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What Is Englisht

by
Albert R. Kitzhaber
The subject usuglly called “English" is required of virtually every

child in Engiish-speaking couﬁtries, from the beginning of school instruction
until graduation from secondary school or until school-leaving age. The
same cannot be said of any other subject taught in the schools, neither
afithmetic nor history, gedgraphy nor science. So universal é requirement
suggests a widespread faith in the value and efficacy of this study; not
only among educators but among the géneral population, for the requirement
could scarcgly be enfcrcéd without strong popular support. The average
citizen's sense of the importance of English accounts, in fact, for the
keen if not_alwgys informed and helpful interest that he takes in such
matters as methods of teaching reading and spelling, the presence or absence
of grammar lessons, and the choice of literature to be studied.

- The reasons for the popular conﬁiction that English is central in
education»are not hard to find, It is self-evident that training in the
use of Ianguagé is essential to any child. Until the child has learned to

utter his thoughts with reasonable clarity and fluency, to listen and under-

stand, to read and write, he cannot be a fully effective member of the

1In this paper I will address myself mainly to the American scene, of
which I have direct knowledge. I trust that much (though certainly not all) = |
of what I have to say about the teaching of English in United States schools
will be relevant. to English teaching in Canadian and English schools as well,
‘and that the representatives from these countries at the seminar will fill
in details and make needed corrections during the course of our discussions.
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society he finds himself in, This is especially true when the society is
democratically based. Moreover, since vertical mob.ility is characteristic
of a democratic social order, it is important to try Lo give every child a
command of the standard dialect. Although it is obvious that not every
child will become a banker or a physician or a government officiai~-or the.
wife of one of ﬁhese--and thereforg need to speak the prestige dialect,

one cannot be absolutely certain that he won't. Theretfore the schools have
to assume that nearly'eve?y child is potentialiy able to rise in the social
scale to the point Qhere he will find it important to shun "ain't" and to
prefer "he‘dqgﬁglt" to "he.don't."‘ To the average citizen this is clear
enough so that, even though he himself.may not be a habitugl speaker of the
standard dialect, he will usually want hi; children to master it for purely
practical advantage. -

_As for the teaching of literature--an invariable part of the Eﬁglish
courseu-llterary scholars and English teachers in the schools would Gefend
it as the chiwf bulwark of the humanities in public education, that part of
the curriculum in whlch a major effort is made to transmit to young people
an important part of the cultural heritage due them as speakers of English.
The average 01tlzen, on the-other hand, is more likely to tolerate literature
in the English course than to surport it wholéheartedly, or, if he does sup-
port it, he may often do so for what the teacher and scholar think are the
wrong reasons. L1terature--espec1ally poetry~-is then suspect to the com~
mon man, at least in the United‘States. He regaids it as effete, if not
effeminate. But if he is willing to put up with the presence of literature

in the curriculum studied by his children, it is often bedause he sees it




as a convenient way of inculcating attitudes and values that he approves of--
a belief in orthodox social philosophy and moral standards, or merely the
stock responses to flag, home, and mother. |

As the object of so much attention and interest, and the occasion for
so vast an expenditure of effort by thou§ands of teachers and ﬁillions'of
pupils in each generation, it would not be unreasonable to hope that English
as a school subject was reasonably well defined, clearly organized, and
rigerously taught. But we all know that it is ﬁot. Barring only perhaps
#he,conglomerate school subject known in the United States as "social
studies" (referred to by the sociologist David Riesmarin as the'"social slops"),
English'is the most confused, the least well defined, cf any subject in the
school curriculum,

- It is true that, at a minimum; the English course does include some
characteristic content--literature (but of widely va;ying kinds and quality),
and grammar or usage or an indiscriminate.mixture of thé two. And also, at
a minimum, the English c;ﬁrse tries to foster certain skills--reading (though
exﬁlicitly only in the early years), and writing (though often morevby pre-
cept than practice). But English, at least in United States schools, also
may include a fantastic variety of other kinds of content--journalism, play
production, study of the mass media, forensics, advice on dating, pubiic ,
address, career counselling, orientation to school life. 4nd it may accept
responsibility for developing such other skills as library use, elementary
reséarch‘teChnique, proper study habits, use of the telephone, procedure
for filling out forms and taking standardized examinations, choral reading,

gfoup discussion, parliamentary practice. It is noteworthy that we at this




seminar, having devoted-many years of our professional lives to the gudy
and teaching of English, must begin our discussinns by asking what exactly

it is that we have been working at all these years.

As a background for this inquiry, it will be useful to take note of
the circumstances that have led to the chaotic state of this basic school
subject. At least four main causes may be listed.

First is the vagueness of "English” itsélf as a term, Originally,
"English" rose in opposition to "Latin" as a rival scheme of education, one
more suited to the nceds and conditions of a changing and increasingly -
democratic scciety. But Labin necessarily implied a relatively restristed
subject-matter-~Latin grammer and literature, with exercises in iranslation
and composiﬁion to help the student master a foreign language that was it~
self narrowly limited in its uses. English, on the cther hand, as the native
language, takes in vastly more territory. A4s the language of everyday life
it is subject to pressures and has a range of purposes that Latin could not
hs e had. as a specialized second language, hEnglish" as the native tongue
is in one sense a part of all other subjects that the child studies in school.
As the general medium of communication and expression, it touches every
aspect of existence and so must inevitably appear blurred when regarded as
a special school sub;ject, alongside géography, arithmetic, biclogy--disci-
plines whose outlines are sharply.definéd in comparison to "English.?

| A gsecond réason.why the English curriculum is confused is that, since
it is taken by almost &ll children,.it is én easy way to reach all children

with any item of instruction that scmeone or other--an crganized pressure



group, a school administrator, an educational theorist--thinks all children
should be exposed to., And since English teachers and English textbooks have
not showit & strong sense of identity, the resistance point of the English
course has sometimes been almost vanishingly low. 4s a result, all sorts
of cdds arnd ends of instruction, from suggestions on how to achieve social
success, to the importance of reforestation and of preventing cruelty to

. animals, get dumped into the English course, often through the subterfuge
of improving the students' writing aiility by assigﬁing egsays on such
topics. When the teacher of algeﬁra or geography ceases to teach algebra
or geography, the shift is not hard to detect; but an English teacher can

- teach almost anything without anyone, including the teacher, realizing that
it is nc longer Englisﬁ that is being taught. English,fa someone has said,
is not so much a curriculum as & receptacle,

English ﬁeachers themselves ars a third cause of the cénfusion in
English courses, Certainiy in the United Statas, if not elsewhere; their
training in their own subject is likely tc be extraordinarify uneven. Less
than half the peoplé teaching Eﬁglish in American secondary schecols, for
example, have an aﬁademic major in English; others have specialized in home
economics, Spanish, physical education, sccial science, of.almost énything
else, and have been assigned to teach one or more English classes on the
simple-minded theory still held by some administrators that anyone who can
speak English can teach it as & school subject--literature, grammar, witing,
and all. Even when a teacher does have an academic major in English, there
is no certainty that the pattern of preparation has been either thorough or

wholly relevant, Courses in literature have likely been emphasized, to the



virtual exclusion of courses in writing or language; and those teachers
who have had a course in language may still be ill prepared to teach any
of the various new systems of grammar now so strikingiy.evident, since the
gramnar they studied may hiave been as much as half a century behind the
present state of linguistic knowledge.

Because of widespread deficiencies in professional background, English
teachers often reflect in their attitudes and their teaching the confusion
that eiists in the English curriculum, and in turn help to perpetuate it.
They hold varying theories, of varying degreeslbf‘validity, about the rur-
poses and content of the coursa, and they are likely to cling to these
theories with & grim and uncritical tenacity. Unlike most teachers of such
subjects as, say, biology or economicse English teachers sometimes give the
impression that they "learned" their subject once and for all when they
wers in college, and they have been teaching it without change ever since.
They developed, early in their career, the private conviction that the only
way to teach writing was through workbook exercises, or the research raper,
or sentence diagramming, or pré;is, and they are impervious to suggestions
for other approaches. - Or they wo;ked up a set »f lesson plans on Juliusg
Caesar or The Tale of Two Cities twenty years ago, and, though schocls of
criticism have come and gone, they teach imperturbably from the same notes
year after year and are unnerved at the thouglht of change. (Let me add at
once ﬁhat thasse rhencmena are by no means unknown in college and university
English departments.)

This basic conservatism might lead, one would think, to a degree.of

uniformity, but unfortunately it does not, since one teacher's orthodoxy



may be another'!s heresy. One gets the improssion that mang +.;n=.nnhers want
things this way. Secondary school teachers in one English Inétitute in the
United States this summer were frank to say that they did not especially -
want to have & cumulative, sequential, purposeful curriculum in English,
for it would oblige them to take account of the year's course on either side
of their own and restrict their field to ckills ard knowledge mutually
agreed upon. As one of them said, with disarming candor, "Actually, we like
chaos." | |
A fourth cause of the lack of clarity in the Erglish curriculum, partic-
ularly in the United States, is the influence of educational theorists, to
'which English has been peculiarly susceptible, This influence, exerted
mainly through administrative planﬁing, teacher indoctrination; and text-
books, can be traced,'for better’or worse, back té Schools and Departments
" of Education in the colleges and universities. It is }Snly fa.ir‘ to admit
- at the outset that, if scme college English professors and English teachers.
in the schools do not wholly approve of the re#ults of this influenqe, the
self-imposed isolation of the English professqr,ffom the teaching of his
subject in the schools is principelly to blé@e. The aloofness, until recently
of college and university English teachers Efeated & vacuum which professors
of Education, to their credit, have tfied to fill. They have worked hard
and closely with the schools to improve the quality of teaching and of the
curriculum, But in the nature df things, a professor of Education usually
does not have cquite the same view of Englisn as a person whose entire interest
lies within this subject. The main loyalty of the professor of Education

may rest with én educational theory or philosophy applicable to a wide range



of subjects, and not merely to English, The Education pirofessor, therefore,
may sometimes reveal a lack of suitable regard, from the Englisﬁ teacher's
standpoint, for the claims of the subjsct we call English and for its integ~
" rity as a body of knowledge worth studying for its own sake.? .

