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PREFACE

The involvement of the Syracuse University Protocooperative in
this second phase of the Model Elementary Teacher Education Project
was dependent upon a potentially dangerous unknown. Never before have
public schools, educational industry, governnental educational agencies,
and a unfversity attempted cooperation on so complete and massive a
scale. Acceptance, respect, trust and warmth had to suppiant suspicion,
Jjeal:iusy, and--in some cases--hostility 1f the program was tv be an
honest cooperative effort. Basic to these feelings was the realization
that the initial Model Program had been a product of university
thinking. Perhaps the most indicative fact that underscores the kinds
of understandings reached among Protocooperative members was our
decisfon to call ourselves the Syracuse University Protocooperative.

The production of this document is mute evidence to the fact
that the notion of protocooperation is viable. The stre and
diversity of this interreladionship is revealed in the memvership of
each of the task forces and the belief inherent in each contributor:
Our entire purpose for working together is to improve the education
of every child taught by our graduates. This basic belief motivated
u: whezigll other reasons seemed to fade as the going got rough--as {t
often .

What follows is a working document--the report of the study the
process and products of which are relatively simple. The procedures
used to study the feasibility of the Syracuse Model could be performed
by any group of concarned teacher educators anywhere who wish to look
at the task of implementing a program of teacher education. The seeming
complexity of the report is a function of the Model Program and not the
process used to study that program. A number of very costly,
technologically based methods might have been employed in the stud{
but were not becsuse they would have had very limited generalizability,
We are not claiming that this represents tha best methods of testing the
feasibility of a teacher education program, but we do claim that
application of our procedure is possible within a wide variety of
teacher education institutions, large and smail, OQur choice of
procedure was in large part a reflection of our thinking which strongly
denies the notion that the Model Elementary Teacher Education Project
was meant to henefit only majur universities with a wealth of resources.
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Indeed, the Model Program reflects this bias. We believe teacher
education needs to change, and that change must be as widespread as

possible,

The work of the Protocooperative must not end with this report.
While we have designed a trnacher education program model, of which we
are proud, and have conducted a feasibility study we hope is useful,
our work--{n a very real sense--is meaningful only when the growth of
children is influenced by graduates of the program who bring new
attitudes and skills-into the classroom. The process of implementing
the program will be difficult. In spite of this, the Protocooperative
is committed to moving ahead. Perhaps the words of Samuel Johnson,
written two centuries ago, best reflect our thoughts:

Nothing will ever be attempted if all possible objections
must first be overcome. '

Wilford A. Weber
Project Director

Syracuse University
Syracuse, New York
December, 1969
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ABSTRACT

S

This study examined the financial, human, material, and
organizational feasibility of developing and operating the Syracuse
Model Elementary Teacher Education Program, a refined versfon of -the
program described in the Specifications for a Comprehensive Undergraduate
and Inservice Teacher Edutation %gggggm fo- Elementary Teachers (the
Phase I final report developed at 5)racuse University under contract
with the Office of Education).

The products of the study fnclude critical information needed by
the Syracuse Unfversity Protocooperative (an arganization composed of
four publfc schools, two Title i1l centers, a .ejfonal educational
12boratory, a group of educational futurists, an educational industry,
and the University) and by other teacher education {nstitutions to
realistically consider the feasibility of and alternative strategfes
“ir developing and operating the teacher education program for
viementary school teachers as prescribed by the Syracuse Model,

A mdjor emphasis s on the detailing of costs associated with
implementation of the program as financfal consideratiors are quite
importent. Additional outouts from the study include a refinement of
the Model, descriptions of strategies dealing with varfous aspects of
program implementation, detailed specifications renarding the perscvnnel,
material, and facility requirements of the prograrm, some generalfzations
concerning exnortability of the Model, a simulation which allows potentia)
adopters and adapters to face the problems of implementation, and a
scenarfo which gives one a touch of reality regarding implemantation.

Major conclusions with reaard to several of the more {mportant
aspects of the study are as follows:

1. The refined Model seems reasonsble, acceptable, and
attractive to the members of the Protocooperative and
to the vast majority of teacher educators sampled; the
Hodel's capacity for self-corrections and {ts openness
to change are among its most attractive features.

2. Succussful implementation of the Model Program will
require careful attention to organizational and
managertal detail, program planning, and staff
development. .

vit
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Specifications of the program requirements do not
call for personnel, facilities, or materials which
are unavailable or unobtainable; in this sense,
therefore, the program is feasible.

While at first glance the program costs night seem to
be quite high, examination of operational costs as
separate from developmental costs seems to indicate
that program costs would be reasonable.

Creat thought must go into con.iderations of .
collaborative arrangements among teacher education
institutions and among teacher education consortia
so as to effect savings and expand benefits where
possible; sharing the costs of the production of
basic instructional materials and the utilization of
computer facilities and services, for example, would
spread costs--and resources--over a larger base.

We believe the Model Program to be--in every sense--
feasible; we take the position that the program
requires only time, resources, and resolve--and the
greatest of these may be resolve--to make the program
operational, Further, we believe that graduates of
the program will be better equipped to facilitate the
%rowﬁh of the elementary school children they will
each,

vifd
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CHAPTER 1
OVERVIEW OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY

Introduction

A mcdel for a comprehensive elementary teacher education
program was developed by Sgracuse University in 1968 under contract |
with the Bureau of Research of the United States Office of Education.
The Model--a 550-page blueprint for teacher education--has become
‘known as the Syracuse Model Elementary Teacher Education Program, and
the period during which the Model was developed is referred to as
Phase I of the Teacher Education Project of the Office of Education.
That Model incorporates a number. of major features which would seem
to offer promise for more effective, more relevant elementary teacher
education and, consequently, a better elementary education for
children. The Model is far too complex and lengthy to detail in this
repert, and the serious reader should gxamine the Model as 1t is
described in the Phase I final report.¢ However, a few of the major
features are noted below:

1. Protocooperation among a variety of different segments of
the educational sector including the university, public
schools, governmental educational agencies such as regional
laboratories and Title III centers, and the educational
industries so that maximum resources may be brought to bear
in teacher education.

2. A coordinated school and campus program that draws relevance
and instructional strength from the real world of elementary
education, the talents of experienced school personnel, and
the resources of the university.

1Syracuse University. Specifications for a Comprehensive
Undergraduate and Inservice Teacher Eaucation rogram for Elementar
School Teachers. Unfted States Office of Education. Contract No.
- -8—0'91'8—3'3'13(010) October 31, 1968.

2Copies are available from the Superintendent of Documents,
Government Printing Office, Hashington. . C. 20402 (Order No. FS
5.258:58016).




3. - Jrogram to accommodate the individual strengths, learning
styles, and values of students through a self-paced program
of components that are adaptable to the unique individual
and personality characteristics of the students.

4. Construction of the program around a large number of
flexible, functional instructional modules that incorporate
pre- and post-assessment measures, a variety of instructional
expgr;ences, and remedial experiences for each mcdule as
needed.

5. An information management system designed to monitor program
effectiveness, measure student progress, and provide the
data necessary for continued updating of the program as it
functions in a complex campus and field-based setting that
must respond to rapidly changing educational demands.

This document reports an intensive study which examined the
feasibility of the Model; this was Phase II of the Teacher Education
Project. The first chapter of the report describes the notion of
feasibility as applied during the study. In addition, this chapter
presents a brief overview of the process and products of the study.

Feasibility as Defined in This Study

In the study reported here, the feasibility of the Syracuse
University Model Elementary Teacher Education Program was analyzed in
four different ways. The concept of feasthility was addressed in
terms of financial, human, material, ard organizational dimensions.

Financial Feasibility. In assessing the financial feasibility
of implementing the Syracuse Model, the essential questions asked
were: (1) what is the estimated cost of developing such a program;

(2) what 1s the estimated cost of the program during its initial and
continued operation; (3; what is the estimated cost of putting a
student through the program; and (4) what are the financial priorities
involved in such a program?

Human Feasibility. The second type of feasibility studied was
that of human f2asibility. This involved the examination of such
factors as the availability of persons who possess the skills,
knowledge, and dispositions necessary for functioning in the
instructional, support, and administrative roles called for by the
Model. Of central concern was an exanination of individuals'
readiness to both accept and contribute to the changes implied by
the Model. For development and operation to be successful, large
numbers of people from a variety of institutions must be willing to
coomit time and effort from their professional activities. Finally,
an examination was made of the students who will be the trainees in
the program. Acceptance by students of sweeping innovations in
teacher education, their ability to profit from such experiences, and
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their willingness to devote five years to such an educational venture
are crucial human feasibility issues dealt with in this study.

Material feasibility. The third type of feasibility studied
was that of material feasibility. The study of material feasibility
involved an examination of such factors as the availability of the
instructional materials--both hardware and software, the instructional
technology necessary to support the program, and the facilities .
necessary to house the program. Material feasibility could not be
completely separated from considerations of financial and human
feasibility Yet questions relating to material feasibility were in
some cases substantially different; therefora, it was important to
single them out as a separate issue. For example, various types of
hardware and software necessary for the simulation of classroom
conditions could be hypothetically described, but whether these
hardware and software components would be avajlable at the

appropriate time demanded by the impiementation strategy required
careful scrutiny. That type of issue caused material feasibility to.
be more concerned with the availability of necessary instructional

and program support elements than with the cost of those elements,
although cost considerations did play a role in the selection from
alternatives.

Organizational Feasibility. The fourth ty?e of feasibility
studied was organfzational feasibility. This dealt with the ability
of institutional coalitions composed of public schools, a university,
educational industry, and governmental educational agencies--a
protocooperative--to undertake changes in organizational structure
and function so as to facilitate a program such as the one proposed
by the Syracuse Model. A realistic study of the ability of such
organizations to change was made, and the steps necessary té bring
about such changes are described. Organizational feasibility studied
the readiness of protocooperative organizations to assimilate such a
program into their present structures or to change those structures .
so as to facilitate that assimilation. This study suggests what are
believed to be realistic, workable plans for assessing the readiness .
for and actual implementation of the Syracyse Model, not only by the
Syracuse University Protocooperative, but in other settings as well.
Indeed, the conduct of this study was an effort which tested the
flexibility, the adaptiveness, and the priorities of a
protocooperative engaged in a common task. The products of the

study serve as evidence which supports the notion that the
protocooperative is a viable organizational structure for educating
teachers.

An OQverview of the Feasibility Study

The operational plan of the feasibility study reported here
centers around efight major successive tasks which were undertaken by
the Syracuse Unfversity Protocooperative. . These tasks are briefly
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described in this section of the report; further elaboration
concerning each of the tasks is presented in subsequent chapters.
This information regarding the procedures of the study may be-helpful
to those contemplating adoption or adaption of the Syracuse Model.

Refinemeny of Model. The Syracuse Model provides for
protocooperation among public schools, the university, educational
tndustry, regional laboratories, and goverrmental educational
agencies. In keeping with this prescription, nine such institutions
Joined with Syracuse University as collaborators on Phase II. Since
the Phase I Model was essentially a sroduct of the University, a
first step in testing feasibility was to have representatives from
each of the Protocooperative fnstitutions review all aspects of the
Model so as to assess their proposed involvement given the resources
and constrafnts of their own unique institutfonal situations. With
this review as a basis, representatives revised the Model by drawing
on: (1) their own concepts about teacher education tempered with an
understanding of their own institutional priorities, (2) the
suggestions which came3from the critical review conducted earlier by
qualified consultants,” (3) ideas from the other Phase I models
which were highly compatible with, though not fully explicated in,
the Syracuse Model, and (4) societal projections relevant to
elementary education and the education of teachers in the last
quarter of the twentieth century.

Refinement of the Model involved a great many decisions on
the part of members of the Protocooperative which will ultimately
implement the program. While the revisions made preserve the primary
aspects of the original Syracuse Model, a number of judicious
refinements were made. These are described in Chapter II of this
report. The reader should note that the feasibility study, therefore,
was concerned with that refinement of the Model.

Development of Alfternative Implementation Strategies. Guided
by the refined Model, personnel from the Protncooperative used a
"system approach" to design several alternative long-range strategies
for the development and operation of the program. The strategies
were subjected to careful scrutiny by a variety of specialists. A
master strategy for the development and implementation of the Model
by the Syracuse University Protocooperative was selected from amon
the alternative strategies. The selected strategy (modified somewhat
on the basis of subsequent cost data) and the residual strategies
are described in Chapter III of this report. It is hoped that
potential adopters of the Model would find one of the proposed
strategies of use in their own planning.

3Syracuse University. Specifications for a Comprehensive
Undergraduate and Inservice Teacher Education Program for Elementary
Scnoo! Teachers: Evaluation of Final Report. United States Office of
Education, Contract No. OEC-0-8-0918-3313(010}, December 31, 1968.
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Specifications of Program Requirements. Giving due
consideration to the resources of the Protocooperative as well as
organizational and situational constraints, the specific implementation
and operational requirements for developing and operating the program
accord1n$ to the master strategy were developed. During this sta?e of
the feasibility study, student time was considered to be the critical
resource. The task of specifying the personnel, materials, and.
facilities required by the Model gave prime consideration to
accommodating the student's needs. The specifications (as modified
after cost analysis) which evolved are detailed in Chapter IV. The
specifications formed the basis on which the cost analysis and cost
effectiveness studfes were made.

Analysis of Costs. On the basis of the strategy and
specifications of ImpTementation, cost analysis and cost effectiveness .
data were assembled. During this stage of the study, financial
resources were considered critical. This necessitated a series of
compromises resulting from an examination of the ideal--as specified
by the Model--and the realistic--as dictated by financial and human
constraints. The data which were generated by the cost analysis were
used to lend additional clarity to the implementation plan and the
specifications. The cost analysis and cost effectiveness data are
reported in Chapter V. Potential adopters of the Model should find
these data useful in their own planning.’

txamination of the Exportability of the Model. An intended
product of the feasibility study was an nstrument which would assist
potentfal protocooperative groups or teacher education institutions .
in assessing their own readiness to undertake impleméntation of the
Model. However, after some careful thought about this issue, 1t was
decided that a simulation might better accomplish this goal.
Therefore, efforts regarding exportability focused instead on the _
collection of data about the attractiveness of the Model as perceived
by a wide range of teacher educators from institutions outside of the
S{racuse University Protocooperative. The thinking here was that for
the Model to be exportable, potential adopters and adapters had to
first come to understand the Model and find it attractive. Indeed,
they must see 1t as being more appealing than their existing programs
1f they are to consider adoption. Therefore, the major focus with
regard to exportability has been to inform teacher educators about
the Model and to assess their reactions to the various aspects of the
Model. The description of these procedures and a summary of the
perceptual data collected are presented in Chapter VI. These data
indicate that those teacher educators sampled 1 *this study do find
the Model to be attractive.

Design of the Simulation. A simulation seemcd to offer the
most effective means of making potential adopters of the Syracuse
Model aware of the dynamics involved in implementing the program.

With this in mind, the simulation--a full day in length and involving
approximately twenty participants--was designed to: (1) acquaint a
potentiz1 protocooperative's decision makers with the various features
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of the Model, (2) give those decision makers the experience of working
together as a protocooperative rather than as the representatives of
fndividual institutions, (3) allow them to assess their readiness as
an adopting protocooperative, (4) make them aware of the kinds of
problems they would face in implementation and operation, and (5) let
them examine the ways {n which they might overcome such ?roblems. An
explanation of the procedures used in designing the simulatfon, a
brief description of the simulation, and some comments on {ts usefulness
are presented in Chapter VII. Copies of the simulation are available
from the Syracuse University Protocooperative (School of Education,
Syracuse Unfversity, Syracuse, New York 13210) for those teacher
educatfon fnstitutions wishing to play the simulation.

Determination of Final Specifications. The cost analysis and
cost effectiveness studies provided a basis finalizing the ' "
fmplementation plan and the specifications. The cost data suggested
modifications in Loth the master implementation strategy and the
fnitial specifications. The modified plan is presented in Chapter III;
the modificd specifications are detafiled in Chapter IV; and the
procedures used in producing the final plan and the final specificatiuns
are described in Chapter VIII.

Preparation of the Final Report. The final task of the study
was the preparation of this document, the final report. A very serious
attempt has been made to make this report useful to those who are
considering adoption or adaption of the Syracuse Model, So that those
contemplating adoEtion of the Model might have a better understanding
of the problems they will need to examine, attention has been given to
both the procedures and products of the feasibflfty study. In this,
the first chapter of the final report, brief descri?tions of the
feasibility study procedures are presented. More elaborate descriptions
of the tasks undertaken as well as the output of those tasks are
contained in subsequent chapters.




CHAPTER 11

REFINEMENTS OF THE MODEL

The Model Refinement Task Force

The refinement of the Syracuse Phase I Model was the first task
fn the feasibility study. Members of the Model Refinement Task Force
vere:

Task Force ﬂéader:
Thomas Samph (Syracuse Unfversity)

Task Force Staff:
Robert F. Bickel (Eastern Regional Institute for Education)
Joitn B. Hough (Syracuse Unfversity)
Margaret Z. Lay (Syracuse Unfversity)
Gerald M. Reagan (Syracuse University)

Task Force Consultants:
Catherine 0'C. Barrett (New York State Teachers Assocfation)
John Brandano (Jamesville-Dewitt Central Schools
Susan Brafter (Niskayuna Central School District
Thomas F. Cunmings (Liberal Arts, Syracuse University)
Mary Durkee (Syracuse City School District)
Joy Gregg (Syracuse City School District)
Donald J. Harvey (Canastota Central Schools)
Stephen S. Israel (Niskayuna Central School District)
Gene Kane (Syracuse Unfversity)*
Walt A. LeBaron (System Development Corporation)
Carmella Mantaro (Jamesville-Dewitt Central Schools)
Thomas Miller iSyracuse University)*
Robert Mussey (Syracuse Unfversity)*
Robert E. Newman (Syracuse University)
Luton R. Reed (Educatfonai and Cultural Center Serving

Onondaga and Oswego Countfes)

April Rowland (Syracuse Unfversity)*
Rarbara Schroeder (Syracuse City School District)
Charles Singer (Syracuse Unfversity)*
Emily Weller (Syracuse University)*
Sheila V. Wentworth (Canastota Central Schools)

*Syracuse University Undergraduate Student




The Model Refinement Task

The Phase 1 Mode1.] as developed by Syracuse Unfversity personncl
and their consultants, suggested that the implementations of the Phase I
Model would be best accomplished through the protocooperative efforts of
several different institutions. Since this was the strategy implied in
the Phase I Model, it was belfeved that the most adequate kinds of
analysis, study and refinement of the Model, could be accomplished through
employing thé resources of the many institutions combining to form the
Syracuse University Protocooperative. This included Syracuse Unfversity
personnel, staff members of the Educational Policy Research Center at
Syracuse University, undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in
teacher education programs, first-year teachers who were recent graduates
of teacher educatfon programs, as well as varfous consulta:t . The many
different background experiences and competencies of the pe,sons charged
with the Model Refinement responsibilities enhanced the quality of finputs
which were brought to bear on the refinement of the Phase I Model.

Although the Model Refinement Task Force had certain major
objectives, fts success in achieving those objectives depended in great
measure upon the very notion of protocovperation. The Model Refinement
Task Force was a test of protocooperative interaction. As the many
fnstitutions began the feasibility study by joining to create the Model
Refinemant Task Force, so the growth of the fledgling Syracuse Unfversity
Protocooperative began to be strengthened.

Numerous and as complex as the objectives were, the Model
Rafinement Task Force set out to accomplish six tasks:

1. Resfew the other efght models developed in Phase I and 2
the evaluation of the final report of the Syracuse Model,

2. Analyze.and, where necessar{. refine the cssumptions as
stated in the original Model.

3. Assess the original Model in terms of internal consistency
among the instructional components, modules, and aspects
of the support systems.

o ‘gyr::usedu?ivers:ty.T Specifications ggg,g_c rehens{ve
ndergraduate and Inservice Teacher Education Program gor Elementar
gchooﬁ Yeachers. United States Office of Education, tontract Wo.
DEC-0-8-09718-3313(010), October 31, 1968.
2
yracuse University. Specifications for a Comprehensive
: Fducat!

nderqraduate end Inservice Teacher lon Program for Elementa
gEﬁ % Yeachers: Evaluation of final Report. United states Office of
Educat

cation, contract No, OFC-0-8-D91B- 0), December 31, 1968.




4. Thoroughly critique and modify, as deemed necessary, the
assumptions underlying the Model as well as the specific
fnstructional components, modules, and aspects of the
support systems proposed in the original Model in order
to determine their phenomenological realfty as perceived
by:

a. Students enrollad in teacher education programs.

b. First-year teachers. . ,

¢. Members of the Syracuse University Protococperative,

5. Analyze the assumptions and specifics as well as the
situational reality and reasonableness or "validity" of
the original Model in terms of the nature of society in
the latter half of the 1970's,

6. Determine the acceptability of the Model in terms of
the Protocooperative Organization which will ultimately
be responsible for the development and implementation of
the refined Model.

In addition to achieving the above tasks, the Model Refinement
Task Force raised and discussed sfignificant questions which resulted in
alterations of the original Model. Such questions considered:

1. The appropriateness and adequacy of each of the varying
program components.

2, The agpropriateness and adequacy of the support systems
as related to the total proyram.

3. The very different competencies and new roles required
of the campus and field personnel.

4. The benefits accrued by each menber of the Protocooperative.

5. The nature of operational relationships among membs *s of
the Protocooperative,

6. The nature of operational relationships within the
fnstitutional framework of the Protocooperative.

The final outcome resulting from the research and analysis of the
task force 1s a refined model. The refined Model 1s percefved as a
realistic program by education students, beginning teachers, and
experienced teachers, s perceived as contextuallg realistic and
acceptable to members of the Syracuse University Protocooperative, and
is perceived as consistent with the future projections of teacher
educatfon and its socfetal context {n the late 1870's. As a reasonable,
realistic, coherent model, the refined Model has served as the Model,
the feasibility of which is the subject of the remainder of this study.
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To rewrfte and republish a refined Phase I Model bused on the work
of the Model Refinement Task Force is {mpractical. Such fs not the task
of, nor the purpose for, the feasibility study. What follows. are
explanations of the revisions distilled from the products of the Model
Refinement personnzl. The expianations wiil proceed in four sections:

1. Modifications to the Assumptions of the Model.

2, Additions to Program Components and Program Support System
Descriptions,

3, Modifications to Program Components and Program Support
System Descriptions.

4. Suggested Modifications to Be Studied by Empirical Testing
During Development and Implemantation Phase.

The additions and modifications should be viewed by potential
adopters and adapters as tentative; that is, the revised Model document
sti11 represents an inftfal stage in the development of a madel program,
Thus, it s a planning document. As a planning document, no part of it
fs conceived to be unchangeable. The refined Model constitutes the Mode)
today, intended as a point of departure for the eventual development of
a teacher education program with one singie given: No part of the
program {s sacred except the assumption that nc nart of the program {s
unchangeable, The processes and products of ¢ :age will vary greatly in
the years ahead; {f the ?rogram becomes ri?id in any way, this single
given will have been violated and the Model as an entity unto {tself
will cease to exist.

In this chapter the following distinctions should be reccanized:

1. "Additions to the Model" reprcsent new text that has been
added to the original text of the Model Program.

2. "Modifications to the Mode!" represent deletions and/or
deletions and additions to the original text of the
Model Program,

3. "Suggested Modifications to 8e Studied" represent the

dispositions of suggested revisions that call for program
to test elements once the program is operational,

Modifications to the Basic Underlying Assumptions of the Syracuse Mode)

An examination of the assumptions underlying the structure of the
Model revealed there were assumptions implicit within the Model that
were nnt explicitly stated. There were also cases where two or more
assumptions were included under the rhetoric of one of the dbasic
underlying assumptions. In additfon, the Educational Policy Research
Center at Syracuse Unfversity had produced several documents that were
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useful in relating the underlying assumptions of the Syracuse Model %o
the projected nature of teacher euucation in the future., The revised
assumptions that follow reflect these three kinds of fnput,

Assumption One. It {s assumed that the present rate of social
change will continue and perhaps increase. This change will certainly
include modifications in educational processes and will 1likely lead to
a need for different attitudes, competencies, and roles for those
engaged in the educative process. SThis reflects a modification in
Underlying Assumpticn One, page 1.)

Assumption Two. Although continued change {s assumed, many
specific changes which will occur cannot be predicted. Therefore, we
assume that a major need in all educatfon is to equip people to manage
or to cope with change. (This reflects a revision in Underlying
Assumption Two, page 2.)

Assumption Three. We assume that teacher competence and attftudes
wi1l be redefined as future socfal and/or educational conditions warrant.
Thus the competent teacher will be one who develops the capacity for
self-education as the demands upon him become modified. (This reflects
a revisfon in Underlying Assumption Two, page 2.)

Assumption Four. Although the role of the teacher and the school
in which he teaches may become radically modified, we assume that there
will be growing need for teachers who are more than technicians, In
adiition to being technically competent, teachers must be both humane
and skil1ful in the process of bringing about change within educatfive
agencies. Thus we are tssuming that although educative institutions of
the future may differ markedly from those which we know at present,
teachers will have an increasing degree of decision-making authority,

We hold that this Model Program should seek to help teachers recognize

and use this authority in a responsible manner that assumes accountability

gor their ?e;isions. (This reflects a revision in Underlying Assumption
ne, page 1. .

‘Assumption Five. We assume that educatfon does and will continue
to occur Tn a variety of {nstitutions and agencias; e.y., the family,
mass media, church, industry, and peer groups. Although we cannot
predict with accuracy the relative strengths of the varfous educative
agencies in the future, we do assume that there will continue to be
fnstitutional schooling in some form. We further assume that the content

3Page numbers in this section refer to pages in the Phase 1 final
report, Specifications for a Comprehensive Undergraduate and Inservice
Teacher Education Frogram for Elementary Teachers. Since the page
nurbers are the same in both the edltions printed by Syracuse University
ang by the Government Printing Office, efther edition may be used as a
reference.
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of this institutional schooling will sometimes be reinforced and other
times be in conflict with the educative goals and means of other
agencies. Therefore, we assume that a model program should prepare
teachers to work in institutionalized educative agenzies and other
groups and institutions as well. (This reflects a revisicn in
Underlying Assumption Two, page 2.)

Assumption Six. Because we cannot educate a teacher with.fully .
developed competence to teach in institutionalized educative agencies
which have not yet been developed, we assume that a major task in the
program 1s to provide experiences which will enhance the teacher's
capacity for self-education in the future. We further assume that thase
experiences will include dye attention to all aspects of the educative
process which includes theoretical and practical, empirical and
normative, humanistic, and the technological. (This reflects a revision
in Underlying Assumption Five, page 3.)

Assumption Seven. Because we reccgnize that a "good" program at
one poirt in time may at another pnint in time constitute a "crime against
humanity," we assume that any adequate modei of teacher qnenaration must
be modifiable as evidence demands or as socio-educational conditions
warrant. (This reflects a revision in Underlying Assumption One, page 1.)

Assurrgtion_gi_gh_g_. We assume that an {ntent-action-feedback model
is essential to ?rogram modifiabtlitg and {1s thus to be utilized in the
program and by all participants. ‘éT is reflects a revision in

Underlying Assumption Three, page 2.

Assum%tion Nine. We are convinced of the nved for self-directed
teachers, and we hold that this requires a recognition of individual
differences of students. To assume that 1t is desirable for each student
to go through the same educational experiences would be to deny these
differences. Thus, this Model Program {s designed to provide for
di fferential pregress of students. Among the individual differences of
students assumed here are learning styles, learning rates, and what a
studert considers important to learn. We further assume that a program
and its professfonal staff must recognize and respond to these syudent
differences 1f 1t {s to foster and develop self-directed and self-renewing
teachers. (This reflects a revision in Underlying Assumption Five,

page 3.)

Assumption Yen. At this state in the development uf teacher
education, %Lere are many diverse views regarding what form a teacher
education program should take. Empirica) evidence is not overwhelmingly
in favor of any one of these views. Hence, this Model was created to
include elements from many diverse views. Our goal has not been
eclecticism but the creation of an atmosphere of open dialogue in which
hypotheses generated from many views can be tested. Throughout the
description of the Model, the term pluralism is used to indicate our
intellectual debt to this vartety of sources. (This reflects a revision
in Underlying Assumption Five, page 3.)
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Assumption Eleven. Although we endorse elements from many
diverse points of view, we assume that a self-directed program and
self-renewing teachers are goals that will be shared by adopters of this
Model Program. B8ut, although we assume shared goals, we alsc hold to a
nosftion of pluralism with regard to means; f.e., we do not assume that
a particular goal demands a particular means. Thus we assume that any
ane of a number of means may be used to reach a particular goal.
Although we assume a pluralism of means, we do not assume acceptability
of any means. Some means would be rejected because they are incompatible
with normative considerations; e.g., we would not advocate the use of
any means which would degrade students or professional staff or constitute
an involuntary fnvasfon of thefr privacy. (This reflects a revisfon in
Underlying Assumption One, page 1.)

Assumption Twelve. We assume that curriculum and instructional
development in teacher preparation programs should go beyond the
conventional modification of courses and credit hours and should
(a) include attention to factors which would facilitate development of
materials, programs, and organizational structures, (b) guarantee and
moni tor program evaluation, (c) afd in implementation, and (d) monitor
and su?port students in the process of going through the program. Thus
central to this Model Program are support systems such as those described
in this document. {This reflects a revision in Underlying Assumption
Three, page 2.)

Assumption Thirteen. We assume that the preparation of teachers
should be TncreasingTy a joint endeavor involving a variety of
professional and lay groups. For example, we assume that such
fnstitutions as universities, public schools, industries, regional
educational agencies, student groups, parent and lay public groups
should be in some way involved in the planning, implementation, and
ongoing evaluation of teacher education programs. (This reflects a
revision in Underlying Assumption Six, page 4.)

Assumption Fourteen. We assunse that tue Model Program described
fn this document will Operate nost effectively in the context of
protocooperation. (Protocooperatinn rofers to a condition in which two
or more organisms in interaction mutuaily benefit from nonobligatory
relationships. When the orginisms are not in interaction, no harm
accrues to any of the organisms. In this case, organisms refer to both
institutions and peOple.g We assume the continued existence and
interaction of a varfety of groups and agencies concerned with the
education of teachers. We further assume that the optimum functioning
of this Mode! Program is ultimately dependent upon the quality of
interaction implied by the concept of protocooperation. We recognize
that protocouperation as described in this report is not a precondition
for implémentation. 't is an ideal toward which adopters of this Model
should strive. (This refiects a revisfon in Underlying Assumption Six,

page 4.)
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Assumption Fifteen. We assume that as this program {s
implemented and operated, students and professional staff will
partfcipate in planning and evaluation and will have available to them
adequate grievance procedures. We further assume that each participant
will execute his function in such a way as to facilitate the purposes
of the program and the self-fulfillment of both students and
professional staff. Within this context we recognize that members of
the Protococperative do have, in certain cases, primary responsibility
to their unique constituencies; for example, the public schools to
their4pgpi!s. {This reflects a revision in Underlying Assumption Six,
page 4.

Assumption Sixteen. Although a major purpose of this Model
fs the fnitial preparation of elementary school teachers, that purpose
can be served best when the invalved professional personnel are
adequately prepared. Thus we assume that it will be necessary to
develop an fnservice education program for the unfversity-based and
public school-based professional personnel. It §s further assumed
that this inservice educaticn, although fncidental to the major
purposes of the Hodal Program, will be of substantial bensfit to all
groups involved. (This reflects a revision in Underlying Assumption
Four, page 3.)

Assumption Seventeen. We assume that all students will be
admitted to the program on the basis of expecfation of student success.
We further assume that over time refined procedures and increased
faculty accountabflity will ensure a greater probability of success
for students of diverse talents and dispositions. We would further
assume that, in the evolution of the program when continuing
evaluation of the students' progress indicates the 1ikelihood that
the expactation of success has been replaced by an expectation of
failure, adequato provisfons will be made to handle such expectations.
Thus while we assume that all students should be admitted to the
program with the expectation that they will succeed, we do not assume
that all students will in fact succeed. Thus we assume that a program
of the type described in this report may not be the most effective
program for all students who wish to become teachers. We further
assume that all students who wish to become teachers may not have
the capabflifties and dispositions needed. (This reflects a revisfon
fn Underlying Assumption Four, page 3.)

Assumption Eighteen. We assume that all aspects of this Model
require a faculty of fiex{ble and competent people. Moreover
crucfal to the implementation of certain aspects of this Hodef Program
s the assumption that some experiences require on the part of some
members of the professional staff competencies that are not typically
found in teacher education faculties. We assume, therefore, the
necessity of recruitment and the continuing inservice educatfon of
members of the professional staff who would implement and operate
this program. (This reflects a revisfon fn Underlying Assumption
Four, page 1.)
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Additions to Program Components and Program Support System Descriptions

1.

4.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 1, 1{ne 13: "...program

in his fnstitution. Elementary Education, as defined in this Model,
involves pre-sfhool through eighth grades. If the Model does not
seem to be...."

The task force felt the Model should make specific what years
"elementary educatfon" implted. The dectsion was to include the
preparation of teachers for pre-school, primary, intermediate,
and middle school education under the rhaetoric of elementary
educatton.

The addition occurs as a new paragraph on page 5, following line 7:
"At any time during the first two years of the proygram. students

may elect to tutor pupiis in protocooperative, public suhool
settings. This is viewed as a voluntary expsrience undertaken

by the fndividual 1n accordance with nis goals. It s not nacessary
for him to formally commit himself to teaching sv that he may tutor
pupils. Tutoring during the Freshman and Sophomore years fs an
option exercised by him with advisement from his counselor-advisor."

The task torce felt that students in the program should be able
to experience personal contacts with children prior to
pre-professional-year tutorfals. This revision is the {irst of
several ravigions that clearly Indicate where students may, upon
their own chofce, exercise an option to tutor puptls in pudlic
school settings from their Freshman year through their Resident
year,

The addition cccurs as an insert on page 5, 1tne 9: "...provide
t?e]student with a formal pre-professional introduction to the
field...."

The addition of the word "forma)" serves to highlight the fact that
students may elect to do faformal activities during their
pre-professional year--tutoring, for example.

The addition occurs as a new paragraph on page 7, following 1ine 16:

"There are, then, three types of field centers {Tutortal and
Micro-teaching Centers, Teaching Centers, and Resident Centers)
that serve 4 varfety of program tunctions. ODepending upon the
nature of the pudblfic school system fn which these centers are
located, it would be possible for the three centers to be contafned
within one dbuilding. Or, for example, the three centers cculd bde
spread over six publfc school buildings, one church, and two
nefghborhood ¢hild day-care centers.”

The task force felt the Model should indicate that the three ffeld
centers need not be contained within three distinct physical
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9.

structures. Their locatfon would depend upon the facilities of the
public school systems and the community within which the Model 1is
to operate.

. The additfon occurs as an {insert on page 7, l1ines 17 and 18:

"...of formal professional study and practice based on a foundation
of liberal studies. The three years of formal professional ctudy
and practice are designed...."

The reasoning here is similar to that expressed in the third
revision. The task force felt that the formal professional
activities should be distinguished from those activities which are
by nature informal but still professional.

The addition occurs 2as an fnsert on page 8, line 22: "...directed
teachers (product}. A fourth function of this system is to enhgage
in follow-up assessments of program graduates as a further measure
of programleffectiveness. Finally, 1t is a function of this
system....'

Follow-up assessment of program effectiveness was not explicitly
stated as part of the data feeding irnto the Information and
Evaluation Support System. The task force felt these data to be
valuable inputs to the program evaluation procedure; and 1t was
therefore included as a revision to the Modg].

. The addition occurs as an {insert on ﬂage 19, line 12: "...two years

are devoted to 1iberal studies and the tutoring of pupils if the
student decides to exercise this option. The Junfor year begins....*

This revision emphasizes agafn the daesire of the task force to
extend a voluntary tutoring experience into the Freshman and
Sophomore years. Exercise of this o?tion by the student {s
consistent with the programmatic goal of enabling a student to
become a self-directed decision maker.

The addition occurs as an insert to Figure 1.2, page 20; The thin
rectangle, Self-Directed Component, should extend the entire length
of the Overview and the words "Voluntary Tutorfal Experiences”
should be added above the extended Self-Divected Comperent in the
Freshman and Sophomore years.

This corrects the Overview of the Model so as to keep this symbolic
representation consistent with revisfons 2. 3, and 7.

The addition occurs as two additions to the 11st of promising {deas
in teacher education on page 29, line 14: "individualized
{astruction” and "{ndependent study."

The task force felt that even though several of the fdeas 1isted
were examples of individualized tnstruction and {ndependent study,
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10.

n.

12.

13.

the terms should be added to the 1ist because they are inclusive
of fdeas not enumerated.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 35, 1ine 19: "...the

Junfor year). ODuring the Freshman and Sophomore years the student

fs offered the opportunity to tutor children. As has been

previously stated, these informal tutoring experiences are

:glunt?ry Eecause of the student's conmitment to the study of the
beral arts."

This revision {s consistent with the revised tutoring experiences
nentfoned in revisfons 2, 3, 7, and 8.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 37, 1ine 34:

", ..objectives of the module. The pre and post measures of
performance will be sqecifically designed around the unique
features of each module and will provide a pathway for individual
student feedback into the Information and Evaluation Support
System. On the basis of pre-test performance, a student...."

The task force specified that each pre and post test should be
written to assess the particular activities of each module. At
another point the task force also specified that each individual
student should be accounted for in the Information and

Evaluation Support System. While these two points were contained
in the Nodel, 1t §s evident from the task force's recommendations
that they were not sufficiently emphasized. This revision remedies
that situation.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 46, line 1: "...the
first formal field contact and the first, for some Students, of
the cooperative instructional...."”

This revisfon emphasizes that the tutoring specified in the Junior
year is Tormal; that is, tutoring experiences are required of the
student during the pre-?rofessicnal modules. If a student has
chosen not to tutor children in his Freshman and/or Sophomore
year, then the Junfor Pre-Professional year {s his first "formal
field contact.”

The addition occurs as an insert on page 46, 1ine 15: "...students
fn thefr tutorial relationships with the pupils. In addition,

the clinical teacher$ will work closely with the students
explaining to them the function of and roles played by the variety
of personnal found in a public school. The explanation would
encompass adhinistrative, fnstructional, and para-professional

positions. These ¢linfcal....”

The task force indicated that the Model neglected to formally
expose students to the responsibilities of the myrfad of personnel
one can find in a public school. To help eliminate this potential
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14.

15.

16.

17.

problem and to provide students with teachers' opinions of what
these responsibilities are, this revision was made.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 48, 1ine 17:
“...participation in student-faculty forums, enabling seminars,
participation in the writing of...."

Student-faculty forums are a new element added to the Self-Directed
Component. The student members of the task force recommended that
some manner of student and faculty confrontation be formally

provided by the program. The essentfal point concerning the vorum

is that it is not a regulariy occurring function of the Self-Directed
Component. Rather, it 1s a programmatic element that becomes
operational only when requested by either a faculty member of a
student. The forum's function is to serve as a legitimate stage

for airing feelings that either of the players feel must be aired.
The issues discussed in the forum will become part of the Information
and Evaluation Support System through student conferences with their
counselor-advisors. '

The additfon occurs as an insert on page 54, line 44: *,,.year.
In addition to continuing the student-faculty forum, it is the
responsibility of the Self-Directed Component...."

This revision continues the forum into the professional year,
keeping the Model consistent in this regard,

The addition occurs as an insert on page 62, 1ine 30: "...preceding
his Resident year of teaching. Students, then, have the latitude

to become specialists 1n any area they desire. In review, this
could include the more traditional areas such as reading cpecialist
to specialization in marine biology to specialization in
pre-Columbian Indian culture of the Eastern United States. It might
even be that a student could decide to specialize as a generalist."

The task force emphasized that the uniqueness of specialization in
the Model was not sufficiently clear. This revision emphasizes the
possible range of specialization available to the seif-directed
student,

The addition occurs us an insert on page 63, line 10: ",..obtain
provisional certification in most states. Those students who elect
to graduate from the university at the end of their Senior year
have the following option open to them. They are permitted to take
as many of the Resident-year Social and Cultural Foundation Modules
as 1s possible for them to do. It would be best for them to go
through all the modules but realistic time constraints imposed by
the Professional-year activities might make this unfeasible.".

