:

..Follow Through is madeup of adifferent set
of alternative ways of approaching alterna-
tive education, different models, different
programs. And the task and central purpose
of that program...is to find out which of those
methods or approaches are more or less effec-
tive. The evaluation evidence we have
compiled indicates just what we would ex-
pect from that kind of experiment: namely,
thatsome of those models and approaches are
very reassuringly effective, and the kinds of
things we would want to see disseminated
and used morebroadly...other models are not

- successful and not effective and not the kinds
of things we would want to carry on or con-
tinue to fund’or support indefinitely (U. S.
Congress, 1974, p. 2360).

This example illustrates how reports and inter-
pretation of results may serve as a source of confu-
sion when decision makers are faced with the task of
determining the fate of a program.

It is acknowledged that policy makers-are more
likely to be influenced by social and political contin-
gencies than by empirical data. However, others

may be expected to pay more heed to the findings of
major research programs-in their field. B
Colleges of Education. Project Follow Through
was unique because it examined not only instruc-
tional programs, but the educational philosophies
from which they were developed. While the Follow
Through models varied greatly in specific differ-
ences, they may generally be considered to repre-
sent one of two general philosophies of education.
The majority of models were based on philosophies
of “natural growth” (Becker and Carnine, 1981) or

- what Bijou (1977) referred to as “unfolding.” Ac-

cording to these models, learning involves changes
in cognitive structures that are believed to develop
and mature in the same manner as biological organs.
Whole Language is an example of instruchon de-
rived from this philosophy. It is based on the belief
that reading develops naturally given sufficient ex-
posure to a print-rich environment.

The second philosophical position is concerned
with principles of learning or “changing behavior”

(Becker and Carnine, 1981). From this perspective,

teaching involves specifying what is to be taught

The history of Follow Through and its

effects constitute a case study of how

the educational establishment

functions. As in other bureaucracies, it

is composed of parochial vested

interests that work to either maintain
- the status quo or, to advance a self-
~ serving agenda.

and arranging the environment in such a way that

the desired change in behavior results.
Although the data from Follow Through support

_the latter position, the majority of colleges of educa-

tion espouse a philosophy of cognitive restructur-
ing. Thus, the data from Follow Through fail to
support the philosophy that dominates colleges of
education. This obviously made it difficult for edu-
cators to accept the Follow Through findings and
they responded by discrediting the evaluation as
well as by voicing specific objections about the Di-
rect Instruction model or questioning the values of
the model. For example, educators are fond of
accusing direct teaching approaches of ignoring the
“whole child” by emphasizing academic achieve-
ment at the expense of affective development. The
Follow Through data clearly show that no such
trade-off occurs. The Direct Instruction model was
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Educators are fond of accusing direct
teaching approaches of ignoring the
“whole child” by emphasizing
academic achievement at the expense
of affective development. The Follow
Through data clearly show that no such
trade-off occurs, The DirectInstruction
model was more effective than any other
model on measures of self-esteem.

more effective than any other model on measures of
self-esteem. A second objection is that this Direct
instruction is reductionistic and results in only rote
- learning of non-essential skills. Yet, the data show
that students in the Direct Instruction model dem-
onstrated superior performance on measures of com-
plex cognitive skills. In contrast, not a single model
that set out to 1mprove these cognitive skills was
able to do so.

Although effective methods may be rejected sim-
ply because of their philosophical underpinnings, it
is possible that they are rejected for more practical
reasons as well. If teachers are to become competent
in the use of effective teaching methods, teacher

Student failure is more likely to be
attributed to deficits within the child
or to external factors such as the child’s
home life, than to ineffective
instruction.

training programs must be restructured and those
who are responsible for teacher training must them-
selves become proficient in those methods. Effec-
tive restructuring will require changes not only in
what is taught, but in how it is taught as well. The
training paradigm underlying most teacher training
programs has little to recommend it, with students
spending the majority of their time listening to lec-
tures about theory and method. Sponsors of Follow
Through models found that lectures about teaching
had little impact upon actual teaching practices.
Training was most successful when it included mod-
eling of the desired behaviors, opportunities for
teachers to practice, and feedback about their per-
formance (Bushell, 1978). Thishas importantimpli-
cations not only for preservice training of teachers,
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but tor how schools provide inservice training. -

Teachers. Probably the biggest obstacle is the fact
that the instructional methods a teacher uses are
most likely to be those taught during his or her own
training. Although it is assumed that teachers have
acquired the skills necessary to teach their students,
in reality teachers are woefully unprepared. For
example there are currently thousands of teachers
in classrooms who do not know how to teach begin-
ning reading, because the professors who “taught”
them adhered to a philosophy of “natural growth.”
One teacher confided to me, “I do not know how to
teachreading to someone who doesn’t already know
how to read”! If our teachers do not, by their own
admission, know how to teach, how will our chil-
dren learn?