This difference in viewpoint can nowhere be seen more clearly than in
conflicting attitudes toward the “language arts" rubric, under which a great
deal of English instruction in the United States is commenly ranged, Origi-
nally this term, which can be traced back almost three-quarters of a century,

was used with some precision. B. A. Hinsdale, for example, the first pro-

fessor of pedagogy at the University of Michigan, published a book in 1896

called Teaching the Engli§h_Languagg<Arts; in which he restricted the phrase

to specific skills: ‘'speaking, reading, compoéition." He drew the familiar

nineteenth century distinction between arts and sciences, ranging the

"language arts" alongside arithme'tic,» drawing, mamal training, ebtc., which
had as their object the'development of a specific gkill, Sciences, on the
other hand, included not just the natural sciences but also "geography,
history, grammar; literature, mathematics," all of which aimed at an in-
tellectual grasp of a body of knowledge,3 4
Hinsdale's view is in sharp contrast with that of later thecrists who
were affected by the “progréssive education' movement, - By 'the 1940s and

1950s, "language avts" had come to embrace the entire province of English

<Whether or not this generalization applies in England and Canada, I
do not know. I would argue that in the main it does apply in the United
States, though an exception should certainly be made for the professer of-
Engllsh Education~-a grcwing specialization, and a needed: cne.

3(New York), p. 7.
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b "The work of the English .teacher," according

as taught in the schools.
to a popular "English methods! textbook of the 1950s,
is to improve both phases of the process of communication.
The English teacher assists his students in gending by
" teaching them the skills of writing and speaking, and he
assists them in receiving by improving their ebility to
read and to listen, BHe knows that his students, to get
along well in this complex world, must be able to make
their meanings clear to others and understand what others
are saying to them, . . . "Where does literature come
in?" may well be asked. The answer, gf course, is that
literature is included under reading. :

Behind this attitude lies the assumption that the main purpose of the
school curriculum is to "socialize" the child, to teach him things that
wiil enable him to "adjust" to life and get along well with others, both
in school and outside it. Whether or not one agrees that this should be
the primary aim of education, there can be no question that the skills of
languaga, of communication, are central in accomplishing it. But, as can
be seen from the above cuotation, subject matter, intellectual content, is
made subservient to the development of the skills. Literature is studied
as a means of improving skill in reading, grammar supposedly as & way of
impreving writing. |

More than this, since the overall purpose was to socialize the "whole

child, ' and since language touched the child at every point, there was no

4Sometimes, probably through administrative expediency, it inecluded
Latin and modern foreign langusges as well. It was not uncommon a few years
ago to encounter in American high schools or in the administrative offices
of school systems a "Chairman of Language Arts"™ or a "Director of Language
Arts," who was responsible for overseeing courses in Spanish, French, German,
and Latin, even though the person often knew only his native English.

5j. M. Hook, The Teaching of High School English, (New York, 1950),
B. 29. . ‘ ,
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real need to use only grammar and literature to develop the necessary communi-
o E ; e
cation skills in the English class. "Content \for the iigh coursgj,"

said the 1956 Yearbook of the Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development, "is selected on the basis of the ‘activity-experience'! approach.
Since many kinds of activities-experiences may presumably contribute to
pupil growth in reading-writing-listening-speaking, no péfﬁicular activity-
experience can necessarily ve assigned as best for any one class or grade.”6
Ancther theorist at about the same time wrote that curriculum decisions in
English should be based net on considerations of subject matter but on "the
nature and needs of society. . . and the needs, problems, interests, and
growth patterns of youth as determined by experﬁvopinion'and research."7
Where all this led can be seen in anothe: quotation from the same ASCD
Yearbook quoted from above:
The many courses of study being produced reflect the
confusion in the field of English as teaching has moved
from organized content to activity-experience., . . . The
variety and range of topics are so great that no clear
answer can be given to the question, "What is Engliish?"
+ + o In some respects, therefore, English is '"what Eng-
lish teachers teach,"8

A parallel development, also serving to confuse the identity of the

- English course, was the so-called "cors" program that, though no lornger so

CKenneth Hovet, Mihat Are the ngb Schools Teachlng?" ihat Shall the
High Schools Teach? (Washington, D.C.), p. 86.

Thrno Jewett, English Language Arts in American High Schools (1958), p. 54

8p, 86. A striking example of the influence of this trend on popular
thinking was revealed during the hearings in the U.3, House of Representatives
on the amended National Defense Education Act in 19%4. When federally sup-
ported institutes for English teachers were being debated as a part of the
Act, one Congressman propcsed an amendment that would have substituted the
phrase "language arts" for "English.," Under questioning, he admitted that
by doing so he meant specifically to exclude instruction in literature from
‘the institutes and confine the teaching solely to communication skills. This
is, of course, also ancther instance of the national view of literature as
a.mere "frill."
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common as it was a dozen yecars ago, still flourishes in parts of the United
States. In its characteristic fofm, it combined *English" with "social
studies' under a single teacher in one or more grades of the junior high
school. The class met for either twc or three consecutive hours, rather
than for the usual cne. This arrangement was ccommonly Jjustified by two
arguments: the child woula get to know this teacher two or three times as

well as he would any cf his other teachers (being in this class that much

longer each day)} and so would regard the teacher in loco parentis and feel
more "secure'; and the combination of English and social studies would create
a significant.integration of subject matter, thus enriching the child's
education.l Regardless of whether or not the former argument was well founded,
it was evident from the bezinning that the latter was not. Teachers rarely
were competent in both of these fields; instead, they were specialized in
English or in social studies-——or in neither--and found themselves unable to
do justice to the diverse content they were confronted with. More ssrious
for tne study of English, however, was the invariable tendency to regard the
soclal studies content as primary (since socialization of the child was the
aim) and to sxlect the English content to fit the social studies content,
What this meant in practice was that when, as in one large city school system,
the class studied the people and cultures of Asia and Africa, the literature
read was selected becauvse of 1ts relevance, real or imagined, to Asia and
Africa, ‘The conseguences of such a policy on thé f#ind and quality of litera-
ture studied may be conjectured. English was made the handmaiden of sccial
studies, which in turn served the ends of "life adjustment."

Videspread dissatisfaction with the educational results of the "core"
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courses and the heavy emphasis on "langﬁaée arts" skills at the expense of
well-defined subject-matter has been largely responsible for the current .
efforts to reform thé English curriculum in the United States and Canada.
Typical of these undertakings ié the conviction tﬁaﬁrintellectual goals must

- come first, not be subordinated to socializing aims, 4s Northrop Frye says

~ in the introduction to Design for Learning, ". ., . the aim of whatever is
infroduced into the school cﬁrriculum, at any lével, shbuld be educational
.‘in the_strict ahd-specific:sense of that wad. It"Was the confusion of
educational and socisl functions, implicit in the motto, 'The whole child
goes to school,! that made 'progre331ve' theories so fatuous n?

Along wlth this 1ntellectual empha31s goes & greater respect for the
claims_of the subject itself; considered as an organized body of knqwledge
with an integrity of its own that should not lightly be violated. Ho one
denies, to be sure, that an importént fart df tﬁe’conCern of an English
curriéulum.must be.to develop lahguage skills; but there is a stfong;feei—
ing ﬁhat English élso has & specific subject matter that deserves to be
lvtaught in iésbown right,.not’merely as' a means of improving the skills of

communication, and much less as a way of "enriching! the sbcial scienceé.
lThis subject matter must be éefinéd mOre'élearly thén'it has}ﬁeen in the
past, so that the English curriculum ceases to be a catch-all;. .

The new emphasis may.be seen in typical statements made by individuals
and groups interested in bringing forward a "New English" to tagé'its'ylaéé

-alohgside the "New Méthematics” and the "New Science" now being taught in

9(Tpronto, 1962); Pe 7o



~13~

many United States schools. As long ago as lQ59, the report of the Portland
(Oregon) ngh School Curriculum Study declared.

It is a basic rremise of thls study that the Englich

course must resist both the pressure and the temptation to
be all-inclusive. It must, rather, have two basic purposes:
(1) To help the student read with understanding and appreci-
ation some of the significant works in the world's. litera~
ture. (2) To give the student some understanding of the

~= " nature and working of languaoe, particularly his own, and
to help him use his language in thinking, writing, and

~speaking.