The task force recommended that the Recident-year modules in the
Social and Cultural Foundations Component be made available to
Senfor students contemplating graduatfon. This program is, or
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

course, flexible enough to accorplish this, recognizing the very
real time constraints of the Professional year. The revision was
added merely to underscore this point.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 63, 1ine 37: "...choice
for an entire school year. The student, with the aid of his
counselor-advisor, would explore the curriculum, specialization
projects, economic setting, and other data peculiar to each
Resident Center before committing himself to one for the entire
year. At that Resident Center, the student...."

This revision includes a dual recommendation of the task force.
They felt that a student should have the choice of the particular
Resident Center in which he tavght. This was implicit in the
Model. Secondly, the -task force recommended that the student
become very familiar with all Resident Centers before committing
himself to one. In this way, his choice would be made on the
basis of reasonable evidence, and he would be aware of each
Center's operations and be better able to decide which would
provide the kinds of opportunities and experiences he desired.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 63, 1ine 40: "...or
classroom in which each would be paid half a salary). The students
may elect to change partners within a Resident Center during their
year of Resident-year teaching. It would even be possible to
change partners between Resident Centers given that the charge
would not be harmful to the pupils.

The task force felt the description of fifth-year experiences
with regard to the partnership teaching appeared to be too rigid.

“This revision underscores the implicit flexibility of the

Resident-year experience.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 102, line 33:
"3, Beginning formal teaching phase."

This revision emphasizes that the students may have tutored earlier
in the program, thereby having an informal tzaching experiencea.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 102, line 39:
"4, Advanced formal teaching phase."

'The revision again emphasizes the difference between the formal

teaching experiences stipulated in the modules and the informal
teaching experiences voluntarily engaged in by the student during
his Freshman and Sophomore years.

The addition occurs as an added prerequisite to TTP-5, page 239,
1ine 2: "I. Prerequisites: Completion of TTP-1, CD-1, CM-Q."

The Curriculum Methods module number 4, Behavioral Statement of
Objectives, should logfcally precéde Teaching Theory and Practice
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23.

24,

25,

26.

27.

module number 5, Classes of Educational Objectives. This was the
only revised prerequisite specified by the task force. (he task
force realized that additional prerequisites would only serve to
create greater inflexibility within the program, thereby nullifying
the self-paced aspect of a student's path through the modules.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 256, line 2:
"I. Prerequisites: HNone. Concurrent with CM-13."

The task force felt that students should have an understanding of
elementary statistics (TTP-10) as a basis for interpreting .
standardized achievement tests (CM-13, page 148). Again the task
force kept additional concurrencies at a minimum realizing their
rigidifying effect on the freedom of student movement through the
program, :

The addition occurs as an insert on page 294, following 1ine 22:

"C. Discriminate the various feeling states exhibited by himself
and his pupils, and note the effect of these feeling states upon the
social-emotional climate of the classroom."

The task force wished to amplify the notion of "feeling states" as
mentioned both in the remarks made by the critics who evaluated the
Model and on page 54 of the Model Program. The Professional
Sensitivity Training Component was recommenjed as the most logical
place to expand upon the notion of feeling states.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 294, following line 27:
"C. Describe 1n writing how in several instances feeling states
both inhibited and racilitated a given segment of classroom
interaction using himself as referent in at leact one case and a
pupil as referent in at least one case."

The revision follows the same reasoning as in the previous revision.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 303, line 35: "...Amidon
and Flanders would be appropriate for the second. Also worthy of.
acquaintance as a style of interaction analysis is Charles Galloway's
"Nonverbal Communication in Teaching" found in Teaching: Vantage
Points for Study by Hyman."

The analysis of nonverbal classroom communication patterns has
recently become better known and accepted because of Galloway's work
in this area. The task force recomnended that the ability to perform
this type of analysis be a specified requirement of the student at

an appropriate place in the Model Program. The Professional
Sensitivity Training Module, "Teacher Role, Behavior, and Style,"
seemed the most appropriate module in which to give tnis emphasis.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 320, 1ine 46:
"...foundations modules. Crucial to these applications are techniques
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of investigation usually relegated to the disciplines of sociology
and anthropology. This would include such techniques as participant
observation, field studies, and sociometry."

The task force felt that the Mcdel was too narrow in describing the
scope of research methodology in this section. The above revision
incorporates their suggestion to include techniques of data
gathering sharcd by other disciplines of the social sciences and
makes explicit specific techniques described in Module Group One

of the Social and Cultural Foundations Component.

28. The addition occurs as a new paragraph on page 410, preceding the
formal introductory paragraph beginning on line 5:
"Self-directedness is a basic characteristic of the Model and as
such infuses all student decision-making choices with a special
character. This vital aspect begins in the Freshman year with the
choices concerning informal tutoring, the liberal education
component, and his traditional 1iberal arts course selection.
There are, however, certain procedures in which a student's
self-direction can be facilitated, and these are crucial to his
development into a fully self-directed person. These facilitative
procedures become critical as the student nears the time at which
he must select a spectalization ard must necessarily reflect upon
the process of his own education to refine his goals as a teacher
of children. Such procedures are best formalized as a
Self-Directed Component."

A major question raised by the task force concerned the ambiguity
of self-directedness as both a concept threading through the
five-year Model and as a formal component in the program. This
revistion, as an introductory paragraph to the component, resolves
the ambiquity.

~29. The addition occurs as an insert on page 410, line 11: "...parts
of the Professional Sensitivity Training Component. as we}l as the
voluntary informal tutoring experience, provide a.

This revision clarifies the informal tutoring experience as having
a self-directed dimension to it thereby establishing it as an
informal part of the student's self-directed experiences.

30. The addition occurs as an insert on page 411, 1ine 30: "...a
critically analyzed understanding of modern practices. Given
these ideals, an underlying assumption is that a mechanism should
be provided for students and faculty to confront each other with
comments concerning both the program's educational process and
the student's personal educational process. The commentary would
provide data to be fed into the Information and Evaluation Support
System giving students, particularly. direct leverage to affect
their own education. This..
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31.

32.

33.

In reviewing the legitimate means by which students could influence
the direction of their teacher education program, the task force

felt there was too 1ittle opportunity for expressicn of their
feelings as a power group. They recommended that a procedure be
explicated in the Self-Directed Component that would enable students
to exercise their power legitimately and meaningfully. The rationale
was that the provision of legitimate and meaningful means will ensure
their usage before i1legitimate means are invoked.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 416, 1ine 41: "During his
Freshma,n and Sophomore years, the student interested in investigating
a teaching career may contact an advisor from the Facilitation Center,
who may well be another student, and enroll in an informal tutorial
program. Students will, however, formally enter the Model Program

at the start of the Junior...."

The revision merely expands on the informal natire of the voluntary
tutoring experience. It also mantions that some advisors in the
Facilitation Center might well be student advisors. The Center
could easily be home for a variety of programs conceived, organized,
and operated by students.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 417, line 22: "...the
Se;f]Direct?d Component which formally begins upon completion of
Module PST-1."

Agafin, the revision underscores the fact that the Self-Directed
Component begins informally in the Freshman and Sophomore years
with the voluntary tutoring experience.

The addition occurs as an insert on page 419 and follows 1ine 29:
"Student-Faculty Forum. In a program and component that encourages
students to question the nature of their own education, a method of
making their suggestions directly known to their teachers must be
provided. Likewise, a teacher whose teaching is expected to
reflect the self-directedness of that teacher's personal learning
should be able to confront his students with questions he feels are
necessary to mention. The Student-Faculty Forum 1s the structure
that will allow this interchange.

While it is a part of the Self-Directed Component, the Forum may

be called by either faculty or students to discuss any fssue
regardless of what that issue concerns in the program. The Forum

is not intended to be a regularly occurring function but rather

may be called at any time by any person, student, or faculty.

It would then be up to the students to get their impressions into
the evaluation network by interaction with their counseling-advisors
who would feed studerit opinions, criticisms, and suggestions into
the Information and Evaluation Support System,

In structuring the organization of the Forum in this manner, students
and facuity have a mutual and legitimate path of grievance
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remediation open to them. 1t could be that the need to use the
Forum never would arise. The student newspaper and counseling
relationships might achieve the same end. Should the need for
such a structure arise, however, the Forum is readily made
operational.

The distinction between the Forum and the Enabling Seminars must
be emphasized: Enabling Seminars focus upon curricular questions
while the Forum focuses upon the resolution of student-faculty
grievances and/or the integration of student-faculty support
behind a particular issue or cause.”

This revision expands and clarifies the methods by which students
and faculty may face each other in advancing toward particular
oals. The suggestions made in a previously stated revision

No. 30) are made specific.

34. The addition occurs as an insert on page 420, 1ine 9: "...of
study {or specfalfzation) related to his central aims in teaching.
It could well be that a student might decide to specialize as a
generalist as his central aim in teaching."

The revision merely adds further clarification to the nature of
specialization in the Mudel and emphasizes the possibility of
specialization as a generalist.

35. The additi~n occurs as an insert on page 420, 1ine 35:
", ..enabl{s  seminers and the Student-Faculty forums will be
coordinatce and facilitated by a Facilitation...."

The revision clarifies the location of the Forums.

36. The addition occurs as an fnsert following 1ine 36, page 430:
"11. Working directly with students and faculty to organize
Student-Faculty Forums and insuring feedback to the Information
gnd Evaluation Support System Director as to the results of the

orums."

The direct responsibility for organizing the Forums would lie
with the students, faculty, and/or counseling-advisors. The
Director of the Facilitation Center should insure the smooth
cperation of the Forum organization, and this revision clearly
makes that operation one of his responsibilities.

37. The addition occurs as an insert on page 483, line 6: "...from its
applicants. Other information is collected from graduates of the
program regarding their impressions of how well their preparation
suited them...."

The revision expands on revision No. 6 and specifically states
follow-up assessment as part of the Information and Evaluation

23




Support System. This is in line with the task force recommendation
in this regard.

Modifications to Program Components and Program Support System

Nescriptions

1.

Modify page 36, line 8, to read: "...professional and Resident
years, (2? to provide more opportunities to...."

The revision makes this section of the Model consistent with the
added tutoring experiences of the Freshman and Sophomore years.

A purpose of the Pre-Professional year is to give the student more
opportunities to tutor given the fact that some students have
already engaged in a tutorial relationship.

Modify page 89, lines 14 and 15, to read: '"The student will be
expesed to methods and materials as early as the Freshman year in
the informal tutorial experiences although modular instruction
formally introducing them to methods and materials occurs in the
Pre-Professional year; however, the heaviest emphasis will be
during....”

This revision clarifies the introducticn to the Methods and
Curriculum Component with respect to the infprmal tutorial
experiences.

. Modify page 148, line 2, to read: "I. Prerequisites: Completion

of Module CM-10, simultaneous with...."

The revision corrects an error in the writing of the Model.

. Modify page 151, line 4, to read: "...Modules {M-11 through CM-13

and CM-15 through CM-16. Concurrent...." ‘

The revision corrects an error in the writing of the Model,

. Modify page 148, starting at line 2, to read: "It is the

counseling-advisor's job during the first conference, which may be
at the beginning of the Freshman, Sophomore, or Junior year {ond
perhaps other early semester conferences), to help the student
express clearly and explicitly his ideas at the point of the
student's deepest understanding. If the student is from the
Freshman or Sophomore year, the advisor's major task will be to
act as a guide toward voluntary tutorial experiences. Beginning
with the Junior year, the counseling-advisor will ask the
student...."

This revision clarifies the counseling-advisor's role with respect

to advising Freshmen and Sophomores about the informal tutorial
sessions.,
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6. The task force recommended a more realistic appraisal of student,
university faculty, and clinical professor and teacher time spent
in each module. There were 186 such revisions accomplished by
the task force, and they appear within the specifications of each
of the modules which are detailed in Chapter III.

Suggested Modifications to Be Studied by Empirical Testing During
Development and Implementation Phase

There were many revisioas suggested that must be empirically
studied once the Model becomes operational. These revisions can be
categori;ed into the fcllowing three suggestions:

1. The Model specifies a variety of instructiona) techniques such
as role-playing, programmed instruction, video-taped classroom
scenes, etc. It is entirely possible that one technique might
be more efficient in a given situation than another; for
example, role-playing a parent conference might be a more
efficient way to learn how a parent feels when confronting a
teacher than reading a text about parent conferences. Presently
the Model 1ists techniques that were considered "best" by the
designers. Once the evaluations of the modules are available
from the Information and Evaluation Support System, the worth
of certain techniques can be assessed. At this time, inefficient
techniques can be identified and replaced by alternative techniques
which can then be assessed to determine their merit.

2. The Model specifies a number of field experiences such as informal
and formal tutoring, single concept teaching, and so forth. The
task force felt these experiences should be more fully integrated
into the modular structure of the program. The post-testing of
modules accomplishad in the implementation phase will reveal
where a better integration might best take place. Through the
inten*-action-feedback, self-correcting feature of the program
suppoi't systems, this integration will be accomplished by a
redesign of the several modules.

3. In several cases the curriculum content of several components
was questioned by the task force. As with the integration of
tutorial experiences in the previous suggestion, the evaluation
of the modules and feedback from the students will indicate the
merit of the curriculum specified in the modules. If there
is a need for change on the basis of data analyzed by the
Information and Evaluation Support System, that change will
occur. .

Refinement Summarized

Some 250 revisions to the Model have been explicated in this
the second chapter of the report. Those revisions represent the best
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thinking of teacher education students, beginning and expserienced

public school teachers, public school administrators, the president of

a state teachers' association, liberal arts and teather education '
professors, governmental educational agency personnel and representatives
from educational industry. A1l of these persons directed their efforts
toward a redefinition of the Model from their own unique points of view.
Further revisions occurred as the specifications regarding each
instructional iodule were detailed.

Yet in a very real sense, tiiese efforts represent only a point
nf embarkation for the Model was designed in accordance with the
intent-action-feedback notion of self-correction and self-renewal.
Therefore, the refined Model 1s the product of an attempt to bring it
to a state of potential davelopment consistent with the biases of a
wide range of representatives from the Protocooperative. One might
sneak of this Model as being a second generation model or perhaps it
is ..ore appropriate to think of it as a dynamic, changing organism
which requires constant attention. Indeed, change must be welcomed
and nurtured for it is the essence of the Model.
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CHAPTER 111

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

The Implementation Strategies Task Force

This chapter details the long-range implementation strategies
relevant to the development and operation of the Model. Members of
the Implementation Strategies Task Force were:

Task Force Leader:
Joseph H, Oakey (Niskayuna Central School District)

Task Force Staff:
Burton G. Andreas (Eastern Regional Institute .for
Education)
William P. Kent (System Development Corporation)

Task Force Consultants:
Geraldine Cleary (Canastota Central Schools)
Martin Davis (Niskayuna Central School District)
Anne DeFrancisco (Canastota Central Schools)
Mary Elizabeth Emerson (Jamesville-Dewitt Central Schools)
Olcott Gardner (Jamesville-Dewitt Central Schools)
Joy Gregg (Syracuse City School District)
Harriet Murphy (Niskayuna Central School District)
Ronald E. Osborn (Jamesville-Dewitt Central Schools)
Margaret Williams (Syracuse City School District)

The Implementation Strategies Task

The task was to discuss, review, and select various strategies
for the development and operation of the Syracuse Model. Decisions were
somewhat simplified by the products of the Modal Refinement Task Force
as the eighteen assumptions adopted by that task force provided a
general operational framework for the implementation of the Model. It
was decided to operate within this framework, thus allowing for greater
detail regarding the strategies which did not conflict with the
assumptions,

The task focused on six broad areas of concern relevant to the
development and operation of the Model. These areas were as follows:
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I. Organizational Structure.

2. Management Structure.

3. Implementation Schedule.

4, Staff Recruitment and Development.

5. Student Recruitment.

6. Curriculum, Facilities, and Materials,

The format of this chapter is to provide rather detailed
descriptions of the implementation strategies recommended for the
Protocooperative with regard to each of the six areas of concern. The
alternative strategies which were considered but not selected are also
presented here. The recommended strategies do reflect refinements made
by the Final Specifications Task Force which examined each strategy
in light of the specifications regarding the human, material, facility,
and financial requirements necessitated by the Model as determined and
described by the Specifications and Cost Analysis Task Forces.

The critical terms which are used to describe the stages of
implementation and which have particular meanings within the context
of this report are as follows:

1. Development. Oevelopment vefers to the planning, staff
development,-ard preparation of curricular materials,
evaluative instruments, and facilities necessary for
operational testing.

2. Operational Testing. Operational testing refers to the
tryout of program elements, components and modules with
staff and students performing at the various particular
program stages to generate evaluative feedback to be used
for refinement and redevelopment purposes.

3. Operation. Operation refers to the education of students
and interns after development and operational testing with
further refinement, as provided for in the Model, continuing
in a more limited but ongoing, self-renewing fashion.

4. Implementation. Implementation refers to the total effort
including all three of the above stages. Implementation
is the effort needed to change the elementary teacher
education program at Syracuse University from its present
program to an operational program based on the Model.
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Organizational Structure

One of the most central of the issues regarding implementation
is concerned with the nature of the organization or organizations
which shall be involved in the development and operation of the Model.
One of the assumptions of the Model calls for protocooperation among
a teacher education institution, public schools, governmental
educational agencies, and educational industry. Since protocooperation
is a notion with great appeal, decisions regarding organizational
structure were made within a protocooperative context.

Recommended Organizational St-ucture. Building upon the
assumptions of the Phase I Model, upcn a Tong history of relationships
with school systems in the Syracuse area, and, in particular, .pon
experiences during the conduct of the feasibility study, it was
recommended that Syracuse University shall be joined by Canastota
Central Schools, Jamesville-Dewitt Central Schools, Niskayuna Central
School District, Syracuse City School District, Eastern Regional
Institute for Education, Educational and Cultural Center Serving
Onondaga and Oswego Counties, Finger Lakes Region Office of
Educational Planning, Educational Policy Research Center, and System
Development Corporation in the formation of the Syracuse University
Protocooperative, a federation of organizations-and institutions for
the development, operational testing, and long-term cperation of
the Syracuse Model Elementary Teacher Education Program.

Membership in this group shall be considered open and flexible.
As in the case of Syracuse University, all institutions and organizations
in the Protocooperative are, and shall be, of recognized status in
contributing to education and/or teacher education and of demonstrable
ability to make special contributions to this enterprise. Besides
these general qualifications for membership, each organization seeking
to join the Protocooperative would be required to:

1. Endorse the Syracuse Mode1.

2. Be authorized by the official governing body of the
organization to participate as appropriate.

3. Indicate a willingness to enter into contractual
obligations with the Protocooperative for apprcpriate
activities, services, and products.

4. Be approved for membership by the Advisory and
Executive Bcards of the Protocooperative.

Other characteristics which are highly desirable, but which are not
required, include:

1. The likelihood of long-term, continued involveient.
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2. Personal commitment of those members of the {nstitution
who would actively participate in the PProtocooperative.

3. Geographic proximity or accessibility as pertinent.

In addftion to organizational or institutional membership in
the Protucooperative, provision shall be made for significant
participation in the development, operatfonal testing, and operation
of the program by individuals representing groups such as the following:

1. Undergraduate and graduate elementary teacher education .
students.

2. Parents of elementary school children in cooperating
schools.

3. Professional education organfzations.
4, State departments of education.

Member organizations shall be represented on the Protocooperative
Advisory and Executive Boards and, in this way, shall have a voice and
vote in decision-making on policy. A member organization may contribute
through representatfon on the Advisory and Executive Boards, through the
participation of its personnel on one of the Advisory Committees, and
through the assignment of a member of fts .staff to one of the positions
fn the Protocooperative. Persons contributing to the Protocooperative
will do so in ways that will afd the Protocooperative in achieving {ts:
goals while complementing other work conducted by their own organization,
as reflected in Assumptions Thirteen, fourteen, and Firteen sta’.ed
earlier in this report. .

During the development and operational testing of the
Protocooperative program, all activities involving member organfzations
shall be on a contractual basis, with contracts developed jointly by
the organizations and the Protocooperative and approved by the Advisory
and Executive Boards. Due to its primary involvement as the major
teacher education institution within the Protocooperative, Syracuse
Unfversity shall be the prime contractor as it has been during the
earlfer phases of the Model development and feasibility study. Member
organfzations of the Protocooperative may enter into contractual
arrangements to provide personnel, faciiities, and mater{als.

Students in the Mouel Program shall pay tuition and fees to the
Unfversity, with possible assistance from scholarships or fellowships,
and a portion of these monfes will tiuen become avaflable to the
Protocooperative. Unusual costs incurred by students as required by
the program shall be reimbursed frem orogram funds. Also, any gpecial
work done by students shall be compensated. Ouring the f{ifth-year
fnternship, teaching duties performed by resident interns shall be
compensated by the school district being served.
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Alternative Organizational Structures. A principal, alternate
strategy which was considered but is not recommended would be to form
a new, nonprofit corporation to develop, test, and operate the teacher
education program. Forming and funding this new corporation, although
legally possible and perhaps possessing certain benefits, {s considered
to raise too many problems to be considered serfously; staffing and
acceptance by the educational community would be particularly difficult.

The constraints of the Model, with its emphasis on
protocooperation by diverse educational organizations, seems to
preclude many other alternative ways of organizing and operating.

Management Structure

An effective management structure and clarification of the roles
to be played by administrative, instructional, and support personnel
are crucial to the development and operation of the Model Program.

A great deal of thought went into the structure which is described in
this section.

Recommended Managemziit Structure. The management structure
outlined below {s designed to be consistent with the assumotions of
the Model. For this reason it emphasizes "coordination" rather than
"direction" or "management," it makes extensive use of advisory
cormittees, it is responsive to the concept of protocooperation,
and it respects tha fundamental self-direction (or self-management)
of students. At the same time it reflects a concern with action and
achievement by focusing responsibility, authority, and resource
control in the hands of individuals. Committees are considered to
be checks and balances rather than line managers.

The structure also emphasizes the primacy of the instructional
enterprise, Sugport activities are and must remain ancillary. Ffor
example, it will be noted that the development of instructional
programs is a major responsibility of the Instructional Coordinator,
not the Program Support System Coordinator. The Program Support
System is a resource for use b{ the instructional program but should
not be free to develop materfals on its own initiative. Support staff,
of course, should advise and recommend possibilities for the use of
the instructional program but should have no independent authority %o
comit resources to development activities.

Figure 1 presents a schematic representation of the recommended
management Structure.

The roles individuals in the recommended management structure
would play are described in the section which follows. Numbering is
keyed to Figure 1.

1. Advisory Board. The Advisory Board consists of the legal
representatives of the Protocooperative. The functions of
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the Board are to make all major policy decisions and give
advice and approval to major personnel, facility, and
budget decisions of the Executive Board.

The Advisory Board will determine the processes by which
fts decisions are made. It seems appropriate to the
philosophy of the Protocooperative for the Board to make
decisfons on varfous matters using a variety of procedures
fncluding majority rule and consensus.

2. Executive Board. The Executive Board is composed of one
representative from each of the institutions in the
Protocooperative and one student representative from each
of the three student classes. The Board is responsible
for the development and ogeration of the Model Program
and {s directly responsible to the Advisory Board. The
area in which the Executive Board can make decisions will
be determined by the Advisory Board. Confistent with
Advisory Board procedures, the Executive iJoard will
determine the processes by which fts own decisions are
made.

3. Program Coordinator.] The Program Coordinator is responsible
for the day-to-day, overall program development, evaluation,
and operatfon. He makes personnel and budget allocations
and major facility and equipment authorizations. The Program
Coordinator is directly responsible to the Executive Board
and he functfons primarily to implement decisions made by
the Executive Board. The Program Coordinator serves as
Chajrman of the Executive Board. The Program Coordinator
recefves assistance from the Program Advisory Committee (4a).

4. Advisory Committees. Three advisory committees advise
certain of the coordinators and participate in the making
of decisfons and evaluation at various levels as {ndicated
fn Figure 1. These three groups are: (4a) the Program
Advisory Committee, (4b) the Support System Advisory Committee,
and (4c) the Instructional Component Advisory Committee.

5. Support System Coordinator. The Support Lystem Coordinator
fs responsible for the development, evaluation, and operation
of the Program, Informatfon and Evaluatfon, and Organfzatfonal
Support Systems, the Facilitation Center, and the Tutoring-
Microteaching, Teaching, and Resident Centers as specified

]The term "coordinators™" &8s used in tais section is used to
denote those who are "democratic managers" with responsibilities,

resources, skills and authorit{ for moving effectively toward program
goals by means of group activities, basically supporied by group

agreement.
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6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

1.

fn the Model; he also serves as Director of the Facilitation
Center. The Support System Coordinator receives assistance
from the Support System Advisory Committee (4b) and s
responsible to the Program Coordinator (3}.

Instructional Component Coordinator. The Instructional
Component Coordinator is responsible for the development,
evaiuation, and operation of the seven components, personnel
and budget allocations to components, {nstructional program
evaluation, planning and modification, decisfons as to
eligibility of students for graduation, and the assignment
of setected develupment tasks to the Program Support

System (11). The Instructional Component Coordinator
recefves assistance from the Instructional Advisory

Commi ttee (4c) and fs responsible to the Program
Coordinator (3).

Component Coordinators. Each of the seven component
coordinators is responsible for the develupment, evaluation,
and operation of one of the seven instructional components;
such responsibilities fnclude personnel selection, staff
development, and budget management.

Unfversity Professors, Clinical Professors, and Clinfcal
Teachers. The university professors, c)inical professors,
and clinfcal teachers are responsible for the conduct of
fnstruction on campus and §n the field, module operation
and revision, and decisfons involving instruction. They
shall contribute to other decisfons through memberships

on advisory committees and one of the other decisfion-making
groups.

Students. As self-directed learners, students shall decide
on fndividual goals and means within the constraints of the
Model. They shall contribute to other decisions through
representation on advisory committees, the Advisory Board,
and Executive Board. Students may be compensated for work
performed as a part of Support System activities.

Student-Faculty Forum. The Student-Faculty forum {s a
mechanism through which students and faculty may work together
to find solutions to problems relating to the program. The
Forum would meet at the request of a student or faculty

member and would focus on the specific {ssue at hand.
Membership would involve the principals concerned with the
problems and such other students and faculty as they would
designate or who would volunteer.

Center Directors. Center Directors coordinate the

development and operation of the tutoring and microteaching
centers, the teaching centers, and the resident centers as
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13.

specified by the Model. Each has coordinating
responsibilities for field instructional activities
conducted in his center by unfversity professors, clinical
professors, and clinical teachers.

Program Support System Coordinator. The Program Support
System Coordinator is responsible for the development,

.evaluation, and production of fnstructional rwodules,

materfals, equipment, and facilities as requested by the
Instructional Component Coordinator; he makes no independent
decisfons regarding instructional needs but provides support
when it {s requested. The Coordinator is able to draw on
the Support System Advisory Committee (4b), his staff (15a),
and consultants and suppliers (16a) for assistance as
appropriate. Balance between in-house staff and external
suppliers wi | vary from time to time with varying
requirements. He should have a small, permanent staff,
directly employed by the Protocooperative, with modest
production facilities which make maximum use of student
services. Qutside suppliers will be encouraged to develop
software and hardware at thefr own risk for eventual sale
to this and other programs. When necessary and feasible,
outside suppliers could be pafd to develop hardware and
software required. A small number of developers and
suppliers representin? educational laboratories and the
educatfon fndustry will be members of the Protocooperative
and, as such, could have specfal roles in development,
evaluation production, and marketing of program materfials.
These special roles will be defined by contract requiring
perfodic renewal and will be concerned with effectively
managin? the development and acquisition of needed

materfals not avaflable within the program. Comparatively
long-term effects will be considered so that developments
can be undertaken for probable use two or three years in
the future. Developments more than two to three years in
the future will be considered outside of the explicit scope
of the program, ‘

Information and Evaluation Support System Coordinator. The
Information and Evaluation Support System Coordinator has
responsibility for the development, evaluation, production,
and operation of the information and evaluation instruments
and systems as required by the Model. A1l needs for
fnformation exchange, evaluation, and feedback within the
program as well as {information for export outside of the
program are his responsibility. Public relations,
visibility, growth, and documentation will be important
aspects of his role. The Coordinator may call on the
Support S{stem Advisory Committee (4b), his staff (15b),
and consultants and suppliers (16b) for assistance as
appropriate. 1In engaging consultants and suppliers, he
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15.

16.

shall follow procedures similar to those described for the
Program Support System Coordinator.

Organizatfonal Support System Ccordinator. The Organizational
Support System Coordinacor has responsibility for development,
evaluation, and operation of the organizational support

system as required by the Model, including student admissions
and placement, staff recruftment, development, and assignment,
administrative and business management, student scholarships
and fellowships, and compensation for student services. The
coordinator may call on the Support System Advisory Committee
(4b), his staff {15¢c), and consultants and suppliers (16¢c) for
assfstance as appropriate. Inservice staff development and
management planning are his most crucial concerns. In
engaging consultants and suppliers, he shall follow the
procedures as described earlier.

Staff. Staff personnel shall assist the varfous coordinators
as appropriate. Staff personnel would include faculty
faciiftators, counselor-advisors, media specialists,
librarians, 1fafson persons, statisticians, and graduate
assfistants as appropriate.

Consultants and Suppliers. Consultants and suppliers shall
provide such services and materfals ,as required hy the Model
and specified by the appropriate coordinator.

Alternative Management Structures. Within the genaral framework

which is strongly suggested by the assumptions of the Model, a number of
alternatives are possible. A few of the more attractive of these which
were considered are described in this sectfon.

1.

Management Span Alternatives. The "manugement span" between
the Program Coordinatcr and the Component Coordinator, the
Program Support System Coordinator, the Information and
Evaluation Support System Coordinator, the Organizational
Support System Coordinator, and the Center Dfrectors may be
too gr2at. This pattern could be altered in any of several
ways; however, such changes would most probably be changes
in specifications rather than in strategy.

Planning and Evaluation Alternatives. The recommended
structure makes each coordinator responsible for his own
planning and evaluation with support and advice from others,
This s consistent with the comitment of the Model to
intent-action-feedback. An alternative would be to set

up a separate planning and evaluation unit.

. Development and Production Staff Alt.rnatives. Small

permanent staffs are recommended for tte three Support
systems, supplemented by outside services and resources
as needed. This balance should be shifted {n either
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direction so as to increase or decrease the degree of
relfance on persons directly employed by the
Protocooperative.

Other management structures are far too many to describe here,
In any event, those consfidering adoption or adaptation of the Model
should give great thought to the management system selected as this
will be most crucfal to the successful development and operation cf
such a program,

Implementation Schedule

A program which is as complex as that proposed by the Model
requires a great deal of careful planning. A number of alternatfve
fmplemantation schedules seemed reasonable in light of the assumptions
of the Model, the recommended organizational structure, and the
management structure. This section of the chapter details the
recommended implementation schedule and very briefly describes two
other altarnatives.

Recommended Implementation Schedule. The recommended
fmplementation schedule 1s j1lustrated in Figure 2 on the following
pag?.i Ihis schedule refers to four stages of implementation
activities:

1. Development. The deveinpment stage involves the planning,
staff development, and the preparation of curricular
materials, evaluation instruments, and facilities.

2. Developmental Evaluation. The developmental evaluation
stage involves the testing of particular program
fnstructional components with instructional staff and
students; as a part of this process, feedback data are
generated for refinement purposes.

3. Developmental Operatfon. The dnvelopmental operation
stage involves the second testing of particular program
instructional components with instructional staff and
students; as a part of this process, feadback data are
again generated for further refinement purposes.

4. Operation. The operatfon stage involves total
implementation of the program as prescribed by the
Model with further refinement and development continuing
fn a more limited but ongoing- fashion.

As shown ti Fugure 2, it §s recommended that the Model be first
planned and developed at three program levels simultaneously:
}l; the Freshman year, the first year of the arts and science program,
2) the Junfor Pre-Professional year, and () the Resident year, a
graduate year internship. ODuring the Second year of implementaticn,
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the remaining two program levels will be planned and developed:

(1) the Sophomore year, the second year of the arts and science program,
and (2) the Senior Professional year; at this same time the other three
program levels are evaluated under actual conditions. Each of the
following three years will be devoted to continued development,
evaluation, and operation. The final outcome of the implementation
effort will be a fully operational, self-supporting elementary teacher
education program,

In addition to this schedule, it is reconmended that the
sequence for phasing in components be based on the following criteria:
(1) critical to the program or easily accomplished, (2) important to
the program or somewhat dif#icult to accomplish, and (3) peripheral to
the program or very difficult to accomplish.

In the early development stages it is vital that planning be
stressed and early components be well done. An attempt to skimp on
management overhead and development funds and resources at this time
could have a most negative long-range effect. It is also essential
during the very early stages of development that the support systems
become fully operational. The implications of this are to establish
the recruiting and, at least, support systems staff development
programs at the earliest possible date.

Of equal importance is the notion that those involved in the
development of the program must not perceive their products as being
"finished." They must respond to the feedback provided through
continuous evaluation. [n short, they must be willing to "go back to
the drawing board" as the data dfctate.

There are many reasons for this recommendation, but the primary
reasons were that it provides for:

1. Total operation of the Model more quickly.

¢, hore immediate involvement of all Protocooperative
institutions.

3. Impact on the Freshman, Junior, and Resident years which
Sa 1 for unique instructional activities with the Model
rogram.

4. feedback from more levels of the program sooner and thus
more thorough evaluation.

5. Less chance for redundant development.

6. Feedback from fifth year which allows for better development
of preceding year program and materials.
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A%gernative Implementation Schedules: A number of other
implementation scheduies were considered prior to the recommendation

of the selected alternative. The two aiternatives given greatest,
attention were schedutes which called for: (1) initial efforts dealing
with the Freshman program only with an implementation strategy based

on the development of the Sophomore year program during the second
year, the Junior year program during the third year, and so on, and

(2) inftial efforts dealing with the Freshman and Junior year programs
only with an implementation strategy based on the development of the
Sophomore and Senior year programs during the second year and the
Resident year program during the third year.

The major advantage of these two alternatives was the lack of
time pressure for the development of quantities of program materials,
facilities, and staff. This advantage was decided to be not as
critical as some of the advantages 1isted under the recommended
alternative. The most obvious disadvantage was the lack of time they
would provide for evaluation and refinement.

Staff Recruitment and Development

A program which calls for the kinds of faculty involvement as
prescribed by the Model demands a faculty with attitudes and bdhaviors
quite different in many ways from those of traditional programs.
Therefore, careful thought had to be given to the problems of staff
recruf tment and staff development strategies,

Policy decisions regarding staff recruitment and staff
development were contingent upon decisions made regarding management
structure, curricula, materfals and facilities, and implementation
schedules greatly influenced policies regarding staffing. For example,
regardless of which alternative is selected by an adopter, it is clear
that some policy must be set in order to administer the chosen
aAlternative. Specifically, how an adopter mi?ht administer a staffing
alternative is a critical question. Indeed, 1t is a question that
remains to be resolved in the specifications for management structure.
Hence, the following alternatives are limited in scope and jurisdiction
in that no explication of policy measures directing the execution of
one or any of the possibilities is given,

Recommended Staff Recruitment and Development Policies. Policy
decisions regarding recruftment and decisTons wi%i be made by the
Advisory Board in a way to conform to other policies regarding the
managemant structure, the implementation schedule, and other factors.

- The recommendat'ons qiven below represent one approach which apoears

appropriate to the management Structure proposed above.

Responsibility for staff recruitment and decisions shall rest
with the Organizational Support System Coordinator with specifications
and appointment to be approved by the Executive Board. Cendidates for
Protocoorerative positions will be considered from all possidble sources,
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both within and outside of Protocooperative member organizations. For
example, it seems proper for a local school district to propose a
member of fts own staff for the position of Center Director and, where
appropriate, that this appointment be approved by the Executive Board.
Candfdates for staff positions can and should be proposed by all
members of the Protocooperative. The procedure will be for these
suggestions to be given to the Organizational Support System
Coordinator who has responsibility for obtaining background data on
candfdates and submitting recommendatfons and supporting evidence to -
the Executive Board for final decisions.

The procedures for the removal of an individual from a position
c* the discontinuance of a service would be similar to those for
piacing an individual. Recommendations may be made by a person or
organfzation. Supporting data would be collected and organfized by
the Organizational Suppcrt System Coordinator and forwarded to the
Executive Board for decision,

The minimum competencies required for each position within the
program, including all coordinators and comuittee members, shall be
determined by the Program Coordinator and approved by the Executfve
Board. Staff development programs for all staff positions shall be
developed and conducted by the Organfzatfonal Support System
Conrdinator, using the most appropriate persons as fnstructors and
consultants so that staff members may acquire the needed attftudes
and competencies. By giving the-Organizational Support System
Coordfnator responsibility for both recruftment and development
activities, it §s anticipaied that each candidate vould be considered
on the basis of his current competencies and the development activities
needad to help him acquire any additional position requirements.

The above recommendation was based on the critical importance
of staff development which §s necessary for the acquisition of the
large number of unusual skills required in order for the
Protocooperative and the teacher education program to achieve {ts
goals. The challenge will be to conduct a staff development function
that will: (1) assure the acquisition of the needed competencies, and
(2) develop the required knowledge, skills, and attitudes in a way
that is consistent with the educatfonal philosophy of the Model. Staff
develupment programs may be critical in providing an example of ways
fn which many individuals and oryanizations can work together. Only
fn operation can the notfon of piotocooperation be given an adequate
test.

Alternative Staff Recruitment and Development Policies.
Alternative procedures were considered, ircluding the possibility that
each coordinator have authority to recruit and train those persons
responsible to him as indicated by the management structure. His
decision could be final or could be contingent upon approval of the
Executive Board, This, and similar proposals, were passed over in
favor of a procedure which: (1) places all ultimate authoritly in the
txecutive Board where each Protocooperative member has equal
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representaticn, and (2) assigns responsidbility for seeking and processing
candidates and for providing supporting evidence in a way to assure
that recruitment be conducted in a competent and professional manner.

Student Recruitment

Student recruitment and selection is another issue which will
be important to the success of the program. Consideration of this
issue was donz within the framework of the assumptions and goals of
the Model. The emphasis which the Model places on the student as a
self-directed learner within a competency-based curriculum provided an
interesting framework.

Recommended Student Recruitment Strategy. Responsibility for
student recruitment and selection will be assigned to the Organizational
Support System Coordinator, who will follow procedures and use criteria
established by the Advisory Board and Executive Board. At least
initially, student candidates for the program will be invited to enter
the program from.a wide range of sources with the only restrictiors
being those very minimal levels of academic achievement set by the
Advisory Board. Because the program. is competency-based, it is felt
that all who express a desire to enter the program and successfully
complete the Freshman and Sophomore years should be admitted and
given the opportunity to succeed or fail on the basis of their
performance in the program. Admission to the program should not,
therefore, be denied those who fail to meet the usuai grade-point
criteria. However, extensive data wili be collected rrom all candidates
sc as to provide information to be used in a number of ways, including
long-term research dealing with a {ill .range of variables which may
prove useful in predicting success in various aspects of the program.

o This recommendation seems to best fit the notions of the
comgetency-based curriculum and intent-action-feedback while dealing
with the reality of the situatior. The strategy also has the
advantages gained from admittance of a wide variety of students in
order to allow empirical determination of the characteristics of
students who tend to perform best in this type of program.

Alternative Student Recruitment Strategies. Possible alternatives
ranged from the admittance of any person who completed the application
forms to the careful screening of applicants based on factors assumed .
to be related to the type of performance required to succeed in the
program. The procedure recommended above was chosen to minimize the
initial change in criterfa by keeping the criteria, at least in the’
initial stages of implementation, close to what they are at present
while meeting the conditions prescribed by the Model. Admittance of
all who apply might lead to an vnusuval number of failures. On the
other hand, solid evidence suggestinyg strictly applied criteria do
not exist. The program emphasis in this regard, therefore, should be
careful monitoring of student progress and effective guidance.
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Curriculum, Facilities, and Materials

The Pnase I final report and the next chapter of this report
rather carefully describe the curriculum, facilities, and me¢ ‘erials
prescrited by tne Model. A number of issues, however, seemed
important enough to receive additional emphasis here.