Teachers may not seek out empirically vahdated
methods, such as Direct Instruction, because they
fail to recognize that their current methods are not
effective. Student failure is more likely to be attrib-
uted to deficits within the child or to external factors
such as the child’s home life, .than to ineffective
instruction. Furthermore, many teachers are not
even aware that methods exist that would enable
them to be more effective. In many instances, the
only information teachers have about Direct In-
struction is misinformation. And, even if teacher
did know there was a better way to teach, how
would they acquire the necessary skills? Surely not
by returning to the schools where they received
their initial teacher training.

Teachers who are motivated to look for and use
effective methods, often run into opposition. For
example, if Direct Instruction materials have not
been approved for purchase by curriculum commit-
tees, teachers will, in effect, be unable to purchase
those materials. Even if appropriate materials can
be obtained, teachers may be forbidden to use them.
In addition, districts often refuse to provide funds
for teachers to attend Direct Instruction conferences
and training sessions, preferring to send them to
receive information about the most current fads.

School Districts. The fact that effective teaching
methods are available does not mean that they will
be adopted. According to Alan Cohen (personal
communication, 1992), “We know how to teach kids,

Few educational programs are based
on state-of-the-art programming
principles, Worse yet, materials are not
field tested to ensure their effectiveness
with children.




B

“what we don’t know is how to get the public schools

todoit!” Because there are no incentives for adopt-

ing effective methods or penalties for adopting inef- -

fective ones, the choice of instructional programs
willbe made based on other factors, One factor that
determines whether a particular method will be
adopted is how greatly it differs from existing prac-
tices. The best candidates for adoption are those
most similar to ongoing practices, because they are
least disruptive. Stallings and Kaskowitz (1974)
described the behavior of teachers in Direct Instruc-
tion Follow Through classrooms as “quite atypical
of generally practiced classroom behavior” (p. 220).
This decreases the probability of adoption because it
requires so much change.

Parents and others have been led to .
accept that the failure of a great many

- students tolearn is due to deficits in the
children. The general public has no
way of knowing that children’s

‘achievements are largely a function of

- how they are taught.

Financial incentives may also influence adoption
decisions. While funding may provide the induce-
ment to adopt an innovation, monitoring is needed
to ensure its continued implementation. One way
that Follow Through differed from other federally
funded programs was that in exchange for funding,
particular instructional practices were specified and
monitored. This system of supervision resulted in a
higher degree of fidelity of implementation of the
model than might otherwise be expected. However,
schools are generally not organized to provide the
level of supervision that Follow Through model
sponsors found necessary to ensure f1del1ty ofimple-
mentation.

Publishers. Much, perhapsmost, of what ateacher
does is determined by the materials he or she uses.
Yet, those who develop instructional materials typi-
cally do not have the skills required to develop
effective materials. Few educational programs are

-based on state-of-the-art programming principles.

Worse yet, materials are not field tested to ensure
their effectiveness with children. The publishing
industry does not initiate the development of in-
structional materials, but instead reacts to the de-
mands of the educational marketplace. California
provides a good illustration of this dependent rela-
tionship. In California the state adopts an instruc-
tional framework. Criteria for instructional materi-

alsare then derived from the framework. Publishers
are provided these criteria and busily get to work
developing instructional materials that conform to
them. They submit their materials during the text-
bock adoption process and panels evaluate the ex-
tent to which the materials correspond to the speci-
fied criteria. Noticeably absent from these criteria is
any mention of measured effectiveness. Given this

~ process, a program could meet every single criterion

and be recommended for adoption, and not be effec-
tive in teaching a single child! But, field tests are
expensive, and the prevailing contingencies pro-
vide absolutely no incentive for publishers to con-
duct them in order to provide learner verification
data because such data are not considered in text-
book selection and adoption. (See “Why I sued Cali-
fornia, Engelmann, ADI News, Winter, 1991).