George Wir:hester Stone, Jr., then Executive Secretary of the Modern Language
Association of America, wrote in 1961 that

English, the humanistic course requlred of all students
in our schools from the grades to college, has, as a subJect
and a discipline, long been drifting toward chaos in our
schools., The values of reading the literature which forms
the magnlflcert English and American heritage, of achieving
precision and effectiveness of style in writing, and of
knowing the grammatical structure of Enmglish (the three .
staples of an English course) would seem to be self—ev:.dent.ll

And in Freedom and Discipline, the,finel report of the Commission on English

of the College Entrance Emamination'Board Recommendation 12 is "That the
scone of the Engllsh program be defined as the study of language, llterature,
and comp031tlon, written and oral and that matters not clearly related to

such study be excluded from it.'.'12

10Robert M. Gorrell and Paul Roberts, Enzlish Lansuage and Composition,
vol. 3 of the complete reports (Portland, Oregon), P. 5.

llrsgues, Problems, and Approaches in the Teaching of English, ed.
George Winchester Stone, dr. (New York, 1961), p. V.

12Freedom and Discipline in English (New York, 1965), p. 13.




It is, of course, one thing to issue statements and definitions, and
qﬁite another to carry them into ﬁractice. Many projects and agencies are
now at work in England, Canada, ana the United States to reform the English
curriculum, but even with the somewhat clarified view of English that is
beginning to emerge much remains to do. One can, for instance, agree with
the Commission on English that the English course should be restricted to
"the study of language, literature, and composition, written and oral"; but
this still leaves unresolved such specific qugstions as whether the English
curriculum should include journalism, public speaking, "yearbook," dramatic
production, library research, remedial reading, and literature in English
translation. "English" still looks like a hodgerodge, even after telephone
technique and career counselling have been eliminated,

Bécause of this dilemma, a number of arguments have been advanced in
favor of a particular subject-matter "center" for the English curriculum
around which could be ranged the legitimate content and activities of Eng-
lish in a way that would indicate their relaﬁive importance and their inter-
relationships. "English," says H. L.lGleason, the American linguist, "must
have a center about which it can integrate--a center of such significance
that it can ovércdme the centrifugal forces clearly at work to dismember the
field of English,"ld :

It is stiii an open question whether such a "center!" -can be agreed upon--
whether, that is, English is basically a single subject at all, or whether it

is merely a group of related subjects that are more conveniently taught in one

I3hat Ts English?" College Composition and Cammunication, October 1962,
P. 2. ,




classroom than in éeveral. Gleason argues persuasively that language {not
Jjust the English language) should be regarded‘as the organizing'center.lb
The Commission on English seems to égree: ", . . language, primarily the
English language, constitutes the core of the subject. .- . the study and

use of the English language is the proper content of the English curriculum,"15

D. F. Theall, in an "Appendix: On Rhetoric" in Design for Learning, appears
to argue that, as rhetoric was once the center of all education, it might
- now be made the center of at least the English curriculum, where it would
make poséible a spiral structuring of the course of study.l6 Frark Whitehead,

in his new book The Disappearing Dais, presents a vigorous case for the value

of imaginative exercises in drama as a part of the.English curriculum and
says that such dramatic activities should have "a place of honour near the
very centre of the curriculum, . . ."™7 , N. Hook says that the English
teacher should think "of his task not as the teaching of unrelated fragments
but as the teaching of the whole art of communication. . . ."18 George Win~-
chester Stone, Jr,, says that English does have its own characteristic sub-
ject matter, and "That subject matter is the cultural heritage, in literary |
form, of the English-speaking people-._"l9 Esmor Joﬁes writes in a recent

article that "Literature is, after all, the true heart of sur work, 120

- Ip, 7.
15Freedon ggg'Discipline, p. 2.
1épp, 71-72.
17(London, 1966), p. 122.

187ne Teaching of High School English, p. 4k.

19;ssqu, Problems, and Approaches, p. 2.

Dngqucation Across the Atlantic," Teachers World, 13 May 1966, p. 20.
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All of these statements-ére plausible, and there is no guestion that they
are made in good faiﬁh and in all earnestness. But, as Hans Guth-has observed,
"Often, what at first seems to be a comprehensive interpretation of our task
as teachers of English turns oﬁt to be but the lengthened shadow of a special-
ist's personal interest and commitmént."21':1t will be a par£ of the concern
of this seminar to decide whether there mus£ be and in.fact iz a subject~
matter “center" for the Engiish curricﬁlum, and what that center consists of;
or whether‘there is no single identifiable center; T will return to this at
the end of the paper.

But aside from this problem, it seems evident that nearly—everyone would
agree that "English! as a schoql_subject must include literature, of whatever
kind and for whatever purpose; and must attempt to teach skill in the use of
language-~-reading and writing certaihly, speaking ahd listeningz rrobably. Ad
‘many people, though by no means all, would argue that langﬁage itself, chiefly
English, should be taught as a kind of subject matter, whether tor its own
sake or for some hoped—for beafing it may have on the déveiopment of language
skill. I should like now to draw atﬁention to some of‘theyépécific problems'
touching on literature, langﬁage skills, and language itself that must be

dealt with if the question "What'is'English?" is to be answered authoritatiwvely,

. Literature
To begin with literature,‘tge first, question one might ask.is whether

parts

literature comprises the only legitimate subject matter for the English course.

ZlEnplish Today and Tomorrow: A Guide Zor Teachers of English (Englewood
Cliffs, N. J., 1964), p. k. ¥ :
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Some people forthrightly believe so, and many teachers conduct their classes
as if they believe so. Instruction in the skills of communication seldom is
ruled out in the thivlkring of these people, but suchvinstruction, even when it
makes use of specific rhetorical and logical principles, does not constitute
a subject matter in the sense that literature does. Though rhetoric and logic
are disciplines with a 1ong pedaéogical history, they are instrumental,'having,
as Aristotle said, no proper subject matter of their own. What is ruled out
usually is language, particularly grammar, on the grounds that it is irrvele-~
vant or futile or stupefying, or all three.

Another question which bears on the nature of the literature curriculum
is whether or not we can accurately identify the central or organizing rrineci-
ples of literature, for these will affect not only sequence (the concern of
another Working Party Paper) but also content and approach. "; . .'The ability
to explain the elementary principles of a subject to children," sa&s’Northrop :
Frye, '"is the only real guarantee that the subject itself is theore@ically co~
herent. The physical sciences are theoretically coherent by this test at
present; literature and the social sciences much less so.“22 Nevertheless,
several English curriculum projecte are using Frye‘s‘"pre-éenericvforms"-~
Comedy, Romance, Tragedy, Irony--to organize a curriculum in literature,
usually eﬁphasizing the first two in the earlier years and the last two as
the child grows older; Ancther project has settled on the concepts of Subject,
Form, and Point of View as organizing p:inciples,'recognizing‘that-these are

not all-inclusive (setting, for example, or character cannot easily be fitted

“<Design for Learning, p. 5.
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under any of the three heads), but arguing that these princirles (unlike

setting and character) are exhibited in any literary composition,regardless

of genre, These schemes, whether one subscribes to them or not, have the ad-

vantage of rising from the literature itself, rather than being imposed upon
it- from the outside, as schemes are that are based on chronology or national
origin or quasi~sociological themes.

A third problem that needs to be considered is the reasons for teaching

literature in the schools, since these also will affect the nature of the

literature curriculum. A consequence of the "literature-as~preparation~for-
life" theory, for example, has been the organization of literary anthologies
according to various themes embédying attitudes that the anthologist wants the
literature to inculcate in the child--"The Significance of Freedom," "Under-
standing Our Neighbors," and the like, The effect on the literature curriculum
has been to water it down with selactions that have been choser because they
say the right things about freedom and neighbors, rather than because they
have any significant claim to literary merit. Teaching literature as cultural
heritage will markedly improve the quality of the literature taught, but it

will raise other questions of choice: English literature alone? Cr good

‘literature originally written in English, whether in England, the United
‘States, Canada, or elsewhere? Foreign literatures in English translation? If

so, representative masterpieces from certain literatures? Or only those works

which, like classical myths, the fables of Aesop, the Homeric epics, the Bible,
have become reservoirs of theme and allusion for literature composed in Eng-
1ish? Agein, if an understanding and appre~iation of literature are a major

purpose of the curriculum, how much technical information about literature
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Tshouid be taught--devices of structure and style, literary theory and criti-
'cisﬁryaﬁd at what age-levels should it be introduced? Or should such infor-
mation be avoided and reliance placed instead on wide and relatively uﬁdirected '
reading? Are historical*background and biographical details relevant to under-
'stanéng and appreciation? If so, how can they be made to enhance the:reading-
of the work rather than substitute for it? |

| There is a whole range 6f other questions, Whaf weight Should‘be given
to the student's own preferences in selecting works to be studied in a.literé-
ture cgrriculum? Should it be assumed that the ~*udent cannot be interested
in anything that he does ﬁot already.find.interesting? Some educationalv
theorists have so argued in the past. Or is Robert B. Heilman right when he

says that "The idea that knowledge follows interest is a scandalous half-

truth," and that "it_ is a better-than-half-truth that interest follows know-
1edge"?23 Should fhe average student's difficulties with older forms of the

~ language be a reason for weighting the curriculum with works from the last
half-century? Or should an effort be made to teach Shakespeare and Milion

(if not Spenser and Chaucer) to most children before they graduate or feach
school-leaving age? Should all méjof genres, including epic and tragedy,
novel and lyric, he taught? Or afe scme less important than others for the
purposes of popuiar education? Should the literature curriculum be confined
to belles lettres? Or should -it include both discursive prose and a selection
of great.spéeches from the literature of rhetoricf-Bufﬁe on cbnciliation with

America, Lincoln's Second Inaugural, Churchill on Dunkerque? If stage drama

_ 23"Literature and Growing Up, " English Journal, September 1956, p. 310.



is a proper concern of the literature curriculum, what abtout television drama

- and the film? These two media provide the overwhelming fart of most children's
experience with drama. Finally, though this may be only an fmerican rhenomenon,
is it realistic to regard "reédiﬁg" as a separate subject from literature (or
indeed from English)? Obviously, reading cannot be taught without samething
being réad; Should what is réad have a measure of literary merit? .s it the
business of the literature curriculum to teach reading throughéut the school

years? Or is this the concern of "reading specialists"?