Curriculum. The curriculum content will remain as open and
flexible, within the constraints of the Model, as possible. To
achieve this degree of openness, all information on the content and
philosophy of the Syracuse Model, all other models currently under
study, and recent developments in education wil' be available to
students, staff, and Protoccoperative members to encourage suggestions
for continuous modification and improvement. This active participation
in examining and improving the educational grogran in which they are
engaged will achieve several desirable results: o

1. The students will experience the educational environment
they will be urged to establish when they, themselves,
will be teachers; 1.e., it will help them teach as they
have been taught. :

2. Students and staff will provide data on the resources

- actually needed to achieve the desired objectives of
the separate moduies and experiences designed into the
program,

3; Students, staff, and Protocooperaiive members will all
participate in evaluating the effectiveness of all
aspects of the program.

, Curriculum revisions will be made in several ways. Minor
adaptations of experiences for individual students may be made by
" the staff member most closely involved with the experience and the
participating students. This type of revision will then be
communicated to the Program Support System Coordinator for verification
and possible permarnent inclusion in:the repertoire of experiences
available. . Recommendations for more radical changes in parts of the
program may be initiated hy any student, staff member, or
Protocooperative member; recommendations will be considered by the
Program Support System Coordinator who will propose design changes
and, upon the approval of the rélevant committees, proceed to
implement these changes. o

Alternatives to this kind of openness and willingness to
consider recommendations for change from any source were considered
agge?ere rejected as being opposed to the basic philosophy of the

Although some areas of the curriculum will require the student
to follow a developmental, sequential path through the prescribed
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experiences, there will be at least three other characteristics of the
program which w#il1l tend to counteract this apparent rigidity:

1. Each experience will provide flexibility to the way in which
the student can work to achieve the objectives of the
experience; for example, he may choose between reading
particular content material or viewing a film which describes
and illustrates that same content.

2. Those portions of the program which are not sequentially
dependent upon other experiences will be designed to be
"self-standing” experiences and may be taken at any time,
at the discretion of the student.

3. A majority of the modules provide opportunities for the
student to "test out” certain of the required activities,

Provision will also be made, within the program design, for
students to select relevant courses and experiences offered &t other
locations and other institutions. The student should be encouraged
to use the full resources of the crmmunity. For exampl2, a student
working with pupils in a tutorial setting may become concernaed about
the physical design of independent study areas and may choose to take
work in architecture or the psychology of learning. In cases where
the needs of the student do not viarrant the taking of an entire course
outside of the specified program, a special independent study
"mini-course” may be designed by the student and staff to provide
access to the desired information, without disrupting the content of
other modules or the progress of tha student.

Facilities. While higher priorities should be assigned to
personnel and program, the need for adequate physical facilities should
not be neglected. The clinical centers must have adequate space for
student operation, including not only the work with the pupils but also
for the education of the students themselves. Since the clinical
centers are supported by local taxpayers for the purpose of pupil
education, it should not be the expectation of the Protocooperative:

to use these without reimbursement to thefpublic sch o‘s in which the
centers are located. Two avenues may be followed: the

Protocooperative could use existing facilities on a leased basis as
the space fs available, or (2) adequate mobile facilities could be
provided to house the entire clinic activity of the Protoconperative.
In any event, adequate facilities should eventually become available
for both pre-service and inservice activities.

The same policy should be extended to nonclinic Protocooperative
facilities utilized. If space is needed for developmental purposes
othe * than as included in overhead, this space will be leased by the
Protocooperative. At Syracuse University space usually provided fur
the education of elementary teachers will, of course, be used without
reimbursement.
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‘ During the initial developmental stage, learning space designs
w11l be studied further to determine the layout which best fits tne
needs of the program. A facilitation center, study: carrels, testing
stations, lecture rooms, seminar rooms, and small group rooms will be
provided at the University. Much regarding the facilities necessary
1s presented in the next chapter.

Materials. One should not underestimate the major role
instructional materials will play in the program. The number, variety,
and cost of these become more clearly understood with an examination
of Chapters IV and V. Only a few major points need be emphasized
here:

1. A1l materials should be of the highest quality and reflect
~ the best thinking regarding learning and the media.

2. Program personnel must conceive of materials as being open
tc continuous modification and improveinent, not "finished
products”" which are inviolate.

3. The materials are intended to serve student necds; they
are means, not ends.

4. Materials should be used in personalized, humanizing
ways.

5. Student time 1s the critical resource.

Summary

This chapter has presented the present thinking of the
Protocooperative with regard to several of the major {ssues
confronting those who would implement the Model. Certainly all
questions have not been answered; indeed, all have not been asked.
The hope is, however, that these ideas will provide the
Protocooperative with a foundation as it moves toward implementation.
Others faced with similar problems may need to do much rethinking
of the issue, but perhaps their task will be nade 2asier because of
the work which is presented here.
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CHAPTER IV
SPECIFICATIONS OF THE MODEL

The Specifications Task Force

. This chapter details the personnel, materials, and facilities
required for the development and operation of the Model. This work
is the product of the Specifications Task Force, a task force composed
of two groups: (1) the Personnel Work Group which was most centrally
concerned with program personnel requirements, and (2) the Facilities
and Materials Work Group which focused on program facilities and
materials requirements. The persons thus involved included:

Task Force Leader:
DeLayne R. Hudspeth (Syracuse University)

Personnel Work Group lLeader:
Hanford A. Salmon (Syracuse City School District)

Personnel Work Group Staff:
Mary Durkee (Syracuse City School District)
Allan S. Hartman (Eastern Regional Institute for
Education) :
Ernest J. Leal (Syracuse City School District)
John J. Readling (Educational Cultural Center Serving
Onondaga and Oswego Counties)

Facilities and Materials Work Group Leader:
Donald E. Rielle (Canastota Central Schools)

Facilities and Materials Work Group Staff:
James B, Andrews (Syracuse University)
Charles Foster (Niskayuna Central School District
Michael L. Jacobs (System Development Corporation
Robert P. Jubinville (Jamesville-Dewitt Central Schools)
Donald L. Stanistreet (Syracuse City School District)

The Specifications Task

The tasks of the work groups were to generate data regarding
the personnel, facilities, and materials necessary for implementation
of the Model program. This process involved the identification of
requirements specified by the refined Model and by the recommended
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organizational and management strategies, an examination of the
alternatives which would satisfy those requirements, and the selection
of those 2lternatives which seemed most appropriate. In making these
selections, student time was considered to be the crucial résource---
that resource which had very real 1imits regardless of the other
resources available. Therefore, every effort was made ‘to specify
requirements so as to accommodate the student as he moves through the
program,

The specific tasks of the Personnel Work Group and the Facilities
and Materials Work Group were as follows:

1. Careful examination of the Phase I final report, the refined
Model, and the outputs of the Implementation Strategies Task
Force so as to identify the categories of personnel,
faciiities, and materials needs explicitly or implicitly
prescribed. Definitions of these categories are provided

" later in this chapter.

2. A description of each of the eighty-three instructional
modules with regard to the categories of personnel,
facilities, and materials used; time usages were assigned
to each category for each module. These module
specifications provided a basis for the examination of
support system needs and are presented in this chapter in
tabular form.

3. A simulation of students (approximately 100 Freshmen,
100 Sophomores, 100 Juniors, 100 Senfors and 60 Residents)
moving through the program; the results yielded a series
of possible pathways students might select; several of
these individual student program formats are presented in
this section of the report.

4, Examination of the module specifications and the simulated
student program formats was made and this yielded
information regarding the maximum usage periods for each
of the required resources; this information permitted
decisions regarding the quantity of each resource reaquired
for effective operation of the program; it also allowed
fur the determination of the reasonableness of the
requivements made of students.

5. Specification of the types and gquantities of resources
necessary for program operation hased on the most attractive
alternatives available; these specifications were rather
carefully detailed so that costing could be as accurate
as possible.

The above description of the specifications task connotes a
racher logical, objective, sequential process. In many ways, however,
the procedures called for a great many subjectlve decisions calling
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for the best judgments of persons with experience and imagination. The
situational context of the Protocooperative was a major influence.
Clear-cut, straight-forward answers were rare; discussion of the pros
and cons of various alternatives and arguments about various
possibilities was more common. Those who would attempt this task
should expect this as a realistic part of process--indeed, a healthy,
profitable experience.

The outputs detailed in this chapter facilitated costing. " They
also provide a foundation for development activities. However, greater
specification will come with actual development, testing, and
refirnement and what is reported here should be seen as a first
generaticn effort which--though in many ways speculative--is useful,

Specification Categories

The following are personnel, facilities, and materials resource
categcries seen as being requived by the instructional modules
described in the Model. A brief description of each category is
presented.

Within each module are many learning activities in which the.
student will be engaged. A chart of the type of activity (testing--

pre and post, seminar meeting, small group meeting, independent study,

field work, and remediation work) was constructed as an aid in
i1lustrating the kinds of activities within each module.

Pra-testing and post-testing. The pre-test is an activity
designed to measure a student's readiness, strengths, and weaknesses
as determined by the objectives of each module. Such measurement
provides an evaluation that enmables the student to: (1) proceed
through the module, (2) engage in remediation prerequisite to the
module, (3) proceed through only part of the module, or (4) advance
to the post-test. The post-test is an activity designed to measure
a student's achievement level in light of the objectives of the
module. This measurement is an evaluative device determining whether
the student should: (1) proceed to the pre-test of another module,
or (2) engage in remediation.

Seminar meeting. A seminar meeting is a learning activity
eggaged {n by a group of nine to sixteen students as specified in
the module.

Small group meeting. A small group meeting is a learning
activity engaged in by a group of two to five students as specified
in the module.

Independent study. Independent study is a learning ac£1v1ty
engaged in by one student as specified in the module.
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Field work: tutoring. Field work: tutoring is a learning
activity in which the student works with a pupil and/or a small group
of pupils in public school field centers (or other setting) .as
specified in the module.

Field work: teaching. Field work: teaching 1s a learning
activity in which the student teaches pupils in a public school
classroom as specified in the module.

Field work: nonteaching. Field work: nonteaching are learning
activities which include the nontutorial and nonteaching work in the
field as specified ir the module; such activities include: (1) observing
teachers, (2) observing administrative operations, (3) developing
lesson plans, (4) attending faculty and departmental meetings, and
(5) participating in video and audio taping sessions.

Remediation. Remediation refers to a conference held betwegn
a student who has not met the expected achievement level as specified
by the objectives of the module and his faculty advisor. Remediation
work may be assigned. This might include a set of learning activities
designed by the student and his advisor or it might be a recycling
through all or part of the module.

Facilitation center. The facilitation center is a particular
area containing many of the learning spaces as specified in the module;
these spaces are defined by function and include: (1) faculty office
spaces, (2) student record storage spaces, (3) library, (4) productfon
facilities, (5) testing facilities, (6) media hardware and software
storage spaces, (7) seminar and small group rooms, and (8) study
carrels.

Field center. Field centers are of three types: (1) a tutorial
and microteaching center is a pudblic school facility in waich the
student efther microteaches or tutors (usually during the Freshman,
Sophomore, and Junior year) as specified in the module, (2) a teaching
center is a public school facility in which the student teaches a class

usually during the senior year) as specifiod in the module, and
3) a resident center is a public school facility in which the fifth
year resident teaching activities take place.

Instructional Faculty. Thera are three types of instructional
faculty having contact with the students on a scheduled basis: (1) the
university professor, (2) the clinical professor, and (3) the clinical
teacher. Within each module primary responsibility for student
progress is assigned to a faculty member who i5 designated as the
instructor of the module.

Faculty: university professor. A university professor is a
university-based instructional person whose responsibilities inciude,
among other things, teaching and counseling as specified by the module.

50



Faculty: clinical grofessor. A clinical professor is a field-
based instructional person whcse respensibilities include, among other
things, teaching, supervision, and counseling in one or more of four
ma;or content areas: (1) measurement, (2) instructional materials,

(3 {nstruction. and (4) curriculum and methods as specified by the
module.

Faculty: clinical teacher. A clinical teacher is a field-based
person whose responsibilities include, among other things, teaching
and counseling as specified by the module.

, Learning spaces. Each activity within a module determines the
type and size of space required to complete that activity. As a

result, four types of learning spaces will be pre-scheduled: (1) study

carrels, (2) small groun rooms, (3) seminar rooms, and {4) testing

stations. Because of the use of mediated instruction, l2arning spaces

differ with regard to media capacities; and because of the use of groups

of various sizes, learning spaces differ vith regard to size.

Study Carrels. A stvdy carrel is one of a variety of sinqle-
person work spaces:at the university in which "independent study'
activities are carried out by the student as specified in the module,

Study carrel A. Study carrel A contains an 8mm sound projector,
2x2 slide projector, projection screen, cassette audio tape recorder,
headp?ones. closed circuit television, a desk lamp, work surface, and
a chair,

Study carrel B. Study carrel B contains a desk lamp, work
surface, and a cnair.

Study carrel C contains a desk lamp, work surface, and a
corputer terminal.

Small Group Rooms. A small group room is one of a variety of
university rooms, approximately 16 x 18 feet in size, in which “smail
group meetings" of two to five students are carried out on a pre-
scheduled basis as specified in the module.

Small group room A. Small group room A contains complete media
capabilities {audio tape recorders, videotape recorder and receivers;
18mm, 8mm, 2x2 slide, and overhead projectors, and projection screen),
tablesiand chairs for six people, cork board, chalk board, crapes, and
carpeting.

Small group room B. Small group room B contains tables and
chairs for six people, a cassette audio tape recorder, cork board,
chalk board, drapes, and carpeting.

Seminar Rooms. A seminar room is one of a variety of university
rooms, approximately 16 x 24 feet in size, in which "seminar meetings"
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of nine to sixteen students are carried out on a pre-scheduled basis
as specified in the module.

Seminar room A, Seminar room A contains complete media
capabilities (audio tape recorders, videotape recorder and receivers;
16mm, 8mm, 2x2 slide and overhead projectors; and projection screen),
tabies and chairs for seventeen people, cork board, chalk board,
drapes, and carpeting.

Seminar room B, Seminar room B contains tables and chairs for
seventeen pecple, & cassette audio tape recorder, cork board, chalk
board, drapes, and carpeting.

Testing Stations. A testing station is one of a variety of
“security" areas in which the student works through pre-testing and
post-testing activities as specified in the module.

Testing station A. Testing station A contains a computer
terminal, 8mm sound projector, 2x2 slide projector, projection ~creen,
cassette audio tape recorder, headphones, closed circuit television,

a desk lamp, work surface, and a chair.

Testfng station B. Testing station B contains a computer
- terminal, a desk lamp, work surface, and a chair.

Testing station C. Testing station C contains a desk lamp,
work surface, and a chair.

Equipment and Materials. Instructional activities within the
modules determine what will be required in terms of software. Some
of these materials are available commercially while other material will
be produced. The level of difficulty in producing noncommercial
materials is indicated by a rating index ranging from 1 to 5, with 1
being the least difficuit to produce and 5 the most difficult. Such
noncommercial materfals might include certain films, books,
instruction packets, information packets, typed scripts, case studies,
slides, audio tapes, and programmed instruction. materials.

16mm Pilm. Y6émm film refers to a learning activity in which the
student views locally produced film segments of varying lengths as
specified in the mdule.

16mm film A. 16mm film A refers to the viewing of locally
produced film which is 40 or more minutes in duration.

16rm film B, 16mn film B refers to the viewing of locally
produced film which is 30 tn 39 minutes in duration.

16mm film €, 16mm film C refers to the viewing of locally
produced film which 15 20 to 29 minutes in duration.
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16mm f11m D, Y6mm film D refers to the viewihg of locally
produced film which is 10-19 minutes in duration.

16nm film commercial. 16mm film commercial refers to a learning
activity in which the student uses a film that {s not produced by a
local film production unit,

Audiv tape., Audio tape refers to a learning activity in which
the student 1istens to a pre-recorded audio tape lasting approximately
thirty minutes as specified in the module.

2x2 slides. 2x2 slides refers to a learning activity in which
the student views a set of 80 slides.

Programmed instruction. Programmed instruction refers to 2
learning activity #n which the student uses programmed materifals. The
materfals may be mediated.

Instructional packet. Instructicnal packet refers to a learning
activity in which the student uses a group of materials that direct
him to perfoim certain tasks related to the topic of the module. Such
tasks would include viewing films, making observations, codifying usta,
replicating experiments, interviewing, reporting formats, graphing,
and theorizing.

Information packet. Information packet refers to a learnin?
activity in which the student uses a ¢roup of materfals that contain
descriptions or informaticn related to the topic of the medule. Such
information would include concept descriqtions. techniques for doing
certain tasks, synogses of theories, bibliographic data, and role
descriptions for role-playing situations.

Program packet. Program packet refers to a learning activity
in which the student uses a group of materials that contain background
fnformation, real or imaginary, relatad to the topic of the module.
Such {nformation would include work sheets, test manuals, evaluation
booklets, diagnostic devices, viewing and evaluating film, pregaration
of behavioral objectives, problem stater nts, graph work, pupi
demograghic data, lesson plans, and lists of resource materials,

Case study. uase study refers to a learning activity in which
the student uses a written history of an incidint recording a pupil's
experience or & school sftuation, all related to the topic of a module.

Typed script. Typed script refers to a learning activity in
which the student vses a transcribed student-teacher interaction
related to the topic of a module.

Simulation. Simulation refers to a learning activity in which
the student can observe, make a decision, react, and observe a unique
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outcome based upon his decision. This s usually accomplished through
the use of mediation devices such as film or videotape.

Books and paperbacks. Books and paperbacks refers to a
learning activity in which the student uses reading materials not
produced within the program related to the topic. These books will
be available at the 1ibrary or may be purchased.

The activities of the module determine what equipment is
required to fulfill that activity. The following kinds of equipment
are used within the course of the program's modules.

Television receiver. Televisfon recefiver refers to a learning
activity that require. the student to view a televised picture,
Receivers are of two sfzes: (1) refers to the use of a recefver
10 to 12 inches in diameter fn small areas such as carrels and testing
statfons, and (2) refers to the use of a receiver 23 inches in diameter
fn large areas such as seminar rooms and lecture halls.

Videotape recordar. Videotape recorder refers to a learning
activity in which the student is requived to produce his own videotape.
Al vsdeotape recorders used by students will be 1/2-inch videotape
recorders,

Cassette audfio tape recorder. Cassette audio recorder refers

to a learning activity in which the student uses a small, portable
tape recorder as specified in the module,

Module Specifications

The tables which follow contain great detafl about the
personnel, facilities, and materials specified for each of the
instructional modules of the Model. Module and page desfgnations
refer to the Phase 1 final report. Resource usage for each -
instructional activity 1s indicated in terms of the estimated
number of "chronules" (perfods of time twenty minutes in duratfon).
Time estimates are based on an approximation of the time the "average"
Student might take a particular experience. AYl descriptions are
based on projections calling for the yearly graduation of 100 students.
The number of "sections"” indicates the number of different groucings
of students who as a group work through the module; for example, in
those cases where a module calls for five students to work together
twenty sections ara necessary and where 8 module calls for §ndependent
study 100 sections are necessary. The "number of groups" refers to
the number of groupings of students within a section, while "size of
group” refers to the number of students within a group. If fifteen
Students constitute a sectiuon and they are all working together, the
number of groups is 1 and the sfze of the group is 15; {f they were
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to split into three groups of five students for a particular activity,
the number of groups is 3 and the size is 5.

The instructional materfals which were specified for each module
were classified according to four dimensions:

1. Type. The tyne of media was fdentified as to 1ts general
class--film, for example--and specific type--16mm, sound,
color, for example.

2. Length or number as appropriate. Certain of the media
were identified as to length--a twenty-minute audio tape,
for example; other media were classified as to number--
80 slides in a presentation, for example.

3. Titles. Software was further identified as to the number
of titles of a specific topic that should be available to
the student. A student wishing to focus on the behavior
of nursery school pupils would be exposed to different
filmed sequences than a student who wishes to observe the
behavior of middle school pupils; this requires at least
two different films--and perhaps more--which would be
used for similar pu-poses, fndeed for the same module
learning activity tut for different students.

4. Production difficulty level. Materials were rated as to
the difficulty that would be involved in their preoduction.
Ratings were done on a scale from 1 to 5 with 1 being very
easy to produce and 5 being very difficult to produce.
These ratings were most useful in the determination of
production costs.

The module speciffcation tables contain indications as to all four of
these dimensions. The varfous medfa are licted; definitions contain
specifications as to ty?e. length, and purpose. The number of titles
and the difficultx level are also indicated with the number of titles
appearing as the "numerator"” and the difficulty level as the
"denominator” in a fraction-1ike notation at the appropriate learning
activity and material designation.

Equipment usage is not indicated on the module specification
tables except where the student has a specfal need to us2 equipment {n
other than a Facilitation Center or a field center setting. Learning
spaces--seminar rooms, small group rooms, study carrels, and so forth--
are assumed to contain hardware as noted in the earlier descriptions
of the facilities.

Each student will be given a cassette tape recorder with three
tapes and one-half hour, one-half-inch videotape upon entrance into the
program, These will be the student's to use throughout his fnvolvement
in the pro?ram. These materfals and equipment are not noted on the
specifications tables.
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Table 1
Specifications for Module CM-1.1 (pages 104 through 105)

Activities _
Categories ] 2 3 4 T
Running
Total Time 2 14 16 19 19
Chronule . 2 12 2 3
Number of
Groups 1 1 1 ]
Number of
Sections 100 100 100 100
Stze of
Group 1 1 ] ]
P;e or Post
esting 2 2 4
Seminar
_Meeting
Small Group
Meeting -
Independent
_Study 12 12
Field Work:
Tutoring
Field Work:
leaching
eld Work:

Nonteaching

Remedtation 3 3
Facilitation

Center 2 2 4
Fleld
Lenter

Faculty:

Univ. Prof. 1 ]
Faculty:

Clin. Prof.
lNaculty:

Clin. Tcacher
Study

Carrel A
Study

Carrel 8
Study

Carrel C
Smail Group

Room A
Smal! Group

Room B
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fable 1 (Continued)

ctivities
__Categories 1 4 3 q T
Seminar
Room A
Seminar
Room B
lesting
_Station A 2 2 4
Testing
_Station B
Testing
_Station C

16mm Film A
16mm Film R
16rm Film C

16mm Film D
Tomm FiTm
Commercial

Audio Tape 1 1 2

2x2 Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructional
Packet
Information
Packet
Program
Packet

Case Study
yped
Script

Simulation
Books and
paperbacks 4 4
Television
Receiver
Yideotape
JRecorder
Cassette
Recorder
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Table 2

Specifications for Module CM-1.2 (page 106)

Rctivities
3

Categories 1 K4
unning
Total Time 2 17 19 22 22

Chronule 1 1 1 ]
Number of

Groups 100 100 100 10y
Number ot

Sections 1 ] 1 ]
Size of

Group 2 2 4
Pre or Post

Testing

Seminar

eeting

Small Group

Meeting
Independent

Study 15 15
Field Work:

Jutoring

Field Work:

Teaching

Field Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation 3 3
Faci1Ttation

Center 2 2 4
Feld

venter
Faculty:

Univ, Prof. . ] ]
Faculty:

Clin, Prof.
taculty:

viin, reacher
Study

Carrel A
Study

Carrel B
Study

Carrel C
Small Group

Room A

roup

Room B
W‘!—_
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Table 2 (Continued)

_Categories

Activities

]

2

3.

|

Seminar
_Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Statfon A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mn Film A

16mm Film B

16mn Film €

16mm Film D

Temm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Progran
Packet

Case Study

ype
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Yelevision
_Recefver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
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Table 3

Specifications for Module CM-1.3 (page 107)
= o Rctivities
3

Categories 1 2 4 T
~ Running
Total Time 17 19 22 22
Chronule

1 ] L

Number of

Groups 100 100 100 100
Numter of

Secitions ] ] ] ]

S{ze of

Group } ] ] ]

P’re or Post

Testing 2 2 4
Seminar

Meeting -
mall Group

Meeting
Independent

Study 15 15
Feld Work:
Tutoring
FleTd Hork:

Teachin
FieTd Work:

Nonteaching

2
1

Remediation 3 3
racilitation

Center 2 2 4
Fleld

Center
Faculty:

Univ. Prof. ] )
Facully:

Clin. Prof.

Faculty:

Clin., Teacher
Study

carrel A
Study

Carrel B
Study

Carrel C

roup
Roow: A
roup

SmaTl Gro
Room 8
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Table 3 {Continued)

Activities

. Categories 1 2 3

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A 2 2

Tecting
Station B

Testing
_Station €

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm_Film C

16mm Fiim O

Tomm Film
Commercial .

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides ] 3

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Panerbacks 4

YeTevision
Receiver

Yideotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
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Table 4
Spenifications for Hodule CM-1.4 (page 108)

N RPN

Activities
__Categories 1 2 3 4 .
Running
Total Time 2 14 16 19 18 -

Chronutle 1 ] ] 1
fiumber of
Groups 100 100 100 100
Number of
Sections ] ] ] }
Size of
Group ] ] ] ]
Pre or Post
Testin 2 2 4
Senfnar

Meetin
Small Group

Meeting

independent

Study 12 12
t1eld Work:

Tutorin
Field Work:
Teachin
FieTd Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation 3 3
rFacilitation

Cenier 2 2 4
Fleld
Center
Faculty:
JUniv. Prof, 1 1
Faculty:
Clin. Prof.
Faculty:

Clin., Teacher

Study
Carrel A 2 2 4

=

v
_Carre) B
Study
Carrel €
Small Group
Room A
roup

Room B
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Table 4 (Continued)

Categorfes ~ 1 2
Seminar
Room A
Seminar
Room B
Testing
Station A
Testing
Station B
Testing
Station C

16mm Filn A
16mm Film B
16mm Film C
16mm Film D

Tomm Film
Commercial

KCE!VEEE :
3

es
4 I

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides 1 3 1 5
Progranmed
Instruction
Instructional
Packet
information
Packet
Program
Packet

Case Stud
Typed

y
Script

fmulation

00ks and

Paperbacks 3 3
Yelevision

Recejver
Videotape

Recorder
Cassette

Recorder
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Table 5

Specifications for Module CM-1.5 (page 109)
- H“CEIVI [185

Categories ~ 1 2 _3 4 I
Runnirg

Total Time 2 17 19 22 22

Chronule 1 1 1 1
Humber of '
- Groups 100 100 100 100 —
Number of
Sections 1 ] 1 1
Stze of
Group ] 1 1 1
Pre or Post
Testing 2 2 4
Seminar
Meeting
Small Group
Meet.ing
Independent
Study 15 15
Field Work:
Jutoring
Fleld Work:

Teachin
Fielg Work:

_Nonteaching

Remediation 3 3
FaciTitation

Center 2 2 4
Fielo
*ﬁenter
Faculty:

Unfiy, Prof. ) 1 )
Faculty:
Llin, Prof.
Faculty:

Clin. Teacher
Study

Carrel A
Study

Carrel 8
Study

Carrel C
Small Group

Room A
Tmall Grouwp

Room 8 ,
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Table 5 (Continued)

L N —

Activities

_Cotegories b 2 3
Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
_Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing ‘
Station C 2 2

16mm Film A

16mm Film 8

16mm Film

16mm Film D

Témm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
_Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet -

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Papeibacks 6

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Rocorder
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Table 6

Specifications for Module CM-1.6 (pages 110 through m)

Activities

Categories ] L2

3

4

I

Running
Total Time 4 19

23

26

26

Chronule ] -

1

Number of
_Groups 100

100

Number of
Sections 1 ]

Size of
Group 1 ]

Pre or Post
Testing 4

Seminar
Meeting

Sinall Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 15

15

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 4

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B
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Table 6 (Continued)

. Activities -
._Categories 1 2 3 4 T
Seminay

Room A
Seminar

Room B
Testing
_Station A 4 4 8
Testing ,

Station 8
Testing

Station C

16mm Film A
16mm Film B

16mm Film

16mm Film O
16mm Film
Commercial .

[N 1N
WiN
|

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides 3
Programmed '
Instruction
Instructional
_Packet
Information
Packet
Program
Packet

wl-_a
] O

Case Study
Typed
Script

Simulation
Books and
Paperbacks 8 8
Television
Recejver
Videotape
Recorder
Cassette
Recorder
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Table 7

Specifications for Module CM-2 {pages 113 through 115)

Activities

Categories ] 3a

3b

3

5

Running

Total Time 2 ;ll

17

23

30

Chronule 2

6

Number of
Groups 15

Number of
Sections 1

I et 2N ol N ‘
\=a]

Size of .
Group ] 15 5

Pre or Post
Testing 2

1

Seminar
Meeting 3

Smali Group
Meeting 6

o

Independent
Study

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 2 3 6

field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. 3

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A 6

Small Group
Room B

68



Table 7 (Contfnued)

RCE1VIt195

3a_ 3 ] 5 6 T

__Categories 1
Seminar
Room A
Seminar ‘
Room B 3 6 9
Testing
Station A 2 2
Testing
_Station 8
Testing
Station C

16mm Film A
16mm Film B

FN

16mm Film C

16mm Film D
Termm F11m
Commercial

Wi
wind
-3

Audio Tape

M—l
Ny —
~N

2x2 Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructional
Packet
Information
Packet
Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation
Books and
Paperbacks
Television
Receiver
Videotape
Recorder
Cassette
Recorder

69




Table 8
Specifications for Module CM-3 (pages 116 through 118)

Categories

Activities

2

3

4

5a

5b

7

Running
Total Time

8

14

20

26

35

Chronute

——

Number of
Groups

Number of
Sections

\skmm

Size of
Group

o I~ o Oy

6
3
7
5

nad

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

18

Smail Group
Meeting

12

Independent
Study

Field Work:

Tutorin
Field Work:

Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

36

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

20

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
~Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

i2

Small Group
Room B

70



Table 8 {Continued)

Activities

. Categories ] 2 3 4 ba 5b 6

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B (5 6 6

Testing
_Station A 2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

+| —
W Ny
W Ny

16mm Film D

] et

1emm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Siides

Programmed -
Instruction

Instructional
Packet '

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

w|—4
(»i—l

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simutation

Books and
Paperbacks

TeTlevision
_Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

A




Table 9
Specifications for Module CM-4 {(pages 119 through 121)

Activities

Categories 1

Ruaning
Total Time

2

29

3 4 5 6
3

=

Chronule

(= B T I [\

—

15

Number of
Groups

-~

15

Number of
Sections

7

Siza of
Group

15

1

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

12

Small Group
Meeting

Independent

15

15

Stud
Field Work:

Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

Field
_Center

Faculty:
_Univ. Prof.

14

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:

Clin, Teacher

Stuady
~Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Smail Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B

72



Table 9 (Continued)

._Categories ] 2 3 4 5 6 T
Seminar

Room A
Seminar

Room B 6 6 12
Testing
_Station A
Testing

Station 8
Testing ‘

Station € 2 2

16mm Film A
16mm Film B
16mm Film C
16mm Film D

Temm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape
2x2 Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructional
Packet
Information
Packet -
Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

) —
=)

Simulation
Books and
Paperbacks 2 2
Tetevision
Receiver
Videotape
Recorder
Cassette
Recorder

3




=y .

Specifications for Module CM-5 {pages 122 through 124)

Table 10

Categories

Activities

3

3 5

Running
Total Time

23

29 3

36

36

Chronule

(=2 T Fo - I [\S)

15

6 2

Number of
Groups

15

i 15

Number of
Sections

7

7 7

Size of
Group

1

15 1

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

15

15

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

FacuTty:

€1in. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B

74



Table 10 {Continued)

cLivities

. Categories ] 2 3 4

Seminar

Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

I

16mm Film A

16mm Film 8

16rm Film C

16mm Film D

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional

Packet

ggl_a

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

qy’—n

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
_Recorder

75
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Table i1

Specifications for Module CM-6 (pages 125 through 127)

Activities

Categories 1 2a

_2b

K| 4 5 6

Running

Total Time 2 8

_18 24 26 3]

Chronule 2 6

Number of
Groups 15 1

Number of
Sections 7 7

—
(3,1
—
—
(4]
-~ N O

Size of
Group ) 15

Pre or Post
Testing 2

Seminar
Meeting 4]

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

1C

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation

Center 2 6

17

Field
Center

Faculty:

Univ. Prof. 6

14

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

SmaTl Group
Room B

76



Table 11 (Continued)

Activities

._Categories 1

2a 2b 3

3

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A 2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm F{Im B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D L}

i —4

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

a5 & —

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Televisfon
Receiver

Yideotape
Recorder

Tassette
Recorder

77



Table 12
Specifications for Module CM-7 (pages 128 through 130)

Activities

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 2a 7b_ 7c 8 Q I
unning

Total Time 2 8 17 23 32 4 47 &0 51 53 KR &R

Chronule 2 _6_ 9 8 9 _ 6 3 1 2 &
Number of
Groups 15 1 15 1 3 15 1 1 1L.15 2
Number of
717

Sections 7 7 7 i
Size of

Growp 1 15 115 8§ 1 15 15 15 1 1

Pre or Post

Testing 2 2 4
eminar

deetin 6 ) 6 3 | 22
ma roup

Meeting 3 3
Independent

Study 9 9 18
Field Work:

wutoring -
{e ork:

Teaching
Field Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5
Facti{tation

Center 2 6 9 6 3 6 3 1 2 2 40
tield

Center
Faculiy:

Unfy. Prof. 6. 6 6 3 1 2 24
FacuTty:

Clin. Prof.
raculty:

Clin, Teacher
Study

Carrel A
study

Carrel B
Study

Carre) C

ma roup :

Room A 3 3

roup

Room 8
“M‘
78
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Table 12 (Continued)

~Activities

. Cateqories 2 3 4 5

5

73

Ib

I¢

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B 6 6

Testing
_Statfon A

Testing
Statifon B

Testing
Statjon C 2

16mm Film A

166m Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x? Sifdes

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

i

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

elevi. 1on
Receiver

Yideotape
Recorder

Tassette
Recorder




| ——

Table 13
Specifications for Module CM-8 (pages 132 through 134)

Categories

Activities

————————

—7 32 3 3 4 5 6 7 1

Running
Total Time

1
2

8

14

20

26 35 41 43 48 48

Chronule

~N

6

Rumber of
Groups

Number of
Sections

Size of
Group

N~ e O

L[> LB L B (X T [ ]

TN K O
—
[44]
p—
—
(3,
~N

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

Field Work:

Tutorin

Field Work:
Teaching B
eid Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation

FaciTitation
Center

Fleld
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

SmalT Group
Room B




Table 13 {Continued)

. Categories

- Activities

™)

3a_ 3 3¢ 4

5

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Gtation B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

€ =

& ¢l

] —

iomm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructionat
Packet

) =4
(.;'—a

Tnformation
Packet

Program
Packet

Snf st

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Recefver

Videotape
Recorder

Tassette
Recorder

a



Table 14
Specifications for Module CM-9 (pages 135 through 137)

b — T

Categories

i

Activities

3
SIS

2a

2b

3 4 __ 5

I

Running
Total Time

3

8

30

Chronule

1
2
2

9 6 2

Number of
Groups

15

15 ) 15

Number of
Sections

6
17 23 25 3
-]
2
7

7 7 7

Size of
Groun

7
1

1 15 ] 1

Pre or Post
Testing

2

seminar
Meeting

12

Small Group
Meetin

Independent
Study

Field Work:

Tutorin
Field Work:

Teachin
tield Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation

FaciTTtation
Center

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

FacuTty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel 8

Study
Carrel C

roup
Room A

Small Group
Rotn B

-t \ . _______________ __




Table 14 {Continued)

Activities

_._Categories ]

24

2b 3 4

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

12

Testing
Statfon A

Testing
Station B

Testing
_Station C 2

16mm Film A

16mm Film 8

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

16mm Flm
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet -

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulatfon

Books and
Psperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

83



Table 15

Specifications for Module CM-10 (pages 138 through 140)

Categories

Rctivities

4a

4b

5

7

Running
Total Time

14

20

23

32

34

39

39

Chronule

6

O

Number of
Groups

—r

15

Number of
Sections

e

-3

~ N O

Size of
Group

N I~ N O

W

3
7
7
2

Pre or Post
Testing

Ll LBk L

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

Fleld Work:
Tutoring

21

Fleld Work:
feaching

Fleld Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

FaciTitation
Center

13

Fleld
Center

2]

FacuTty:
Univ. Prof.