The Public. Although the public is not typically
considered part of the educational establishment, it
can be included in this discussion because it sup-
ports education. What the public has supported is a
system which has continued to neglect effective
methods of instruction. Of course, the public’s sup-
port has been innocent because it is generally un-
aware of instructional options and their differential
effectiveness. Parents and others have been led to
accept that the failure of a great many students to
learn is due to deficits in the children. The general
publichasnoway of knowing that children’s achieve-
ments are largely a function of how they are taught
However, this may be changing.

Our educational problems will not be
solved until it is recdgnized that how
well students learn is directly related
to how well they are taught.

Toward the Future

The American public’s dissatisfaction with pub-
lic education is becoming increasingly clear. The
failures of public education have been well publi-
cized. Endless studies and reports call attention to
unportant factors such as improving curricula, in-
creasing teacher salaries, expanding the length of
the school day and/or year, and a variety of other
changes. Although some of these changes may be
necessary, they will not be sufficient to produce the
substantial academic improvement that is possible.
The critical factor that has been historically ignored
is instructional method. Our educational problems
willnotbesolved untilitisrecognized that how well
students learn is directly related to how well they
are taught.
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Is there any evidence thatresearchis beginning to
influence educational policy and practice? Recent
events in California may point to progress in that
direction. The Report of the California Reading
Task Porce (1995) stresses effective teaching and
recommends that every school and district imple-
ment a “reading program that is research based” (p.

3). In February of this year, Assembly Bill 3075

(1996} was introduced in the California State legisla-
ture. This bill would amend the minimum require-
ments for a teaching credential to include satisfac-
tory completion of comprehensive reading instruc-
tion “that isresearch-based” and includes “the study
of direct, systematic, explicit phonics.” In Septem-
ber of 1995, Governor Wilson signed Assembly Bill
170, referred to as the ABC bill, requiring the State
Board of Education to “ensure that the basic instruc-
tional materials that it adopts for mathematics and
reading...are based on the fundamental skills re-
quired by these subjects, including, but not limited
to systematic, explicit phonics, spelling, and basic
computational skills.” It is possible that these docu-
ments offer the promise of hope for the future. I'will
close with the words of Leonardo da Vinci: “Tell me
if anything ever was done.”
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Our Failure To Follow Through

Billy Tashman
Reprinted from New York Newsday, November 15, 1994, with permission

Project Follow Through, America’s longest, cost-
liest and perhaps, most significant study of public
school teaching methods quietly concluded this year.
The good news is that after 26 years, nearly a billion
doliars, and mountains of data, wenow know which
are the most effective instructional tools. The bad
news is that the education world couldn’t care less.

Started in 1968, Follow Through was intended to
help kids, from kindergarten through the third grade,
continue the progress they had made in Head Start.
But the Feds also wanted the find out which instruc-
tional methods delivered the most bang for the
bucks. So they funded 22 vastly different educa-

tional programs in 51 school districts with a dispro- °

portionate number of poor children. Standardized
test results were collected from almost 10,000 Fol-

The good news is that after 26 years,
nearly a billion dollars, and mountains
of data, we now know which are the
most effective instructional tools. The
bad news is that the education world
couldn’t care less.

low Throughchildren, as well as from kids not in the

Follow Through program.

Abt Associates in Cambridge, Mass., a_nalyzed
the numbers, then issued the verdict. W'hen it came
toacademic performance, children who participated
in the Direct Instruction method blew their peers out

of the classroom. More important, later evaluations.

of 1,000 Direct Instruction graduates showed that
they were still ahead of their cohorts in their senior
year of high school.

If something works this well, why aren't public
schools using it? One reason is that Direct Instruc-

“Hom, at first glance, locks dated. Indeed, teachers

who treat their jobs as a cross between stand-up
comedy and the Superbowl halftime show might,
after peeking into a Direct Instruction classroom,

. disappear faster than a spare textbook at the Board

of Ed.

To make matters worse, these methods owe a lot
to the late B. F. Skinner, the Harvard behaviorist
some recklessly called a fascist. That’s unfortunate
and unfair, because Skinner demanded a scientific

approach to classroom instruction, which is lacking
from almost every hot reform idea du jour.