The Skills of Cammunication

Whereas one can argue over whether literature has or ought to have a
direct practical value for the students asked'to study- it, no one doubﬁé the
practical value of méstering the skills of commvnigation--reading, writing,
speaking, listening. It is the popular conviction of this value that makes
English a required subject throughout the school years. Yet this part of the
. English curriculum, which everyone agrees is of the utmest importance, is
easily the least effective. ferhaps it could hardly be otherwise. Language,
the tool which is‘to be sharpened by instruction in the English classroom,
is employed not only there but everywhere else, in school and outside it; and
whenever it is used, for whatever purposes and under whatever circumstances,
the act of'using it may perpetuate errors and reinforce habits that the English
teacher futilely tries, in a few hours a wéek, to eliminate or change. DMore
than that, because of the inseparable relation between language and thought,

any attempt to render the use of langnage more precise, more meaningful, is



-2] -

o L T

really an effort to change habits of thihking--which again cannot be isolated
and worked on exclusively in the Englisn classroom,

.Tﬁis part of the curriculum is also the most confused, mainly because of
conflicting theories--dften supported by no more t¢han hunch and prejudice,
but passionately held~-as to aow léﬁéﬁage“skilis can best be taught. The
theories are free to flourish since, in the first place, not many English
teachers (in the United States at least) have had any significant professional
preparation for teaching writing, speaking, or 1istsning. {Only the elementary
school teacher will usually have had adequate preparation for teaching reading.)
And in the second place, when training in the teaching of these skills has
been available, it has generally suffered from the lack of a coherent modern
theory of rhetoric‘and has often been disfipgured by the same kind of unin-
hibited theorizing that is so evident in the schools. The textbooks that the
teachers hust.use in teaching language skills reflect the same limitations,
purveying injunctions about topic sentences and emphasis ahd ouﬁlines, the
barrenness of which has been apparent for the last fiftf‘years. Above all,
both teachers and textbooks have been oppressed by what Donald Lloyd a ’éw
vears ago called a 'national mania for correctness," which may not be unknown
to England and Canada as well.,, The tremendous popular pressure for’éfnsrfow
and rigid standard of conformity in spelling, punctuation, and usaée has some-
times SQueezed neariy evsrything else out of the English course, Certainly
"good writing' and "gocgﬁspeaking" mean little more than "correct writing"
and "correct speaking" £§ the general population--and, it is to be feared, to
many English teachers. This fact has distorted instruction in writing, particu-

larly, and led to unrealistic expectations for the English course and mistaken
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notions of ité content, scope, and purposes.

ﬁﬁth these genéral*conéiderations in mind, it will now be appropriate
to raise a number of specific questions about the several language skills,
fhéir place in the English curficulum, and the means of fostering them. To
begin with writing, we might ask whether this skill is as iﬁpcrtant for a
great many of the slower students as speaking,'reéding, and the abilit& to
listen and comprehend., Does thé low~ability student actually do enough
writingv;££é£ his schooling nas ended to warrant the hegvy emphaéis rlaced on
it throughout his school 1ife? Or is writing perhaps the best way to make his
thinking more precise and therefore to be justified for -its general_eduqéﬁional
§alu3? Is it possible to establish at ieast a pléusiblé, if ho£ a rigorously
logical, sequence in writing instruction? When the student writes, helneeds
pﬁnctﬁation, spelling, usage, voéaﬁulary, sentence structure, transitions,
paragraphs, substance--and he needs them all at once. Are there central
':'~p;iii¢{p1es of rhetoric or logic that could be identified and taught early with
simple applications, then. in a Brunerian spiral, repeatediy in later yeafs
with incfeasihgly sophiéticated applications? If not, how can thgﬂdeadly
repetition and aimless eddying so apparent today in the teaching of writing
from one year tg,énother be avoided? Should rhetoric be explicitly taught,
or should instruction in writing be entirely through supervised practice with
no mention of a systematic theory of discourse? Shoul& both "creative" and
expository (or discursive) writing be taught? If so, what éhquld be the
relative emphasis, énd in what years? What specific forms, if any, should be

singled out for practice? Should logic, formal or informal, be taught as a
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part of the English:curriculum for its bearing on language use?? 1If so,

" should it be the traditional classical logic of Aristotle,“which few English
teachers‘knowhwell; or modern systems of logic, which they do not know at all
and probably héve so far not even hea-d of? Should class instrﬁction be given
in general semantics? in propaganda anélysis and study of the mass media as
aids to clear thinking and hence clear writing and spééking and discriminating
réading? Can a meaningful relationship be established between exercises in
writing and the study of literature, so that the one reinforces the other?
Thelpresent practice of mereiy assigning three hundred words on a character
from a play or a scene frem a short story can hardly be szid to exemplify
such a_relationship. Finally, how can adequate instruction bé.given'in
spelling, punctﬁation, and usage, making clear the great social importance
attached to these things but not allowing them to pre-empt the course as-they
now s¢ often do? And how could ié be made clear to students that the uss of
"ain't," though not to be condoned in educated circles,-is réall?"h6t“a;m6ral”“” T

- matter? | |

To turn now to speaking: ", , . Of all the different aspects of English,"
says England's Centrai Advisory Council, for Education in iﬁs 19643 report,
"speech has by far the most significant contribution to make towards" the
"personal development and sccial competence of the pupil." "Inability to

speak fluently," £he report declares, "is'a worse nandicap than inability to

<htps part of their language study all high-school students should be
given some formal training in logic and the application of logic to the study
of language." "Report of the Inglish Study Committee" in Design for Learning,
- ed. Frye, p. 50. :

{
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read or wriie.?25 _Ye£ speech instruction is nearly always neglécted in the
English classroom, although speech is as logizally a paot of the Enélish
teacher's responsibility as writing is. The scparation in the United States
of speech fram English,_as a separate subject, is perhaps more a political
than sn educational matter; bu£ it is nonetheléss a fact that has helped to
downgrade speech in the English class. Other factors are involved also. If
English teachers are often not well prepared to teach literature. and writing,
they have even less claim to a profeosiohally adequate background in speech.
The speech lessons in English textbooks»are, as a rule, litole better.than
pitiful,'hindering adequate instruction rather than helping it. And finally,
since learning to speak well requifes that one practice speaking under super-
vision, the English teacher is faced with the problem'of how, among the many
other concerns of the English class, time can be found oo have each child
speak often enough to afford significant practice. 4 single threo-minute talk
by eaoh of thirty or thirty—five children, with some discussion of oach pre-
sentation, can eat up the better pért of a week of class time,

In view of all these difficulties, is it possible to ?each speech adequately
as a part of the English curriculum--not just hints on voice and gesture but
thorough and rounded instructicn in the principles and practice of oral pre-
sentétion,'oiih attention to finding and selecting subisct matter, organioing
it; and presenting it in suitable language, with due regard to purpose and |
andience? Or shoq}%ryho;ﬁqgiish teacher resign such instrﬁction; once and
for all, to a speech teacher, along with such specialized activities.as choral

reading, forensics, speech therapy, and the like, which, though often regarded

ZoMinistry of Education, Half Qur Future (London, 1963), p. 153.
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as a part of the language arts curriculum, are most otten taught by a

specialist?

Perhaps this is the place to mention the exercises in dramatics that are
so popular in British schools but almost unknpyg»ig<thosé of the United States.
One of the claims made for such exercises is improvement in "the range, fluency,
and effectiveness of ighildren'g} speech." But much more is claimed as well.
Frank Whitehead, who has just been quoted, continues as follows: |

. + «» under the stimulus of an imagined situation werds move
from their passive "rec.gnition" vocabulary into active uss;
as -‘children: lose themselves in their roles and so become
freed from inhibiting self-consciousness, they learn to move
gracefully and easily; they acquire poise and the capacity
for expressive gesture and countenance; they learn, too, to
work together, for drama cannot exist without cooperation
and teamwork. Yet to say all this does nc more than scratch
the surface. More fundamental, if less clearly demonstrable,
is our awareness that, in the successful drama lesson, act-
ing is felt by the children to be a fulfilling and, in some
sense, creative activity--~one in which the whole personality
is involved and through which are expressed significant per-
ceptions and observations drawn from their own living. Dra~
matic activity of this kind is no childish parlour-game, nor
is it a mere technical exercise. It is, on the contrary, a
vital imaginative experience; and the value of it goes deep
for the child because, essentially, acting is the child's
natural way of enlarging his imaginative understanding of
other human beings-~and therefore his understanding of the
nature and conditions of human life itself,

. e ® v & 4 2 & 2 B & s 8 w & o o o ¢ . e o » o

« + . we may say that acting, seen as a deveiopment and
elaboration of the play-instinct, is a positive outlet for
wish-fulfilment which is available to all children, includ-
ing those who could not easily obtain comparable satis~
factions through reading. It has the advantage, moreover,
that the chiid's fantasy has to express itself through a
medium which is social, not solitary, and which enforces its
own restraints and provides its own necessary discipline.26

<OThe Disappearing Dais, pp. 123, 125,
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We may hope the*. the seminar will have the opportunity to discuss this kind -

of activity fully, for it opens up possibilitieSA-aMd raises problems of

 teacher freparatiqny—that in the United States have received almost no

attention so'fér.