1]

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

FacuTty:
Clin. Teacher

Stuay
Carrel A

Study
Carrel 8

Study
Carre! C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B



Table 15 (Continued)

Rctivities
__Categories 1 2 3 4 4b 5 6 7 I
eminar
Room A 9 9

Seminar
Room B

Testing

_Station A 2 2 4

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A
16mm Film 8
16mn Film C
16mm Film D 1 ]

T6mm F1Tm
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructional
Packet
information
Packet
Program
packet

Case Study
Typed
script

Simulation

BookS and
Paperbacks
elevision
Receiver 2 2
Yideotape

_Recorder 6 6

Cassette
Recorder




L —

Table 16
Specifications for Module CH-11 (pages 141 through 144)

Categories

__Activities

_2a

5

- 4 5

fa___ 6b

Running
Total Time

14

20 26 32

38 40

40

Chronule

2

6 6 6

6 2

Number of
Groups

2

] r4 1

e

1 1

Number of
Sections

50

80 50 50

50 _ 50

Size of
Group

2 ] 2

2 Z

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

Field Work:

Tutorin
Field Work:

Teaching

PO

20

Field Work:
Nontezching

I

Remediation

taciiitation
Center

Field
Center

o

34

Faculty:
Univ, Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
CYin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carreil B

Study
Carrel (

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B




Table 16 {Continued)

Activities

Categories I Za 2 3 4 5 6a

Seminar
Room A

seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
~Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film 8

16mm Film C

16mm F{lm D

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
_Packet

Program
packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Teievision
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder - 6

assette
Recorder

87




Table 17
Specifications for Module CM-12 (pages 145 through 147)

Rctivities
Categeries 1a b 2a -2b 3 _4a g 5 6a 6b T
Running )
Total Time 6 9 18 2 24 27 29 35 38 40 40

Chronule 6 3 9 3 3 2 6 3
Number of

3

Groups 7 7 15 15 7?2 7 71 1 1
7
2

Number of
Sections y A | i z Vi 7 7 17
2 2 15

Size of
Group 2 2 ] ] 2
Pre or Post
Testing
Sem{nar
Meeting
Small Group
_Meeting
independent
Study g 3 3 2 17
FieTd Work:
Tutoring
Field Work:

Teaching :
Field Work: - -

Nonteaching 6 3 6 3 220

Remediation 2 2
FacTTtation
Center
Field
!genter
Faculty:
Univ. Prof.
Facuity:
Clin. Prof. 2 2
Féfglty:
n. Teacher 6 )
Stidy 3 3 2
Carrel A
Study
Carrel 8
Study
Carrel C
Smatl Group
Room A
Small Group
iggom 8

HN.NHN




Table 17 (Continued)

Activities

__Categories  1a 1b 2a 2b 3 4a _4b 5 _6a__6b

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film 8

16mm Film €

Témm Film D

16mm F1lm
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed -
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

o} — [e] = eo]—

Program
~Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
,Recorder




Table 18

Specifications for Module CM-13 (pages 148 through 150)

Categories

Activities

1

_2a

Running
Total Time

24

3 4 4 65 6 72 b1
| 54 60 62 68 68

36

39

45

Chronute

18

9

6 b

Number of
Groups

6
6
7

15

1

3
5

15

|

Number of
Sections

N

7

7

7

~ DN

7

Size of
Group

0N

ST O R N B [«

1

6
7
1
2

1

7
7
2

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Stud

18

36_

Field Work:
Tutoring

ield Work:
Jeaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

6 18

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

18

18

field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

6

. Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B

90



Table 18 {Continued)

Activities

Categories 122 2b 3 43 4 - 5

6

7a__7b

T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

1émm Film B

16mm Fiim C

16mm Film D

1emm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed -
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

I

Information
Packet -

AN et | Ca )] e
(_pl_l gjl_l

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks 8

Television
Receiver

Videotape :
Recorder 6

Cassette
Recorder

91




Table 19
Specifications for Module CM-14 (pages 151 through 153)

Categories

Activities

2a _2b

)

ba

b

6a

&b

Running
Total Time

9

24

39

45

51

56

62 ¢

Chronule

3

15

9

Number of
Groups

15

15

15

Number of
_Sections

~ I~ Y Oy

7

7

~ N O

Size of
_Group

(]

N\l\lc\gw

1

1

6
7
Z
2

Ny NN O

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

15

27

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

26

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

15

18

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

12

faculty:
Clin. Teacher

14

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B

92



Table 19 (Continued)

~Activities

. Categories 1 2a 2b 3 4 53 5sb  6a

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mn Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed -
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

q_l

Information
Packet -

) —a

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
~Sceript

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks 6

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder 6

Cassette
Recorder

93




Table 20

Specifications for Module CM-15 (pages 154 through 156)

Activities

Categories 1 2a 2b

2¢

3 4 5 6a 6b

Running .
9 18

24

26 32 3 37 43

43

Total Time
) 9

Chronule

6

6

iro

o

Number of

Groups 1515

15

1

Number of
Sections

~ I~ KD Ko

1__1

1

7

Size of
Group

r\'&

1

1

LA CI X R
N N N oy
I LR SR (R}
— i~ PO

15

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meating

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 9

21

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Fieid Work:
Nonteaching 3 6

18

Remediation

Facilitation
~Center 9

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof. 3

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A '

Small Group
Room B

94



Table 20 {Continued)

Activities

__Categories 1 _2a 2b

2¢C

L

)

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet -

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and

Paperbacks 3

w

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

95
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Speci:ications for Module CM-16 (pages 157 through 159)

Table 21

f—

Categories

Activities

i 2 3

4 5 6a

6b

?'r

Running
Tota) Time

e

19 25 30

33

33

Chronule

6 15 16
6 9 1

3 6 5

3

Number of
Groups

1 2 2

2 1 1

2

Number of
Sections

50 50 50

50 50 10

50

Size of
Group

2 1 1

1 2 1

1

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

Smail Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

Field
Lenter

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:

Llin. Teacher

12

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B

15

96



Table 21 (Continued)

Activities

__Categories 1 2 3 4 5 ba_ 6b

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
~Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

Tomm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed -
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet -

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Yideotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

97




Specifications for Module CM-17 (pages 162 through 164)

Table 22

Activities

Categories

3 4

Running
Total Time

14 23

28

28

Chronule

o oo N

6 9

Number of

1 15

Number of
Sections

~ N O

Size of

1

2

2

Groups 7
7

Group 2

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting 2

14

Small Group
_Meeting

Independent
Study

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field HWork:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

12

Field
Center 2

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher 2

o |0 & (N

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel 8

Study
Carrel C

Smalt Group
Room A

Small Group
Room 8

98



Table 22 (Continued)

~Activities

Categories 1 2 3 4

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film 8

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

1emm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

" Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks 3

“w

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

99




Specifications for Module CM-18 (pages 163 through 165)

Table 23

= Rctivities

o o

Categories

4 5a 5b

Running
_Total Time 6

30 39 45

Chronule 6

s g 6

Number of
Groups 15

Number of

Sactions 7
Size of ‘
Group 1

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

12

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

18

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching 6

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

Field
Center 6

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof. 6

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B

100



Table 22 {(Continued)

Activities

Categories )| 2 3 4 Ba __6b f 7 I
Seminar
Room A 6 f
Seminar
Room B
Testing
Station A
Testing
Station B
Testing
Station C

16mm Film A
16mm Film 8
16mm_Film C
16mm Fiim D 1 1

T6mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructional
Packet
Intormation
Packet ] 1
Program
Packet ] 1

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation
Books and
Paperbacks
TeTevision
Recefver
Yideotape
Recorder

Tassette
Recorder
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Table 24

Specifications for Module CM-19 (pages 166 through 168)

Activities

Categories

3

Running

36

42

47

)|
Total Time 6 21 27
Chronule 6

9

15 6
Number of
Groups ] 15 1

15

Number of
Secticns 7

=
vl

1

I~ I [

S1ze of
_Group 15 _1 15

1

e

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting 6 6

18

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 15

24

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Fleld Work:
Nonteaching

Remed{iation

FaciTitation
Center 6 6

18

Fleld
Center

Facully:
Univ. Prof, 6 6

20

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Cifn, Teacher

atudy
Carrel A

Study
Carre’ B

Study
Carrel (

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B
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Table 24 (Continued)

Activities

. Categqories 1 2 3 4

eminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B 6 6

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

Tomm Flim
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Jﬂ-qod-'kd-*

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simuiation

Books and
Paperbacks

Yelevision
Recefver

Yideotape
Recorder

Tassette
.Recorde'
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Table 25

b

S IOh

Specifications for Module CM-20 (pages 169 througn 171)

——— o . Activities

Categories 2 3 4 ha 5b 6 1 I
Running .
Total Time _15 21 27 36 42 57 62 62
Chronule 9 6 6 9 6 15 .5
Kumber of B :
Groups 115 | 15 15 15
Number of
Sections 7 7 7 i I 7 7 7
Size of
Group 15 1 15 15 ] ] ] ]
Pre or Post
Testing 5 )
S;::Inar

eting 3 6 18
Small Group an
Meetin
lnaepeng'e'ni 4
Study 9 [ 15 30
Field Work:
Tutor*ingE
Field Work:
Teachin
Fleld Work:
Nonteaching 15 15
Remed{fation 5 )
FacliTtation
Center 6 6 9 6 27
Fleld

Center 15 6 . _2l
R rof 66 » 2 12
niv. Prof, .
Facuity:
€Clin. Prof. 6 2 2 10
raculty:
Clin. Teacher
Stuady
Carrel A
Study
Carrel B
Study
Carrel €
Small Group
Room A
roup
foom B .
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Table 25 {Continued)

Activities

Lategories 1 4 3 4

fa

5b

_6

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B 6 6 6

18

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

mm Fiim
_Cenaercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
packet

"nformation
Packet

Program
Packet | )

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Recefver

Yideotape
Recorder

Tassette
Recorder

105



Table 26
Specifications for Module CM-21 (pages 172 through 174)

Activities
Categories 1 2a b 2 3 4 T

Running

Total Time 6 12 24 30 36 41 41
Chronule 6 6 12 6 6 5

Number of

Groups 1 1 15 1 15 2_
Number of

Sections 7 i 7 7 7 7

Stze of
LOroup _ 15 15 ] 15 1 1

Pre or Post

Testing

Seminar

Meetin _b 6 6 18
Small Group

Meetin

Indepengﬁt .

Study 12 6 ___18

Field WNork:

Tutorin
Field Work:

_Teachin 6 6 ' 12
Field ﬁB%E}
Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5
FaciTitation

Center 6 12 6 24
Field

Center 6 6 12
FacuTty:

Univ. Prof. . 6 4 8
Faculty:
JLlin. Prof.
Faculty:

Clin. Teacher 6 6
study

Carrel A
Study

Carre) B
Study

Carre) C
Smali Group

Room A
Small Group

Room B —

106
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Table 26 (Continued)

. Categories

Activities

1 2a ¢b 2¢

3

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room 8

12

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film 8

16mm Film C

15mm Film D

1omm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 S1ides

Programmed -
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

TeTeviston
Recefver

YVideotape
Recorder

Tassette
Recorder
-
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Table 27

Specifications for Module CD-1 (pages 182 through 184)

Categories 1 2a 2b 2c- 2d

Activities
3 4 & 4c

5

Running
Total Time 2 8 14 20 26

35 38 41 47

49

o

54

Chronule 2 6 6 6 6

9 3 3 6

Number of
Groups 5 1 1 1 |

5 1 1 1

Number of

20

Sections 20 20 20 20 20
Size of
Group 1 5 5 5 5

20 20 20 20

Pre or Post
Testing 2

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting 6 6 6

30

Independent
Study 6

15

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remedfiation

Facilitation
Center 2 6 6 6

Field
Center

FacuTty:
Univ. Prof,

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

FacuTty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel €

Smali Group
Room A 6 6

24

mail Group
Room 8 6 6

12



Table 27 (Continued)

-

‘ Activities
. Categories 1 2a 2b 2¢ 2d 3 4da 4 4c 5 I T
Seminar
Room A
Seminar
_Room B
Testing
_Statfon A 2 2 4
Testing
Station B
Testing
Station C

16mm Film A
16mm Film B
16mm Film C
16mm £iim D

Tomm Film
Commercial

L—\lw
F.wm
o

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructional
Packet
Invormation ]
Packet [ 1
Program
Packet

Case Study
Typed
Script

Simulation
Boocks and
Paperbacks
YeTevisTon
Recetlver
Yideotape
Recorder
Cassette
Recorder

N e - ]
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Table 28

Specifications for Module CD-2 {pages 185 through 187)

Categories

Activities

1

3 4 5 6

Running
Total Time

_29 3] 36

36

chronule

]

Number of
Groups

d \=al jco oY

Number of
Sections

Sfze of
Group

16

s
e

Pre or Post
Testing

S S
~

S S NS
'—-

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meetin

12

Independent
Study

fleld Work:

Tutorin
Field Work:

Teaching

FieTd Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

FaciTitation
Center

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof,

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
_Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Smail Group

Room A

SmalT Group

Room B | ' '
w
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Table 28 (Continued)

. Categories

Activities

1

4

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

12

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station 8

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Fiim D

oof N

1omm Flilim
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 S1{des

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Progiam
Packet

M—a

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Recefver

Yideotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorde

m




Table 29
Specifications for Mcdule CD-3 (pages 188-190)

Activities
3a 3b 3c 4 b T

17 23 3 34 39 39

9 6 2 5

Groups 5 ] 5 1 -
Number of

Sections 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

Size of .

Group ] 5 ] 5 ] ] ]

Pre or Post

Testing 2 5 7
Seminar

Meeting

Small Group

Meeting 6 ' 6 : 12
Independent )
_Study _ 9 9 18
Field Work:

Tutoring

Field Work:

Teaching
Field Work:

Nonteaching

Categories 1
Running
Total Time

v

(=2 B [= < I\

Chronule
Number of

oI N
—t
o O

Remediation 5 5
tacilitation
_Center 2 6 9 6 9 6 5 43
Field
Lenter
Faculty:
_Univ. Prof, , 6 2 8
Faculty:
_Clin. ?rof.

Faculty:

Clin, Teacher

study

Carre} A 9 9
Study

Carrel B
Study

Carrel €
Smali Group

Room A

small Group

6 6 1?2

Room B
W




Table 29 (Continued)

. Lategories

Activities

1 2 3a 3b 3¢ 4

Semipar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing -
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

'.H—a

16mm Film C

16min Film D

lemm F1lm
Cormercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

wl—l M—l

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Sceript

Simulation‘

Bocks and
_Paperbacks

Television
Recejver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

13



Table 30
Specifications for Module CD-4 {pages 191 through 194)

Activities

Categories 3 4 5 6a__6b

Running

_Jotal Time 38 44 50 5

0 o
N
o
\Z:]
N

Chronule

Number of
Groups

Number of

Sections 20 20 20 20 2

Size of
Group

Pre or Post
Testing

N—ﬂﬁgmmeu
—
—
o
ot
Q jon o
o

S/minar
Meeting

Small Group

Meeting : 6 12 6
Independent '
Study 12 6

Field Work:

Tutorin 6
Field Work. ‘

Teaching 6

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 2 § 12 12 6 2

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof,

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A 6

LER RS

Small Group
_Room B 6 6

114




Table 30 (Continued)

o

Activities

. Categories 1

2

3

2

5 _ba

6b

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A 2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

i6mm Film B

16ma_Film_C

] —

16mm Film D

o G

l6rmm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed -
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet -

Program
Packet

o)'d

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Recetver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

115



Table 31
Specifications for Module CD-5 (pages 191 through 194)

Activities

Categories "3 4 5 6a 6b 7

Running
Total Time

2
8§ 20 32 38 44 50 52 57
6

Chronule 12 12 [ 6 6 2

Number of
Groups

] 1 5 1 5 5 5
Number of

Size of
Group

Pre or Post

1
2
_2
5
Sections 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 10
1
Testing 2

Semtnar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting 6 12 6

Independent ,
Study 12 6

Field Work:
Tutoring 6

Field Work:
Teaching 6

Field Work:
Nonteachiing

Remediation

Facilitation
center 2 6 12 12 6 2

Field
Center

Facul ty:
Univ, Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin, Teacher

, Study
! Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel €

Small Group
Room A , 6

Small Group
Room B : 6 6

116




Table 31 (Cc'.“inued)

—— —

~ Activities

. Categories ] 2 3 4 5 6a__ 6b 7

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room 8

Testing
_Station A 2 2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

gol_l
o G
(pi—4

16mm Film D

Témm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Facket

oal_n

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

feTevision
Receqver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

17



Table 32

Specifications for Module CD-6 (pages 191 through 194)

Activities

Categories 1 3

4

5

6a

6b

7

8

Running
Total Time

38

a4

50

52

57

6

6

6

2

5

Number of

2
Chronule ) 2
Groups 5

—r
—r

1

5

5

5

1

Number of
Sactions 20

20

20 20

20 10

Size of
Group ] 5 5

5

1

1

|

1

Pre or Post
Testing 2

2

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
_Meeting 6 12

24

Independent
Study

12

18

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 2 6 12

42

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Facuity:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A 6

Small Group
Room B 6

118



Table 32 (Continued)

Activities

. Categories ] 2 3 4 b 6a b6b 7

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A 2 2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16min Film B

16mm Film C

—
wloﬂ
w]—

16mm Film D 3

Temm FiTm
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2_Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
_racket

Program
Packet

QO] =t €0t [€O] —
wl—

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cacsette
Recorder

119




Table 33

Specifications for Module ©:D-7 (pages 195 through 197)

Categories

Activities

4

Running
Total Time

5
23 25

30 30

Chronule

Number of
Groups

Number of
Sections

Size of
Group

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

21

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:

Teachin
Fleld Work:

Nonteaching

(=3}

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
nggom B

120



Table 33 {Continued)

Activities

__Categories _ 1 2 3 4

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C 2

1omm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

16mm Fiim
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructiona.
Packet

Information
Packet

g,)l_a gpl—o

Program
Packet

M—a

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

121




Specifications ‘or Module CD-8 (pages 198-200)

Table 34

Categqories

—

ACtivities

2a

2b_

2¢ _ 3a 3b

Running
Total Time

8

14

23 32 38

45

Chronule

9 9 6

Number of
Groups

15 18 1

Number of
Sections

Size of
Group

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

30

" Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

11

Field
Center

FacuTty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:

Clin. Prof.

aculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Roc ' A

Smal1 Group
Room B

122



Table 34 (Continued)

Activities

_ Categories 1 2a 2b 2c 3 3b ) 5 T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B 6 6

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C 2

™
£

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2_Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packel

]

Progran
Packet

i~

eot ] et ot~

Case Study

Yyped
Script

Simuiation

Books and
Paperbacks i) 10

Television
Recefrer

Videotape
Racorder

Tassette
Recorder

123




Table 35
Specifications for Module CD-9 (pages 201 through 204)

Activities _

Categories 1 -4 ba 5b 6 7a

Running
Total Time

29 35 41

50

64

Chronule

6

Number of
Groups

15

Number of
Sections

-t
~J on (V=4

Size of
Group

ot

o N [ o

S I~ B> O

6
7
A 7
2 ]

Pre or Post
Testing

(44 ~J
lO':; ~J Al o (Yal o

290

Seminar
Meeting

Smail Group
Meeting

Tndependent
Study

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:

Teachin
Field ﬁdgﬁ?
Nonteaching

Remediation

Faciiitation
Center

49

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

17

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

§ludy
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

12

124



Table 35 (Continued)

Activities

. Categories 1 2 3 4 ba bb 6 7a 7b 8 T
Seminar

Room A 9 9 18
Seminar

Room 8 2
Testing
_Station A
Testing

Station B
Testing

Station C

16mm Film A
16mm Film B
16mm Film C
16mm Film D

16mm Film
Commercial

o]
winy
w

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructional
packet
Information
Packet
Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation
Books and
Paperbacks
Television
Recefver
YVideotape
Recorder 6 6
Cassetle ,
Recorder

125




Table 36
Specifications for Module CD-10 (pages 205 through 208)
- Activities ... .
2 3 4 54 b6 7 8 9 T
5 _17 23 26 38 50 §6 58 63 63
12 12 6 2 s
2020 5 20 )
E_ & 5 5 5
11 4 1 1

Categories
Running
Total Time

]
V4
Chron. 2 6
Number of
Groups 20 20 20 5
5 5
1 4
2

Number of
Sections
Size of
Group

Pre or Post
Testing
Seninar
Meeting
Smell Group
Meeting § 3 7 16
Independ2nt

Study 312 12 12
Field Work:

Tutoring

Field Work:

Teaching

Field Work:

Nonteaching

[ Kk ko o

Remediation 5 5
Fgcil1tat10n
_Center 2 3 6 3 7 2 2 25
Field
Center
Faculty:
Unfv. Prof. . _6 6 214
Faculty:
Clin. Prof.
Faculty:
Clin, Teacher
Study
Carrel A 3 12 15
Study
Carrel B
Study
Carrel C
Small Group
Room A
Small Group
loom 8 _ 6 3 9




Table 36 (Continued)

. Categories

‘Activities

1" "7 3 & _ 5a bb

67 8 9 1

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Tes%ing
Station A

Testing
Statfon B

Yesting
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mr Film D

~
3

TR

f—
o

Temm Film
Commercial

Audie Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction
nstructiona
Packet

i~

Information
Facket -

Program
Packet

Case Study

irof 4

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paparbacks

elevision
_Receiver

Yideotape
Recorder

Tassette
Recorder

127



Table 37
Specifications for Module CD-11 (pages 209-212)

~ Activities
Categories1 2 3 4a 4 5 6 7 8 & 9 10 11 1/ T
Running .
Total Time 2 5 8 14 17 23 29 35 44 47 53 59 61 66 66

Chronule 2 3 3 6 3 6 6 6 % 3 6 6 2 5
Number of

Groups 3 4 4 Y 1 4 1 1 4 4 4 1 4 1
Number of

Sections 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 26 25 25 21 10
Sfze of :

Group 1 1.1 4 4 1 4 4 1 1 1 4 1 1

Pre or Past

Testing 2 2 4
Seminar
_Meeting

Small Group

Meeting 6 6 6 6 24
Independent )

Study 3 3 3 6 9 3 6 33
Field Work:

Tutoring

Field Work:

Teaching

Field Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation : 5 §
Facilitation

Center 2 3 6 3 6 6 6 6 2 2 4
Field

Center i 9 9
Faculty:

Univ. Prof. 2 2
FacuTty:

Clin. Prof.

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher 3 3
Study

Carrel A
Study

Carrel B
Study

Carrel C
Small Group

Room A
Small Group

Room 8 6 4 4 6 6 26




Table 37 (Continued)

Activities

_Categories ] 2 3 4a 4b

5 6

7 8 &

9 10 11

12

Seminar
Room A

~Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A 2

Testing
Station 8

Testing
Station C

16rm Fiim A

16mm Film B

PP

16mm Film C

]
16mm Fiim0 T

P

Tomm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 S1ides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Scriot

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Yeleviston
Recefver

Yideotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
[~ -

129



Table 38
Specifications for Module CD-12 (pages 213 through 215)

Activities -
Categories ] 2 3 3b  4a 4b 5 6 z 8 T
Running y
Total Time 2 14 20 23 29 35 44 50 52 57 57

Chronule 2 12 6 3 6 6 9 6 2 5
Number of

Groups 15 15 1 _15 15 15 15 1 15 ]
Number of

Sections 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 10

Size of

/ Group 1 1 15 1 ] ] 115 1 1

Pre or Post

Testing 2 2 4
Seminar

Meeting 6 6 12
Smalt Group

Meeating

Independent

Study 12 3
Field Work:

Tutorin
Field Work:
Teaching

field Work:
Nonteaching

36

=33
=2
O

Remediation
Facilitation
Center 2 6 3 6 6 6
Field
Center
Faculty:
Univ. Prof. 6 6 2 14
Faculty:
Clin. Prof.
FacuTty:
Clin. Teacher
Study
Carrel A 3 3
Study
Carrel B
Study
Carrel C
Sall Group
Room A
SmaTl Group

Room B 6 6 12
130
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. Categories

Table 38 (Continued)

ACL1V

es

5 5 7 __ 8 I

Seminar
Room A

L2 3a 3b 43 4&b

Seminar
Room 8

Testing
Statfon A

Testing
Station 8

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film O

bon] —

Tomm FlIm
Commercial

Audiv Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

InStructional
Packet

Information
packet

Program
Packet

Cadf el s o]

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
pPaperbacks

Television
Recefver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

13




Table 39
Specifications for Module CD-13 (pages 216 through 218)

Activities

Categories 3

4_

Running
Total Time

11

17

24

24

6

Numnber of

1 2

2 8
Chrorule 2 6 3
Groups 5 1.

Numbter of
Sections 20 20

20

Size of

Grougp | 5 1.

Pre or Post
Testing 2

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting » 6

12

Independent
Study 3

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

facilitation
Center 2 6

16

Field
Center

Facuity:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A 3

Study
Carre} B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Reom A

Small Group
_Room B 6

132



Table 39 (Continued)

ctivities

._Categories ] 2 3 4 5 6 T
Seminar

Room A
Seminar

Room B
Testing

Station A 2
Testing

Station B
Testing

Station C

16mm Film A
16mm Film B
16mm Film C
16mm Film D

1omm Filim
Commercial 2 2

I~
B

) —4
| —
~N

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructionai
Packat
Information
Packet
rogram
Packet

G —fca] —

Case Study
Typed
_Script

Simulation
Books and
Paperbacks
YelevisTon
Recefver
Yideotape
Recorder
Cassette

Recorder
M
133




Specifications for Module TTP-1 (pages 226 through 228)

Table 40

AcCtivities

Categories 1

(A

da

4b

Running

19

21

26

26

Total Time 7
2

Chronule

oy OO N
fandd
-

2

Number of
Groups 1

1

Number of
Sections 100

100 100

100

10

Size of
Group 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

17

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 2

19

Fleid
Center

Facuity:
Univ, Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof,

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

15

Study
Carrel 8

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Imall Group
Room 8
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Table 40 {Continued)

. Categories

3

Activities
4a

4b

5 a |

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

| =

i M

W~

w|—

Teémm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

Z2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet .

o — o) =

Prograrmn
Packet

o} =4 o] 4o} —

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
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Table 41
Specifications for Module TTP-2 (pages 229-231)

Categories

N

HCE]V' E‘IeS

1

1

.

ba

5D

Running
Total Time

_2

20

26

28

30

35 35

Chronule.

2

Number of
Groups

1

Nunber of
Sections

100

10

Size of
Group

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

22

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin, Teacher

Stuay
Carrel A

18

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room 8
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T.ble 41 (Continued)

Activitins

. Categories ] 2 3 4 ba 5b

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A 2 2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film 8

16mm Film C

Wl

w|—
| =

16mm Film D

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides 2

Programmed
Instruction

Instructionel
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

w|—+ ] =4 O =
W =4 o) o =

Case Study

Typed
Script

| —

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks 1

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder 2
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Table 42
Specifications for Module TTP-3 (pages 232-234)

Categories

A

Activities

3a

3b

1

ba

5b,

Running
Total Time

20

23

26

32

37

37

Chronule

3

Number of
Groups

1

Number of
Sections

100

100

10

Size of
Group

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

25

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

24

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

18

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B
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Table 42 (Continued)

Activities

Categories ] 2 3a 3b 4 ba hb

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A 2 2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

[FUE
o) N
(WIEL

16mn Film D

16m Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides 2

Programmed -
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

w|—
| =

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

o
wid

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Recejver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder 2
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Table 43
Specifications for Module TTP-4 (pages 235 through 238)

Activities

Categories 1 2 3a__3b 3¢ 4 5a -5b 6

Running

Total Time 2 11 20 23 26 ¢ 33 35 40
2

Chronule

Number of
Groups 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1

Number of
Sections 100 10C 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Size of
Group 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ]

Pre or Post
Testing 2 2

Seminar -
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 9 9 3 3 4

Field Work:
Tutoring 3

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation 5

Facilitation
Center 9 9 3

leo

Field
Center "3

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. ' 2

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A 9 9

Small Group
Room B
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Table 43 {Continued)

-~

._Categories

Activities

3a

3b 3¢ 4 5a

5b 6 T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

M—‘

wiro

f —4
E-S

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

(FCENT 10N 1,8

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional

Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

W | ] = [ —

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
_Receiver

Yideotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
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Table 44
Specifications for Module TTP-5 (pages 239 through 241)

- Activities

—

Categories 2 3a 3b 4

Running

Total Time 1N 13 14 19

9 2 1 5

NN

Chronule

Number of
Groups ] 1 1 1 1

Number of
Sections 100 100 100 100 10

Size of
Group 1 1 )| 1 1

Pre or Post
Testing

~
~no

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 9 )

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation 5

Facilitation
_Center 2 2

Field /s
_Center ;

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. 2

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A 9

Small Group
Room B
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Table 44 (Continued)

Categories

Activities

3a

3b 4 T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room 8

Testing
station A

Testing
Stat‘~n_B

Test -
Stat 'on C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

T16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

M—J

M—.l

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

o] =] o] =] —

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

143



Table 45
Specifications for TTP-6 (pages 242 through 244)

Activities
Categories

2a _2b 2¢ 3 4 5a Sb 6 T
Running

1
Total Time 2 8 14 20 29 32 34 35 40 40
Chronule ' 2

6 6 6 9 3 2 15
Number of
Groups 1 1 1 ] 11 1 1 1

Number of
Sections 100 100 100 100 100 102 100 100 __]0

Size of ‘
Group ] ] 1 | L. 1 1 ] 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2 2 4

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Indepandent
Study 6 6 6 9

o

30
Field Work:
Tutoring 3 3

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5

Facilitation
Center

1[\)
=)
o
~N
N
w—t

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. ' 2 2

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A 6 9 15

Stucy
Carrel 8

Study
Carrel C

Sma11 Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B
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Table 45 (Continued)

. Categories

Activities

1

2a

2b

2¢

b

Seminar
Room A

3 4 ba

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

l6nm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Nj—

roj—

N} —|

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

wi—

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

i w]—

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
_Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

145



Table 46
Specifications for Module TTP-7 (pages 245 through 247)

Activities : —

Categories 1 2 2b. -2¢ 3 42 4 5a 6b 6 T
Running : .

Total Time 2 11 17 26 38 41 47 49 51 56 56

Chronule 2 9 6 g 12 3 6 2 2 5
Number of

Groups 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1 1 1
Number of

Sections 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Stize of

Group ] 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 1

Pre or Post .

Testing 2 2 4
Seminar

Meeting

Small Group

Meeting

Independent

Study ¢ 6 9 12 3 6 45
Field Work:

Tutoring 6 2 9
Field Work: :

Teaching 4

Fieid Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation - 5 5
Facilitation
Center 2 9 12 2 2 27
Field
Center
Faculty: ' ' _
Univ. Prof. . ' : 2 2
Faculty:
Clin. Prof.
Faculty:
Clin. Teacher
Study
Carrel A 9 12 21
Stuay
Carrel B
Study
Carrel C
Small Group
Room A
Smail Group
Room B
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Table 46 (Continued)

A

Activities

Categories 2a_2b  2¢ 3 4a 4 5a &b 6 T

|t

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A ? 2 4

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

lgmﬁ Film A

16mm Film 8

16mm Film C

16mm Fiim D

16mm Film
Comercial

Audioc Tape

T
s ot - o

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Tnformation
Packet

Program
Packet

= ] et Q] == QO s
ool el —f o] —] a1

Case Study

Typed
_Script

Simulation

Books and
paperbacks 4 4

Television
Recefver

Yideotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
—

147




Table 47
Specifications for Module TTP-8 {pages 249 through 252)

Acf‘vif‘es

Cateqories 1 2a 2b 2¢ 3a 3b 4 5a bb

Running .
Total Time 2 11 17 26 32 38 44 46 48 53

Chronule 2 9 6 9 6 6 6 2 2

Number of
Groups 1 1 ] ] ] ] 1 ] ]

Number of
Sections 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 10

Size of
Group 1 1 1 1 1 1 ) 1 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2 2

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 9 6 9 6 6 6

Field Work:
Tutoring 6 .

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteazhing 6

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 9 6

Field
_Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

taculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A 9

Study
Carrel B : 6

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
—Roon 8
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Table 47 (Continued)

_ Categories

Activities

1

2a

2b

2¢C

Ja

b 4

Ha

Bb

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
_Statfon B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

Tomm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2_Slides

1
_ 7

—

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

q—a

Program
Packet

Case Study

4

ype
Script

Simulation

books and
Paperbacks

TeTevision
Recefver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

149



Table 48

Specifications for Module TTP-9 (pages 253-255)

Activities

_ Categories ] 2 3a 3b

4a

4b

5

Running . . %

32

4

50

55 55

Total Time 2
Chronule 2 g 6 g
4q

Number of
Groups 1 4 1
Number of
Sections 25 25 25 25

10

Size of
Group 1 4 ] 4

Pre or Post
Testing 2

i

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting 9 9

217

Independent
Study 6

Field Hork:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 2 9 9

38

Field
_Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

FacuTty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A 9

e?

Small Group
Roon 8 9
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Table 48 (Continued)

—

. Categories

Activities

3a

3b

da

4b

.9

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film O

)] -

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

f = e —4

Program
Packet

Case Study

£ et

Typed
~Script

Simutation

Book$ and
_Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Yideotape
Recorder

Tassette
Recorder

15]



Table 49
Specifications for Module TTP-10 {pages 256-258)

Activities
K] q T

17 1% 24 24

Categories
Running
Total Time

NN—-T
~N

Chronule
Number of
_Groups
Number of
Sections 100 100 100 10
Size of
Group 1 ] 1 1
Pre or Post
Testing 2 2
Seminar
Meeting
Small Group
Meeting
Independant
Study 15 15
Field Work:
Tutoring .
Field Work:
Teaching
Field Work:
Nonteaching

—
—
—t
—

Remediation 5 5
Facilitation

Center 2 2 2 6
Field

Center
Faculty:

Univ. Prof. . 2 2
Faculty:
_Clin. Prof.
Faculty:

Clin. Teacher
Study

Carrel A
Study

Carvel B
Study

Carrel C
Small Group

Room A
Small Group

Room B

152




Table 49 (Continued)

Activities
3

. Categories ] 2

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Tisting
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C 2 2

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mn Film C

16mm Fiim O

omm Fiim
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

wi—J = —

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Recefver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

153




Table 50

Specifications for Module TTP-11 (pages 259-262)

Categories

Activities

3 4 5 b /

Running
Total Time

20 26 32 41 47

Chronule

o oo e

12 6 6 9 6

52 52

Number of
Groups

10

1 10 10 1 10 1

Number of
Sections

10

10 10 10 10 10 10

10

Size of
Group

10 1 1 10 1 10

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

12

Smail Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

27

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Reinediation

FaciTitation
Center

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room 8

18




Table 50 (Continued)

Categories

Activities

1

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

Tomm F{Tm
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Cf =

Information
Packet

Program
_Packet

Case Study

T P

wof ] o e o)

W W NN W

typed
Script

Simulaticn

Books and
_Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
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Table 51

Specifications for Module TTP-12 (pages 263 through 266)

Activities

Categories 1 2a 2b

Ja -

3b

3

5a

5b

6a 6b

Running
Total Vime 2 3

O

15

21

30

33

38

47

56

61

61

Chronule 2 ]

6

6

3

5

Number of
Groups 32

32

32

16

16

Number of
_Sections 3

w I o

3

3

3

3

10

Size of
Group 1

L~ T (7S [

16

1

1

9
8
3
4

2

2

0 |w | |w

Pre or Post
Testing 2

11

Seminar
Meeting 6

W o o (w |& v

15

Small Group
Meeting 1

19

Independent
Study

15

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 2 1 6

53

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. ) 6

17

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

FacuTty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

24

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B 4
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Table 51 (Continued)

Activities

__Categoiies 1

2a _2b

3a

3b

4 S5a S 6a &b

Seminar
Room A

1

9

Seminar
Room B

o RO M

Testing
Station A

2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Ffim D

]
3

o =y

w‘—-

Tomn Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

=2

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

€] =

Tnformation
Packet

Program
Packet

et —eof —fet —

Case Study

=4 e} —

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books ang
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Tassette
Recorder

167



Table 52

Specifications for Module TTP-13 (pages 267-270)

Activities

Categories 1

3 4a

4b va

ob .

6 1

Running
Total Time

17 23

32 38

44

49

49

Chronule

W | N

12 6

9 6

6

Number of
Groups

£ N

1 4 1

1 1

1

Number of

25 25 25

25 25

25

10

Sections 25
Size of :
Group 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2

Semfinar

Meetin
Small Group

Meeting

30

Independent
Study

12

12

Field Work:

Tutorin
Field Work:

Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remedjation

Factlitation
Center 2

o
[«,]

46

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

14

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

taculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

12

12

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Smatl Group
Room A

4

Small Group
koom B




Table 52 (Continued)

Activities

__Categories 1 2 3 4a 4b va ob

Seminar
Roor: A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
~Station A

Testing
Station B

Te:ting
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

f —
(NE

16mm Film D

Temm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides ]

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
_Packet

W

wl—| | 2wl

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

159
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Table 53
Specifications for Module TTP-14 (pages 271-274)

T

ACLIVities

Categories 1 23a3b4a4bb5abb6abbbc7asbBadd 9 T

Running
fotal Time 2 51117 23 26 30 36 42 48 51 55 61 63 69 74 74

Chronule 2 36 6 6 3 46 66 3 46 265

Number of
Groups 4 1 4 4 11 41 1 11 21 411

Number of
Sections 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 10

Size of
Group 1 41 1 4 41 4 4 4 4 2 4 71 4 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2 2 1 5

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting 3 6 3 6 6 3 2 1 30

Independent
Study 6 6 4 6 6 28

Field Work:

Tutoring :
Field Work: '
Teaching 4 4

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5

Facilitation
Center 2 6 6 6 3 4 6 6 6 3 6 2 1 2 59

Field -
Center 4 4

Faculty: _
Univ. Prof. : 2 2 4

Facuity:
Clin. Prof. 2 6 8

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A 6 6

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A 4 6 6 2.6 24

Small Group

Room 8 3 6 3 6 6 24




Table 53 (Continued)

Activities

Categories 1 23a3bdadbsSabbbabbbc7a’hbB8a8 9 T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A ? 2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B8

16mm Film C

L] —
| —
o
] —
($2]

16mm Film D

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides 1 ‘ 1

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet ‘

| =t
[F%)

Information
Packet

o} — J| —

Program
Packet

W] =] = [eo] =
£]—
~N no

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder 4 4

Cassette
Recorder

161




Table 54
Specifications for TTP-15 (pages 275-278)

Activities o

Categories 1 2 333bd4adbbabbbadoboc 7a/bBagb T T
Running .

Total Time 2 5112026 29 35 41 47 50 53 57 63 65 67 70 70

Chronule 2 3 6 9 6 3 6 6 6 3 3 46 2 2 3
Number of

Groups 4 1 4 41 1 4 1V1 1T 1 21111
Number of

Sections 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 2?25 25 25 25 25 10

Size of . -
_Group 1 41 1 4 4 1 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 )

Pre or Post

Testing 2 2 2 6
Seminar

Meeting
Small Group

Meeting 3 6 3 6 6 6 6 2 2 40
Independent

Study 6 9 6 6 27
Field Work:

Tutoring

Field Work:

Teaching 4 4
Field Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5
Facilitation
Center 2 3 6 96 3 6 6 6 6 6 6 2 2 2 N1
Field .
Center 4
Faculty: .
Univ. Prof, ) 3 ' 2 5
Faculty:
Clin. Prof.
Faculty:
Clin. Teacher
Study
Carrel A 6 9 15
Study
Carrel B
Study
Carrel €
Small Group
Room A 6 6 6 6 24
Small Group -
_Raom B 3 6 3 3 3 18
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Table 54 (Continued)

Categories

Rctivities

1 2 3a 3b 42 4b 5a 5b 6a 6b 6¢c 7a 7b 8a 8b 9 1

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

I

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film €

16mm Film D

- —

) —

(0D

~o]—
]

T6mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

P —

W]~

Information
racket -

o] — Jes| —

Program
Packet

Case Study

W] — o] —

£ o] —

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

163



Table 55
Specifications for Module TTP-16 (pages 279-282)

Activities

Categories 1 2 3a 3b 4a 4b 5a 5b 6¢c ba 6b /a /b Ba- 8b 9 T

Running
Total Time 2 5112326 29 32 35 41 47 50 53 56 58 61 66 66

Chronuie 2 3 612 3 3 3 3 6 6 3 3 3 2 335

Number of
Groups 4 1 4 4 1 1 4 4 1 111 4 4 41

Numper of
Sections 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 10

Size of
Group 1 4 1 1 4 411 4 4 4 41 111

Pre or Post
Testing 2 2 4

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting 3 3 3 6 6 3 3 27

Independent
Study 6 12 3 3 3 27

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching 3 3

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5

Facilitation
Center 2 3 612 3 3 3 3 6 6 3 3 3 2 2 60

Field
Center 3 3

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. : ‘ 2 2

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher 3 3

Study
Carrel A 3 3 6

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A 3 6 6 15

Small Group
Room B 3 3 6
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Table 55 (Continued)

Activities

__Categories 7 2 3a3bdadbbabbbcbabb /a/boadd 9 |

Seminar
Room A

seminar
Room 8

Testing
Station A 2 2 4

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

| =
—

16mm Film €

)
S
n

16mm Fiim D

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional 1
Packet 3 1

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

elevision
Recejver

Videotape
Recorder 3 3

Cassette
Recorder
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Table 56
Specifications for Module PST-1 {pages 286-288)

Activities

Categories 1 22 2b 2¢ 2d 3 4 .

Running
Total Time 2 14 104 114 129 131 136 136

Chronule 2 12 90 10 15 2 5

Number of
Groups 15 15 1 1 15 15 2

Number of
Sections 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Size of
Group ] 1 15 15 1 1 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2 2 4

Seminar
Meeting 90 10 100

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 12 15 27

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5

Facilitation
Center 2 90 10 2 104

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. . 90 10 100

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Stuay
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B
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Table 56 (Continued)

Activities

Categories 1

23 2b 2c 2d

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

90 10

100

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing

Station C 2

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film O

Témm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simujation

Books and
Paperbacks

10

10

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
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Table 57

Specifications for PST-2 (pages 289-293)

Activities

Categories ]

4 5 ba 6b !

8§ 9 11U

Running

Total Time 2 20

26 38 44 50 56

62 711 77

L= TN o - N {38

Chronule 2 12

6 12 6 6 6

Number of
Groups 15 1 15

1_15 1 15 15

Number of
Sections 7 7 7

7 7 7 7 7

Size of
Group 1 15 1

15 1 15 1 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2

Seminar
Meeting 6

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 12

12 6 6

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 2 6

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. .6

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel 8

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B -6
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Table 57 (Continued)

Activities

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6a 6b 7.

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A 2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

o
o]

W] —

16mm Film D

16mm F1ilm
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional

Information

1
Packet 3
1
Packet 3

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks 4 4

Television
_Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recoyder

169




Table 57 (Ccntinued)

Categories

Activities

1Ta 1Ib 12 "13a 13b 13c

1%

1o

o

Running
Total Time

g2 90 96 101 113

119

125

127 132

132

Chronule

5 8 6 5 12

6

6

2

5

Number of
Groups

15 15 1 15 15

15

Number of
Sections

7 7 1 7

7

Size .of
Group

1 1 15 ]

1

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

48

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

12

72

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

81

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

50

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

21

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Smail Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B

48




Table 57 (Continued)

.