Direct Instruction stresses basic skills, breaking
them down into mini-components. Children learn
to read, for example, by learning the sounds of the
letters before the letter names. They master each
skill before moving onto the next one. Teachers
track each student’s progress on daily charts. They
also track behavior, encouraging good conduct with
praise, while ignoring bad behavior for the most
part. Inshort, if you can’t measure it, you probably
shouldn’t teach it. This kind of micro-management
is almost unheard of in most classrooms.

But Direct Instruction’s most controversial fea-
ture is a script from which teachers conduct lessons.
Picture this: A first-grade teacher, reading from her"
script, makes the “m” sound. The pupils respond in
unison. Afteraword of praise, the teacher, prompted
by her script, tells them to repeat the sound.

This may sound a bit like a “Road to Wellville”
approach to education, but Direct Instruction has
had stunning success at scores of schools. One of the
original sites in the early ‘70s was P.S. 77 in the South
Bronx. After five years, DI “significantly raised the
reading, writing and arithmetic performance and
scores of the participating children,” said one re-
port. Federal budget cuts eventually gutted the
program but, interestingly, P.S 77 old-timers still
cling lovingly to the teaching methods.

It may come as a shock to the layperson, but
school policymakers haven’t adopted Direct Instruc-
tion because they have an aversion to scientific re-
search. Educators throw their weight behind the
latest fad, then refuse to abandon it when it doesn’t
work. In fact, the federal oversight panel for Follow
Through cut the Direct Instruction program even as
it continued other models that were spectacular
flops. Eschewing basic skills, the failed programs
tried to teach kids how to learn on their own, or tried
to raise students” self-esteem (both categories, by
the way, in which Direct Instruction students ex-
celled). In these failed programs, students had even
lower reading and math scores than the control
groups that had no Follow Through program. Yet
these failed programs have spread through America
like fire through dry corn.

Follow Through demenstrated that scientific re-
search and the classroom are still strangers to one
another. Until they join forces, American school-
children will continue to receive a second-class edu-
cation.
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~ Videotapes on the
- Direct Instruction Model

Keynotes from the 1995 Conference—2 hours. Titles and speakers include: Anita Archer, Professor Emeritus,

San Diego State University, speaking on “The Time Is Now” (An overview of key features of DI}; Rob Horner,
Professor, University of Oregon, speaking on “Effective Instruction for All Learners;” Zig Engelmann, Profes-

sor, University of Oregon, speaking on “Truth or Consequences.” e

Price: $25.00

Keynote Presentations from the 1994 20th Anniversary Conference—2 hours. Titles and speakers include:
Jear Osborn, Associate Director for the Center for the Study of Reading, University of Illinois, speaking on
“Direct Instructon: Past, Present & Future;” Sara Tarver, professor, University of Wisconsin-Madison,
speaking on “I have a Dream That Someday We Will Teach All Children;” Zig Engelmann, Professor, Univer-
sity of Oregon, speaking on “So Who Needs Standards?” S '

' Price: $25.00

An Evening of Tribute to Siegfried Engelmann—2.5 hours. On July 26, 1335, 400 of Zig Engelmann’s friends,
admirers, colleagues, and protégés assembled to pay tribute to the “Father of Direct Instruction.” The Tribute
tape features Carl Bereiter, Wes Becker, Barbara Bateman, Cookie Bruner, Doug Carnine, and Jean Osborn~
the pioneers of Direct Instruction-and many other program authors, paying tribute to Zig. _
Price: $25.00

Challenge of the 90’s: Higher-Order thinking—45 minutes, 1990. Overview and rationale for Direct Instruc-
tion strategies. Includes home-video footage and Follow Through.

Price: $10.00 (incluclés copying costs only).

Follow Through: A Bridge to the Future—22 minutes, video, 1992. Direct Instruction Dissemination Center,
Wesley Elementary School in Houston, Texas, demonstrates approach. Principal, Thaddeus Lott, and teach-
ers are interviewed and classroom footage is shown. Created by Houston Independent School District in
collaborative partnership with Project Follow Through. '
' : Price: $10.00 (includes copying costs only).