Like speegh, reading has.recently assumed a kind of autonoﬁy in £he
Uﬁiﬁed States. _Thé:e are now, for example, fedefally supported institutesiin
reading and still others in.English, under the National'Defense Education |
Act. _The Interngtional_Reading Association, a iarge and effective professional '

organization, is distinct from the National Council of Teachers of English ard

enrolls more elementary school teachers than the Council does--teachers who,

» by_thé way, sometimes do not think oi themselves as "English" teachers at all,

though on the average they spend about forty per cent of their timé-teaching
language skills, and literature or languége coﬁtent.l One ofithe guestions
this seminar might éddress itself to is whether this separation is hatural
and inevitable, or illogical and undesirable. .To what extent is the teaching
of reading, after the elementary instruction in the first years of school, a
separate'mystiépe outside the English teacher's ordinary competence? Remedial
reading, "épeed" reading,'and the like, are clearly special techniques. But
fo what extent is every teacher of literature a teacher of reading? Shoﬁld
the English curriculum do moré, especiallj in the later years of school, to
teach reading overﬁly? If so, by what means? Or should reading improvement
be left to a reading specialist,'as speech might be left to‘a speech special~
ist?

Finally, a word on listening, an activiﬁy which is always includeq under

he language arts designation and which‘everyone agrees is important, but

) )
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which no 6ne appears to know how t§ teach. Can it be taught at a1l in a
direct-way?’ Or is it something that we should assume comes along naturally
with the other language skilléhand therefore neéds no special attention other
‘thén what it nﬁrmally gets in the course of classroom activity? Current
practice suggésté the latter; but one suspects that this situation is dus

more to default than to logic.

Language

For as long as Engiish has been a'recognizable school subject, Engiish
grammar has been a part of‘the coﬁfse'of:study. Throughout the first half
of the niheteenth'centur&, gramhar was'téught'(mainly out of Lindley Murray)
as an effective meéns of enforcing."mentél discipline,“ in accordance with
the faculty psychology of the day. -Rﬁles wefé memoriged, and sentences were
parsed--etymologically, orthographically, syntactically. Generations of
-sbudents testified to thevdeadliness aﬁd futility of the study. ILater in the

_ cehtury, though grammar was still heavily emphasized, the justification changed '
from mental discipline to the impfovement of writing, by which was meant
simply making it more correct. Students still found the work deadly; and it
was apparent from the first that the alleged connection between the study of

- grammar and imprbvement in language'use was negligible, possibly non-existent.
Grammar stﬁdy déclined after the turn of the century, disappeafing entifexy
from scme classrooms but usua;iy sarviving in a vestigial form—-definitions-
of the parts‘of speech, and exercises in sentence-diagramming.

This is about where the study of grammar is today in most classrooms.

What has largely supplanted it is exercises in usage, which a great many
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people-~including English teéchers——confuse with grammar.

Linguistic research, hoﬁever, has - gone forward with great rapidity,
eSP30i311Y‘Sihce about 1940, and at the present’ time we have in England and
fmerica a number of new écientific grammars to choose from--structural, tréns—
formational, tégmemic, stratificational, to name the best known. An invari-
. able fegture of the various curriculum-reform'projects in English that have
been undertaken in the last tep.years in the United States has been a renewed:
emphasis on grammar and language; as.proper English subject matter, equal in
importance to 1iterature. The grammar introduced is always one of the new
syétems, usually either structural or transformational. Several textbooks
have already been published for use in American schools, and many others are
being written or are in press. 'Strucﬁural grammar has made some headwéy in
'.Canadian schools; but one gets the impression that none of the new grammars is
yet being used in England excert for = féw limited experiments. |

In the American curriculum projects, the justification pf the new'language.
study is primarily on humane grounds: language, the most important and complex
of all human inventions, is deserving of study for its own sake, just as liter-
ature, histofy, and '"pure science'" are. Advocates of this point of view
ﬁsually do not expressly deny any relation between the study of language and
greater skill in its use; they simply say that, in the rresent state of know-
ledge, such claiws cannot be substantiated. Many of them hope that a detailed
study of an accurate grammar of English will make children more aware of the
patterns and resources of the languagze and eventually give them better control
over it;‘but they carefully avoid‘éaying so at present,

The question of whether or not linguistic material; especially one or
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anothef of the new graﬁmafs, is é iegitﬁnate part of the English curriculum
is likely to be one of the moet,vigorously'debated issﬁes at this'semiher.
In the hope of giving this debate a starting point, let me call attention.to
a number of specific brobleme and questions that might be considered.

Is the scientific study of'language, as exemplified in the new systems
_of grammaf,'appropriate content in a course of study thaﬁ has traditionally
been ranged with the humanities? Is it tree that this kind of language study
is itself ﬁumane, as its advocates argue, leading children to a genuine under-
standing and apprecietion of language? Or do the premises and methods of.
scieﬁce, which underlie this study, make it inappropriate matter for the
English course-and incompatible with the ¢ merience and perhaps the natﬁral
bent of moet oflthose who teach English?

'Assuming for the moment that a scientific grammar would not be unaccept-
able on philosophical grounds, can it be taught successfully to children?
Certainly the new textbooks in transformational 'érammar look as forbidding ard
incomprehensible to one who knows only the old gremmar, as the textbeeks of
the New Mathematics look to scmeone who learned his school mathematics a
generation ago. Frank Whitehead, mentioning a number of books (not echool.
texts) presenting scientific grammars, says that the teacher who studies these
"will sooﬁ realise that the concepts and methodological approach now obligatory
in the study of grammar are far toc difficult for children below the age of N
sixteen. . . .27 Against this view, however, is the experience

of numerous curriculum projects in the United States which have taught, with

<{The Disappearing Dais, p. 232.
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apparent success, structural and transformational grammar to both elementary
and junior high school children. “
Ir grammaf is to be studied, does it matter which of the several compeﬁing
sﬁstems is éresented? Is it true, as tranéformafionalisté.argue, that their
kipd of grammar achieves "explanator} adequacy, " and developé a genefal theory
of language, whereas structural grammar achieves only "observational adequacy"
and does not shedﬂlight on language itself? Does tagmemicvgrammar;have a
be’ter claim to attention in an English course becéuse of'ibs concern with
prose units larger than the sentencé? Or should an attempt be made to devélop
an eclectic program? |
One of the m&st pressing questions is whether, if linguistic material is
. Judged appropriate for the English course, time can be found to teach it ade-
quately without slighting other necessary instruction. The English course is
certainly already full enough,'though it seems likely fhat a clearer definition
of English fhat would exclude the perirheral activities and topics mentioned
earlier‘in this paper might create rocom for other work. .Whether it would be
enough remains to be seen; some of the Curriculum Sﬁudy Centers in the United
- States will have partial evidence on the question.

- Asﬁuming thet room can be found within the English curriculum for the
study of language-—ﬁot Jjust grammar--what other kinds of linguistic knowledge
should be included: dialects? Ilinguistic geography? lexicography?' history
of writing systems? phonology? All of these and others have been introduced
in experimental programs in the United States. How weli have they succeeded?
What criteria should be used in selecting such ﬁaterial for study? And--a

central question--how can teachers be equirped to teach linguistic subject
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matter when their professional background almost certainly includes little if
any work in this area?
Finally, there is the question of whether or not language furnishes the
‘only réasonable basis for the unity of English.<'A number of writers héve so
argued-~Edwin H, Sauerzg and Hans Guth,29 to name two--but the most,e#tended
case for this point of view has been made by -H, L. Gleason in his article
’"What Is English?" "I am asserting," he says,

. . . that language must be the integrating center about which

a new English curriculum is to be built. It must be that center
for several reasons: First, language underlies both composition
and literature and is the only fundamental point of conftact be-
tween the two. Second, it is with language that school edu-
cation begins, and it is out of the reading and writing in-
struction of the elementary grades that the English program

of higher education must come. Third, language is one of

the most important characteristics ofjhuman existence, and

it most emphatically deserves close and scholarly study. .
Fourth, it is here in the close study of language that the
Engllsh curriculum can best advance the in,egratlon of the
humanities and the sciences.

Do not miss the point here, I am proposing a shift in
the basis of integration. It has traditionally been in Eng-
lish as g language. I am proposing language. You must move
your focus from the specific language to the language in

. general. English must beccme not the defined center of
attention, but the central exemplification of a far broader
interest.

Along with this shift of the focus, there must come-a
reforming of the internal structure. I would foresee em-
phasis on three points: the understanding of language, the
manipulation of language, and the appreciation of language.3

2BEnglish in the Secondary School (New York, 1961), pp. 1-2.