—r

Categories

Activities

11a 11b 12

13a_13b 13c 14

15

16

T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
_Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16rm Film 8

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

FSTR

-

w]—

19

lomm Fiim
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional

Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

11

efevision
Recejver

eotape
“Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

m




Table 58

Specifications for PST-3 (pages 294-297)

Categories

Activities

1 2 34a4b- 5 6 7 8a8 9 10a 10b 11 12 13 T

Running
Total Time

2 820 v6 3440 52 58 63 72 78 83 95 101 103 108 108

Chronule

2 612 6 8 612 6 5 9 6 5 12 6 2 b5

Numper of
Groups

15 11515156 115 11516 1 1 15 1 16 1

Number of
Sections

7 7777 117711777 7 7 17 710

Size of
Group

11 1.1 1156 115 1 116 16 1 16 1 1

Pre or Post
Testing

2 2 4

Seminar
Meeting

Smatl Group
Meeting

Independent

12 6 8 12 5 9 5 12 69

Stud
Field Work:

Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel 8

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B
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3120 a0

Table 58 (Continued)

__Categories

Activities -
1 2 343a4b 5 6 7 Badb 9 10a 1Ob 1T 1213 1T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
_Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

[ ¢
-

12

| —
FNFS

16mm Film
Commercial

. cch

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional

Packet

o —4
~

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and

Paperbacks
Yelevision

Recuiver

Yideotape
Recorder

Tassette
Recorder

173



Table 59

Specifications for PST-4 {pages 298-301)

——— _ ]

~Activities

Categories 1 2 3

LF)

b5 6 7 Ba B

9 10 11 1T

Running
Total Time 2 8 20

26

34 40 48 54 57 63

él 83 88 88

Chronule 2 6 12

6

8 6

8 6 3

6

6 2 5

Number of
Groups 15 1 15

15

15 1

15 1 15

15

115 1

Number of
Sections 7 7 17

7

Size of
Group i1 15 1

1

Pre or Post
Testing 2

Seminar
Meet ing 6

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 12

55

Field Work:

TutoringE
Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

5 5

Facilitation
Center 2 6

6 2 2 39

Field
Center

Facuity:
Univ. Prof. 6 .

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel 8

Study
Carrel C

SmTT Group
Room A

Smalt Group

18




Table 59 (Continued)

Categories 1

Activities

2

3_4a 4b

5

6

7 8 8b 8¢

9

10

11

T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

—

ry

£ o

.

0] =l

Témm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2_Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional

Packet

Information
Packet

1
3
1
3

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
_R%co rder

175



Table 60
Specifications for Module PST-5 (pages 302-305)

= — ]

Activities

Categories1 2 34a4b 5 6 7 8 910 11a11lb 1lc 12 13 14 T
Running

Total Time 2 8 20 26 38 44 53 77 83 92 98 99 102 114 120 122 127 127

Chronule 2 612 612 6 924 6 9 6 1 3 12 6 2 b5
Number of

Groups 15 1151515 11515 1 1 1 15 15 15 1 15 1
Number of

Sections 7 7 72 7 7 7 71 7 71 17 71 1 71 7 171 17110
Size of

Group 115 11 115 1 1151515 11 1 15 1 1

Pre or Post

Testing 2 2 4
Seminar

Meeting 6 6 6 9 6 6 39
Small Group

Meeting

Independent

Study 12 6 12 9 24 3 12 78
Field Work: .
Tutoring ] 1
Field Work:

Teaching

Field Work:

Nonteaching

Renediation 5 6§
FacfTitation

Center 2 6 6 6 69 6 3 6 2 2 54
Field

Center 1 1
Faculty:

Univ. Prof. 6 . 6 6 6 6 2 32
Faculty:

Clin. Prof.
Faculty:

Clin. Teacher
Study

Carrel A 6 3 9
Study

Carrel B
Study

Carrel C
Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room8

33
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Table 60 (Continued)

Activities

_Categories 1 2 34a4 b 6 7 8 9 T101MaldibTici1Z2 1214 T

Seminar
Ronm A

Seminar
Room B

Testing

_Station A 2
Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

£
FpS

16mm Film D

S| =

temm Film
Commercial )

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

NN

i~ ol cof e~

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks 5 4

Television
Recef .er

Yideotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

177




Tab'e 61
Specifications for Module PST-6 (pages 306-309)

——

Activities

Categories i 2 3 3 4 4¢ 5 6a 6b 7 8 9 T

Running
Total Time 2 8 20 26 32 35 41 44 59 65 67 72 72

Chronule 2 6 12 6 6 3 6 3 15 6 2 5

Number of
Groups 15 1 15 156 15 15 1 15 15 1 15 1

Number of
Sections 7 7 7 2?2 7 1 2 71 1 1 110

Size of
Group 115 ¥ 1 1 115 1 1 15 1 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2 2 4

Semtnar
Meeting 6 6 6 18

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 12 6 6 3 3_15 45

Field Work:
Tutoring

tield Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5§

Facilitation
Cer.ter 2 6 & 6 6 3 € 2 2 3

Fleld
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. 6 6 6 2 20

Faculty:
Cifn. Prof.

taculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A 6 6 3 15

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B
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Table 61 (Continued)

Activities
Categories T 2 3 4 4 4c 5 6a 6 /7 8 9 T

Seminar

Room A

Seminar

Room B
Testing
_Station A 2 . 2 4
Testing

Station B
Testing

Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B
16mm Film C
16mm Film D [}

16mm Film
Commercial

o

PN
)
o

Audio Tape

2xe Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructional
Packet
Information
Packet
Program
Packet

wl—J w[—J

Case Study
Typed
Script

Simulation
Books and
paperbacks 5 5
Television
Receiver
Videotape
Recorder
Cassette
Recorder

179




Table 62

Specifications for PST-7 (pages 310-313)

Y

__ _Categories

ARctivities

e

1 2 344b 56a6b /7 89a

Jb

10, 11 12 13

T

Running
Total Time

2 823 26 29 35 38 40 46 49 55

70

76 78 80

83

83

Chronule

2 615 3 36 3 2 6 3 6

15

6 2 2

3

Number of
Groups

15 115 115 11515 115 1

15

1 15 15

1

Number of
Sections

7 7. 77 1717 7 71 11

71 1

10

Size of
Group

115 116 115 1 1156 115

1 1 1

1

Pre ¢r Post
Testing

2

Seminar
Meeting

35

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

15

4

Field Work:
Tutoring

field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilftation
Center

47

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

34

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Smatl Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B

3 __ ___ ____ _
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Table 62 (Continued)

Activities

Categories 1] 2 3424b 56ab6b 7 89a% 10 1T 1213 T

Seminar
Room A 6 6

Seminar
Room 8

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C 2 2 4

W —4
]~
ol -4
(28]

16mm Film A

16mm Film 8B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

16mm Fiim
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
- Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperdacks 5 5

TeTevision
Recefver

eotape
Recorder

Eissetfé
Secorder

181




Table 63
Specifications for Module SCF-1 (pages 328-332)

L

Activities
B

Categories 12 3 4 5 b6 7 g 10 11 Tz T

Running
Total Time 2 7 25 30 3 41 53 58 76 81 83 88 88

Chronule ' 2 5 18 5 6 5 12 5 18 5 2 §

Number of
1 15 1 15 1 15 1

Groups 5 1 15 1 2
Number of
Sections 7 7 1 1 1 71 1 1 1 1 71 W
Size of

Group 115 1 1% 7 15 1 18 1 15 1 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2 2 4

Seminar
Meeting 5 5 6 5 5 26

Small Group
Meeting 6 6

Independent

 Stud 18 12 18 48
—rLrie d Wovk:

Jutoriny

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5

Facilitation
Center 2 2 4

Field
Center

Faculty:
Unjv. Prof. 5 5

w
(% 4]
o
~N
~N
~3

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A 6

[G\

Ymall Group
Room B

182




Table 63 (Continued)

=

Activities

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1¢ 11 12 T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room 8 5 5 5 5 5 25

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B 2

ro
-+

Testing
Station C

16mn Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

1émm Film D 5 20

16mm F1lm
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Tnstructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

| —
el

Case Study

Typed
Scrip >

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks 2 3 )

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recordeyr

183




Table 64
Specifications for Module SCF-2 {pages 333-336)

Activities

Categories 1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 7T

Running
Total Time 2

10 15 18 23 41 46 70 75 77 82 82
Chronule 2

(4 ) T b B 1

3 5 3 5 18 &5 24 5 2 5
Number of
Groups 5 1 1 1 1T 1 158 1 16 1 15 1

Number of
Sections ;7 7 1 1 7 1 1 1 1 7 71T 1

Size of
Group ] 15 15 15 15 15 1 15 1 15 1 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2 2 4

Seminar
Meeting 5 3 &5 3 5 5 5 k)

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 18 24 42

Field Work:
~Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
_Nonteaching

Remediation 5 §

Facititation
Center 2 3 3 2 2 12

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof, . 5 5 5 5 12 2 34

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A 3 3 6

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B

184




L2

Table 64

_ Categories

Activities

1

2

3

3

5

6 / 8

9

0 1T 17

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station 8

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

—Jl—l

—ll—l

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film O

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed -
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Sinmuiation

Books and
Paperbacks

TeTevision
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

185



Table 65
Specifications for Module SCF-3 (pages 337-341)

Activities
Categories] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1471
Running
Total Time 2 17 35 40 43 48 51 56 74 79 103 108 110 115 115

Chronule 2 5 18 5 3 5 3 5 18 5 24 5 2 5
Number of

Groups 15 115 1 15 v 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1
Number of

Sections 7 7 7 7 7 7 1 1 71 1 7 7 1710
Size of

Group 115 _1_15 1.1 115 115 115 1 1]

Pre or Post

Testing 2 2 4
Seminar

Meeting 5 5 5 5 5 5 30
Small Group
Meeting
Independent
Study 18 3 3 18 24 56
Field Work:

Tutoring

Field Work:

Teaching
field Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5
Facilitation :

Center 2 3 3 2 10
Field |
Center

Faculty: ‘
Univ. Prof, 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 32
Faculty:

Clin. Prof,

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study

Carrel A 3 3 6
Study

Carrel B
Study

Carre! C

Small Group

Room A
Small Group

Room B

186




Table 65

Activities
Categories] 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g9 10 1T 17 13 14T
Seminar
Room A
Seminar
Room B 5 5 5 5 5 5 30
Testing
Station A
Testing
Station B 2 2
Testing
_Station €

—1—
_.a|_1

16mm Film A

16mm Film B
16mm Film C
16mm Film D

temm Film
Commeycial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructional
Packet.
Information
Packet
Program
Packet

Case Study
Typed
Script

Simulation
Books and
Paperbacks 3 2 5
Television
Receiver
Videotape
Recorder
Cassette
Recorder

187




Table 66

Specifications for Module SCF-4 (pages 342-345)

Categories

Activities

1

3 14 5 6 /8 g 10 T

Running
Total Time

337 55 €1 63 68 68

Chronule

w KNI
=
—
(91

2 _6 18 6 18 6 2 5

Number of
Groups

] 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1

Number of
Sections

7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 10

Size of
Group

15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 |

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

e e ]

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

Field
Cenier

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel §

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B

188



Table 66 {Continued)

_Activities

. Categories ] 2 3 4 5 6 7

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room 8 3 6 6

Testing
_Station_A

Testing
Station B 2

Testing

Station C .
16mn-Film A -

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

T6mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2_Slides

Programmed -
Instruction

Tnstructional
Packet

Information
Packet -

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks 4

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

189




Table 67

Specifications for Module SCF-5 (pages 246-348)

Activities

Categories 1

6a

6b

7 8

3 4 5
Running

29

38

50 56

58 63 63

2
Total Time 2 8 11 17 23
Chronule 2 6

3 6 6
Number of

9

12 6

Groups 15 1 15 1 15

15

15 1

15 1

Number of
Sections 7 7 7 7 7

7

7 7

Size of
Group 1 _15 1 15 1

]

1 15

Pre or Post
Testing ?

Seminar
_Meeting 6 6

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 3 6

12

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 2 6 3 6

[+

~ Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. 6 6

Faculty:
Clin. Prof,

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Stuay
Carrel A 3

Study
Carrel 8B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group

Room 8

190



Table 67 (Continued)

b —

Activities

__Categories 1 2

3 4 5 _oba 6b

/

8

Seminar
Room A

Sem{nar
Room B 6

18

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station 8

Testing
Station C 2

16mm Film A

™| =

16mm Film B

16nm Film C

16mm Film D

T6mm FiTm
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

| —co]~

Program
Packet

w|

W =] W]~ ]

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

] —

Televis{ion
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassetie
Recorder
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Specifications for Moduie SCF-6 (pagas 350-354)

Table 68

Categories

Activities

—l

98 9b b

Running
Total Time

23 23 A

59

Chronule

6 6 12

12

Nunber of
_Groups

15 1 1

Number of
Sections

7 7 7

Cize of
aroup

1 15 15

15

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar -
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

12

12

Field Work:

Tutorin
Field Work:

Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Pref,

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Smail Group
Room B
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Table 68 (Continued)

_ Categories

Activities

A 2 3 4 % 5 6

/

8

9a

gb

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Tes*ing
Station C

16mm Film A

lnq-J

16mm Film R

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

Tomm Fi1m
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

oy

Information
Packet

D]

Program
Packet

MANTMT

o4~

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
pPaperbacks

elevision
Recefver

yideotape
Recorder

Tassette
Recorder
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Table 68 (Continued)

Categories

Activities

12

13

14 15 16

Running
_Total Time

95

101

107 113 119

Chronule

12

6

6 6 6

Number of
Groups

15

1 15 15

Number of
Sections

7

7 7 7

Size of
Group

15

15

1

15 1 1

Pre or Post
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

54

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

12

63

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

facilitation
Center

72

Field
Center

raculty:

Univ. Prof.

50

Faculty:
Clin. Prof,

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study
farrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carre) C

SmalY Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B

48
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Table 68 (Continued)

. Categories

Activities

10 1 12 13 14 15 1o 1/ 18 T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Statfun A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Fiim C

16mm Film D

Tomm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programed
Instruction

instructional
Packet

.pl_l
P

Information
packet

Program
Packet

L] e
<

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

TeTevision
Recefver

Videotape
Recorder

assette
Recorder
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fable 69
Specifications for Module SCF-7 (pages 355-360)

Activities
Categories 1 2 3 45a6b 67a7b7¢c 8 910 1V 1213 14 T

Running
Total Time 2 514 20 26 32 44 47 50 53 55 64 68 71 74 76 81 81

Chronule 2 3 96 6 612 3 3 32 9 4 3 3 2 5
Number of

Groups 15 115 11515 11515156 1156 115 115 2
Number of

Sections 7] 7777 771111719171 7117
Size of

Group 115 1156 1 115 1 1 715 1156 116 1 1
Pre or Post

Tezting 2 2 4
Seminar
Meeting 3 6 12 4 3 28
Small Group o
Merting
Tndependent |
Study g 6 6 3 3 9 36
Field Work:

Tutoring

Field Work:

Teaching

Field Work:

Nonteaching

Remedjation 5 §
Facilitation
_Center 2 3 6 6 612 4 3 3 2 249
Field
Center 2 2
Faculty:
niv. Prof. 3 6 12 k) 24
Faculty:
Clin. Prof.
Faculty:
Clin. Teacher
Study
Carrel A 6 6 3 15
Study
JLarrel B
Study
Carrel C
Smatl Group
Room A
Smail Group
Room B
- —
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Table 69 (Continued)

I e ————

__Categories a a 3
Seminar

Room A
Seminar

Room B 3 6 12 4 3 28
Testing
_Station A
Testing

Station B
esting

Station C 2 2 4

16mm Film A
16mm Film B
16 Film C
16mn Film D 3 1

16mm F{Tm
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides
Projrammed
Instructior.
Instructional
Packet
Information
Packet
Program
Packet

q-l
X —4
M-—J
M—
F-

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simutation
Books and
Paperbacks 4 3 7
Television
Recejver
Yiceotape
Recorder
Cassette

Recorder
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Table 70
Specifications for Module SCF-8 (pages 361-363)

Activities

: c%tqur1es 1 _2 3 4 4b 5a 55 6 7 8 9 10 T
unning

Total Time 2 8 48 54 57 66 69 75 87 9% 95 100 100
Chronule 2 6 12 6_3 9 3 6 12 6 2 &
Number of —

Groups 15 1 186 115 16 15 1 2 1 15 1
Number of

Sections 7 7 7 72 7 1.7 71 1717 171 7110

- Size of

_Group 115 1 15 1 1 1Y 15 7 i+ 1

Pre or Pout

Jesting 2 2 4
Semfnar

Meeting 6 6 6 6 24
Small Group

Meeting 12 12
Independent
_Study 12 3 9 3 217
Field Work:

Tutorin
Field Work:
_Teaching
Field Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5
FaciTitation

Center 2_ 6 6 €_12 6 2 40
Fleld
Lenter
Faculty:

Univ. Prof. 6 6 i 6 2 26
taculty:

Clin. Prof.
Faculty:
Clin, Teacher
Study -

Carre) A
Study

Carrel B
Study

Carrel C
Small Group

Room A 12 12

troup
Room B
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Table 70

. Cateqgories

=N
ACLIVI HES

2

3 4 4b 5a 5b 6 7 6 9§ 10 T

Seminar
Room A

L

Seminar
Reoni B

Testing
Statfon A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Statfon C

I~

16mm Film A

16mm Film 8

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

T6m FiIm
Comvercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Prcgrammed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

M_a
of —a

Information
Packet

.b‘_m Cad] i

Program
Packet

A —
wf
~n

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and

paperbacks
Television

Receiver

eotape
Recorder

Tassetlte
Recorder
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Table 71

Specifications for Module SCF-9 (pages 364-368)

Categories

- Activities
T 2333 456 7891011121318 1

Running
Total Time

2 817 20 26 35 41 50 66 65 71 87 92 94 99 99

Chronule

2 6 9 36 96 96 96156 2 5

Number of
arouns

15 115156 116 115 1156 115 115 2

Number of
Sections

12?7117

Tize of
Group

1156 1 115 116 116 115 115 1

Pre or Post
. Testing

2 | 2 4

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

54

Fleld Work:

Tutorin
Field Work:

Teachin
FTeld Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation

Fac‘litat‘on
Center

Field
Lenter

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof,

Faculty:
CVin, Teacher

udy
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Group
Room A

Group

Rogg 8
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Table 71 {Continued)

Categories

Activities

1

2233 4 5 6 7 8 210111217314 7T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

6 36

Testing
Station A

Tasting
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

16mm Fi1m B

16mm Film €

16mm Film D

T6rm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

o]
™)

Information
Packet

>} s o] ot

Pirogram
Packet

Case Study

Yyped
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

15

Television
Recefver

videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
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Table 72
Specifications for Module SCF-10 (Pages 369-372)

Activities

Categories 1 Z 3 1qa

4h H [

7 ta B

Running
Total Time 2 8 20 26

22 32 4

47 56 &9

Chronule ' 2 6 12 6

3

Y
{¥e)

Number of
Groups 15 1 15 L

15 15 |

Number of
Sections 7 7 7 7

7 7 7

Size of -
Group 1 15 1 15

1 1 15

Pré or Post
Testing 2

Seminar

Meetin 6 6
Small Group

Meeting

Independent
Study

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

tacilitation
Center 2

tield
Center

FacuTty:

Univ. Prof. 6 6

Faculty:
Clin, Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel €

ma roup
Room A

roup

Room Q‘_‘
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Table 72 (Continued)

___Categories

Activities

23

4a

4b

]

b

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Fiim A

16mn Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

(2 F

wjon

wi.

1omm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programned
Instruction

Instructional

Packet

G| et

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

wl—

Case Study

Typed
Script

Stmulation

BOOkS and
Paperbacks

YeTevision
Recefver

Videotape
Recorder

cassette
Recorder
L -~ =
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Tabie 72 (Continued)

Categories

Actlvities

9

10

J1 12 13a_13b 14

15 16 T

Runnirng
Total Time

65

74

80 8 92 95 107

109_ 114 114

Chronule

6

9

66 6 3 12

2 5

Number of
Groups

15

1

15 1 1515 1

15 1

Number of
Sections

2

1 A 7 7

2 10

Size of
Group

1

18

118 1 1 15

| -

Pre or Post
Testing

2 4

Semfpar
Meeting

57

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

Field Work:
Tutoring

Fieid Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facllftation
Center

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

taculty:
Clin, Teacher

Study
Carrel A

158 .

Study
Carrel 8

Study
Carrel €

Smail Group
Rsom A

— . ity

Small Group

oon 8
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Table 72 (Continued)

Activities

__Categories 9 10 11 12 13a 13b 14 15

—
O

Seminar
toom A 9

Seminar
Room B 6 12

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

lemm Film B

16mm Film C

wllJ
’wlw
|

16mu Film D

T6mm FiTm
Commercial .

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

ol —fenj—
f— 4] =

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

w|—

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks 2

TeTevision
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
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Table 73

Specifications for Modu]e SCF-11 (pages 373-375)

Categof1es

ACtivities

3

3

6

A B T

Running
Total Time

20

26

25 33 33

Chronule

w o Iy

w oo Wy
——t
L -3

6

6

Number of
Groups

15

1

15 2

Number of
Sections

7

7

Siza of
Group

15 15 15

1

15

Pre or Post

Testing
Seminar
Meeting

15

small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teacthing

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

field
Center

Faculty:
_Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:

£1in. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel €

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
_Room B
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Table 73 (Continued)

~ Activities

. Categories ] 2 3 4 5 6

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing
Station A 2

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

Wi

16mn Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

1omii Film D

T6mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Information
Packet

W] o} —{ ] —

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
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Specifications for SCF-12 (pages 376-379)

Table 74

Categories 1

75

ACtivities
] b

/

Running
Total Tine

2

14 23

26

32

Chronule

2

3 9

Humber of
Groups

15

1 15

Number of
Sections

/

7 7

~ 1™ [4,]

Size of
Group

)

15 1

)

Pre or Post
Testing

2

Seminar
Meeting

21

Smail Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

12

Field Hork:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center

32

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

17

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Smatll Group
Room A

Smal{ Group
Room B
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Table 74 (Continued)

Activities

. Categories 1 2 3 4a 4 5 6 7

Seminar
Room A 6

Seminar
Room B 3

[}
w
w

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C 2

16mm Film A

16mm Film 8

16mm Film C

_.nlm

16mm Film D

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Irstruction

Tnstructional
Packet

w|—
W] —

Information
Packet .

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks L

Television
Receiver

Videotap»
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder
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Table 75
Specifications for Module SCF-13 {pages 380-3{3"

Activities

Categories 1 3 4a _4b 5 6 7 8 9 T

Running

Total Time 2 14 20 26 29 32 35 37 42

Chronule 6 6 3 3 3 2 5

Number of
Groups 15

Number of

I~ = o o N
D

15 ] 15 1 15 1 15 1
Sections 7

7 7 Yi 7 7 7 7 10
Size of
Group 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 ] 1

Pre or Post
Tesiing 2 2 4

Seminar .
Meeting 3 S 3 3 15

Small Group
Meeting

Tndependent
Study 9 6 3 18

Fiela Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5

Facilitation
Center 2 3 9 6 G 3 3 3 2 2 39

Fieid
Center

Faculty:

Univ. Prof. 3 6 3 3 2 17
Faculty: .
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A 6 6

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C 3 3

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B
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Table 75 (Continued)

' Activities

_Categories ) 2 3 4 4 5 6 7 8 9 T
Seminar

Room A 6 6
Seminar

Room B 3 3 3 ' 9
Testing

Station A
Testing
_Station B 2 2 4
Testing -

Station C

16mn Film A
16mm Film B

| —4
_al.p
on

16mm Film C

16mm Film D
Temm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Stides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructional
Packet
Information
Packet
Program
Packet

M)
~

] =
i

Case Study
Typed
Script

Simulation
Books and
Paperbacks 11 11
Television
Receiver
Videotape
Recorder
Cassette
Recorder

21




Table 76
Specifications for Module SCF-14 (pages 384-386)

Activities

Categories1 2 3 4a 4 5 6 .7 B8 9a 95 10 -1T 12 T

Running
Total Time 2 8 14 20 26 35 41 44 50 59 62 68 70 75 75

Chronule 2 _6 6 6 6 9 6 3 6 9 3 6 2 5

Number of
Groups 15 115 1T 115 1 15 1 15 15 1 15 1

Number of
Sections 7.7 7 2?2 1 1 71 71T 71 171 1 717 710

Size of
Group 1. 15 1 15 15 1 15 1 15 1 1 15 1 1

Pre or Post

Testing 2 2 4
Seminar
Meeting 6 6 6 6 6 6 36

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study 6 6 6 9 3 30

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nunteaching

Remediation 5 5

Facilitation
Center 6 2 8

Field
Center 2 6 6 6 6 3 6 2 37

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. 6 . 6 6 € 6 2 32

Faculty:
Clin. Prof,

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A 3 3 6

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room 8
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Table 76 (Continued)

Activities

Categories] "2 3 4a 4b 5 6 7 8 %9a 9b 10 TT 12 7

Seminar
Room A

Semfnar
Room 8 6 6 6 6 6 30

Testing
Station A

Testing
_Station B

Testing

Station C 2 2_ 4

DS
—

16mn Film A

161m Film B

16mm Film C

ol w

16mn Film D

1omm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

(] —
—

Informe*ion
Packet

Program
Packet

| =
—-—

Case Study

Typed
Script 12 2 5

Simulation
Books and
Paperbacks 2 2

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

213




Table 77

Specifications for Module SCF-15 (pages 387-389)

Categories 1

Activities

9 6

7

8

JO T

T

Running
Total Time 2

12 27

30

36

42

48 53

53

Chronule 2

3 15

3

Number of
Groups 15

-

15 1

Number of
Sections 7

>ize of
Group 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2

Seminar
Meeting

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

15

25

Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Mork:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 2

15

29

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

17

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B 2

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B
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Table 77 (Continued)

— - — - —

Categories )

Activities

2

31

6

7

8

Seminar
Room A

Seminar
Room B

Testing

Station A 2

Testing
Station 8

Testing
Station C

16mm Fiim A

L]

lomm Film 8

16mm_Film C

16mm Fiym D

| P

16mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

—

Z2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

| —

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassetie
Recorder
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Table 78
Specifications for Module SCF-16 (pages 390-393)

s

Activities
Categories1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 § 10 1V 12 13 14— 71
Running
Total Time 2 5 8 11 14 17 20 23 38 41 47 53 55 60 60
Chronule 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 315 3 66 6 2 5
Number of

Groups 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 115 1 15 1 15 1

Number of

Sections 7 72 7 7 7 71 7 1 7 7 7 1T 71 10
Size of .

Group 1 15 115 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2 2 4

Seminar
Meeting 3 3 3 3 3 15

Small Group
Meeting

Independent

Study 3 3 3 3 3 3 18
Field Work:
Tutoring

Field Work:
Teaching

Field Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation 5 5
Facilitation
Center 2 3 3 3 15 6 2 34

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof. 3. 3 3 3 3 3 2 20

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A 2 3 3 3 2 13

Study
Carre! B

Study ‘
Carrel C 15 6 21

Small Group
Room A

Smali Group
Room R
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Table 78 (Continued)

Activities

Categqories 1 2 3 4 & 6 2 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 T

Seminar
Room A

Seminar .
Room B 3 3 3 3 3 6 21

Testing
Station A 2 2 4

Testing
Station 8

Testing
Station C

R
o] —i
w

16mm Film A

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

T6mm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape _

Zx2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

ol —

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
_Seript

Simulation

Books and
paperbacks 6 6

Television
Receiver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

21?7




Table 79
Specifications for SCF-17 {pages 394-397)

= o Activities —

Categories | 3 4 5.6 7 8 9 10 11 02 13 14 T

Running

2
Total Time 2 5 8 11 26 32 35 38 50 653 62 68 70 75 75
Chronule "2 3

3 315 6 3 3 12 3 9 6 2 5
Number of
Groups 15 115 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 2

Number of
Sections 7 72 7 171 7 7. 1 v 1 1 1 1 1 1

Size of
Gioup 1 15 115 115 1156 115 1 15 1 1

Pre or Post
Testing 2 2 4

Seminar
Heeting

Small Group
reeting

Independent
Study 3 3 6

field Work:
Tutoring

tield Work:

Teachin
Field Work:

Nonteaching

Remediation

Facilitation
Center 3 3 6 3 3 3 6 27

Field
Center

FacuTty:
Univ. Prof. 3 . 3 6 3 3 6 24

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin., Teacher

Study
Carrel A 3 3 6

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel C

Small Group
Room A

Small Group

Room B
w -
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Table 79

- - __

_Activities _
Categorfes) 2 3 4 &5 6 2 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 T

Seminar

Room A

Seminar _

Room B 3 3 6 3 3 6 24
Testing

Station A
Testing

Station B 2
Testing

Station C

o
£

16mm Film A
16mm Film 8
16mm Fiim C
16mm Film D

Towm FiIm
Commercial 1 > 1

Audio Tapn

2xe Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Instructional
Packet
Information
Packet
Program
Packet

ol—
_

Case Study

Typed
Script

§1mulation
Bocks and :
Paperbacks 4 2 6
Teievision
Receiver
Yideotape
Recorder
Cassette
Recorder
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Specificatfons for Module SCF-18 (pages 398-400)

Table 80

Categorias

Activities

1

3

4

5

6 7

8

)

Running
Total Time

7

10

19

22 28 34

36

il

Chronule

w o N

2

3

9

3 6

6

2

Number of
Groups

15

1

15

1 15

1

15

Number of
Sections

7

7

7

7 7

7

7

Size of
Group

1

15

1

15 1

15

1

Pre or Post
_Testing

2

Seminar

'5

Meetin
Small Group

Meeting

Independent
Study

17

Field Work:
Tutoring

fe ork:
Teaching

Fleld Work:
Nonteaching

Remediation

FaciTitation
Center

2]

field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

17

Faculty:
Clin. Prof,

taculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrel B

Study
Carrel €

Small Group
Room A

small Group
Room B
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Table 80 (Continued)

_ Categories

__Activities

1

4 5 o6 7

8

10

Seminar
Room A

3

Seminar
Room 8

15

Testing
Station A

Testing
Station B

Testing
Station C

16mm Film A

—l'—l

16mm Film B

16mm Film C

16mm Film D

Temm Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides

Programmed
Instruction

Instructional
Packet

Cad| ==

wi-—

Information
Packet

Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Simulation

Books and
Paperbacks

velevision
Recedver

Videotape
Recorder

Cassette
Recorder

221



Specifications for Module SCF-19 (pages 401-403)

Table 81

S

Categories

Activities

L J & O b 7

Running

2 7 10 22 25 34

40

2 47 47

Total Time

Chronule

W | Iy

2 2 3 12 3 9

Number of
Groups

15 1 15 1 15 1 15

15 1

Number of
Sections

7 7 7 7 7 7 7

Size of
Group

1 15 1 15 1 15 1

Pre or ’ost
Testing

Seminar
Meeting

15

Small Group
Meeting

Independent
Study

23

Fleld Work:

Tutorin
Field Work:

Teaching

Field Work:

Nonteaching

Remediat.ion

Facilitation
Center

Field
Center

Faculty:
Univ. Prof.

Faculty:
Clin. Prof.

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study
Carrel A

Study
Carrcl B

2

Study
Carrel C

Smali Group
Room A

Small Group
Room B
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Teble 81 (Continued)

. Categories 1 2 3 4 4 6 !/ 8 9 i T
Seminar

Room A
Seminar

Room B 3 3 3 6 15
Testing
_Statfon A 2 2 4
Testing

Station B
Testing

Station C

16mm Film A
16mm Film 8
16mm Film € _ ]T 1
16mm Film D

Term Film
Commercial

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides
Programmed -
Instruction
Instructional
Packet
Information
Packet -
Program
Packet

Case Study

Script

Simulation
Books and
Paperbacks 4 4
Television
Recefver
Yideotape
_Bgcorder
Lassecte

Recorder

223




Table 82
Specifications for Module SCF-20 (pages 404-406)

Activities
3 4 > b /8 9 10 . T

22 25 34 40 42 47 &7
Chronule T2

2 3 12 3 9 6 2 5

Number of

Groups 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 ]
Number of

Sections 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 10
Size of -

Group 1 15 1 16 1 15 1 15 ] ]

Pre or Post

Testing 2 2 4
Seminar

Meeting 3 3 3 6 15
Small Group

Meeting

Independent

Study 2 2 12 9 2 27
Field Work:

Tutoring
Field Work:
_Ieachlng
tleld Work:

Nonteaching

Categories 1
Running
Total Time 2

w |or Ir
~
—
o

Remediation 5 5
raciiitation

Center 2 2 12 9 2 27
tield

Center

Facuity:

Univ. Prof. .3 6 3 6 2 20
Faculty: )

Clin. Prof,

Faculty:

Clin. Teacher

Study

Carrel A 4 6 8
Study i

Carrel B
Study

Carrel C
Small Group
_Room A__
Small Group

Room B
M
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Table 82 (Continued)

ﬁct%v‘f%es

__Categorfes 1 2 3 4 > b 7 _§ 9 10 1T
Seminar

Room A

Seminar

Room B 3 6 3 6 16
Testing
_Statfon A 2 2
Testing

Station B 2 2
Yesting

Statfon C

16mm Film A
16mm Fiim 8
16mm Film C
16mm Film D

T6mm F1Tm
Commercial .

-h'—l

Audio Tape

2x2 Slides
Programmed
Instruction
Tnstructional T
Packet 3 ]
Information
Packet -
rogram
Packet

Case Study
Typed
Script

gjgylation
Books and
Paperbacks 3 3
YeTevision
Recejver
otape
Recorder
Cassette

Recorder




Table 83
Specifications for Module SCF-21 (pages 407-409)

Actlivities
3 4 b 6 7/ g .9 10 T

24 30 39 45 47 52 52
Chronule 2 4 3 12 6 9 6 2 5
Number of

Groups 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 ]
Number of

Sections 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 10

Size of

Group 1 15 1 15 1 15 1 15 ] ]

Pre or Post

Testing 2 2 4
Seminar

Meeting 3 3 6 6 18
Small Group

Meeting

Independent

Study 4 12 9 2 27
Field Work:
Tutoring
Field Work:

Teachin
Field Work:

Nonteaching

Categories 1
Running
Total Time 2

W o N
o
-
~

Remediation 5 5
FaciTitation

Center 2 4 12 9 2 29
Field

Center

Faculty:

Unfv. Prof. 3 3 6 6 2 20
taculty:

Clin. Prof.
Faculty:

Clin, Teacher
Study

Carrel A 4 4
Study

Carrel B
Study

Carrel C 12 9 21
Small Group

Room A

Small Group

Room B

S e _ - = ]
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Table 83 (Continued)

Catecories 1 2 3 & & & 7T 8 9 1w 7T

Semincr

Room A
Seminar }

Room B 2 2 4
Testing
_Station A
Testing
_Station B
Testing

Station C

16mm Film A
16mm Film 8
16mm Fiim C
16mm Film D

Tomm B3 Im
Cormercial

winy
~N

Augio Tape

2x2 Slides :
Programmed 1
Instruction k) ]
Instructionai
Packet
Information
Packet
Program
Packet

Case Study

Typed
Script

Sfmulation
Books and
_Paperbacks 4 4
Television

Receiver
Yideotape

Recorder

asset

Recorder ,
w
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Simulated Indfvidual Student Program

In a teacher education program which is very much individualized,
modularized, and self-paced a great many pathways are possible for
students as they move through the program. The possibilities are
infinite. In order to get a fix on the resources which would have to
be avaflable at various times during the academic ycar the movement of
students through the program was simulated.

The procedure was a reletively simple one. A three by five
inch card with a hole punched in one end was made for each of the
efghty-three modules for each section of students. Cards contained
the code name of the module, the section number, the total number
of sections of the module which wouid be offered the other modules
pre~requisite to and/or concurrent with the module, the number of
chronutes the module would take from beginning to completion, and
the time the student would spend in the module. An example of a
specification card follows in Figure 3 on page 229.

These cards were manipulated on a bulletin board approximately
ei?ht feet by fourteen feet in size. The bulletin board contained
thirty-two columns and ten rows of finishing nails. Each colum
represented one week of an academic year. Manipulation was done b{
persons intimately familiar with the Model who tried to put themselves
into the roles of students faced with the possible alternatives. In
this way, a number of total program patterns were developed. These
are far too cumbersome to report here. However, in order to present
the flavor of the groduct thus ohtained, two weekly format sheets
and four individual student program patterns, two junfor year patterns
and two senfor gear patterns are presented in the tables which follow
on pages 230-235.
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Module--~-f--~CD-2 3----}---Section
Code Name Number
(7)---f---Total Number
of Sections
Student Time-===}==~36
for Module

Total Time for=----}---42
Completion of
Module

(in chronules)

CM-9----}---Recommended
Pre-requisite-=-=F=-=~Cp-1 T17-2 Concurrent
Modules ‘ PST-3 Modules

Figure 3, Example of a module specification card used in simulation
of student progress through the program.

229



Tahle 84

Example of Weekly Format Sheet: Junior Year, Week 15, Format 6

M-l -1 _1 el
M-1.2 -2 2 TiP-2 16
1.3 c0-3 4 -3 17
M-1.4 -4 1 P-4 17
M-1.5 -5 1 TP-5 15
1.6 -6 _2 TP-6 22
M2 TP-7 12
-3 TTP-8 4
-4 e
s pST-1

M6 2 pST-2 1

M7 1 PST-3 3

M-8 4 pST-4 2 SCF-1 1.
-9 2 PST-5 _ 1 SCF-2 2
cM-10 3 PST-6 1 _ SCF-3 1

1~
(78]
O




Table 85

Example of Weekly Format Sheet: senior Year, Week 10, Format 3

M1l -7 TTP-10
M-12 4 -8 __1_ TTP-11 _2 _
CM-13 _6 -9 _3 TTP-12 12
eM-14 7 c0-10 _5 _ TTP-13 18
M-15 _9 -1 _4 TTP-14 _9
P60 11 cp-12 _3 _ TIP-15 _7
cM-17 4 -13 TIP-16 _3
cM-18 1
M-19 SCF-8 pST-7 _1
CM-20 SCF-5 __ 2
cM-21 SCF-6 _ 3

SCF-7 _1

SCF-8

SCF-9 .
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Table 86

Example of Individual Student Program: Junior Year, Format 8

L
Week of Program Inctruction Module*
Y dodd PST-1
) el PST-1
1 CM-1.1, CM-1,2, CM-1.3, PST-2
2 - CM-1.4, CM-1.5
3 CM-1.6
4 CM-2, SCF-1
5 CM-3, PST-3
6 CM-4, PST-4
7 CM-5, SCF-2
8 CM-6, SCF-3
9 CM-7
10 CM-8
1 cD-1, TTP-1
12 PST-5
13
14 (M-9, CD-2, TTP-2
15 CM-10, CD-3, TTP-3
16 CD-4, TTP-4
17 CD-5, TTP-5
18 CD-6, TTP-6
19 TTP-7
20 TTP-8
21 . TTP-9, PST-6
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

* Table does not inclide .Epabling Séminar meeting or Liberal
Education seminars, which would meet on regular basis.
** Week -1 and -2 are just prior to the beginning of the junior
year. .
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Table 87

Example of Individual Student Program: Junior Year, Format 1]

Week of Program Instruction Module*
ke PST-1
-1 PST-1
1 CM-1,1, CM-1.2, (M-1.3, CM-1.4,
CM-1.5, CM-1.6, PST-2
2 SCF-1, PST-3
3 SCF-2
4 SCF-3
5 PST-4
6 PST-5
7
8 CM-2
9 CM-3
10 CM-4
1 CM-5
12 CM-6
13 CM-7, TTP-1
14 CM-8, CD-1
15
16 CM-9, CD-2
17 CM-10, TTP-2
18 CD-3, TTP-3
19 CD-4, TTP-4
20 CD-5, TTP-5
21 CD-6, TTP-6
22 1TP-7, PST-6
23 TTP-8
24 TTP-9
25
26
é7
28
29
30

* Table does not include Enabling Seminar meetings or Liberal-
tducation seminars which would meet on regular basis.