Where It All Started—45 minutes. Zig teaching kindergarten children for the Engelmann—Béreiter pre-school
in the 60's. “These minority children demonstrate mathematical understanding far beyond normal develop-
mental expectations. This acceleration came through expert teaching from the man who is now regarded as
the “Father of Direct Instruction,” Zig Engelmann. .

Price: $10.00 (includesicopying costs only).

Direct Instruction—black and white, 1 hour, 1978. Overview and rationale for Direct Instruchon compiled by
Haddox for University of Oregon College of Education from footage of Project Follow Through and Eugene
Classrooms,

Price: $10.00 (mcludé'é; copymg costs only).

Corrective Reading: Decoding B1, B2, C—4 hours, 38 minutes + practice ime. Pilot video training tape that
includes an overview of the Corrective Series, placement procedures, training and practice on each part ofa
decoding lesson, information on classroom management / reinforcement and demonstrations of lessons {off-
camera responses). '

Price: $25.00 per tape (include's;f.é:c}ﬁying costs only).

Order from ADI
VISA of Mastercard accepted
Call 1-800-995-2464
ADI, PO Box 10252, Eugene, OR 37440
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Reading Mastéry | — 10 videotapes
Reading Mastery Il — 5 videotapes

NEW! Reading Mastery Il videotape

The first five tapes in both the Level 1 and Level Il series present intensive pre-service
training on basic Direct Instruction teaching techniques and classroom management strategies
used in READING MASTERY and the equivalent lessons in FAST CYCLE. Ratlonale is
| explained. Critical techniques are presented and demonstrated. Participants are led
through and then practice techniques. Classroom teaching demonstrations with students are
i shown. The remaining tapes in each series are designed to be used throughout the school year.
The tapes are divided into segments which present critical teaching techniques for a set of
upcoming lessons. These tapes can serve as a critical part of jn-seryice training.

Level i1} is presented on one videotape with the same high-quality training features as described
above for the first two levels. A training manual is included with each video training package.

Name:

Institution:

Mailing Address:

Telephone; . Fax:

Purchase Price .
set RMI/ FC training tapes 1-10 with guide @ $229.00

—.. Set RMII/ FC training tapes 1-5 with guide @ $129.00
combined package—RM | and II tapes @$299.00

RMIiI training tape and guide @ $30.00
Shlpplng and Handling

shipping costs—$20/one set, $15/each additional set
~Total §

payabie to D.[.T.V,
PO Box 10459

purchase order

ké check or

Eugene, OR 97440
FAX (541) 683-7543

D.I. Training Videos
(541) 485-1163
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ADI MATERIALS PRICE LIST

Theory of Instruction (1991)
by Siegfried Engelmann & Douglas Carnine L
Membership Price: $32.00 ‘ List Price: $40.00 - -

The Surefire Way to Better Spelling (1993)
by Robert C. Dixon . .
Membership Price: $8.75 List Price: $12.00

Teach Your Child to Read in 100 Easy Lessons (1983)
by Siegfried Engelmann, Phyllis Haddox, & Elaine Bruner
Membership Price: $14:95 , List Price: $17.95°

Teacher Monitoring Program (1992) _
by Colin Bird, Elizabeth Fitzgerald, & Margaret Fitzgerald
Membership Price: $15.00 List Price: $15.00

Structuring Classrooms for Academic Success (1983)
by Stan Paine, J. Radicchi, L. Rosellini, L. Deutchman, & C. Darch

Membership Price: $11.00 List Price: $14,00
War Against the Schools’ Academic Child Abuse (1992)
by Siegfried Engelmann

Membership Price: $14.95 . List Price: $17.95

Turning Our School Around: Seven Commonsense
Steps to School improvement (1995)

by Phyllis Anderson Wilken
Membership Price: $15.95 List Price: $19.95
‘ Subiotal
Postage & Handling: If your order is: P&His: =
§0.00 ta $20.99 $4.00
$21.00 to $40.99 §5.50
$41.00 lo $60.99 - §7.00
$61.00 te $80.99 $8.50
$81.00 or more $10.00 P&EH
Outside the continental ULS., add $3 more
ADI Membership Dues
'Check enclosed. [_] (Make checks payable to Association for Direct Instruction.) :
Bill my credit card. ] Circle one: VISA | Mastercard Total S
Number: [ L]0 DILIO OO0O0O OOOO (LS. Funds)
Expiration date: y
' ‘ ‘ ~ Send to:
Signature: ' o ADI
Name {please print): PO Box 10252
Address: Eugene’ OR
= : 97440
You may also phone in your order with VISA or Mastercard.
1-800-995-2464 “
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Recommended Resources

School's Out: The Catastrophe in

Public Education and What We Can Do

About It (1993) by Andrew Nikiforuk.