29English Today and Temorrow, p. 5.
30p, 7.

it
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Gleason is to be commended for trying to provide a rhilosophical basis
for unity in the English curriculum. But it might be asked whether his
notion of a language-centered curriculum would really unify English. Or would
it merely underline the obvious and superficial fact that grammur, literature,
and linguistic skills all émploy language? If language is not the "integrat-
ing center" of the English curriculum; what is? Or is one needed at all?
Would it bé possible to introduce language subject-matter into the curriculum
without subordinating all other subject-matter and skillé to it? Would we
all agree with Gleason's argument that, since the sciences are becoming more-
humane, the humanities "at peril of deaih" must "heccme more scientific'; and
that a language--entered curriculum would at once insure the survival of Eng-
lish as a school subject and go far toward closing the breach between Snow's

Two Cultures?

In this paper I have tried to provide some of the educational context
necessary for a fruitful discussion of the question "What is English?" and
to ralse a variety of subsidiary questions which I believe will have to be con-
sidered in the course of working toward an anéwer to the main question. I
have also tried to avoid suggesting answers myself, since it is not my respon-
sibility to do so but that of the seminar as a whole, A thoughtful and
generally acceptable answer to "What is English?" is a prerequisite, it seems
to me, Yo useful discussion of all the rest of the tdpics with which the
seminar will concern itself, I hope this paper may help, in a mcdest degree,

to lay the groundwork for a satisfactory answer.
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‘Response to Working Party Paper I - '""What Is English?"

Opening Remarks by Douglas Barnes, Chairman:

The discussion papers .imply conceptual frameworks each of which
supplies ;. completely different answer té this question. But, upon reflection,
1 ﬁéedn't have wox.'ried; since this is pexh_aps our task, It is not to find a
single monolithic answer, but to find one map upon which 3._1_1; the directioxis
can be put. I take it that to a large extent, we tend, each of bus, to have a
map of English in the terms of our cwn concepts - prol-:a.bly‘ deriiring from
a specialist approach. And, on this fna.p, our particular intereét com:=s in
the centerl. If we a.ré asked to put in someone else's interest, it is liable to
fall sorﬁewhere in a corner. Whereas, if the other person.'s map has our
interest and attitude put upen it, that too will fall into a corner. Now I take
it that our main task' is to find some conceptual pattern whereby all of our
diiferent approaches may be placed upon the same map, and not the impossible
task uf coming tq an agreement between such a large number of different

| people. 1t is, I suppose, our first steps toward the kind of exchanges that

this map-makir;g will require that we are embarking upon now.

™

James Britton, Discussant:

Although I am not one for formalities, I feel there is a courtesy involved
in thanking Professor Kitzhaber for his paper, for the very determined way
in which he has struggled to open the question, or, perhaps, struggled to keep

the question open. It has been part of what I have done in reading his péper
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to pursue the lengthening shadow of his own special interest - such.as he has
quoted somebody as putfing it - to find what his stand himself would be upon
the topic that he is laying before us. And, I have n(‘) apology for the fact

that what will come out in the end from what I want to say wili be the lengthen-
ing shadow of somebody else's spelcial interest,

The problem is nc less than an attempt to identify, as stated by Professor
Kitzhaber in his paper, essential organizing pfinciples for English. His
method has been to examine the subject English itself within the terms of his
exrerience of it - English‘as it goes on in his experience. [ want to make my
first comment ;rery clearly that it seems to me English is itself an element
in a larger structure rba larger structure of edﬁca‘tipn. .I éaﬁ see no
possibility of defining -English, or, if that ir. putting it too strongly, I can see
no useful way of defining it without considering its place in the total structure.
English as a subject in the university is paralleled by psycholiﬁguistics. by
anthr‘opology. by biochemistry, by many other subjects which have their
resPectable place in the university curricula. B\;t until somebody-comes to
look at their possible contribution into a larger structure, their possible
place in the larger structure, one can say-nothing useful about them as
teaching subjects.

Professor Kitzhaber recognizes this fact on his first page. But, I
think, he sidesteps it by putting the blame on public ¢pinicn., In other
words, the edu'cator may have views about it, but public opinion allows those

views to come into practice. Now, it seems to me that public opinion can
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allow a course of action to take place or disallow 1t It can't justifonr refute
its value é.s education. F¥or this reason, I think the question may need
dividing. I don't want to come down sharp on this, .but I want to suggest that
possibly this question we are facing may have to be di\}idéd in the end. We
may have to ask, "What is English in the University?!' "What is English in
the schools?" I'll leave it at that at the moment, although obviously you
could subdivide there if you wanted to. Or, possibly even some other way
subdivide, '""What is English for the college-bound student? What is English
for the terminal student?'" I think anyone searching for a unifying organizing
principle would be very loath to aécept th_is division and would try to find
some formulations which subsumed the various kinds corresponding to those
. divisions, but they might have to give up in the end. I shbilld be very loath
to accept the second of those divisions and I think if we found ourselves
at a later stage in our discussions as a group proposing that, I should want to
bring strong arguments in favor of the first division, the university/school
rather than the division, the total career of those going to the University and
the career of thOSe_who are not. |

I hope I am not misreadiné between the lines_, but in trying to pursue this
lengthening shadow, it seems to me the underlying assumptions of Professor
Kitzhaber's paper suggest that English is:

1. a body of knowledge called grammar
2. a body of knowledge called liternture

3. the skills of communication
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This may be unfair to the paper. I may have put it much more sharply than
he would want to do, but there are a number of references to support mf
interpretation that he approves, to some éxtent, of whaF Hinsdale says -
Hinsdale is saying the first two of these - a body of knowledge calied grammar
and a body.of knowlédge called literature --and certainly Professor Kitzhaber
himself, in his final section, ;;efers to the skiils of communicatib_n as a .
possible unifying idea. I think I would suppose also that of these three, the
skills of communication perhaps are less important in Professo.r Kitzhaber's
view.

Ncw, there certainly exists a body of knowledge about Engligh language -
both a graz;xmatical body of knowledge and other kinds of linguisﬁc bodies of
knowledge. There also exists a body of knowledge psychologically speaking,
socioldgica.lly speaking, and anthropologically speaking. If we need to
consider these, we must look at the.ir educational claims 'per se, their
claims in their own rigﬁts to be a part of a child's schooling. Is there a
body of knowledge called literature? And, here I think, is a major question.
Certainly, there is a body of knowledge about literature - there is an
historical body of knowledge, there is a critical body of knowledge. [ would
gather from the papers, if not only from my colleagues from the United
Kingdom, that there would be a strong view to resist the idea thgt literature
it.self can be regarded as a body of knowledge. Those of us ’wﬁo have- tat_:ght
in schools, in’England anyway, have only to think of. the difference between

knowing Julius Caesar for an examination and whatever we may feel Julius

Caesar is meant for. They seem to be two quite different things.
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Third are the skiils of communication. Now, I.fe'el to formulate this
as the skills of communication is altogether to underestimate the importance
of language. In other words, there are respectahle t;bdies of facts a.m? theories
from sociologists and psychologists which ésté.blish the function of language
as something much more than is suggested by '"the skills of communication.

In bringing this element into the English syllabus, we have to take account

cf those more general facts about language. This is fully set out in James

-Moffet‘s paper that was sent to us reprinted from Haryard Educational
Review. The Newsome report which we brought copies of has made a strong
impression on teachers in England in recent years and one of its major
points is that it is indeed very difficult to separate the educational from the
social objectives.

In the latter part of the paper, Professor Kitzhaber goes on to ask
whether any part could be the unifying principle - the organizing central
princiéle. ‘I must say I thought his comments on the shortcomings and
pitfalls in common practice in attempting to put these into practice are
extremely helpful. What I think lies behind it in the end is what I might
call the Oregon Trident. We have in fact an idea of literiture as cultural

heritage, knowledge about language on humane grounds, and thirdly skills and
knowledge of rheforic. So that we have two '‘out there" compor;ents and a
third component which is partly a process, a.n‘ activity; a skill and partly
""out there." By '"out there,'" I mean that the question itself, ""What is

English?,'" is an "out there" question. It assumes that English is something -
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and it makes the very lafge a.ssgmptio_n that if we find out what it is, it follows
. that this is what the Engl.islh tgacher should be teaching. Now, this seems to
me to be a very big assumption for the setting of this paper and for the paper
“itself to make. The ;mswer is in consistent terms - in terms of "out there"
commodities. I strongly suggest thé.t in order to avoid reification we need to
rephrase the éuesti-bn and not say, '"What is English?," but é.sk more Silnpl};s
""What ought English teachers to be doing?" " What ought teachers of Enélish
in the univeréity, the school, etc., to be doing?"