** Yeeks -1 and -2 are just prior to the beginning of the junfor
year,
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Table 88

Example of Individual Student Program: Senior Year, Format 7

Week of Program Instruction Module*
] CM-11, TTP-10, PST-7
2 pPST-7
3 CM-12, TTP-N
4 CD-7, SCF-4
5 CM-13, CD-8
6
7 CM-14, SCF-5
8 TTP-12
9 CM-15, CD-9

10 CD-10

11 CM-16

12 cD-11, TTP-13, SCF-6
13 CM-17

14 TTP-14

15 CM-18, CD-12
16 SCF-7

17 CD-13

18 TTP-15

19 CM-19

20 SCF-8

21 CM-20, TTP-16
22

23 CM-21

24

25 SCF-9

26

27

28

29

30

* Table does not include Enabling Seminar meetings which would
meet on an irregular basis.
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Table 89

Example of Individual Student Program: Senior Year, Format 16

Week of Program Instruction Module*
1 TTP-10
2
3 CD-7, PST-7
4 CD-8, SCF-4
5 TTP-11
6 SCF-5
7 cD-9, TIP-12
8 CD-10, SCF-6
9
10
n cD-11, TTP-13
12 SCF-7
13 TTP-14
14 CD-12
15 CD-13
16 SCF-8
17 CM-11, TTP-15
18 CM-12, TTP-16
19 CM-13
20 CM-14, SCF-9
21 CM-15
22 CM-16
23 CM-17
24 CM-18
25 CM-19
26
27
28 CM-20
29 CM-21
30

* Table does not include Enabling Seminar meetings which would
meet on an irregular basis.
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Resource Allocation Decisions

After the module specifications detailed the cutegories of
resources required and the program patterns were constructed, it was
possible to ascertain the number of each type of person, the number
of each kind of facility, and the quantities of materials needed. A
number of guidelines were established:

1. The ¢ritical resource is student time; for example, the
learning of a student should not be delayed because of
a lack of sufficient copies of a needed film.

2. The library and study areas of the Facilitation Center
would be open to students from 8:00 a.m. till midnight.

3. Classroom facilities (seminar rooms, small group rooms,
and testing stations) would be available for use from
8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and by special arrangement from
7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.

4. Faculty personnel would not, except under unusual
¢.rcumstances, be available to program needs for more
than twenty hours a week.

5. The faculty-student ratio should always be appropriate
" to the pasrticular learning activity as specified b
the Model, :

6. Student remediation and recycling would call for an
additional ten percent allocation of resources.

The outputs from this process are described in the next chapter
which presents the cost data rather than here. In that section
personnel, facilities, and materials requirements are listed and costs
are assigned.
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CHAPTER V
COST ANALYSIS

The Cost Analysis Task Force

This chapter provides approximate cost data on items necessary
for successful development, operation, and maintenance of the Syracuse
Model Elementary Teacher Education Program. The Cost Analysis Task
Force, the group concerned with the issues dealt with here, was
composed of:

Task Force Leader:
William P. Kent (System Development Corporation)

Task Force Staff:
~ William Bellman (System Development Corporation)
Frank A. Bishop (Jamesville-Dewitt Central Schools)
Jules Deuble (Syracuse City School District)
Michael L. Jacobs iSystem Development Corporation)
Robert C. Stewart (Syracuse University)

Tﬁe Cost Analysis Tasks

Financial feasibility was stated in the introduction of this
proposal as being of special concern to this study. The significance
of this task cannot be overemphasized. Cost Bnalysis must play a
continuing and sometimes decisive role as the numerous specifications
during implementation of the Model are evaluated as to their cost
effectiveness.

The cost data were compiled from a wide range of sources.
Program element priorities established by experienced educators from
the schools, the university, and other members of the Protocooperative
were jiven careful consideration. These financial analyses exerted
strong influence over the determination of the final specifications
covering both developient and program operation.

Total costs in this presentation are bvoken down into four
primary allocation areas: materials, facilities, personnel, and -
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overhead, Each category is further broken down into individual

cost jtems with the specificity currently possible., Examination of the
breakdown reveals that identification of item cost is possible only to
the extent of predicting approximate development and operating costs.

Relative to the materials allocation category, this means that
it is not possible at this point to specify alternative material
costing for the fully mediated instructional materials necessary for
the wide variety of instructional experiences prescribed by the Model
Program. Since the instructional route has been established as a
fully mediated approach through establishment of the program assumpticns
and operational criteria, it would not be consistent with those
assumptions to select, at this time, one instructional activity or set
of materials that would cost effectively be better than any other,
Therefore, no attempt has been made to present cost effective data on
instructional materials. It will be up to the students and faculty to
provide such cost effective information once the program is in
operation. Based on their judgment and testimony as "product" users,
re-evaluation of instructional materials must take place relative to
determining the cost effectiveness of each type of media.

Likewise, facility costing assumes that the questioning process
for alternatives while initiated in the feasibility phase of the
program will not and should not be concluded until real operation
feedback provides the range of cost effectiveness and determines exact
facility needs. Documentation of relevant feedback information from
students, faculty, and staff will again aid in identifying factors such
as equipment considerations and cost implications.

Personnel costs reported here include projected salaries, wages,
and fringe benefits. Costs include directly identified costs associated
with particular functional activities and also that part of overhead that
appropriately may be assigned to those activities. Salary costs reflect
current levals plus cost of 1iving increments of approximately six
percent per year.

The newness of undertaking to develop a fully mediated
instructional program with such a range of educational experiences
will necessarily require that the measurement of effectiveness, of both
a quantitative and a qualitative nature, must take place in part after
actual operation of the program has commenced, allowing for collection
of data relative to attitudes and achievements. Such data will
horefully designate appropriate changes, reallocations, and redesigns.

Data provided herein should serve as general guidelines for
program costing rather than exact and hard figures. As much as
possible, data represents state-of-the-art costs subject to change
with cost-of-1iving increases, inflation, and other variables. It
should be recognized that, while overall program costs might be
anticipated to rise with an increase in operating costs due to
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annual increasing costs, 1t may be possible through technological
improvements and efficient use of resources to significantly reduce
some program costs.

That costs can be reduced through the development of cooperative
teacher education programs among a number of institutions is
anticipated. Instructional materials, equipment, and--in certain
situations--facilities and faculty could be shared to defray costs.
Notably the cost of subscribing to a computerized information handling
system and using time-sharing techniques would be substantially reduced
if a number of institutions were to use the same services. The cost
of initially developing routine applications and subsystems as well
as the continuing cost of computer time could be deferred among a
group of participating institutions.

Assumptions underlying the costs which are reflected in this
chapter include the following:

1. A1l costs pertain to inplementation of the Syracuse
University Model Elenentary Teacher Education Program
at Syracuse University and, therefore, exportability
costs are not reported; however, costs are realistic
with regard to other teacher education institutions
and are to a large degree generalizable.

2. Costs are predicated on a yearly graduating class of
one hundred students when the program is fully
operational.

3. Income such as student tuition payments are not
represented in the estimates.

4, The usual services rendered by most institutions of
higher learning (custodial, maintenance, and security
servicas, and site purchase, and building construction
costs, for example) are considered to be overhead costs
financed on the basis of the University's indirect cost
figure.

5. Costs do not reflect the potential savings which could
be effected through cooperative efforts in the production
of basic instructional materials and operation of computer
facilities.

6. Cost figures often reflect a position which holds that while
student time is the critical program resource reality
demands occasional compromise.

7. Once developed and in full operation--the beginning of the
sixth year--the program must be self-supporting.
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Materials

The section of the chapter which follows 1ists and describes
estimated costs of materials specified as necessary for operation of
the program. Cost estimates are presented in tabular ferm for the
six year developmental and operational period. Cost breakdowns are
provided with the specificity possible; these estimates include
consultant and developmental services.

Table 90
Estimated Costs for Materials

Year Estimated Costs

$1,700,600
1,308,000
758,000
497,300
109,000

Total 1-56 4,372,900
6 109,000

OV WA =
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Table 91 (Continued)

. Number Cost
Material of Per Cost
Units Unit
Video Tapes 600 $40 $24,000
Cassette Tapes 1600 2 3,200
Cassette Tape Recorders 260 50 13,000
Commercial 16mm Film 12 200 2,400
Non-Instructional Supplies* $25,000

*This category includes ftems such as office supplies, duplication,
and printing for all but instructional materfals; no item breakdown
fs possible until the program is operational and exact needs are
fndicated; however, the estimated cost seems reasonable.

Facilities

Estimaced costs for facilities are presented in tabular form
in this section. Costs included are only those assocfated with
furnishing and equiping rooms; in those cases where software is an
fntegral part of the facility such as in the 1ibrary and Facilitation
Center resource area, it is seen a5 a part of the facility and is
categorized here rather than in the section concerned with materials.

Cost estimates are presented in tabular form for two types of
facilities--learning spaces and support facilitfes.
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A breakdown of the facility costs estimates is presented in the
following tables.

Table 94

Breakdown of Cost Estimates for Lecture Room*

b - . ]

[tem Cost
Student Desks (60 $ 600
Drapes : _ ' 200
Sound Film Projector, 16mm - 450
Sound Film Projector, 8mm ' . 300
Screen 50
Rlackboard : 65
S1ide Projector 120
Videotape Recorder 1,500
Television Receiver, 23 inch 230
Overhead Projector 150
Audio Tape Recorder 300
Art Projector 40
Cabinets 70
Total $4,075

* Room is 40 feet by 60 feet.

245




Table 95

Breakdown of Cost Estimates for Seminar Room A¥

Item ) Cost
Sound Film Projector, 16mm : $ 450
Sound Film Projector, 8mm . 300
Screen . : 50
Closed Circuit Television System , 1,600
Chalkboard (2) . o : 65
Tables (8) S 280
Chairs (16) : - 320
Cork Board : o 60
Drapes T 200
Slide Projector . 120
Audio Tape Recorder o ,. 300
Projector Cart. . ‘ 40
Television Recefver, 23 inch ' - 230
Cabinets . A 70
Acoustical Floor Covering 1,600
Cassette Tape Recorder 60
Overhead Projector 150
Total $5,895

* Room §s 16 feet by 24 feet.

246



Table 96

Breakdown of Cost Estimates for Seminar Room 8*

k. - _ . __ -

Item Cost
Chalkboard $ 65
Tables (8) 280
Chiairs {16) : 320
Cork Board ‘ 60
Drapes 200
Cabinets 70
Acoustical Floor Covering 1,280
Cassette Tape Recorder 60
Overhead Projector 150
Total $2,408

* Room {s 15 feet by 24 feet.
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Table 97

Breakdown of Cost Estimates for Small Group Room A*

Item Cost
Sound Film Projector, 16mm $ 450
Sound Film Projector, 8mm 300
Screen 50
Closed Circuit Television System 1,600
Chalkboard 30
Tables (4) ' 140
Chairs {10) 200
Cork Board 60
Drapes 150
Slide Projector 120
Audio Tape Recorder 300
Projector Cart 40
Television Receiver, 23 inch 230
Cabinets 70
Cassette Tape Recorder 60
Acoustical Floor Covering 960
Overhead Projector 150
Total $4,910

w__

* Room is 16 feet by 18 feet.
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Table 98

Breakdown of Cost Estimates for Small Group Room B*

Item - Cost
Chalkboard $ 65
Tables ia) 280
Chairs (10) 200
Cork Board 60
Drapes 150
Cabinets 70
Acoustical Floor Covering 740
Cassette Tape Recorder 60
Overhead Projector 150
Total $1,775

* Room is 16 feet by 14 feet.
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Table 99

Breaidown of Cost Estimates for Study Carrel A*

Item Cost
Sound Projector, 8mm $ 300
Slide Projector _ 120
Cassatte Tape Recorder 60
Screen 10
Closed Circuit Television System 1,110
Headphones 50
Wiring and Lighting 100
Table 80
Swivel Chair 65
Total $1,895

R N,

* Table is 30 inches by 60 inches.
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Table 100
Breakdown of Cost Estimates for Study Carrel B*

Item Cost
Table $ 50
Chair 20
Wiring and Lighting 50
Total $120
* Table is 30 inches by 48 inches.

Table 101
Breakdown of Cost Estimates for Study Carre) C*

Item - Cost
Table $ 50
Chair 20
Wiring and L1$ht1ng 80
Computer Terminal*#* .
Total $150

L, ... . ]
* Table 1s 30 inches by 48 inches and size of terminal,

t% Computer terminal cost estimates are fncluded under Information
Hand1ing System costs,
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Table 102
Breakdown of Cost Estimates for Testing Station A*

e I ¢

Item Cost
Sound Projector, 8mm $ 300
S1ide Projector 120
Screen 10
Cassette Tape Recorder ' 60
Closed Circuit Television System 1,110
Headphones 50
Wiring and Lighting 100
Table 80
Swivel Chafr 65
Computer Terminal** mew

. Total $1,635

* Table §s 30 inches by GO §nches and sfze of terminal,

** Computer terminal cost estimates are included under Information
Hand1ing System costs.
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Table 103
Breakdown of Cost Estimates for Testing Station B*

Item Cost
Table $ 30
Chatr 40
Computer Terminal** : _—-
Total $ 70

* Table 1s 30 inches by 60 inches and size of terminal. -

** Computer terminal cost estimates are included under Information
Handling System costs.

Table 104
Breakdown of Cost Estimates for Testing Station C*.

i - —— —  — _—__ & —

Item \ Cost
Table ‘ $ 45
Chair 20
Tota) $ 65

* Table 1s 24 1inches by 30 inches.
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Table 105
Breakdown of Estimated Costs for Library*

Item Cost
Acoustical Floor Covering $ 6,830
Books {4000) 40,000
Tables {18; 630
Chairs (60 1,200
Miscellaneous Furniture 3,000
Shelving 2,000
Check Qut Counter 1,000
Desks sz; 200
Desks (2 120
Swivel Chairs (4) 200
Film Inspector and Cleaner 4,000
Film Can Cabinet (11) 2,200
Four Drawer Files (14) 700
Typewriters (2) 800
Total $62,880

* Library is 32 feet by 64 feet and serves-an average of

150 students per day including testing and seats

fifty

students; librarian's office is 10 feet by 12 feet.
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Table 106

Breakdown of Estimated Costs for Resource Center

\

[tem Cost
Offset Press (Automatic Feed) $ 8,500
Collator 2,000
Student Supplies 4,000
Bulletin Board Typewriters (2) 1,000
Diazo Machine 3,600
Single lLens Reflex Cameras (3) 630
Copying Stand 90
Light Maters (2) 70
Tables (6) 300
Chairs (24) 480
Polaroid Copy System 900
Offset Supplies 3,000
Desk 100
Swivel Chair 50
Total $24,720
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Table 107
Breakdown of Estimated Costs for Offices

Item _ ‘ A ~ Cost

Secfetarial Office: C .
Desk $125

Chair _ 40
Drapes 40
Dictaphone 150
quewriter 350 .
Filing Cabinets (3) 90
Typing Stand a0
Miscellaneous 50

Total " ' $895

Faculty Office:

. Desk $150
Chair ‘ | 50
Drapes 40
Fi1ing Cabinets (2) 60
Book Cases 100

Total $400
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Table 108

Breakdown of Estimated Costs for Supplies for'Resource Center

R - SR

Item Cost

For Overhead Transparencies by Diract Method:

Reprocessed X-Ray Film (4) $ 160
Projection Color Grease Pencils (14 dozen) 25
Transparency Pattern Tape (30 rolls) 37
Color Transparency Tape (32 rolis) 35
Cut-Color Sheets (25) 5
Projection Markers (10 dozen} 40
Quick Lettering Sheets (30) o 45
Sub-Total $ 347

For OVerhead Transparencies by Thermo-Heat:
Type 133 Positive Transparency Film (4 hoxes) § 244

Type 127 Positive Transparency Film (10 boxes) 250
Type 125 Positive Transparency Film {1 box) 25
Type 128 Positive Transparency Film (2 boxes; 54
Type 129 Positive Transparency Film (" boxes 54
Fileable Mounts (4000) 320
Transparent Tape (65 rolls) 30
Visucom Hinges (10 boxes) 15
Staples (1 box) 3
Sub-Total $ 995

For Making 2x2 Slides:

KPA-135-36 Film/Mailer (150 rolls) $ 630
K-135-36 Film/Mailer (225 rolls 900
EX-126-20 Film/Mailer (40 rolls 112
126-12 Film Black and White (30 rolls) 18
35mm 1/2 Frame Mounts (9000) 85
35mm Full Frame Mounts (6000; 57
Kima 2x2 Slide Sleeves (2000 40
Studio Paper (30 packages) 27
Chemicals for Instamatic B& Film

~ Processing (10 sets) A

Sub-Total $1,890
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Table 108 (Continued)

Item Cost

For Making Audio Tapes:

3" Empty Tape Reel and Box (300) $ 45
5" Empty Tape Reel and Box (84 30
7" Empty Vape Reel and Box (24 10
600 Ft. Blank Recording Tape {96) 125
1,200 Ft. Blank Recording Tape (48) - 100
C-60 Cassettes W/Mailer ,2HOE 320
C-30 Cassettes W/Maf¥:i (750 825
Color-Leader Tan: (24 volls) 20
Splicing Tape {8 rolls) 4
Sub-Total $1,479

For Making Movies:
Super KA Film (30 rolils) $ 120

Film Cement (1 pint) 1
Leader Movie iS rolls 4
Film Cleaner (1 quart 2
Cotton Gloves {8 pairs) 7
Empty Reels and Cans Super 8 200' 9
Blank Cartridges (50) 33
Press Tape (12} g
Sub-Total $ 185
For Picture Mounting:
Complete Set $ 50
For Overhead Transparencies by the Djazo Process:
Diazo Sensitized Film (30 packages) $ 192
TV Orafting Paper (20) 137
#4 Photo Floods (6) 13
Ammonia (1 gallon) 4
Grid Master Kit 18
Utility Knife (4) 6
Masking Tape 1/4" (12) 8
Sub-Total $ 378
Total $5,274

b _ — - T
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Table 109

- Breakdown of Estimated Cost for Equipment for Resource Centzr

e

Item Cost

For Overhead Transparencies:

Thermo Process Transparency Maker $ 300
Dlazo Process Transparency Maker . 300
Sub-Total $ 600
For 2x2 Slides:
Photo Copy Stand with Lights (2) $ 60
SLR 35mm Cameras {2) 480
Instamatic S1ide Cameras 54; 140
Instamatic Slide Cameras (5 75
Visual Maker Unit 90
Electronic Flash Units (3) 90
Large Electronic Flash Unit 60
Wide Angle Lens 75
Telephoto Lens 125
Close-Up Lens Sets (2) 18
Tripod-Light Weight 25
Polaroid 35
Half Frame Camera 125
S1ide Reproducer - 350
35mm Film Cutters (2) 34
Sub-Total $1,757
For Audio Tapes:
Tape Splicers (6) $ 30
Bulk Tape Eraser 17
Head Demagnitizer 8
Tape Recorders (4) 600
Stereo Tape Recorder 150
Record Players (2) 120
Cassette Recorders (4) 440
AM-FM Recorder 40
Sound Mixer 45
Sub-Total $1,450
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Table 109 (Continued)

Item Cost

For Super 8 Movies:

Super 8 Camera $ 230
Super 8 Camera, Student 90
Movie Lighting Units (2) 160
Movie Editor 35
Heavy NDuty Tripod ‘ 50
E-8 Notcher 7
Super 8 Splicer 16
Sub-Total $ 508
For Television:
Videotape Recorder System, Portable 1/2" $1,600
Non-Portable Camera 1,000
Sub-Total $2,600
Graphics Service: :
Bulletin-Type Typewriter, Long Carriage (2) $ 460
Drafting Table 85
Drawing Boards with Parallel Straight Edge (4) 48
Paper Trimmer 65
Small Paper Trimmer . 12
LeRoy Lettering Sets (2) 110
Technical Ink Pen (10) 30
Sut-Out Letter Sets 26
lastic Letters (3) 60
3-D Photo Letter Set 24
Bulletin Board Letter Sets 60
Sub-Total $ 980
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Teble 109 {Continued)

Item Cost
Miscellaneous:
Seal Drying Mounting Press and Tacking lron $ 205
Heavy Duty Staplers (2) 28
Symbol Templates (8) 60
Thermo Book Copier 180
Stack Loader ' 1
Patch Cords (15) 38
Electric Typewriter 400
Cabinets 400
Desks (2) 160
Office Chairs (2) 80
Work Table 80
Total $9,537
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" Table 110
Breakdown of Estimated Costs for Field Center Equipment

e

Item | Cost

Classroom Equipment:

Projection Screen $ 20
Filmstrip Projector, 150 Hatts 40
teccrd Player with Head Set 60
Cassette Recorders (2) 140
Filmstrip/Slide Projector, 500 Watts 105
Overhead Projector, 600 Watts 120
Card Reader for Grades 1-3 270
Sound Filmstrip Projector 180
Listening Station with Head Sets 65
Sub-Total ' $1,000

Classroom Equipmert to bz Shared Among Two .
or Three Teachers:

Sound Projéctors, Smm $ 180
Silent Projector, 8mm 100
Sound Projector, 16mm 425
Sound Filmstrip Projector 250
Tape Recorder 140
2x2 Slide Projector with 5" Lens 75
2x2 S1ide Projector with Rear Screen 8)
‘Controlled Reader 185
Portable Screen 10
Sub-Total $1,445
School Equipment:
Large Overhead Projector $ 375
Opaque Projector 350
Fiimstrip-Tape Automatic Projector 275
Sub-Total $1,000
Total $4,000
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Personnel

This section presents the cost estimates relevant to the personnel
requirements specified. Estimates are based on the Model, the
recommended organizational and management strategies detafled in
Chapter 111, and the specifications described in Chapter IV, Consultant
costs are included in the material category as consultants would be
contracted to develop or aid in the development of materials or
support mechanisms. A1l cost estimates are presented in tabular form.
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Information Handling System

The importance of an information handling system to the success
of the program is obvious. Therefore, specfal attention {s given here
to a presentation of cost estimates relevant to the selected system
and the thinking behind that selecticn.

The necessity for some form of information handling system
bacomes apparent with an examination of the objectives of the program.
The essence of that need is incorporated as operational objectives,
instructional experiences, and criterfa for the assessment of student
and program performance. If the program is to be tailored to individua’
student needs, then there will be, of necessity, a multitude of options
o?en to the student in addition to those basic requirements demanded of
all enrolled in the program. Consequently, there must be an efficient
and effective means of not only managing the resources pertinent and
aveilable to the student, but also of providing feedback to the student
and fnstructional staff so as to allow the student to find the path
best suited to his needs, capabilities, and expectations. Crucial then
to the program {s the need for the collection, storage, and analysis of
data and information relative to st.dent performance and program
operation. .

Major functions of the information handling system are:

1. To provide data and information te assure effective and
efficient utflization of resources.

2. Yo provide data and information assistance in the analysis
and evaluation of student and program performance.

3. To provide information necessary for program revisions and
development.

4. To provide a medium for the dissemination of infonration to
program participants and other groups.

Although it might be feasible to operate an fnformation system
such as the program might require without computer or other data
processing equipment assistance, the kinds of information needey .
quickly by the varfety of program participants--students, {nstructional
personnel, and support staff--the nature of the analysis operations to
be performad, and the desire for program efficiency suggest that &
comouter-based information handling systen 1s well worth consideration
fn tight of the services it could effectively provide.

Jt would not be feasible at this time fo: the Syracuse University
Protocooperative to owmn/rent and ogerate fts on in-houvte computer
facility. The proposed system would rent coﬁ?uter time from & large
service facility utilizing rented remote terainals for computer access
and address. Considering the proximity of a la computer facility
which would be available on the Syracuse University campus (18M 360.65)
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it would seem reasonable and feasible to time-share off that facili:
with the program assuming the cost of computer use time, remote
terminal rental, and staff time necessary to develop and implement
the desired computer routines. A breakdown of those costs follow.
This system would call for computer services costing spproximately
$46,000 per year with $5000 for batch CPU time and 241.000 for
terminal time once the system {s developed and oparational.
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Program Costs

Estimated costs for the program during the development period
and through the sixth year arve based on the personnel, facility, and
material cost estimates which have been presented eariier in this
chapter and miscellaneous costs including overhead costs which are
computed at 55% of personnel salaries and computer services, That
information 1s summarized in the table which follows.
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CHAPTER V1
EXPORTABILITY QF THE MODEL

The Exportability Task Force

This chapter focuses on {ssues ragarding the “exgortability“
of the Syracuse Modal., The Exportability Task Force, the parscnnel
who dealt with these {ssues and whose work {s reported hore, was
composed of:

Task Force Leader:

Burton G. Andreas (Eastern Regfonal Institute for
Education)

Task Force Staff:

Richard S. Andrulis (Eastern Regional Inscitute for
Education) ‘

Allan S. Hartman {Eastern Regional Institute for
Education)

Berj Harootunian (Syracuse University)

Stuart S. Naidich ( Inger Lakes Region Office of
Educational Planning

The Exportability Tasks

The or{ginal goal with regard to determining the exportability
of the Model was the development of an instrument to be used by
teacher education {nstitutions and protocooperative grougs to assist
them in determining the feasibility of adopting or adagt ng the
Syracuse Model Elementary Teacher Education Program. As the
feasibility study progressed, this goal proved to be uirealistic
for two principal reasons. First, tn order for a teacher education
fnstitution to consider adoption or adaptation of the Syracuse Model,
the institution's personne! would have to ba sufficiently familiar
with the Model and find 1t to be more attractive than the present
program, Because of its relative recency, most institutions had
only superficial knowledge of the Model and the program ft prescribed,
The development of an instrument that would detall the Model in depth
and help institutions determine the feasibility of adoption required
more resources and time than were avafladble during the period atlotted
the feasibility study. Secondly, even {f the personnel of an
institution did fully understand all the ramifications of the Model,
the data needed for decisions regarding sdoptinn would not be available
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until the completion of the feasibility study. Anmswers to questions

that a potential adopter might raise about the human, material,

facility, and financial resources required for implementation of the
Model were not available in time to be useful in the development of

such an instrument. In short, the notion of an exportability instrument
was seen to be premature, since much of the information viewed as
crucial by potential adopting teacher education institutions would be
forthcoming only upon the completion of the study testing the feasibility
of the Syracuse Model. _

Since these constraints required reformulation of the ¢
exportability task, a redefinition of the expected output was made. The
following evolved as guidelines for activities dealing with the issue
of exportability.

1. The major job was seen as the development of a plan for
gisseminating the Syracuse Model Elementary Teacher Education
rogram. .

2. A major early aim was to provide succinct, accurate °
information to administrators in teacher education ,
institutions in such a way as to stinulate strong interest
fn having them examine their teacher education programs {n
1ight of the Syracuse Model,

3. From initial contact, the exportability effort was structured
to encourage in potential adopters of the Model the
institutional interaction that a protocooperative implies,

4, Another objective of the éxbortﬁbi]ity effort was to encourage
each potential protocooperative to consider planning for i{ts
own feasibility study.

5. Evaluation of the various aspects of the exportability effort
wac seen to be essential so that guidelinas would emerge for
future work, ,

6. The exportability effort would have several stages, each
implying a-greater acceptance of and conmitment to the
Syracuse Model by potential adopters. .

7. The exportability effort has as its objective the acceptance
and implementation of the innovations called for by the
Syracuse Model and the other nine modal programs.

Dissemination

The dissemination effort consisted of three sequential stages;
the first two of these have been accomplished while the last will be
accomplished during the spring of 1970. A description of the stages
in the dissemination effort follows.
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Informational Brochure. As a first step in the dissemination
of information regarding the Syracuse Model, a nine-page brochure was
creataed. The brochure, a cogy of which is presented in the Appendix
of this report, summarized the Model. The brochure described:

(1) the need for innovation in teacher education, (2) the context.
within which the Model was built, (3) an overview of the Model
including its basic assumptions, an example of an instructional
module, and its support systems, and (4) the role of a
protocooperative.

Invitational Conference. The second step in dissemination was
a one-day conference focusing on the Syracuse Model Elementary Teacher
Education Program. Admin{strators from American Assocfation of ..
Colleges for Teacher Education member institutions in New York and
Pennsylvania were sent copies of the brochure and were invited to:
(1) attend a one-day conference on the Syracuse Model and (&) nominate
faculty members, public school personnel, and others in their area who
might wish to attend the conference as potential members of a
protocooperative; a copy of the invitation is presented in the Appendix

A one-day conference was held at the Drumlins Country Club,
Syracuse, New York, on November 5, 196%9. As indicated in the
conference program which is also presanted in the Apnendix, the
sessions featured speakers on various aspects of the Model Program
and 1iberal opportunity for audirace discussion, questions, and
reactions. The number of participants and other relevant information
are described in the next section of this chapter which deals with
the assessment of impact.

Spring Conference. A three-day conference has been projected
for the spring of 1370. During the conference, administrators from
teacher education institutions accepting the rationale of the Médel
Program will be given further details on the Model, the results of

the Phase II feasibility study, and help in planning their own
feasibility studies.

Assessmant

The dissemination activities were designed in such a way as
to provide data concerning the impact of the effort. Four types of
assessment were organized to evaluate the effectiveness of the
effort in presenting appropriate material to the selacted sample
of administrators and teacher educators who attended the invitational
go?{erence. Detailed descriptions of the four assessment procedures

ollow.

Assessment of the Responses to the Invitation. The first
assessment deait with the responses coilege administrators made to
the mailing which invited them to attend the conference on the Model.

Data in this regard was used to answer the following specific
questions:
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1. What percentage of those contacted stated that they would
attend the confarence on November 5? :

2. What persons attending from each teacher education tnstitution
contacted public school personnel and/or fndividuais from.
other governmental educational agencies?

3. What are the positions of persons attending from each teachur
education institution, public school, and governmental
educational agency? ’

This information was obtained from the acceptance forms returned
to the Protocooperative by those invited to the conference or nominated
by invitees.

Assessment of the Conferehce. Those attending the conference
were asked to respond to a questionnaire designed to yield data
regarding the impact of the invitation and the conference. Information
gathered from this questionnaire was used to answer the following
specific questions:

1. Who attended the conference from each teacher education
institution and potential protocooperative?

2. Who of those administrators invited through the initial
mailing attended? )

3. What questions did those.attending have regarding the Mode)
based on their understanding of the materials they had been.
sent? These questions were analyzed and answered during the
conference.

4. To what extent were the questiors, asked by those attending,
answered during the conference and to what extent were the
_basic concepts of the Syracuse Model Elementary Teacher
?glementary Teacher Education Program understood by those
ttending?

5. Did individuals attending the conference indicate their
further interest by desiring more information concerning
specific aspects of the Model? Additionally, what percentage
of those attending requd$ted additional information after the
conference and/or after they returned to their respective
institutions?

6. What were the official positions of those requesting
additional information?

Information answering these questions was obtained from the following
sources: Questions 1 and 2 were answered through an apalysis of the
registration forms completed by euach person who attended. Question 3
was answered by an analysis of index cards submitted prior to the start
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of the conference by those attending. Question 4 was answered through
examination of a questionnaire administered at the end of the
conference; the quescionnaire yielded data regarding the respondents'
understandings about and attitudes toward the content and: procedures

of the conference. Questions 5 and 6 were answered through an analysis

of index cards submitted after the conference.

Post-Conference Assessment. A follow-up questionnaire was
mafled to those who had attended the conference. The questionnaire
was designed to yleld data regarding the following questions:

1. What are the views that the selected sample of teacher
educators hold with regard to the Syracuse Model?

2. What influence, if any, has the Model and the conference had
on the plans those teacher educators have relevant to their
programs?

3. Were the materials presented sufficient and in acceptable
form so as to encourage teacher educators to proceed with
a feasibility study on their own?

With regard to the third question. that dealing with the presentation
of the information, 1t was asked whether they found various parts of
the prusentation to be unclear in either substance or form.

Assessment of the Spring Conference. A three-day invitational
conference wil® be held in the spring of 1970 for representatives
from teacher education institutions interested in learning more about
the Syracuse Model and 1ts feasibility, considering adoption or
adaptdtion of the Model, interested in working with the Syracuse
University Protocooperative during development and implementation,
and/or planning their own feasibility studies. Appropriate
assessment procedures will be used to examine the impact of the
second conference.

Results of the Exportability Assessment

The results which are summarized in this section of the chapter
are based on the data thus far obtained relevant to the questions of
exportability.

Invitationg and Acceptances to the Conference. Table 117
presents the data relevant to the teacher education institutions and
~ institutioral representatives who were invited to the invitational
conference, The procedure was to first invite one or two key
administrative persons from each of the teacher educaticn institutions
involved. These persons ware asked to designate faculty members,
public school personnel, and governmental educational agency personnel
they felt might 1ike to attend. Persons so designated by invitees
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were likewise invited to the conference. The data concerning those
invited and those accepting is presented below.

Table 117

Invitations, Designations, and Acceptances
to Invitation

Subject Number
Invited Administrators 93
Designated Administrators, Teacher Educators, 97

Public School Personnel, and Others
Invited Teacher Education Institutions 7
Invited Administrators Who Accepted 13
Designated Administi-ators Who Accepted 36
Designated Teacher Educators Who Accepted 5]
Designated Public School Personnel and Others 10

Who Accepted ‘
Jnvited Teacher Education Institutions Which 36

Accepted

The data indicate that a majority of those invited to the
conference sent designated representatives when they could not
themselves plan to attend. Fully a hundred of those indicating the
intent to attend were from teacher education institutions--about half
of them administrators and half nore directly concerned with teacher
education. Only ten persons from public schools and other agencies
indicated that they planned to participate. This suggests that the
original invitees tended to designate campus personnel rather than
potential protocooperative members from public schools and
governmental educational agencies as persons to attend. While this
may be understood in terms of organizational constraints and time
pressures, it does suggest that teacher education institutions do
not generally think in protocooperative terms.

Attendance at the Conference. Table 118 indicates the nature of
attendance at the invitational conference. In addition to the 102
administrators, teacher educators, public school personnel, and
governmental educational agency personnel who attended from institutions
other than institutions in the Syracuse University Protocooperative,
there were 65 persuns frcm the Protocooperative and eight graduate
students from Syracuse University.
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Table 118

Persons Who Attendea the Invitational Conference

Subject Number
Invited Administrators 13
Designated Administrators, Teacher Educators, 89
" Public School Personnel, and Others
Syracuse University Protocooperative Members 65
Syracuse University Graduate Students 8
Total ' 175

Reactions to the Conference. A five-point rating-scale
questionnaire was administered to those who participated in the
invitational conference--except for those from the Protocooperative
and the Syracuse University graduate students. That questionnaire
is presented in the Appendix. The results obtained from 83
respondents through use of the questionnaire are presented here.

In answer to the question: "Did the information in the
brochure sent to ycu provide an adequate introduction to the Syracuse
Model! Elementary Teacher Education Program?", the mean response iwas
2.4 where 1 on the scale was "adequate" and 5 was "inadequate." In
answer to the question: 'Did today's sessions further clarify fhe
information contained in the brochure?", the mean response was 2.2
where 1 on the scale was "further clarified" and 5 was "did not
clarify." These results suggest that the brochure did adequately
introduce the Model and that the meeting conveyed information and
permitted clarification probably not possible through written
material alone. ‘

The next section of the questionnaire centered on the
effectiveness of the ccnference in contributing to the respondent's
understanding of nine aspects of the Model Program dealt with in
the conference. In each case the scale was 2 five-point scile with
1 being "added to understanding" and 5 being "did not add to
understanding." The categories examined and the mean scores obtained
were as follows:

1. The need for innovative programs in teacher educa“ion (2.7).
2. The history and assumptions of the Syracuse Mode! (2.1).

3. The nature of protocooperation (1.8).
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4, A description of the Model Program (2.4).
Unique features of the Model Program (2.3).
The information and evaluation support system (3.0).

The program and organizational support systems (3.3).

QL ~ Oy O

How to form a protocooperativa (3.0).
9. The planning and conducting of a feasibility study (3.5).

These data indicate that the conference did a reasonably
affective job of constibuting to the understanding of the participants
with regard to varinus aspects of the Model. Of particular interest
is the finding that participants saw themselves learning more about
those aspects which were stressed throughout the conference than about
thgieb?iven less emphasis; this supports the notion that the data are
reliable.

In vesponse to the question: "Did you feel your small group
session was profitable in clarifying the Syracuse Model Elementary
Teacher Education Program?,” the mean response was 2.5 where 1 was
"profitable” and 5 was "unprofitable.” That suggests that the small
group portion of the conference was effective.

In response to the question: "Were the questions that you
raised adequately answered today?," the mean response was 2.6 where
1 was "adequately” and 5 was "inadequately." Those data indicate
that answers were relatively adequately answered during the conference.

Additional data indicated that three-week notification concerning
the conference was sufficient (1.5), that scheduling of the conference
was of little inconvenience (1.7), and the conference location was
convenient (1.7). '

Responses to the questionnaire and the success of the conference
suggest that the invitational conference was: (1) an important
contribution to the understanding of the Syracuse Model Elementary
Teacher Education Program, (2) a foundation for the possible formation
of other protocooperatives centered around campuses in New York and
Pennsylvania, (3) a step toward a feasibility conference in the spring
of 1970 as part of a further dissemination effort, and (4) a prototype
for :he planning of dissemination efforts in other parts of the
country,

Requests for Further Information. Table 119 indicates that a
total of forty requests for further information were made by
participants in the invitational conference.
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Table 119

Requests for Further Informztion

SN

Subject Number of Requests

Teacher Education Institution Personnel

Public School Personnel

Governmental Educational Agency
Personnel

Total 40

oo &

These data are additional indicants of the usefulness of the
invitational conference in generating interest in the Model among a
sizable group of teacher educators.

Attitudes About the Model. A follow-up questionnaire wrs sent
to those who had participated in the invitational conference. A copy
of that questionnaire appears in the Appendix., While the
questionraire was intended to yield data regarding a number of
concerns, it mainly dealt with the attitudes participants held with .
regard to the Model. Forty participants responded to the
questionnzire,

When participants were asked what had contributed to their
understanding of the Model, the following was found regarding the
number who indicated the varfous inputs:

1. The invitational conference (37).

2. The nine-page Phase I summary (20).

3. The eleven-page summary of the feasibility study
proposal (8).

4. The brochure (29).

5. The 550-page Phase I final report (9).

When participants were asked to rank the five methods of
dissemination as to their usefulness, the following mean ranks were
found:

1. The invitational conference (1.5).

2. The 550-page Phase I final report {1.6)
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3. The brochure (2.5).
4. The nine-page Phase I summary (2.6).

5. The eleven-page summary of the feasibility study
proposal (4.0).

These results show that the majority of these responding gained
greatest understanding from the invitational conference and the. brief
descriptions of the Model which were made a part of the exportability
materials. The various sources of information were ranked by each
“respondent. Although a few did not rank all of the items, the mean
rank values given in the table are considered indicative of the
- relative value of the information sources listed. The invitational
conference was seen as the most useful. Although also receiving a
good ranking, the 550-page Phase 1 final report was ranked by only 13
respondents. Many of those respunding had probably not had opportunity
to study that document. The summary of the feasibility study proposal
received a fairly low mean rark which suggests it was less useful for
current purposes. This appears reasonable since most interest centered .
on the Model 1tself, which was better described in the other sources,

. When asked how adequate a description of the Syracuse Model they
felt they had, the respondents indicated that they felt moderately well
informed about the Syracuse Model as indicated by a mean rating of 2.2
where 1 was "adequate" and 5 was "inadequate.¥

The most significant section of the questionnaire was that part
dealing with respondents' attitudes about various aspects of the .
Syracuse Model, especially the basic assumptions. In each case, tha
scale ranged from 1 ("positive") to 5 ("negative"). The various aspects
-of the Model 1isted in the questionnaire and the mean rating each
received from respondents are presented in Table 120.

The various aspects of the Model were strongly endorsed by the
respondents. The great majority of the responses given fell at the two
most positive points on the five-point scale which was used. This
strong positive reaction, coming from a relatively sizable number of
teacher educators from a wide range of {istitutions, indicates acceptance
of the Model, a prerequisite to its adoption or adaptation.