ISBN: 0-921912-48-X

Price: $19.95 from Macfarlane Walter & Ross
37A Hazelton Avenue
Toronto, CA M5R 2E3

Ask for it at your local bookstore,

If Learning Is So Natural, Why Am I
Going To School? (1994) by Andrew
Nikiforuk.

Price: $16.99 from Penguin

ISBN: 0-14-02.4264-3

Ask for it at your local bookstore.

Beginning to Read: Thinking and
Learning About Print (1990) by Marilyn
Jager Adams (A summary by the Center on
Reading).
Price: $7.50
Mail orders to:  Center for the Study of Reading
University of Illinois
51 Gerty Cr.
Champaign, IL 61820

Becoming a Nation of Readers (1985)
The Report of the Commission on Reading,
Price: $7.50
Mail orders to:  Center for the Study of Reading
University of Illinois
51 Gerty Cr.
Champaign, IL 61820

Direct Instruction Reading (Revised,
1550)
by Douglas Carnine, Jerry Silbert, & Ed
Kameenui.
Price: $40.00
Order from: MacMillan Publishing
1-800-257-5755
ISBN: 0-675-21014-3

Direct Instruction Mathematics (Revised,
1990) by Jerry Silbert, Douglas Carnine, & Marcy
Stein.
Price: $40.00
Order from: MacMillan Publishing
1-800-257-5755
ISBN: 0-675-21208-1

Antisocial Behavior in Schools:
Strategics and Best Practices (1995) by
Hill Walker, Geoff Colvin, & Elizabeth
Ramsey.
Price: $28.70
Order from: Brooks/Cole Publishing Co.
1-408-373-0728 (ext 137)
Fax: 1-408-375-6414
Email:
adrienne_carler@brookscole.com
(Complimentary copies sent for review for
college course. Send request on letterhead.)

Interventions for Achievement and
Behavior Problems (1921) by 74 contributors,
edited by Gary Stoner, Mark Shinn, & Hill
Walker.
Price: $52.00
Order from:
National Association of School Psychologists
8455 Colesville Road, Suite 1000
Silver Spring, MD
ISBN: 0-932955-15-0

Failing Grades (Video) and Annotated
Bibliography (1993) featuring Joe Freedman,
M.D. & Mark Holmes, Ph.D.
Price: $17.95
Order from:  Society for Advancing Research
c/o VICOM Limited
11603-165 Street
Edmonton, Alberta
CANADA T5M 3271

Higher Order Thinking: Designing Curriculum for
Mainstreamed Students (1992) edited by Douglas Carnine
and Edward J, Kameenui.
Price: $24.00 {prepaid orders postage-free)
Order #5199 from:  PRO-ED

8700 Shoal Creek Boulevard

Austin, TX 78758-9965

FAX: 512-451-8542

ISBN 0-89079-557-6




Effective School Practices Non-Profit
ADI Organization
P.O. Box 10252 U.S. Postage
Eugene, OR 97440 PAID
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Eugene, OR

Dear friend:

This is a complimentary copy of our quarterly publication EFFECTIVE SCHOOL
PRACTICES. Thope you find the contents helpful and informative. If you have not
already joined the Association for Direct Instruction, consider joining today.

The mission of the Association for Direct Instruction is to improve education. Cur-
rently, a major obstacle to improved education is old fads that are recycled as “new
reforms,” in spite of their failure in the past. Future ADI publications will define
instruction that represents the state-of-the-art in research-based practices—instruction
that emphasizes thoughtful balance rather than faddish extremes.

Join us! Help counteract faddism in education.
Our membership fee is only $20.00.

With your membership you will receive a subscription to EFFECTIVE SCHOOL
PRACTICES, and discounts on publications and on staff development workshops. We
are also planning a series of monographs on specialized topics. ADI members will
receive free copies of these special ADI monographs at the time of printing,.

Bonnie Grossen,
Editor, Effective School Practices
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