On tha.f basis, I want to lengthen my own shadow, or ra.the1; the shadow
of my own special interest. I think we neiea first to ask, "What is the
function of language - the function of the motherfc'méue in educatioﬁ?" - and
i)utting it into its larger structure - its larger context, "What is the function
of the mother tongue in learning?'" What I am going to say now as b1-ieﬂy as 1
ge.m;will duplicate much of wha.t' has been said in papers a.lrea.c.iy, including
Frank Whitehead's paper; I think there is a necessary overlap. If you look
for the critéribn by which you défine English, th;n look for the criterion by
which you articulate the subject; y‘ou are bound to be looking for the same
thing. A good deal of what Frank Whitehead says, I might well have said in

- response to this problem that is facing us in Paper No. 2. Some of this
comes also into David Holbrook's comment and his quotation particularly
from Susanne Langer and some striking examples of it come from Douglas

Barnes' paper on drama. wWhat we want, it"'seems to me, is an operational

view of language - an operational view of the teaching of the mother tongue.
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Then, of course, it is open to you if you want to say "What is English?";
"Well, at least it is not an operational view in the teaching of the mother
tongue.'" Edward Sapir discovered, or rather formulated, this for us a long
while ago - about 1.930:- "It is best to admit that language is primarily a

vocal actualization of the tendency to. .see realities symbolically." Then, he
explains * this a page or two later in his book: '". . . actualization in terms .
of vocal expression of the tendency to master reality not by direct and ad hoc
handling of f-‘h:-xt element, but by the reduction of exp'erience to a familiar form."
Now, this is of the same stable as Susanne Langer's quotation David Holbrook
has used, it isbof the same stable as Cassirer's statement comparing ra:an o
the animals on the kasis of the fact that man has a third system shunted across
hi;; two systems. The anirﬁals have the effector an.d receptor systéms; man
has a third system, the symbolic system, shunted across the two. Crudeiy
and oversimplified, it all adds up to this: we use language to represent the
world ‘(and ourselves in the world) to ourselves and from then onwards, we

act in the real world by the light of, with the aid of, in the terms of that
representation. Well, if we represeunt the world to ourselves in language

and then operate in accordance with that representation there are two kinds of
activity open to lus. One, we may do jusf that - we may operate in the realv
world by means of representation. Secondly, this is a point that [ think has
been missed, we may also act directly upon the representation itself. We
may improvise upon the picture of the world we built up from experience in

all kinds of ways and to suit all kinds of purposes - and we habitually do. I

ERIC
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should like to establisﬁ a distiﬁction between the two sifuations as far as the
use of language is concerned, saying that we can use language to operate
in the real woﬂd - céll that the role of participant - and we can also act
directly upon the representation in language - call that the role of spectator.'
It seems to me that this ié a fundamental distinction of use in oﬁr discussion.
We have seen it confused - the small child who goes to the school's matinee -
and calls out, "Look out guvner, he's behind ya,'" is not able to save the hero.
It is in the nature of the distiﬁction that he is using’participant language in a
situation which is -a spectator situation. By saying spectator, [ do not mean
uninvolved or not participating in the world's affairs and the distinction of
participant is somebody who is particj.pa.ting in the woz;ld's affairs and getting<
things done. So we use language-in these two roles and in both of them we are
structuring or we are shaping experience. I used the word structuring and
David Holbrook didn't like {t, but I still want to use it. You can call structur-
ing experience, jargon if you like - but on the other hand, it iz of great value
in this sense that if you look up "'structure' in the Oxford dictionary, you will
find that it has, aé a noun, two sez;zses: one, the shape that we find that
is there é.nd that we perceive; and two, the shape that we have given to
something. Put both of those into the verb - and I want to suggest that in using
language to shape experience W are not only finding shape, but that we are
giving shape. And, to distinguish the two is very difficult.

Wé learn from experience, but not the meaningless flux of sense
impressions. We learn from experience as it is structured - as it is shaped.

And, the primary means of shaping experience is language - our own language
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and other people's language. The best example, I think, of this is to think

of the young child whose curiosity goes in all directions and whose curiosity
in all directions is served by his speech, then comes to school. Now, Frank
Whitehea.'d suggests that at school we prima.ril.y want to improve 1_:he efficiency
of the child's use of his rhothér tongue. Yes, I want to go a step further and
say ""Yes'" emphatically to that. But, more than that, learning lies in the
a.cvtua.l 6peration o.f‘ language. So we are not simply concerned to improve the
efficie.ncy of the process, we are concerned to use the process at whatever
stage of gfficiency he 'ma.y be at. By that I don't mean that we resign
responsibility to improving efficigncy. but the substantive thing i; the use of
the iangua.ge to learn, whatever its state of efficiency may be. And, that is
what I was meaning by an operational view of la.ngua..ge. A simple example:
whenever a student writes e‘ffective_]'.y, he does two things.l He copes with .
experience he has been writing about by shaping it in words and the writipg
may be the act of perceiving the shape of experience - not the evidence that

it has been perceived, but the act of perceiving it. Whenever a student
writes successfully he shapes the experience and he also gets. a bit better

at doing so next time. Whenever he successfully reads something which has
tested his ability, strains his ability, he ha.s. coped with. experience with the
assistance of the author. He has shaped experience - entered into and altered
and sha;ped experienée - and has a.lso. improved his skill, his ability to read
Gifficult passages. Now, we have consistently given ocur a.tténtion to the second

of these and ignored the first of these. That is what [ mean by the substantive



ALl ‘ 10

operationél value of language in learning. We confuse it in our word ''practice’
‘which we can use with two meanings. By practice, I want to mean operations
and not dummy runs.

So, for us there are two problems, it seems to me. One is how to
improve language proficiency and the second is how, on what, and where
should language operate. Lt me take the more orthodox of these questions
first., How ‘to improve the language proficiency of a ;::hild? Well, I believe -
and it is clear from many of the other papers that we have been reading - that
we learn to write by writing, learn to speak by speaking, etc., etc. But;
we have to ask after that, ""To what extent does language study aid practice?"
This is a major questiofl. I don't think it can be settled by discussion but I
think knowledge of any research there may be and also the commissioning of
further research is probably essential ir: order to get an answer to this
question. To what extent can the study of language aid in its operation?
Gleason's formulation at the end of Professor Kitzhaber's paper seémed to me
to be a good formulation of these two particular points - the practice of
language and the guestioﬁ of the study of 1anéuage aiding in its practice in one
way or another., Obviously grammatical study is intended here, but not :he
only one considered by Gleason.,

Secondly then, the lattér; the unorthodox question, "On what should
language operate - in wha'F areaé of experience?" Here I am treading on
very difficult ground, I know, but let me return to the small child whose
curiosity goes in all directions, who goes to school where socially acquired

. ‘;"
areas of knowledge and concern are carved out of his curiosity and pursued
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in different parts of the curriculum. In his science lessons, history lessons,.
geography. le.ssons certain areas of his curiosity continue to be explored with
the aid of language. I know that science is more than a body of scientific
facts, but let us begin with it as a body of scientific facts which leads to .the
systems which lead to phil osophies in the end, etc. What about English
lessons then? I think there is a clue to the area of operations in English
lessons in what actually goes on in English lessons in England. On both

sides of the.Atla.ntic the two major emphases, I would say, have been upon
literature, and upo‘n writing - creative writing, personal v’vr.iting, whatever

" you like to call it, These are not answers. It seems to me that these are
clues to where the answer might lie. [ suggest that the area in which
'la.ngua.ge operates in English lessons is that of personal experiencé, in other
words, relations with other people, the identity of the individual - the relation
between the ego and the environment, however ycu like to phrase it. Personal
experience is a very difficult term to use, but if you consider that to be a
vhuma.n person, fou have a feeling concomitant in your experience and that

the socially derived bodies of fact, etc. are concerned primarily to

exclude that - not from their processes, but f1;om t;heir end results - thenl
think you can see that personal experience has a quality which is not to be
found in other areas. This seems to me to be the area of operations for
language in English lessons. We could dig out of thi; area socially derived

bodies of public fact - sociologists do so and psychologists do so and

anthropologists do so, and so on, For the moment, we don't: do very much
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of this in schools; we operate by another method. We operate by what I
call the spectator role, not the participant role. In other words, we

use literature. After all the themes of literature are fhe human themes;
they are the relationships between man and his.environment; and not every

type of relationship, but only the relationships in which the human quality or

' the emotional relationship is a part of what is afoot. Just very briefly on

that. The importance of this area isn't simply its intrinsic importance,

but this is also the area in which, in fact, all knowledge must come together
for the individual. It is, in fact, the integrating area for all pubiic knowledge.
My mother used to make jam tarts and she used to roll out the pastry and I
remembexr this very well - I can still feel what it is like to do it, although I
have never done it since. She used to roll out the pastry and then she took a
glass and cut out a jam tart, then cut out another jam tart. Well we have cut
out geogra'phy. and we have cut out history, ax;l-\;;e have cut out science.

What do we cut out for English? I suggest we don't. I suggeét that is what

is left. That is the rest of it.

Summary
One, we learn language by using it. By that I mean operations and not
dummy runs. Two', we learn to live by using language. I would like to defend
myself against the progressive labels, or should I say the criticisms
Professor Kitzhaber very rig}’n’tly&a:gtaches to some results of progressive
education. By learning to live, I do';i't mean learning to v's< a telephone; I

might mean learning to write a sonata or a novel or govern a country. By
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using language we learn to live. Thirdly, in English lessons the area of
operations is that of personal experience; and that is the nearest I can go to
finding a substance which I would call, "This is English." In other words,
ifI iook for the substance of the teaching of English, this is where I would
find it, in my view. Fourthly, insofar as study of language aids the practice
anywhere in the curriculum, not simply in the area of English concerns,
that also is the responsibility of the English teacher.

What I have omitted is a part answer to thé question that I thought we
might have to frame. I have not faced up to the obvioﬁs bifurcations of this
study which will necessarily take place as it gets more advanced. I mean
there is clearly an intrinsic value in the study of language at university level.
We must ask whether if has intrinsic value also at an earlier state in
education. Again, how far at university level will literature be a specialized
historical or critical study and will it in any resiaects be a continuation of the
process I have described in referring to sqhools - the structuring of personal
experience as a means of learning to live.

Finaily, on this vexed que‘stion of articulation 6f the subject, experience
is cumulative and growth is sequential; we have %o face the possibility that
we may not be able to go further than that. Perhaps we can only program
- to provide the circumstances most favorable to the experiences and the growth
of individuals and of groups.