Another section of the questionnaire asked respondents to
indicate the degree to which four methods of assistance would facilitate
them in their own plans in elementary teacher education. In each case,
the scale ranged from 1 ("facilitate") to 5 ("not facilitate"). The
four methods and the obtained rating were as follows:

1. A three-day work conference in the spring of 1970 (1.9).

2. A copy of the feasibility study final report (1.2).
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Table 120
Attitudes Regarding Aspects of the Model

Aspect of the Mode) Rating

Assumption One

Assumption Two

Assumption Three

Assumption Four

Assumption Five

Assumption Six

Assumption Seven

Assumption Eight

Assumption Nine

Assumption Ten

Assumption Eleven

Assumption Twelve

Assumption Thirteen

Assumption Fourteen

Assumption Fifteen

Assumption Sixteen

Assumption Seventeen

Assumption Eighteen

Self-Pacing

Modular Scheduling

Independent Study

Individualized Instruction

Competency-Based Curricula

Protocooperation

Program Support System

Information and Evaluation Support System

Organfzational Support System

Liberal Education Component

Methods and Curriculum Component

Child Development Component

Teaching Theory and Practice Component

Professional Sensitivity Training Component

Social and Cultural Foundations Component
| Se1f-Directed Component

Specialization

Resident Year
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3. A one-week workshop during the summer of 1970 (2.7).
4, Individual meetings with Protocooperative members (2.5).

Again the positive points on the scale were heavily used for
most items. Those reacting to these offers of assistance from the
Syracuse University Protocooperative were much interested in receiving
the final report of this feasibility study and most favored a
three-day work conference to be held in the spring of 1970. A smaller
number endorsed a possible one-week workshep to be held during the
summer. About half indicated a desire to have meetings at their nwn
institutions with the opportunity to confer with members of the
Syracuse University Protocooperative.

Table 121 summarizes the follow-up activities reported as of
December 1, 1969, by a number of institutions which has been
represented at the conference. The data were derived from replies
to the last part of the questionnaire which asked respondents to list
the iteps they had undertaken as a result of their introduction to the
Model.

Table 121
Follow-Up Activities by Respondents

Activity Number
Faculty Review of Model : 12
Program Planning 7
Initial Implementation Steps 3
None 18
Total 40

At this early point subsequent to the conference, it appeared
that follow-up action was occurring on several campuses. If interest
can be further stimulated by the outcome of the feasibility study and
by a work conference in the spring, it appears 1ikely that additional
. protocooperative groups might be formed. In this event, considerable
benefit might occur from sharing ideas and resources among the
various protacooperative grouns as development and implementation of
the Model is undertaken,
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Exportabjlity Summarized

The work reported in this chapter suggests that the
exportability of the Syracuse Model is quite possible. . Positive
interest has been generated in the Model, and it has been greeted by
acceptance and praise. Efforts to date, while not, tco widespread or
intensive, do provide a foundation for further dissemination efforts
and--most importantly--possible cooperation among federations of
protocooperative groups which might be formed. Further dissemination
efforts will build on that foundation.
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CHAPTER VII
THE METEP SIMULATION

The Simulatioy Task Force

This chapter describes the METEP Simulation which was designed
at the Educational Policy Research Center at Syracuse, a division of
the Syracuse University Rasearch Corporation. The simulation was
designed by Stuart A. Sandow with the cooperation of Charles Rathbone
and the METEP staff, the EPRC staff, and the SURC Design Center.

History

The {dea of a simulation had its beginning as two major
proposals were developed in Syracuse, New York, at apgroximate!y the
same time: one proposal under the direction of John B. Hough of the
Center for the Study of Teachint cailed:for the development of an
{nnovative, long-range model for elementary teacher education; the
other groposa] under the direction of Thomas F. Gresn called for the
establishment of an Educational Policy Rrsearch Center to
systematically examine alternative future, fcr education in the Unfted
States and to develop methodologies to examine rutures ganerated by
others and the EPRC staff. Both of these proEosals were funded and
thus Phase 1 of the Model Elementary Teacher Education Project and
the EPRC came to be at Syracuse.

Jack Hough and Tom Green spoke casually soon after their
separate funding about the exciting possibilities of the EPRC
examining the Model as a plece of real-world substance against some
of the conjectured alternative futures and methodologies being
developed at the EPRC. When the Center for the Study of Teaching
recefved funding to do 1 feasibility study of the Syracuse Model, it
became possible for the EPRC %o carry out that suggestion. As a
member of the Syracuse University Protocooperative, the EPR™ Accepted
the task of designing & simulation exercise that would do seversl
thingsy two in particular:

1. A simulation would allow the Syracuse University
Protocoogerat1ve. the designers of the Model Elementary
Teacher Education Program, to examine the program against
some alternative futures that might impact on the Modil's
feasibility.
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2. A simulation would, with minimal modifications, allow
potential adopters of the Model at other {nstitutions to
examine the Syracuse Mode! in their settings to determine
whether all or parts of the Model could feasibly be adopted.

Introduction

Since the EPRC was {nvolved in suggesting alternative futures
and designing methods to systematically examine those futures, the
1inkage with the Center for the Study of Teaching and the
Protocooperative was looked on in several ways. Some futures which
stipulated catastrophic possibilities for the educational system in
the Unlted Statas implied that {f they occurred, the Model would be
¢ither frrelevant, untimely, or a waste of money {f {mplemented.
Further, 1t was thought that this examination might prove, by
examining the Model against alternative futures, that the Model may
have 14tt1é or no value or impact on changing the nature of teacher
aducatfon in the United States. The thing which excited persons at
the Policy Center was that the Model Program builders were perfectly
willln? to let that be a real-world alternative outcome of their
feasibility study. At tha Policy Center, being well-funded and not
responsible only to the Mode) builders, it was felt that this attitude
was proof positive that the Mode) builders were serfously {nterested
in a legitimate evaluation of their proposed teacher training program
ra%he; than Just a selling vehicle. The job was undertaken with great
relish, '

The Model Program builders promised to supply substance about
the méamuy of tha program as required by the desfgners. In turn,
it was promised an exercise that would allow them to look at tueir
substance against some futures.

The Development of the Concept

In the development of simulation exercises on the future, the
Center made several observations. First, the common terms used in
simulation constructions or améng people involved {n sfmulations are
not wholly valid when applied to simulations of “the future.” In
fact, simulation 6f the future is a contradiction in terms, in that
one cannot simulate what does not already exist. However, it was
decided to stay with the term "simulation,” to redefine some of the
other terms to have them understood as they were meant, and to make
those definition clear by presenting them here.

Though the simulations are not games, we use the term play.
A "simulation" 1s an experfonce where all participants play against
an eavironment. Théy can 1&{ against an environment of their choice--
as in the case of the Model Elementiry Teacher Edication Program--or
ours. The simulation player is pitted against the world, an
environment. In a simulation of the future, efther the environment
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wins and the player loses control or the player wins by learning to
control the environment. A simulation of the future then is an
examination of any one of a number of possible alternativ? states

of affairs where the players exercise tools and examine their behavior
fn alternative futures.

A "game" {s a play where opponents are pitted against each
other. For example, one group (red) against another ?ro:E (blue); or,
people interested in capital development against people who are
interested in social goals; or, ?ood against bad; or one political
party versus another. The game is over when one team wins and the
other loses. The game, then, is team against team. Since there is
no value in a winner-loser anvironment, we avoid the use of the term
"game."

Thus the term "simulation exercise" {s used rather than
"simulation game," where "excrcise” 15 understood to mean an activity
which one does to develop a capacity or capability. One exercises
his knowledge of a tool to try to control the enviromment. If a tool
works ‘n a particular environmental stress, the {ndividual and his
ability to manfpulate that tool do win. 1f the tool fails in that
environment, he can do one of several things:

1. Examine yet another tool against the same environment to
see {f control is possible.

2. Examine what 1t is in the environment that makes control
impossible. ‘

3. Find alternative ways to restructure the environment.

These tools are the methodologies being developed at the EPRC for the
systematic evaluation of alternative futures.

While developing these tools and methodologies, the Center had
tremendous difficulty ogerationalizi. them for several reasons.
First, 1t was found to be extremely difficult to break away from
semantic prodblems. The closer a common understanding of the words
was approached, the more difficult it became to apply the tool.
Secondly, the substance attacked with these tools was often inadequate;
that 1s, a poorly constructed real-world set or an intppropriate
environment. This led to the observation that the closer one
approximated reality, the more difficult and complex it became to
role-play the authority figure who could operate with that reality.

We needed simulated environments that were authentic dbut had no
reality: to examine environments, simulated anviromments must portray
authenticity, but they cannot be real because they attetgt to simulate
"the future.” Ffurther, this led to a realization that the concept of
role-playing or role assignment, as 3eneral\y understood, was
inappropriate for the particular kinds of simulations intended.
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For one thing, the major interest is in getting new tools and
methodologies into the hands of real policy planners as quickly as
possible. Those planners and policy makers have real authority and
a knowledge of their own specific problems. Since the task involved
building environments that planners would be considering adopting or
allowing to exist in thefr world, it became, therefore, 1napprgﬁr1ate
to ask such decisfon makers to pretend they were anyone other than
themselves. The greatest learning, it was felt, would take place {f
these planners played their own real-1ife, author{ity-based roles. This
led to the definition of "role" as "real-world role." Ond played at
being one's self in a false, future environment to examine how he might
probably behave {f that future environment came to pass. The {dea
challenge was met this way. An individual {s any one of a number of
people. The closer one knows one's role in 1ife and knows who he {s
as an individual, the fewer and less disparate are his role choices.
However, a11 persons play roles--the role of parent, the role of
businessman, the role of planner--and all play them in several ways.
An individual acts out one role with people giving him advice and
information; he acts out another when he has made his decisfons and
wants them enacted. This specification of role led to & number of
significant observations.

When one 1s asked to report what he acted 11ke five years ago,
he edits his past, he chooses those things to report from his knowledge
of the past, and says, "This {s how ! behaved."” This, then, is one
man's view of the nast. That view, as are all views of the past, or
histories, is that select set of information that one man percefves
to be rateveat in depicting a picture of the past. It was felt that
this could as eastly be translated into the context of the future.
Legitimately, one might say that any individual g1ay1ng the role of
himself, 4f he can look into the past and have the set of Information
that he chooses to be construed as a vatid history of the past be
accepted as valid, mixht pick and choose his behavior when asked to
examing his future. At that polint, future car have a "history,” and
that history must come from one man's role, one man's picture of
himself in one possible conjectured future.

Further, it was found that {f the purpose of the simulation was
to be instruction 1n a tool or methodology and not in the historic or
future historic environment, then the nature of the questions asked
of the players became extremoly important. The nature of their "role”
becama extremely important. The question asked was often the
specification of role. For example, 1f one were asked what kind of »
world one wanted to 1ive in twenty years from now, the answer would
be a reflector of that person's perceptions of himself and Ms desires
in the future. However, {if one were asked about the nature of the
world he would want his children or his children's children to
encounter on their twentieth birthday in the future, the response
would be directed by the nature of the question to a set--a set of the
world that he would have no part of: the world of the twenty-year old.

292



o

The response to the first question might be a world free of
campus strife, such that retirement allows the participant to say that
his years in the educational establishment have made a world where
university strife no longer occurs. The roots to the ending of that
strife may be absolute suppression of students so he can continue his
research. However, attendance to the question of the world the twenty-
year o1d might and should encounter compels the ?layer to question the
value of an environment that has no student revolt, no rebellion. He
then mi?ht say, "I want ny children to experience an educational system
that aliows them freedom to learn what they care to learn when they
care to learn it." The goal may be the same. However, the values
implied in the attairment of this goal may be quite different,
depending on the way one asks the question.

This leads us to the next obvious value of simulations of the
future baing built. By specific attention to how players are asked
to question themselves and by making them questfon themselves from
their own real-world role position, one finds the ability to have them
assess their values for themselves in the future and their values for
others of the socfety in that same future. The opportunity to have
people examine those things they will value in the future increases
many times the power of the simulation.

That our simulation devices, our false environments, were not
only ways of examining the future but were ways of examining the tools
wo were giving people to exercise was also learned. The simulation
then became & catalyst of value not only tb the player but also to the
designer of the simulation and to the designer of the tool. This led
to the discovery that the simulations were not instructional {n that
they taught what the future might be 1ike or taught how to behave ¢n
that future environment, dut they were an instructional catalyst tu
let people exercise a particular tool to see how they might behave
fn an environment. The learning was not about a future envirorment--
the learning was how to control and exercise a tool to examine any
future. That was a most important observation.

The simulation then was a process which allowed for the
examination and refinement of the methodologies and tools being
developed at the Center and at the same time a dissemination device
for reaching as many planners as possidble with our methodologies.
This observation set the stage, which allowed the Center to begin
satisfying both of 1ts original charges:

1. To develop methodologies and tools for systematically
examining alternative futures.

2. To disseminate those methodologies to the widest possible
audfence so as to help in long-range planning in educatton,

Thus, simulations, a misnomer when first examined, dbecame the perfect
cataf)tic device for satisfying the goals of the Center.
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The {nftfal product, then, was a conceptual framework which, whan
fully developed, should allow any set of policy planners, in fact any
subgroup of society, to bring to the Center its substaniive problems
and to examine fts substantive futures and problems against conjectured
alternative futures, while at the same time exercising methodologies
to determine whether those tools might help po'icy planners control
their behavior fn those futures.

Through the processes and observations described above came the
moment where it was felt ¢ simulation ot the future could be constructed
to display the conclusfons thus derfved. With this information as
background, the development of a sfmulation exercise appropriate for
the examination of the Model Elementary Teacher E£ducation Program
against some alternative futures was begun.

Description of the METEP Simulation

The Model desfgners were asked to supply the simulation designer
with their perceptions--as clearly stated 3s possible--of what the Model
was, how the Model would make people behave differently {f it were
successful as they perceived success, and what the operational
strategfes might be to implement this Model. It was felt to be
1nap?ropr1ate to simulate the development of the €roposal and the
development of the theoretfcal basis for the Model only. We felt
prtential adopters of the Model would be more interested in examining
the operational strategies that they would have to replicate to
implement the Model themselves.

The Model builders supplied the Center with the necessary data.
In gre-play the desfgners learned a grnat deal about the prodblems of
a simulation that had as one of {ts constraints the absence of anyone
bein? avaflable to clarify terms becavse the very learning the
simutation was designed to promote vas dependent upon the absolute
understandin? by all players of how Svracuse meant certafn words. When
the Mode) builders pre-played thefr own sfmulation while ft was in
design, the inadequacies of many of our instructfons and of many of
their interpretations of their own substance were discovered. This led
to many interesting questfons. 1Is it possible, for example, to refine
a five-hundred fifty page document trat took efght months to construct
down to a point that it could be understood, interpreted, and analyzed
fn one, eight-hour day? Secondly, 1% the process of editing material
an appropriate task fo: the Model builders themselves; that is, 1s ft
possible for the ?erson who designs 3 complex theoretical scheme to
;eint:;pret himself or attempt to reinterpret himself fnto an abstractive
orma

The game designers attempted this second task themselves. The
final product was drawn from the designers' interpretation rather than
a restatement of the Model builders' fdeas. This one generation removal
from the Model and fts buflders allowed us to contro) clarity and in
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many cases to allow the Model builders to see values in thefr Model
that they had overlooked by being too close to it. This intaraction
between the EPRC's examination of someone else's substance and the
designers of that substance led to an increased clarity of the massive
probiem of conmunication between those who would reinterprat or
interpraet another's {deas and that other. '

This kind of assessment of another grou?'s work derands an
aloofness, a rejection of all the natural e?o- fnks {inherent ina -
group putting their work on display for challenge. Were it not for
the Earticularly unique qualities of the Protocooperative {nvolved
fn the Model Program, the game would probably not be the honest
simulation 1t became. What the simulation demonstrated when glayed
by the Syracuse University Protocooperative was that the Model is open
to change and adaptable to the future.

The Product

The simulation exercise s contained in a single package that
can be mafled to any requesting teacher education institution or any
other educational agency willing to host a meeting of a current,
real-world educuational conmunity that cares to examine the
gossibilities of adopting the Syracuse Model Elementary Teacher

ducation Program. The exercise demands approximately efghteep
players. The piayers are the decisfon makkrs from the teacher
education fnstitution, three, four or five public school systems in
the area, and the representatives of the educational agencies and
educationa) fndustries supplying that area with services. In gshort,
the players are the real power within a potential protocooparative,

Process by Which Other Communities Can Examine the Syracuse Mode)

Any representative of an educational {nstitution may request
the simulatfon packag: from the Syracuse Untversity Protocooperative.
Upon recafpt of that vequest, a letter is mafled to the person
requesting the simulation stipulating the nature of the game and
11sting the titles of those people he must fnvite. When he ndtifies
Syracuse that he has chosen a date, specified a location, and arranged
for the 18 to €6 individudls to participate, the stmulation is mailed
to him. The game 1s relatively self-contained and needs vary 1iitle
fateractfon from the game director, a nonplayer.

The day of the simulation the players arrfve and {oin with other
players of the same institutional character; that 1s, all the universtity
participants, all the school system participants, and al) the
educational others, being governmental educational agencies and
educational fndustries. Cach man receives & folder. Within the folder
are the ‘nstructions and substance for the day's play. First, they

are conf-onted with an introduction to the simulation exercisa in

which they are taking part and 3 very b lef sumary of what it is the
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Syracusa Model attempts to do. From this base, the participants
construct a profile of their current operating facilities. They also
detail a et of group beliefs tn the underlying assumptions of the -
Syracuse Model. The participants then have an opportunity to. exsamine -
a large display, a symbolic reprasentation of the Model itself, starting
with tts organizational unit, {ts basic beliefs, its basjc assumptions,
and the operational descriptors of those things the Model attempts to
do with student teachers. This {is followed by an outline of the
implementation strategfes Syracuse considers basic 1n real-time steps
and which must be operationalized by any adopter.

After this examination of what Syracuse perceives to be
operational strategies, the players are invited to act as "futures"
consultants to Syrazuse, back when Syracuse first planned {ts
implementation strategy outiine. To do this, they examine several
possible scenarios of the future. They examine a collection of possible
news cvents, and from this base they suggest alternative stratesies for
Syracuse if any of the news events were in fact to occur and affect the
implementation of the Model. This is a low threat examination of the
Model, 1Its purpose is to familiarize the players with all the relevant
giecos of tha Model and one possible set of strategfes to implement it

f they were to begin immadiately and to practice operating a program
that demands and allows continuous self-renewal.

At this point, the players examine the suggestions for

alternative ttrategies proposed by other players §n the room. Thay

fck those tdeas thay believe to be the best suggestions made by others.
hese are shared with the group. Through this, they experience the
second major feature of the Syracuse Model, protocooperation. having
chosen ideas of merit other than their own, they attend to them wi “out
concern for the institutional status of the person whose fdeas they
select. They have an opportunity to atlend to those {deas from 2 range
of persons with a range of professfonal and personal experiences and
fnterests. They are, in effect, breaking the established set of
fnstitutional hierarchies that so often prevent worthy ideas from
being circulated where policy decisfons are finally made. This s the
very essence or protocooperation,

Howevar, final decisfons are not made in play. Within the room
there s no false assumption by the designers of the simulation that
through some magic process the group will indeed be a group, 211 of
whom are interested in becoming a protocooperative that very next
moraing. Whoever the set of players, every participant sees problems
this group might have establishing a protocooperative relationship.

At the same time they all have fdeas about how to begin a
protocooperative {f they could. The simulation at this point requests
them to specify the problems they see in actually trying to implement
the Model. In each case they must specify & solutfon to that prodblem
and finally to state a positive starting point, a dbaginning 1des througt
which the group might begin to consider adopting the Model. These are
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. {deas generated w

collated, copfed, and returned to the players to begin a discussion
of all the {deas avaflable in the room, the problems seen, the
solutions suggested, and the ideas for beginning a protocooparative.

While this process 1x going on, the players have an oggortunity
to read an informal, rambling history of the development of the
Syracuse University Protocooperative. It is an honest and
straightforward picture of how educational institutions operate when
they are soliciting funds and implementing new ideas. When they have
completed this history, which places Syracuse in perspective as an
fnstitution interested in itself and in the development of teachers,
participants are ?1ven copies of the collected problems, solutions and
thin their own group.

The final charge for the day is for players to commonly examine
through discussion the facilities profile they generated earlfer in
the day and to compare it to that of Syracuse. The Syracuse
Unfversity Protocooperative percefves 1tself to be at 100X readiness
to implement the Model; therefore, its facilities profile is made
avaflable to these other {nstitutions for comparison. Further, they
examine the problems and solutions and starting ideas. This {s where
a protocooperative might bejin. That is the moit important pfece of
the simulation.

A unfque feature of this simulation {s that the players are
afforded the opportunit{ after their discussion to call Syricuse
and speak with the Model buflders to instigate immedfate postitive
consultative services at no charge, other than expenses, to any
fnstitution interested. The Model, it fs belfieved, has increased
value with each institutfon that adopts it. The greater the number
of teachers that can be *rained through this system, the greater
impact of the Mod21 on society.

The simulation exercise then fs a unfque examination of the
Syracuse Model for trainin? elementary school teachers. The Mode)
fs a unique programmatic rit of tnstructional confrontations for
the student within an administrative unit that s truly
protocooperative with all institutions taking equal responsibility
for the final product: a teacher who changes and accepts change.
The simulation demonstrates that the Model is self-renewing and that
to be fully seif-renewing, the participants must operate as a
protocooperative. A second feature fs the ability to contact
imnediately, with relevant questions, the designers of the Mode)
themselves as part of the play.
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CHAPTER VIII

FINAL SPECIFICATIONS

The Final Specifications Task Force

This chzﬁter desc ‘bes the task of the Final Specifications
Task Force which was comp...d of:

7ask Force Leader:
Thou s Samph (Syracuse University)

Task force Staff:
Newton A. Allen (Syracuse City School Dis¢rict)
Augustin A. Root (Syracuse University)

The Final Specifications Task

Because the work of tha feasibility study was accomplished
through the use of a number of related but relatively independent task
forces, there existed a very real danger that the final product night
lack consistency and cohesiveness, While it is true that each tas
force worked within the framework of the Model and its assumptions,

a nurber of persons worked on more than one of the task forces, and
the support staff worked with all of the task forces, these precautions
did not ceem adequate to guarantee elimination of the ditficulties a
task forca approach sug?ests. A very deliberate attempt to synthesize
the products of the various task forces was required. Therefore, the
work of the Final Specifications Task Force was to carefully review
the outputs of the Model Refinement Task Force, the Implementation
Strate?ies Task Force, the Specifications Task Force, and the Cost
Analysis Task Force and to check for consistency between the refined
Model, the recommended fmplementation strategies, personnel, material,
and facility specifications, and the cost analysis data.

This synthesizing process resulted in modifications of the
recosmended implementation strategies, the specifications, and the
cost data. Therefore, the implementation strategies describted in
Chapter 111, the specifications detailed in Chapter 1V, and the
cost analysis data presented in Chapter V reflect the ravisions
generated by a process which was able to view and consider all of
the outputs of the feasibility study as a whole. ‘
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The ease with which the Final Specifications Task Force was able
to insure consistency and cohesiveness in the outputs from the
feasibility study is a clear refiection of the comitment the other
task forces had to their work and the soundness of the Model., 1In a
very real sense, then, this report becomes a working document which
fs useful to the Syracuse University Protocooperative--and other
protocooperatives--as they begin to develop the Model.



CHAPTER IX
SCENARIO

The Oracle at Delphi had certain powers that would be useful
to those who study the feasibility of model programs. If we had the
abi1ity to view future happenings as could the Oracle, the correspondence
that follows would fall within that visfon. The situations within the
following pages are, of course, presently ficticious and are the
product of imagination.
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Center for the Study

of Higher Education

227 Hale Hall

School of Education
University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104
October 2, 1977

Dr. William Klaus

Program Director

Syracuse Protocooperative
Teacher Education Program

Syracuse University

Syracuse, New York 13210

Dear Dr. Klaus: .

This letter follows our discussion last Tuesday of my request to
you. As you know, I am writing a thesis ¢én the history of the Model
Teacher Education Program at Syracuse University entitled Education:

The Decade of Change, 1966-1976. My interest in the project stems

Trom the fact that I was a student at Syracuse for a few years before
family circumstances forced me to radically change my career plans.

I have already corresponded with Drs. Wilford A. Weber and John B,
Hough, two extremely influential men in the early years of the Model -
Program, They provided me with valuable background information to fill
in the gaping holes one perceives when reading a proposal or project
report. Their information has heiped to add depth and color to the
rather incomplete story given by written reports. Certain personalities
and problem situations now stand clear and are worthy of mention because
of their contributions.

This brirgs us to our meeting of the other day and to this
letter. Yéy requested that I put in writing those items I wanted you
to talk about. You have been program director since 1970. Would you
please talk about the so-called "highs" and "lows" of the six years
spent in that position. I realize that to detail each of the six years
would be a massive undertaking (although probably that will be necessary
at some point), and I won't ask you to do so. My purposes would be
served if you could just go back and talk about whatever comes to mind--
people, places, situations, whatever.
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Dr. William Klaus
October 2, 1977
Page 2

Your comments will constitute a most important part of my
dissertation. While it is cructal that you be just -as candid as
possible, I will, of course, respect your wishes regarding direct
quotations. I do hope that my work will play a somewhat major role
in clarifying the Modeling Project and 1ts coutribution to higher
education. YGur comments will be major inputs into that work. I
very much appreciate your Kindness to me in this regard.

Sincerely,
John Petrillo

Graduate Student in
Higher Education
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SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY

ELEMENTARY EDUCATION | ROOM 438 | 150 MARSHALL STREET | SYRACUSE, NEW YORK 13210

December 1, 1977

Mr. Jdohn Petrillo
Center for the Study
of Higher Education
227 Hale Hall
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104

Dear Jack:

Many thanks for your letter of some months ago and your
subsequent patience in awaiting my response. I simply have been
unable to get enough free time to do justice to your request. I
did not want to dash off a poorly written letter. The Thanksgiving
vacation provided me some time, and I finally dictated some thoughts.
As 1 listen to the tape, it occurs to me that there are many “people,
places, situations, whatever" that I could have added; however, I
believe the central "highs" and "lows" are there.

There were two initial problems that were massive and which
almost doomed the Program in the early 1970's. I'm not sure if you
know this or not--perhaps Professor Weber has mentioned the fact to
you. The Office of Education led the project directors to beljeve
that as a result of the Phase II feasibility studies, several of the
eight model programs would be funded for development and implementation.
Due to pressures from the White House to reduce spending, funding to all
federal agencies was considerably reduced in the early seventies, and
the Office of Education projects were no exception. OF was unable to
follow through on their original Phase IIl plans. They postulated a
sei'ies of alternative funding procedures and invited project directors
to do the same. When the RFP for Phase III came out in the spring of
1971, Will Weber met with representatives of the University of
Massachusetts, and the two institutions worked out a proposal which
was submitted to the Office of Education. The essence of the proposal
was that the Syracuse University Protocooperative, University of
Massachusetts and their schools, and a third institution, uninvolved
in either of the first two project phases, would form a regional
confederation for teacher education. They would, if funded to do so,
create a planning board to cuordinate functions at the three
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Mr. John Petrillo
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institutions sharing whatever resources and ideas each had that could be
used by the other. This planning board would be, in a sense, a macro-
protocooperative having its membership shared by students, industries,
and ccllege and public school faculty from the three institutions.
Regional labs would be a part of the group only if they were involved
with the program at a member university--Syracuse and the Eastern
Regional Institute for Education, for example, It must be emphasized
that each institution was to develop and implement its own unique
teacher education program. The purpose of the regional planning board
was not to develop and implement one large superprogram for the three
institutions; the board was only to identify common elements and needs
across the three programs and facilitate whatever interinstitution
cooperation was thought feasible. The notion was to share ideas and
resources as it makes sense to do so.

In addition to this planning board, 1t was proposed that the
regional federation be funded to develop a Materials Production and
Resource Center having as its function the production and service of
all hardware and software not commerically available to the oroject.
Notably included in the MPRC would be a common film production and
computer facility.

The Office of Education did request a proposal from the
institytions involved and the University of Vermont joined Massachusetts
and the Syracuse Protocooperative in the writing of the proposal. As
you know, Jack, the proposal was funded on a year-to-year reapplication
basis over a period of two years starting in 1971, The first year was
spent in preliminary design of the confederation and, most importantly,
in in-house dissemination. The second year was spent in meetings with
the faculty of the three campuses and the .exploration of both common
and diverse goals. Both years were spent in the production of materials
based on plans made during the second year and also on completing
construction of the computer facility. While the Syracuse
Protocooperative had tried to operationalize many of the ideas
contained in its initial proposal, the confederation was a great
stimulus toward excellence just because of the financial and human
resources it provided. A Ford Foundation grant to the Protocooperative
in June of 1970 was used to produce films for the Junior year modules--
the film that was produced gave a large initial boost to the MPRC; they
had a starting point to refine, modify, or entirely delete,

I am a bit selfish when I feel that the Protocooperative alone
should have been funded to establish our program. The confederation,
however, has proven to be the next best thing. Naturally enough, it
was not without its problems. The time constraints built into the
proposal writing sessions of Phase I and Phase II never really allowed
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those doing the writing to really get all faculty (both university
and public school) committed to the new techniques of the Model
Program. Add to this the differences inherent in the regional
confederation, and you have a confusing situation for a faculty.
Those faculty members who stayed and adjusted to the Model Program
weren't about to do the things Massachusetts did, for instance. It
took a period of time to convince them they didn't have to.
Confederation neant only the sharing of common elements, not the
dilution of one's program to match another program in a different
place with different kids with different needs. On the whole,

the faculty reacted in a superlative fashion. The modifications
instituted by the Ad Hoc Curriculum and Methods Committee were
beautifull In one iense, the Model caused cohesion where there
had been none,

An offshoot of the program that I hadn't expected but which
I heartily endorse is the exchange program between schools., This
first started with the students spending their Resident year at
one of the other campuses. This increased the attractiveness and
broadness of the specialization possibilities.

Incidentatiy, you may know the joint program we have going
with Norfolk State College. They are one of the smaller, developing
institutions that accepted major portions of the Syracuse Model.
Since Norfolk does not grant graduate degrees, it sends its Resident
students to Syracuse where they can spend a fifth year of study--
the Resident year--if they wish, Because these students are at
Syracuse, they could conceivably go to either of the other
confederation members as well,

The faculty also saw certain advantages in the program and
is now exchanging faculty. Every year a certain number of teéaching
faculty spend two semesters at one of the other institutions.
Needless to say, the exchange of ideas that occurs because of this
is remarkable, And fair1v recently even the public schools have
begun a similar effort with whole families exchanging houses for a
year. ['d recommend your speaking to some of the visiting faculty
sometime. They feel most positive about this.

I guess I am getting somewhat off the track because most of
what I've spoken about has been the confederation.

One thing I do want to talk to you about is the students'
feelings about the Model Program. Last year's graduating class
was the first to officially complete all sequences of the program.
There would be dire predictions that many of the graduates would
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not be hired for "they were too new for the little red-schoolhouse."
(That quote is from a Time Magezine article about the first graduating
class.) Their popularity exceeded our expectations! The placement
center was-flooded with personnel requests from various school districts
all over the country. I know personally some of the hiring directors,
and they were in some caseS shocked at the way they were interviewed in
the sessions. Teachers having definite jdeas about their skills and
capabilities who just won't go someplace that isn't going to allow them
to exercise those skills and capabilities are a different experience for
hiring directors. That class was really something. I guess they had

a bit of the reformer's blood in them knowing they were the first
graduates from a program that had the eyes of the nation upon it. As

I remember it, a good portion of them elected to specialize in the

areas of reading and urban education because of Syracuse's Strength

in this area. We also had our share of Students who specialized as
gereralists--one gal, on her own spare time, took every methods course
taught at the University and even took several of these courses at the
University of Vermont in her Resident year. On the whole, I'd say

most of the students really liked the modular arrangement of program
experiences. One fellow was able to collapse three years' work into a
year and a half. The students were not always as enthusiastic toward
the program as they were the day they graduated. Tt was a hard
adjustment for some to make in their Junior year--the work load, the
independence of the instruction, and the responsibility one must
personally exercise for their own education. Once they saw that we
weren't really kidding, though, they really took hold of themselves.

It did take time for them to come to trust the program and us. I am
particularly reminded of the group of faculty and students that
voluntarily spent a summer working for the College of Liberal Arts

to help them develop some of the procedures wetused in the program.

I remember that one of those kids was hired by the College to continue
work on the redesign of their courses. 1 hope I'm not being too immodest
vhen 1 say the liberal arts people are adapting many of the techniques
we've had in use for several years. I find it taxing to imagine students
doing bettor than that first graduating class but they will, I'm sure.

One real problem we had last year was the near withdrawal of the ..
city school systen from the Protocooperative. The background to the
problem was simply this, Thé state~aid formulae for per pupil aid were
based upon need. Need was calculated on how far below national norms
the so-called "disadvantaged student" was. ({Incidentally, you may not
realize the impact of the Nixon Administration on this point. In 1972,
because of political pressure following the withdrawal of the last
American soldier from Viet Nam, the decision was made and voted on to
channel all federal monies through the stata governments, The States
could determine the manner in which money was to be apportioned. New
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York's definition was based on the "need” formula.) Now, the city
district had a fairly unique situation. As part of the
Protocooperative, they had instituted resident and microteaching
centers in 1970 and teaching centers in 1971, A substantial number
of teachers were touched by the by-product inservice training that
occurred in these centers. These teachers, plus the large number

of college students active in the schools, had a substantial impact
on the achievement levels of the “disadvantaged" youngsters. Their
achievement levels improved greatly in 1973 and 1974; so much, in
fact, that the state decreed many of them to be "advantaged" (assuming
that is the opposite of disadvantaged) and drastically reduced the
state aid to the district. It did not pay the district in financial
terms to remain a leader in urban education. Pressure from teachers'
unions who faced a salary reduction for the first time since World
War II caused the Board of Education to consider withdrawing from the
Protocooperative. The crisis caused more "protocooperation” than

I had ever seen in this city. First of all, the Syracuse University
Protocooperative, students included, met with the Board of Education
at least twice to explain the nature of the program and its impact
on the city schools. Students at the University College of Liberal
Arts as well as students in the teaching program canvassed all the
teachers and parents in the city to further explain the program

to them. The kids thought that if the teachsnrs and parents saw

that what had been accomplished for the children was largely a
result of shared experiences among the Protacooperative members,

they might withdraw their demands. The students were amazed to

find high school teachers who were stil1 unaware of what the city
was doing with the Frotocooperative., Their sales talks niist have
worked, for the teachers' association agreed to ho:.raises as long

as their salaries were not cut. This the Board could handle, and
they subsequently voted to remzin within the Protocooperative.

I'11 not forget the frustration caused oy the experience for one
student in pa»*icular. She had driven some of her pupils to

Albany to auvw .. a meeting in the Education Department concerning
the aid formulae. The kids had been asked tov speak and did so with
rare candidness. The comment of one of the committee members to

the teacher afterwards was, "Yes, it was nice, but those kids sure
are hard to understand.” Little wonder we have problems in education.

Since [ spoke indirectly of the Protocooperative working
together in the city situation, let me give you a somewhat better
example. The Syracuse University Protocooperative rnow has a Teaching
Research Center located in the public schools. The Center is part
of the Niskayuna Staff Development Center but is directed by a group
of teachers and University people fron the Protocooperative. Each
school within the Protocooperative sponsors a fellowship and sends
a representative to the TRC for one year. While there, the-e
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representatives learn what teaching research is all about and how it can
benefit the school districts. Two districts, Canastota and Jamesville-
Dewitt, have already organized a small center of their own staffed on a
part-time basis by returning TRC fellows. The people at Niskayuna have
done some beautiful things in grouping kids and teachers according to a
slight mismatch in conceptual level. They hdve such an advantage in
*hat a student population is able to be studied so much more easily
yecause the center is located in the public schools, For the first

time in my life I've seen university professors requesting to be part

of a public school research effort.

Another area of concern to me is the locus of control at the
Materials Production and Resource Center. Part of the initial
organization of the computer facility dictated that the three institutions
reach agreement on the format for evaluatiang the progress of students
through the various learning activity modules. This was not a rea!
probflem for the confederation. What has orcurred now, however, is that
the Office of Education wishes to use our facility to do the data
analysiz for a confederation of western colleges. Their feeling is that
their initial subsidy entitles them to this service. The confederation's
board apyroved their use of the protocol film materials because they
could inzrease service by adding a few new staff members. The computer
usage question cannot be solved quite so easily, however. Presently we
are operating with an immediate access capability--anyone frem any of
the terminals located in the public schools and universities of the
confederation has immediate access to the computer at any time, day or

“night. The addition of another confederation would increase turn-around
time immensely, particularly in times of peak load. An alternative
solution is to install a new computer, but the Government ish“t willing
to meet that expense and the confederation cannot. We could, of course,
just say "no" to the Government request; but in light on contracts and
funded programs, that isn't particularly wise either. My support
system coordinator just resigned because of theypproblem, and frankly,
this is a sticky problem. Control of that Service Center has been and
continues to be a real problem.

Well, Jack, I've hit several of the "highs" and “lows" you spoke
about. It occurs to me that you may not know how we got into full
operation here. The Ford Grant which enabled us to produce our films
required for the modules was a fortunate occurrence for us. HWe were
able to institute most of the components to what I would say was 60% to
80% of their potential. Evaluation support was a knotty problem as we
couldn't use the cpmputer as we had wished. The Computer Center here
at Syracuse was helpful, but even with their help we just about reached
first base on what we wished to do with program evaluation and support.

310




Mr. John Petrillo
December 1, 1977
Page 7

The Confederation was a great help to us, needless to say. Their
computer was operational in the fall of 1974, and [ would say that last
year's graduating ¢lass was the first class to reap the full benefits
of the program, Admittedly, we had to go about it in a somewhat
hiphazzard way, fitting chunks of the pirogram together where it was
feasibiz and letting other parts ride un*il we acquired the necessary
capability.

It is amazing to me, in the short time we've been operating,
how many national ties we've developed. For example, to mention a
few off the top..of my head--the ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education
has agreed to be responsible for disseminating the protocol materials
produced in the confederation's Materials Production and Resource
Center; Tennessee State University has sent us one of their faculty
to work at the MPRC in exchange for free access to all software
produced there; Fredonia State College was brought into the ‘
Protocooperative, bringing to our group a setting with tremendous
technological capabilities through Fredonia's Teacher Education
Research Center; a variety of professional organizations have
sponsored confederation inembers at conferences to talk about what
we have going here; and we ourselves sponsored three regional
dissemination conferences throughout the country last year. Each
was well received,

. Well, I've come to the end of two tapes and am just about
talked out. Let me hear from you about this letter, and I'd be more
than happy to discuss the program with you at a later date. Also,
feel free to quote me as you wish. In a way, I feel I've just told
you about a large part of my life, Guess [ have.

Most sincerely,

?
)
—

Hilliam Klaus
Program Director
WK/3g




CHAPTER X
SUMMARY

This chapter, the last of the report, reviews the process and
' products of the feasibility study, draws a number of conclusions
regarding the products and by-products of the study, and recnmmends
several future steps which seem appropriate.

The Process and the Products

The. feasibility study was carried out by eight task forces; the
responsibility of each was as follows:

1. Refinement of the Model. Al1 aspects of the Phase 1 Model
were reviewed by a wide range of representatives from the
member institutions of the Protocooperative and revised as
they saw fit. Revisions did not greatly alter the basic
structure of the Model but did refine it through additions,
deletions, and modifications. Refincments have been
described in Chapter 1I,

2. Development of implementation strategies. Through use of a
systems approach, a number of aiternative long-range
strategies for development and operation of the Model Program
were described. Alternatives most attractive to the
Protocooperative were selected; the selected strategies and
the residual alternatives have been reported in Chapter III.

3. Specification of program requirements. Specifications of
the personnel, facility, and material requirements of the
Model Program have been detailed in Chapter IV. These
specifications formed the basis for costing.

4, Analysis of costs. A major emphasis of the study was the
estimating of costs for developing and operating the program
given the selected implementation strategies and the program
specifications. Cost data have been reported in Chapter V.

5. Examination of exportability. The attractiveness of the
Model as perceived by a wide range of teacher educators was
studied because the program is transportable only to the
extent that people find it better than present programs.
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Data indicating positive reactions to the Model have been
reported in Chapter VI.

6. Construction of the simulation. A simulation was designed
and bdilt which allows potential adopters and ~dapters of
the Mgdel to confront the kinds of problems they would face
during implementation of the program. The simulation has
been described in Chapter VII, and copies are available from
the Protocooperative.

7. Determination of final specifications. A final review of the
Model, the implementation strategies, the program
requirements, and the cost data was made. Modifications were
made so as to get the best possible "fit" of all of these
elements.

8. Preparation of final report. This report is the product of
this last task. The intent has been to keep it brief and
useful to those who would contemplate adoption or adaptation
of the Model. Therefore, an emphasis is put on the procedures
of the study as well as its products. An underlying belief
is that those who would consider implementation of the Model
should be concerned with its feasibility within the
situational context of their institutions and
protocooperatives.,

Therefore, the products of this study as reported in this
document are: a refined Model, plans for implementation, estimates of
the financial, personnel, facility, and material requirements of the
program, conclusions regarding its attractiveness, and a simulation.
These outputs have been reasonably well documented in the earlier
sections of this report. Attention will now be given to the
consideration of some by-products.

Some Conclusions

In 1ight of the work of the feasibility study, it seems
reasonable to make some observations about aspects directly or
indirectly related to that work. While these conclusions are not
based on "hard" data, they are founded on the experiences of those
closest to the feasibility study, and we believe such observations
to be of value to those who would study the Model and its feasibility.

1. The refined Model seems reasonable, acceptable, and
attractive to the members of the Protocooperative and
to the vast majority of teacher educators scmpled through
the “exportability" aspects of the study. In addition,
the Model has been well received by those teacher educators
around the nation who have examined the program and its
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implications. The Model's capacity for self-correction and
its openness to change are among the most attractive fcatures
of the Model.

. Many aspects of the Model Program are applicable not only to

the education of elementary school teachers:but aiso
secondary school teachers; expansion of the Model Program

to include secondary teacher education would not be difficult
and benefits--not{ the least of which would be financial
savings--would be substantial.

In general, the targer the number of students in the program,
the less the per student cost, and the greater the
flexibility of an individual student's instructional program.
This is not to imply that the Model Program is not feasible
in & small college setting but only to suggest that one needs
to recognize that operational parameters are to some extent
dependent upon the number of students in the program,

Successful implementation of the Model Program will require
careful attention to organizational and managerial detail,
program planning, and staff development; the Model Program
must continue to use a systems approach and solid managerial
techniques. We believe such sweeping changes as implied by
the Model are facilitated by a commitment to a common task--
the implementation of the Model--and a common goal--the
education of very able elementary school teachers and,
eventually, the improvement of the education of children.

The Model requires a protocooperative approach. A single
institution simply cannot provide the resources and settings
necessary for successful development and operation of the
program. The feasibility study has demonstrated that
protocooperation is a viable notion and, indeed, is a most
necessary requirement. Protocovperation is the crucial
organizational ingredient in the Model.

Specifications of the program requirements do not call for
personnel, facilities, or materials which are unavailable
or unobtainable. The types of personnel which are called
for by the program do exist or can be trained to perform
the specified tasks. The types of facilities which are
required by the program do exist or can be built and
equipped as required. The types of materials which are
necessary are available or can be produced. We presently
have the skills and abilities to meet the needs of the
Model Program. Program requirement specifications are
realistic; and in this sense, therefore, the program is

‘feasible.
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7. While at first glance the program costs might seem to be
quite high, examination of crerational costs as separate
from developmental costs seems to irdicate that program
costs would be fairiy reasonable--about $4,000 per student
in a program graduating Y00 students per year. Of course,
this figure does not ‘nclude savirngs which might be effected
through cooperative efforts outside of the Protocooperative.
Nor does 1t take into account the far-reaching influence of
the program and the dissemination potentiats possible.

8. Great thought must go >nto consideratrons of collaborative
arrangements among teacher educat:ion institutions and among
teacher education consortia so as to effect savings and
expand benefits where possible. We envisfon the growth of
a large number of protocooperatives consfsting of large
and small colleges, each with 1ts unique nrganizational
mix; from these would emerge a network of such
protocooperatives. The savings possible from sharing the
costs of bas:c tnstructiona) matertal production and of
computer faciltittes and services alone would. for example,
be quite sizable.

9, Those who would contemplate adoption or adaptation of the
Model Program should study the feastibility of the program
within their own Situational context. While the products
of this report will be useful ih that process, potential
adopters must attend to factors unique to thefr institutfons
and their students We believe that the first task in such
a study would involve a self-analysis of their level of .
commitment to the Mode! as they would operationalize 1t and
a determination of their willingness to change in the ways
the Model prescribes

10. We belfeve the Model Program to be--in every sense--feasible;
we take the position that the program requires only time,
resources, and resolve--and the most crucial of these may be
resolve--to make it operational. Fu-ther, we believe that
graduates of the prcgram wil) be better equipped to
facilitate the growth of the elementary school children
they will teach.

Recomendations

The products and by-products of Phases 1 and 11 of the Teacher
Education Project have had ond wil) continue to have a major impact
on the improvement of teacher education through systematic program
development. We believe that Phase [ll--implementation--will have
an even greater impact, not only on the edutation of teachers dut also
on the education of children. At this weiting, the form which
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Phase III will take is not clear. We would like to take this
opporiunity to make some observations in this regard.

We believe that the teacher educatior programs of each of the
fnstitutions who have been involved in Phases I.and/or II, as well as
the programs of many institutions who have been and will be influenced
by the work of the Phase I and II institutions, will be improved
because of the Teach. » Education Project. But despite the very
considerable achievements to date and potentials possible, we feel
that the Office of Education will need to continue to support these
visfonary activities 1f we are to have rapid sweeping change. Without
such support the full potential of the project cannot be realized--
evolution would take place where revolution is necessary.

In short, we belfeve that the potential of the Teacher Education
Project is dependent upon implementation efforts which capitalize on
what has been achtieved, which maximize the utilization of present
knowledge and creative productivity, which will foster a norm of
systematic teacher education proaram development and operation, and
which will result in greatly improving the education of teachers and
of children. This, we believe, requires the allocacion of resources
aupropriate to the enormity of the developmental task.

vhe varfous forms which Phase 111 might take are quite numerous.
For the purposes of this discussion, let us assume that there will be
a Phase 111 sugported by the Office of Education. With this as a
given, we shall propose the alternative which appears most attractive
to us in 1§ght of our experiences.

We propose that each of several fnstitutions be funded to
implement one of the teacher education models developed during Phases I
and II. The emphasis in each case would be on the development of a
prototype demonstration program and dissemination capabilities. This
procedure has the advantage of capitalizing directly on the Phase I
and 11 work and makes it possible to utilize experienced personnel.

Two possible disadvanta?es are that the prototype programs might be

too closely tied to earlier efforts and the Phase I and I! institution:
would have an advantage in the competition for funding. The first of
these would not be a serfous problem as the models would no doubt
undergo extensive revisfon during development; the second fs not
necessarily ¢ serfous problem if pains are taken to ensure meaningful
dissemination and an "open system.”

In addition, funied institutions should be required to
cooperate in several ways. There should be a great deal of cooperation
with regard to materials production, computer services, and
dissemination,

Clearly, one of the most expensive ftems in these programs will
be the preparation of instructional materials--protocol materials.
Film and videotape sequences will be especially costly. This is true
because all materials will need to dbe of:
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1. High technical quality (so that the materials can be made
available to other teacher training institutions).

2. High production quality {so that the message is well
constructed).

3. High dissemination value (each message should be content
fdentified and cross referenced, and the effect of the
total message should be tested against the intended
audience) .

If materials of the quality and quantity implied by the programs
were developed on an indfvidual institution basis, production would be
a most expensive activity. The total cost and effort would be sizable
especially when consfdering that teaching activities involving students
would be expected to start within a year or two and that the typical
commercially produced classroom film often takes over a year to produce

There are at least three options for the production of these
fnstructfonal materfals:

1. Each fnstitutfion produces fts own materials. The chief
advantage is local control, and thus the materfals tend
to reflect local sftuations and needs. The major
disadvantages are the problems associated with hiring
qualified noneducation personnel on.a short-term basis;
time spent working with such production personnel; costs
fnvolved in locating subjects and cooperating schools;
and the need to supply specialized spaces such as studios,
editing rooms, and similar production facilities on a
short-term basis.

2. Institutions subcontract to commercia) producers. The chief
advanta?e fs that some of the major commercial education
material producers have the personnel who could be used to
do a bfg job in a short time; they have definitions of
quality, especfally technical quality: the distribution of
materials to nonfunded fnstitutions could be accomplished
through existing systems; and production problems are kept
to a minimum as far as the teacher educatfon institution {s
concerned. The major disadvantages are that most major
educatfonal publishing houses have production personnel
whose criterfa may have 1ittle relevance to conveying
fnstructional messages; costs are apt to be extremely high
for consumer institutions; and educators tend to lose
control so that materials may be less situationally relevant.

3. Institutions form a consortium of fnstructional materfal
producers. The chief advantages are that university-based
producers and crew members are apt to be morr: sensfitive
to what is needed and more experimental in how to produce
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materials that do the job educationally; greatly lower costs
would be expected; dissemination functions would he more
realistic; a training ground for students and, staff who want
to produce high-quality instructional materials is provided;
greater opportunities for local control and sfituational
relevance are provided; procedures for the distribution of
materfals through university film libraries, for example,
are already established; and there is better access to
system planning personnel. The major disadvantages are
possibilities for some loss of educator control; the problem:
involved with the hiring of some personnel on a short-term
basis; the costs assocfated with the leasing of some
additional equipment to produce quantity materials in the
relatively short time period.

We are bfased toward the last alternative for several reasons.
First, the consortium noticn minimizes the problem of educators
comunicating with production personnel in terms of desfgnin? effective
protoco) materfals. Second, it takes advantage of the sfzable cost
benefits gained from cooperation in the production of protocol
materials which are common to programs; both time and money are thus
saved, Third, and perhaps the mo,t important in the long run, this
same group could be charged with the responsibility of preparing
effective dissemination messages as to what the model programs are
and how they are operating.

for example, at the end of the second year of implementation,
the instftutions would have a majority of thefr inftial, albeit
untested, materials ready for program operation. Operationa) testing
would indfcate ‘those materfals which needed to dbe redeveloped and
refined. As the initial responsibilities of instructional material
oroduction decrease, the production unit would begin documenting how
+he model programs were operating so that, by the end of the fourth
year of implementation, a serfes of documentaries would be available
to supplement the instructional materfals; these materials would show
how the programs were developed and operating. In short, as the
production units begin to phase out of the production of instructional
moterials, they could begin to produce staff deveiopment and
dissemination materials for second and third generation teacher
education programs,

The instructional materfials production consortium notion has
already been given something of a test by the Specfal Medic Institute
concept. SMI, a consortium composed of instructiona) reedia specials
from Michigan State University, Oregon College of Education, the
Unfversity of Southern Californfa, and Syracuse Unfverifity, might be
Just the tyge of organfzation to fnvolve in such a production effort,
Coincidentally, three of the four member fnstitutions have been
Phase I and Phase Il fnstitutions. SMI's expertise in conducting
media institutes and technical competence in producing instructional
materials, coupled with the teacher education content specialists
available on merber institution campuses, would prove a powerful
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group in the production of protocol materfals. In addition, we see
the ERIC-AACTE Clearinghouse on Teacher Education as an important
organization for the dissemination efforts,

The same sorts of cooperative efforts as have been described
as appropriate for the production of instructional materials would be
possible with regard to computer facilities and services. Large-scale
cooperation would mean expanded services and financial savings.

Systematic thinking about the common elements of the various
programs might suggest additioral ways in which savings might be
accomplished through cooperative efforts. For example, examination of
the' 1inkages possibler batween other Office of Education supported
programs, such as Teacher Corps and the Triple T projects, should be
undertaken, and the possibilities of expanding the Teacher Education
Project into the area of secondary education should be explored.

Postscript

The major purpose of the feasibility study was to determine
whether the "blue-skied" elementary teacher education program
blueprints of Phase I were capable of being implemented. The cantral
questions were: "Could the dreams teacher educato:'s incorporated
into the Phase I models be actualized and, 1f so, at what cost?" .

We feel that our dreams and those of our colleagues at other
teacher educatfion institutions can and must have an opportunity to
grow into reality. We owe 1t to our children to provide them with
the finest teachers possible. Can the cost be too high?
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THE MODEL ELEMENTARY TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM

The Need

Innovation, change, and speculation about the future are
characteristic of contemporary modes of thought. Change is accepted
as a fact of life, and we anticipate its tempo will steadily {ncrease
both in the culture as a whole and in public education in particular,
We have no way of knowing what the elementary school will bei 1ike in
the year 2000, or indeed 1f it will stil) exist. We do feel certain,
however, that elementary education will be different. We strongly
believe that the character and qulafty of future changes can be
positively influenced by elementary school teachers who have been
educatéd to respond in relevant ways to the challenges of change.
The Model Elementary Teacher Educatfon Program was developed to
prepare teachers to openly confront change, to react to it responsibly,
to guide §t constructively for the welfare of the individual and society,
a?glto 121tiate change {n the institutions and communities in whick they
will work,

The Syracuse University Model: An Overview

A Model Elementary Teacher Education Program has been designed at
Syracuse University and is currently the focus of a feasibility study.
The effort which went into its desfgn and the promise of the feasibility
study suggest that this Model may serve to guide the improvement of
elementary teacher preparation at Syracuse and other institutions. Tha
Mode) may best be summarized by Visting some of its special characteristics:

1. The Mode) 1s based upon a number of explicitly stated
ass:mptions about a changing society and its education

2. Education of teachers 1s viewed as the joint responsibility
of institutional members of a protocooperative group which
{ncludes the college or university, school districts, other
educational agencies, and business and industry.
Frotocooperation has already re:efved intensive testing
as public schools and other agesies have worked with
Syracuse University to plan and conduct the current -
feasibility study.

3. The program for each student preparing for teaching extends
over the liberal arts foundation, the professional
pregarction. and & post-baccalaureate ybar in a resident
center.
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4, Students move at their own pace through a sequence of
efghty-three instructional modules in areas such as
Curriculum and Methods, Child Development, Professional
Sensitivity Training, Teaching Theory and Practice,
ggcqu and Cultural Foundations, 3.6 Self-Uirected

udies

5. Varfied practical field experiences are gained in
elementary school throughout the entire program.

6. Intensive inservice education will beneffit public

school and university staffs as they cooperate in
the program.

The History of the Mode!

Many of the ideas and assumptions incorporated in the Model began
to be generated early in 1966. The faculty and administration of the
School of Education were taking steps at that time to rastructure their
currfcula, and the announcement of the Model Elementary Teacher Education
Program (METEP) gave impetus to this movement. Sponsored by the United
States Office of Education, the METEP is intended to stimulate lasting
fnstitutional change in teacher educatfon institutions by bringing
together the best in teacher education with the hope of educating 2
teacher better able to meet the educational challenges of the future.

~ Collectively, over one hundred people from universities throughout
the country worked on the preparation of the Phase I Model from March 1
to October 31, 1968. The major portion of writing was done by fourteen
authors at 3yracuse University under the leadership of Jack Hough,
Project Director. After submission of the final report in late October,
a critique conference was held at the University; here experts
representing all aspects of teacher education throughout the United
States gathered for a two-day conference 3% which the Model was
scrutinized.

' In May of 1969 Syracuse University was funded to begin Phase Il
of the METEP, a study of the feasibility of the Model. Under the
directorship of Will Weber, Phase Il has been concerned with the
personnel, facility, material, and financial requirements of the Model.
In the process of aunducting the feasibility study, some of the Model's
assumptions have been tested. Most notably, the concept of
"protocooperation™ has been successfully operationalized in that
representatives from the University, public schools, educational
goverrmental agencies, educational industry, and undergradvate and
graduate students have been working on the Prase Il study.

As this is written, the Phase Il segment of the METEP {s nearing
completion. Phase 111, if carried out as originally envisioned, will
involve the implementation of a small number of model programs over a
five-year period.
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Basic Assumptions of the Model

We assume the program to be an open system, a point of departure
for the future actfon which will result in eventual devélopment and
operation of a teacher education program. Indeed, even the following
assumptions are open to change: ‘

1. We assume that socfal change will continue and will
- require the continuous revision of teacher education
programs.

2. Since specific socfal changes cannot be accurately
predicted, we assume a major need in all education
fs to prepare people to cope with change.

3. We assume that as socfal and educational conditions
warrant, there will have to be a redefining of
teacher attitudes and competencies.

4, AIthou?h future educational institutions may differ
radically from those uat present, we assume a growing
need for teachers who are humane, skillful, capable
of an increasing degree of decision-making authority,
and who are not merely technical experts.

5. Since education takes place in both formal and informal
fnstitutions the goals of which may or may not be {n
agreement, we assume that a model program should
prepare teachers to work with groups in both settings.

6. Because we cannot "produce™ a teacher with complete
competence to teach in educational agencies whose
fcrms we cannot predict with accuracy, we assume
that a major task of the program is to provide a
variety of experiences which will enhance the
teacher's capacity for adaptive self-education.

7. Since educational goals change radically from one
point in time to another, we assume that an adequate
model of teacher preparation must be modifiadble as
conditions warrant.

8. We assume that an intent-action-feedback model 1s
essential to the program; that is, there should be
a continual examination of program fnputs, processes,
and outputs; it is this which will keep the program
updated.
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10,

n.

13.

13.

14,

15,

16.

17,

. We assume a program and its professfonal staff must

recognize and respond to individual differences of
students if it is to facilitate the development of
self-directed and self-renewing teachers.

Since empirical evidence has not decisively favored
any one view regarding the most successful form of
teacher education, the Model was created to {nclude
elements from many views in order to obtain an
atmosphere of open dialogue in which hypotheses
generated vrom many views can be ‘ested.

Although we assume that a self-directed grogram and
self-renewing teachers are goals that wiil be shared
by adopters of this Model Program, we do not assume
that a particular goal demands a particular means,
holding that all means must be evaluated in human
terms. o

We assume that curriculum and instructional development
and operatfon in teacher preparation programs should
recefve program support from systems which afd in
development of materials, pro?rams. and organfzational
structures and which have buflit-in evatuation and
monftoring controls for the students and the program,

Ke assume ‘that the preparation of teachers should be
1ncreasingl{ a joint effort involving a variety of
professional and lay groups.

We assume the Model Program will operate most effectively
with the interaction of cotleges and universities, public
schools, educational governmental agencies, and

educational industries concerned with the education of
teachers; that is, as defined by the term "protocooperation.”

We assume that as this p: “gram goes into effect all
participants, including students and professional staff,
will assist jointly in planning and evaluation and have
available adequate feedback procedures consistent with
the program and personal goals and needs,

We assume that a major factor in the success of the
program §s the adequate orfientation and preparation
of all program personnel through appropriate staff

development procedures.

We assume that all students will dbe admitted to the

program on the basis of an expectation of student
success; but since all students who wish to decome
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teachers may not have the capabilities and
dispositions needed, we further assume that
adequate provisions will be made to ensure the.
most appropriate program for each student.

18. We assume that certain aspects of this Model
Program require experfences and competencies
_ not typically found in teacher education
faculties; therefore, to assure a faculty which
possesses a flexibility and openness required of
the program, we assume selective recruitment and
continuous professional development,

The Five-Yeaf Program for Students

The Sequence. The Model provides for three years of professfonal
study and practice based on a foundatfon of 1iberal studies. The three
{ears of professional study and practice are designed as a serfes of

argely self-paced experiénces each of which 1s a successive approximation
of the terminal goal of the Model Program: a skflled and self-directed
teacher who can meet the demands of teaching, who has developed the
disposition and skills for continued adaption to a changing world, and

who will have substantial impact upon the role of the elementary school
teacher. Throughout the program the Model calls for supporting services
of the Self-Directed Component including provisions for counseling and
personal exploratfon of goals and values in a professional setting.

Included in the Freshman and 3ophomore years are w0 year-long
courses in the humanities and socfal sciences. The professional
experfences comprise o?portunities to tutor on a one~to-one basis;
this is intended to help the student explore teaching as a profession,

In the Junfor Pre-Professional year the student becomes fnvolved
in {nstructional modules in Curriculum and Methods, Child Development,
Teaching Theory and Practice, Professfonal Sensftivity Training, Spcial
and Cultural foundatfons, and Self-Directed Studies. The Liberal
Educatfon Component during this perfod ¢oncentrates on the natural
s¢iences. The amount of time the student devotes to these activities
will vary with his needs, abflities, and aptitudes. 1In a tutorial
relationship with elementary pupils, the student has additional field
experfences in a protocooperative school. The emphasis during the
Junior gear is global re?arding the process of teaching in contrast
to t:$ enfor year when 1t becomes more specifically oriented to
teaching.

The experiences of the Senfor Professional year can be started
upon completion of the Junfor Pre-Professional modules, whether or not
the student has achieved Senfor status in the University. The student
fs {mmersed in full-time professional study, including continuation of
work in {nstructional modules of the six professional components, as
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well as a series of increasingly more complex teaching experiences in the
Teaching Centers located in the protocooperative schools and staffed by
qualified clinical teachers and professors. During this year the student
makes a decision regarding a teaching specialization and explores this
area primarily in the Self-Directed Component. At the conclusion of the
Senior year, thestudent has earned his bachelor's degree and qualified
for his teaching certificate.

During the post-baccalaureate Resident Teachgr year, the student
engages in yaar-long partnership intern teaching in a Resident Center;
during the summers preceding and following the public school year, he
pursues his specialization program., Supervision of the resident teacher
is performed by a team of clinical professors who also conduct seminars
based on the resident teaching problems. The student graduates at the
end of this program with a master's degree in nis area of specialization.

An Example of an Instructional Module. An instructional module
is a set of aegined Tearning activities of varying lengths, intended to
bring about certain operational objectives in students and is characterized
by pre-test and post-test performance measures. A typical example of an
instructional module is as follows:

Child Development-3: Skills of Making Closed Observations
I. Prerequisites: Completion of CD-2.
II. Placement of Module: Junior, pre-professional year.

III. Estimated Time: Student time: 4 hours.
University faculty time: 1 hour.
Clinical professor and clinical
teacher time: O hours.

IV. Operational Objectives: The purpose of this module is to
provide the studeat with the intyoductory skills of makina
reliable closed observaticns of children's behaviors.

The general objectives of this module should prepare
the student to do the following:

1. Record reliably whether:

a. A specified event occurred within specified time
spans for an individual or a group being observed.

b. Which of a selected taxonomy of behaviors were
exhibited by the individual or group being observed
(in both time sampling and point-time sampling
format).

2. Summarize on a table or graph the comparative frequencies
of behaviors for different individuals or for the same
individual on different categories.
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If these broad objectives are achieved, the student should,
for example, be able to do the following:

].

2.

Record (to the criterion of a pre-established retiability
level) the frequency of specified behaviors for a filmed
behavioral sequence.

Construct graphs or tables representing frequencies for
individuals, sexes, and age levels on supplied data for
a three-category taxonomy of behaviors.

V. Description of Instructional Activities:

1.

2.

Pre-test to determine whether the student would:

a. Have additional instruction prioe to taking this
module.

b. Study all or selected portions of this module.

c. Proceed to the post-test or following module.

A faculty member will discuss with a small group of
students the rationale and format for making closed

observations, discuss the importance of making reliable
gbservations, and describe procedures for summarizing
ata.

Students will be given packets of instructions directing
them into certain tasks associated with this module.

They will be directed to view films of children in informal
classroom activity and to practice recording at superimposed
time signals whether or not they observe given discrete
behaviors--for example, whether a child "moves entire body
to a new location or position.” They will also practice
doing time-sampling and then point-time sampling in which
they record for a supplied taxonomy of behaviors the ones
that were observed--for example, whether a child was involved
in motor interaction, verbal interaction, or no observable
interaction with people or materials. Students will compare
their own observational records with those of other students
and/or standards provided with some of the films. The
instructiona) packet will also include directions and
materials for graphing some of the observations.

Post-test to determine if the student should:
a. Repeat certain parts of this module or engage in

other remedial work.
b. Procerd on to some other module.
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5. If the most-test indicates a need for the student to
repeat certain aspects of the module or engage in some
other remedial work, a remedial confergnce would be held
with a professional staff member and remedial experiences
would be designed.

Support System. The Model includes three support systems. The
Program Support System is responsible for the design, development, and
testing of instructional modules, and the redesign, redevelopment, and
retesting of such modules that do not function up to specifications
when put into operation.

The Information and Evaluation Support System provides the Program
Support System with- the information necessary to perform its design
functions, gathers information about student progress, feeds this back
to the student and the instructional staff, and evaluates the
effectiveness of the program.

The Organizational Support System focuses on the internal operating
structure of the program itself and its relationship with the larger
organizations with which the program would be associated and on which it
would be dependent, including the total university, the total school
system, and the educational industries and/or regional laboratories that
would design and develop the educational materials necessary for the
program's operation.

The Role of the Protocooperative. Protocooperation is the ward used
to describe the Tnstitutional organizational pattern called for by the
Model. The term protocooperation is borrowed from the field of ecology
where it is used to describe a specific type of interdependence between
organisms. Protocooperation differs from mutualism in at least cne .
important, sense. Mutualism implies . t the relationship is obligatory
while protocooperation does not.

The successful development and operation of this Model Program :.-.:
requires the creation of a condition of protocooperation involving a
university or college, public schools, educational industries, and
educational governmental agencies such as regional laboratories and
Title III centers. . In this situation each member draws strength and
benefits from its relationship with others as peers in a common task.
Each is responsible for a unique, direct, and essential contribution
to the education of elementary school teachers,

Copies of the Syracuse University Model Program--Specifications for
a Comprehensive Undergraduate and Inservice Teacher Education Program
for Eiementary Teachers--are avajlable from the Superintendent of

Documents, Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402 (Order
No. FS 5. 258 58016). Microfiche copies are available from the
Fducatjonal Resources Information Center (ERIC), the National Cash
Registar Coapany, 4936 Fairmont Avenue, Bethesda, Maryland 20014

3
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(Order Nos. 026 301 and 026 302)., Further details can be obtained from
Dr. Hilford A, Weber, Center for the Study of Teaching, School of
Education, Syracuse Unjversity, Syracuse, New York 13210,
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CONFERENCE PROGRAM

9:00 Registration

9:30

9:40

19:30
10:45

12:00
1:15

Welcoming Remarks

David R. Krathwohl
Dean of the Schonl of Education
Syracuse University

Introductory Remarks

“The Need for Innovative Programk.in.Teacher Education"
Thomas E. Clayton '
Director of Teacher Preparation
Syracuse University -

"The History and Assumptions of the Syracuse Model Program"
Wilford A. Heber
Model’ Elementary Teacher Education Project Director
Syracuse University

Coffee Break

Panel Discussion: I

“The Nature and Importance of Protocooperation"
Donald F. Rielle
Superintendent of Schools
Canastota Central Schools

Hanford A. Salmon
Assistant Superintendent for Personnel
Syracuse City School District

“A Description of the Mudel Program"
Wilford A. Weber
"Unique Features of the Model Program"

Robert F. Bickel
Eastern Regional Institute for Education

Luncheon

Panel Discussicn: II

"The Information and Evaluation Support System"
Berj Harootunian
Syracuse University

"The Program and Organizational Supppri System"

William P. Kent

Head of Wpshington Staff
Education sttems Department
System Development Corporation
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2:00

2:30
2:45

3:45

4:00

Small Group Discussions

The formulation of important questions to be asked of
the Protocooperative

Coffee Break

Question and Answer Session

The Protccooperative responds to the questions posed
by the small groups

Distribution of Information Packets
Berj Haroctunian

Closing Remarks




QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE IRVITATIONAL CONFERENCE \\\\\\\\

SYRACUSE MODEL ELEMENTARY TEACHER EDUCATION PROGRAM 3

To be consistent with the assumptions of the Syracuse Model
Elementary Teacher Education Program, we will need feedback from you,
Below we have 1isted & number of items which will take a few minutes
for you to answer. Please record your response at the appropriate
place on the scale for each item by circling the number that best
renresents your opinion.

1. Did the information in the brochure sent to you provide an adequate
{ntroduction to Syracuse Model Elementary Teacher Education Program?

Adequute 1 2 3 4 5 Inadequate

2. Did today's sessions further clarify the information contained in
the brockure?

Further 1} 2 3 4 5 Did not
Clarified Clarify

3. For each of the following topics please indicate whether today's
talks contributed to your understapding of the Syracuse Model
Elementary Teacher Education Program:

a, The Need for Innovative Programs in Teacher Education

Added to 1 2 3 4 5 Did not add to
Understanding Unders taiding

b. The History and Assumptions of the Syracuse Model

Added to 1 2 3 & 5 Did not add to

Understandirg Understanding
¢. The Nature of Protocooperation

Added to 1 2 3 4 5 0id not add to

Understanding Understanding

a, A Description of the Model Program

Added to 1 2 3 4 5 Did not add to
Understanding Understanding

e, Unique Features of the Model Program

Added to 1 2 3 4 5§ Did not add to
Understanding Understanding
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4,

6.

7.

8.

Y.

10.

f. The Information and Evaluation Support System

Added to ] 2 3 4 5 Did not add to

Understanding Understanding
g, The Program and Organizational Support Systems

Added to ] 2 3 4 5 Did not add to

Understanding _ Understanding
h. How to form a protocooferative

Added to ] 2 3 4 5 Did not add to

Understanding Understanding
i. The planning and conducting of a feasibility study

Added to ] 2 3 4 5 Did not add to

Understanding Understanding

Did you feel your small group session was profitable in clarifying
Syracuse Model Elementary Teacher Education Program?

Profitable 1 2 3 4 5 Unprofitable .

. Were the questions that you raised adequately answered today?

Adequately 1] 2 3 4 5 Inadequately

Was the three-week notification of this conference sufficient?

Sufficient 1 2 3 4 56 Insufficient
Notice Notice

Did the scheduling of this meeting inconvenience you?

Little 1 2 3 4 5 Much
Inconvenience Inconvenience

Was the location of this conference convenient?

Convenient 1] 2 3 4 5 Inconvenient

List below any questions you still have about Syracuse Model
Elementary Teacher Education Program._

(Piease use back of sheet for aaditional questions.)

Your position: Dean Dept. Head Faculty
School Administrator Other (Please specify)
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. FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE ON ASPECTS GF THE MODEL
' SYRACUSE MODEL ELEMENTARY TEACHER EOUCATION PROGRAM

We have 1isted below a number of items about which we need to
get your reactions. Please record your response at the appropriate
glace either by a check mark or circling the number on the scale that

est represents your opinion. We would be grateful if you would return
this questionnaire by December 1, 1969, so that we may include your
responses in our Final Report.

1. Please check which of the The Invitational Conference
following have contributed to on November fifth
your understanding of the Model :
Program and form the basis of The summary of the Syracuse
your responses to the items on Model Elementary Teacher
the questionnaire, Education Program (Xerox

copies of pgs. 1-9)

___The summary of the
Feasibility Proposal of
the Syracuse Model
Elementary Teacher
Education Program (Xerox
copies of pgs. 1-11)

The Model Elementary
Teacher Education Program
brochure sent to you before
the conference (nine pages)

Specifications for a
Comprehensive Undergraduate
and Inservice Teacher
Education Program for
Elementary Teachers
(550-page Phase I final
repnrt)

Othaer (please specify)

2. From the list below, please ____The Invitational Conference
rank the items in the order vn November fifth
in which they were most
helpful to you.
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The summary of the Syracuse
Mods1'.Elementary Teacher
Education Program (Xerox
copies of pgs. 1-9)

The summary’ of the
Feasibility Proposal of
the Syracuse Model
Elementary Teacher
Education Program (Xerox
copies of pgs. 1-11)

—__Jhe Model Elementary
“feacher Education brochure
sent to you before the
conference {nine pages)

Specifications for a
Comprehensive Undergraduate
and Inservice Teacher
Education Program for
tlementary Teachers
(550-page Phase I final
report)

Other (please specify)

3. Based upon the material you have 1 2 3 4 5
received thus far, how adequate adequate 1nadequate
a description of the Syracuse Model
have you had: ‘

4., Bow do you personally feel about
each of the following aspects of
the Syracuse Model Elementary
Teacher Education Program:

4.1 Assumptions of the Model:

4.1.1 We assume that soucial change 1 2 3 4 5
will continue and will require positive negative
the continuous revision of
teacher education programs,

4.1.2 Since specific social changes —1 2 3 4 5
cannot e accurately predicted, positive negative
we assume a major need in ail
educatior. is to prepare people to
cope with change.
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4.1.3 We assume that as social and
educational conditfons warrant,
there will have to be a redefining
of teacher attitudes and
compatencies.

4.1.4 Although future educatfonal
institutions may differ radically
from those at present, we assume
a growing need for teachers who
are humane, skillful, capable of
an increasing degree of decisfon-
making authority, and who are not
merely technical axperts.

4.1.,5 Since education takes place
in both formal and informal
institutions the goals of which
may or may not be in agreement,
we assume that a model program
should prepare teachers to work
with groups in both settings.

4.1.6 Because we cannot "produce" a
teacher with complete competence
to teach fn educational agencies
whose forms we cannot predict
with accuracy, we assume that a
major task of the program {s to
provide a variety of experiences
which will enhance the teacher's
capacity for adaptive self-
education.

4.1.7 Since educational goals change
radically from one point in time
to another, we assume that an
adequate model of teacher
preparation must be modifiable
as conditions warraant.

4.1.8 We assume that an intent-
action-feedback model {s essential
to the program; that is, there
should be a 2ontinual examination
of program {nputs, processes, and
outputs; ft 1s this which w1f1
keep the program updated.
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”' 4.1.9 We assume a program and {ts 12 3 4 5
professional staff must recognize positive negative
and respond to individual
differences of students if it is

to facilitate the development of
self-directed and self-renewing

teachers.
4.1,10 Since-empirical evidence has ] 2 3 4 5
not decisively favored any one vies positive negative

regarding the most successful form
of teacher education, the Model
was created to {nclude elemants
from many views in order to obtain
an atmosphere of open dialogue in
which hypotheses generated from
many views can be tested.

4.1.11 Although we assume that a ] 2 3 4 5
self-directed program and self- posTilve negative
renewing teachers are goals that
vi1l be shaved by adopters of
this Model Program, we do not
assume that a particular g0al
demands a particuiar means,
holding that all means must be
evaluated in human terms.

4.1.12 We assume that curriculum ] 2 3 4 b
and fnstructional developmont posTtive negative
and operation {n teacher
preparation programs should
receive program sugport from
systems which aid in development
of materials, programs, and
organi2ational structures and
which have built-in evaluation
and monitoring controls for the
students and the program,

4.1.13 We assume that the - l e 3. .4 6
g:cparation of teachers should positive negative
increasingly a joint affort
involvig a variety of

professional and lay groups.
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4.1.14 We assume the Model Progran
will operate most effectively with

the interaction of colleges and
unfversities, public schools,

educational governmental ngencies,

and educational industries
conicerned with the education of
teachers; that is, as defined by
the term "protocooperation."

4.1.15 We assume that as this program
goes into effect all participants,
fncluding students and professional

staff, will assist Jointly in
planning and evaluation aud have
available adequate feedback
procedures consistent with the
program and personal goals and
needs,

4.1.16 We assume that a major facter

in the success of the program {s
the adequate orfentation and
preparaticn of all program
personnel through appropriate
staff development procedures.

4.1.17 We assume that all students

will be admitted to the program
on the basis of an expectation
of studen® success; but since
all students who wish to becoma
teachers may not have the
capabilities and dispositions
needed, we further assume that
adequate provisions will be
made to ensure the most
appropriate program for each
student.

4,1.18 e assume that certain

aspects of this Model Program
require experfiences and
competencies not typically
found {n teacher education
faculties; therefore, to assure
a faculty viich possesses a

flexibi1ity and openness required

of the program, we assume
selective recruitment and
continuous professional
development,
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4.2 Self-Pacing: The student moving
through the program experiences
at a rate that is comfortable to
his learning style

4.3 Modular Scheduling: The

organization of program experiences

that allows the student greater
flexibility in his sclf-pacing

4.4 Independent Study: The student
working on his own, according to
his own direction and purguing
his own interests

4.5 Individuaifzed Instruction: The
provision of learning materfals
and experiences that are fitted
to the {ndividual needs of
students

4.6 Competence-Based Curriculum: The
provision of learning experiences
that allow the student to
benaviorally demonstrate his
knowledge and skill

4.7 Protocooperation: The fnvolvement
of a varfety of segments of the

educational commnity--universities,

public schools, the educational
governmental agencies, the

educational industries--on an equal
basis in the preparation of teachers

4.8 Program Support System: The
mechanism through which the

instructional modules are designed,

constructed, tested, evaluated,

modified, and retested, and through

which perscnnel, materials, and
facilities are provided to the
program

4.9 Information and Evaluation Support
System: The mechanism througn which

the progress of students and

grogram effectiveness is monitored

y data analysis and measurement
techniques
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4,10 Organizational Support System: ] 2 3 4 5
The structure through which positive negative
organizational matters of the
protocoorerative are dealt with,
such as communications external
and internal to the program

4,11 Liberal Education Component: 1 2 3 4 5
The experiences of the freshman, positive negative
sophomore, and junior years which
integrate the humanities, social
and natural sciences by means of
panel teaching

4.12 Methods and Curriculum Component: 1 2 3 4 5
The experiznces of the junior and positive negative
senfor years which deal with the
subject matter and alternative
ways of s2lecting and presentiny
the subject matter

4.13 Child Development Component: 1 2 3 4 5
The experiences of the junior positive negative
and senfor years which deal with
an examination and study of the
child and his growth and
development as a human befng

4.14 Teaching Theory and Practice 12 3 4 5
Component: The experiences of positive negative
the junfor and senfor years
which deal with alternative
approaches to and skills
necessary for the teaching act

4.15 Professfonal Sensitivity Training 1 2 3 4 5
Component: The experiences of the positive negative
Junfor and senfor years which deal
with increasing the awareness of
the student as a teacher and as a
member of the profession

4.16 Social and Cultural Foundations 1 2 3 4 5
Component: The experiences of the positive negative
Junfor, senfor and resident years
which deal with the socfal and
cultural determinants of behavior
fn school, the language of education,
anralysis of the logic and language
of education, and the social
problems of a school in society
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4.17 Self~Cirected Component: The : , 2 3 -4 5
experiences that infuse the positive 3 negative
entire program that allow for S ~
close s5tudent-counselor
relationships and independent
student behavior, and creates
a way in which the students can
nanipulate the program to better
realize their own goals

4.18 Specialization: The process in 1 2 3 4 5
which a student may pursue an area poOSitive negative
of interest in deﬁth which may not
be one of the traditional specfalty
areas of teaching

4.19 Resident Year: The optional fifth ] 2 3 4 5
year of the program in which a positive negative
student shares full-time
responsibility for a classroom
with a teaching partner as a fully
certified, recognized teacher

5. Please indicate how each of the
following would facilitate your own
pians in elemantary teacher education:

5.1 A three-day work conference in ] 2 3 4 5

the spring of 1920 faciT{tate not
facilitate
5.2 A copy of the Syracuse Final —) 2 3 4 5
Report on the feasibiiity study facilitate Aot
(Phase 11) facilitate
5.3 A cne-week workshop on the Syracuse } 2 3 4 5
Model during the summer of 1970 faciTitate not
facilitats
5.4 Individual meatings at your school ] 2 3 4 5
with members of the Central New ac ate not
York Protocooperative faciliitate
k11




ST 3 skl

6. List below any steps or activities you have undertaken as a result
of your introduction to tha Syracuse Model Elementary Teacher
Education Program,

s,

Again, thank ,{ou for your cooperation. Please return fn ihe
enclosed envelope by December 1, 1969,

Q@ 98 GavIRNEENT FRINTING BFTIKE : O=1970-01¢-008
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