In facing such a possibility, we may be helped by a remark made by

George Keily when he lectured in London recently:



Man does not always think logically. Some take this as
a serious misfortune. But I doubt that it is. If there is a
misfortune, I think it rnore likely resides in the fact that, so
far, the canons of logic have failed to capture all the ingenuities
of man, and, perhaps also in the fact that so many men have
abandoned their ingenuities in order to think ''logically' and
irresponsibly. For each of us the exercise of ingenuity leads
him directly to a confrontation with his personal responsibility
for what happens. But, of course, he can avoid the distressing
confrontation if through conformity to rules, he can make it
appear that he has displaced the responsibility to the natural
order of the universe.

14



Reading Aloud

AThe teacher si‘xould reack a confidence and competence in reading aloud for

thése reasons:

1. Good reading aloud is essential for '"getting into'' a poem or passage of
i)rose. With many poems, good reading aloud is all that is needed in the
way of classroom treatment; with others, discussion by students of
various readings-alpud is sufficient elucidation.

2. Reading aloud by the ‘tea,cher of good literature is an excellent practice
in all primary and secondary programmes. (Normally ihere will be no
comment; the British Broadcasting Corporation schools programs have
for years set an admirable example here, presenting good passages of
prose and verse withcut any introduction or criticism. ) Such reading
is go;)d in itself, and needs no further justification; it provides ‘experience
wo.rth having.

It is also a most effec‘tive‘way of "advertising' a good book or author.
Any teacher kr_nows that the reading of an #ttractive passage i)rompts an
immediate demand for the book. In drawing up his plan of readings the
teacher ;hould try to make sure that the books are readily available in

classroom or other library.




Report to the Seminar

The working party accepts that its‘task is as defined by Albert Kitzhaber
in Working Paper One, that of finding organizing principles for "English," by
which we mean not English the language, but English the means of nearly all
education, and--more particuiarly--English the séhool subject., Since we wish
to stress the operational aspect of Fnglish as "language in use" we have ac-
cepted Jamez Britton's suggestion (in his response to Working Paper One) that
the question be reframed as "What should the English teacher do?" First we
answer this in‘general and inclusive terms, and then indicate distinctions and
choices within the field thus bounded. (This repoft, which has been accepted_
by all members of the group, is supported by seven papers which express more

individual opinions about aspects of our subject.)

English: An Inclusive Framework

1. English as Operation

The English'teachef should engage his pupils in activities which:
a) enable the pupil‘through language to rspresent fnternally those
experiences which are of moment to him; and
b) improve his mastery of the language.
'Man& of these aétivities fall within toth (a) apd (b), siﬂce it seems a

‘reasonable hypothesis that pupils will most improve their mastery of language_

when they are using language for purposes that are important to tbhem. There



will be times when the teacher organizes classroom activities in terms of the
pupils' immediate concerns in living, with“no consideration of what particular
language learning is involved; he may wish at other times to organize activi-
ties in terms of his conception of the language usas fo be mastered, (It w}ll
be clear that we have deliherately avoided using the terms (a) “content” and
(b) "skills" in this formulation; our reasons for this are laid out (a) in
supporting Paper One, and (b) in the last section of this report.)

We have so far put our emphasis upon the operational aspects of English,
yet the pupil as he reaches the stage of (in Piaget's terms) formal operations
- should be capable of conceptualizing his awareness of language,_should be able
to use language about language. It is our intention to distinguish between
knowledge about language which contributes to the mastery of language (and
.which can therefore be subsumed to category l.b.) and the study of language
asS an end in itself. (We acknoﬁledge that we have at the moment little ob-
jective evidence of what kinds of conceptual instruments do contribute to the
mastery of language at each state of the pupil's development. We would,‘ |
however, hesitate to introduce extensive direct conceptualisation about lan-

guage before the upper grades of secondary school.)

2. English as the Objective Study of Language

Within this category we suggest three levels of study apbropriate to
different purposes:

i. Language as a liberal study.

ii. Language as a professional study (for teachers).

iii, Language as a scholarly étudy.



The liberal study of language would stand amongst other studies of a
socio~scientific nature as an option in the higher grades of High School or
in the Sixth Form. Its purpose would be to free the student from disabling
misconceptions about language by giving him some of the tools of linguistic
thought, rather than to take him through exhaustive study of grammar. (See
Frank Whitehead's paper‘ou linguistics.) The other levéls of study would be
appropriate to college and university.

Furthermore we suggest that similar distinctions may be made within
other objective studies of linguistic behaviour, including the rbetoric of
spoken and written discourse, and literary critical theory (as distinguished

from the discriminating reading of literature). (See Supporting Paper Two.)

3. English as a Medium in fhe Study of Other Subjects

In the primary/elementary school this distinction hardly éxists, since
siich activities are continuous with the language activities in category 1.

In the secondary school, however, such instrumental uses of English are defined
by the fact’ that the teacher sees himself as a teacher of History or of
Chemistry, not of English,

We would apportion the responsibility for this area of English in this
way: although the specifically English Subject activities may be seen as
supplying a reservoir of verbal resources, the specialisation of language into
the register of such a subject as éhemistrx is so intimately bound up ﬁith
the specific materials and operations of that subjeét that ihe two muét be
taught togetﬁer. (It is part of the central responsibility of the English
teacher to take pupils to éhe stage where they can benefit from such teaching;

beyond that the language is the subject teacher's responsibility.)




- Some Implications of this Framework
Category' 1.a. *

When we look at category 1. from the point of‘view of (a), that is, the
relationship'of the activities to the persdnal needs of the pupils, there
appear to bebtwo significant dimensions, "Areas of Experience" and "Situa-
tions."

Areas of Experience

Cur definiZion in category l,a. that the English activities are '"to enable
the pupil through language to represent internally those experiences that are
of moment to him" implies that much of che talking, listéning,'writing, and
reading is to he foéussed-—at least initially--upon personal experience, and
that when an English lesson is at first sight concerned with matters within
another discipline (such as Civics) the orientation is towards language as
enabling the pupil to explore his-own reaction and attitudq to the topic,
rather than towards objective study, We have included here the reading of
literature since we see it as operaticnal, in tiiat each reader must himself
recreate what he reads. We wish to reject the idea of literature as a content
which can be "handed over" to the pupils, and to emphasize instead the idea
of literature as contributinog to the sensitivity and responsibility with
which they live tirough language,

If the area of éxperience dealt with is to be of importance to the pupils
it must not be chosen by the teacher without reference to the pupils; this
is not to say that a good teacher cannot create interest in unexpected areas,
but that 'much of the development of the topic should be shared by teacher and

class during the progress of the classroom comversation and that when the



class works in small groups or individually an increased degree of self-
determination is possible--and beneficial, in that it ensures that each pupil
engages in linguistic activities that are meaningful to him. (See Supporting
Paper Four.) '

Situations

The idea of a developing classroom conversation is linked in important
ways with the idea of the classroom as context of situation for talking (see
Appendix Two), reading, and writing. The audiences for talking and writing
in the classroom are three--the teacher; the other pupils (in grcups of
varying size); and the larger school community--and since the audience both
provides much of the incentive for language use, and in part determines the
register to be used, it behooves the teacher to ensure: (1) that the pupil
understands who his audience is on any one occasion, and (2) that appropriate
‘means of publication are available, (This is not to deny the right of the
pupil who is writing for himself--see Supporting Paper Four--to keep his
writing private.) And while the pupils may be asked to conjure up other
audiences, the teacher shouid keep in mind the artificiality of such exer-
cises: the pupils are still in fact writipg for him.

The classroom as context and incentive for language has another charac-
teristic: it should providé a relatively permissive atmosphere, free from
heavy adult censoricusness either of the attitudes expressed or the means
. used. -‘Any criticism of spoken or written techniques musf be introduced very
delicately; criticism is in any case an inefficient teaching method because

it is after the fact (see James Moffett: Drama: What is Happening,p. 52).




The tacit presentation of élternatives is preferable, If the pupil has
spoken or written because he has something urgent to say, he has a right to

expect from his audience a reply to what he has said. Discussion of how he

said or wrote it should be subordinated to this, and in any case would be
more effective as part of the productive ac£ivity itself. (See Supporting
Paper Three,)

This leads to the third characteristic of fhe classroom, seen both as
context of situation, and as a developing conversation in that context., As
language is the symbolic instrument by which men can collaliorate in working
upon their internal representations of the universe which thus become both
individuel and social (as the instrument itselif is social, that is, shared)
so it is wrong to see language learning as progreszing oily in the iso}ated
pupil. A class of pupils and thgir teache - who are using language to explore
their common universe can be regarded as a language comnunity in which they
are all learnirg together as they develop a classroom dialogue which can in
part be internalised by each pupil. (This dialogue is dramatic in é'sense
which has beeﬁ explored ih the report of the Study Group onlDrama.) This
suggests that there are significant relationships between the classﬁ(and

smaller group) talk and the solo language productidns. (See Appendix III:

-92 Reading Aloud, and James Moffett: Drama: What is Béppenigg. pgs. 17-20.)

(It is perhaps here appropriate to .iote that we envisage that this class~
room talk would not necessarily be in a homogeneouz dialect: we see advan-

~ tages in a multi-lingual school community,}



Category 1.b.

Wheﬁ we look at category 1. from the point of view of (b);.the mastery
of-language, we may find it necessary to structure the concept ''mastery" in
terms of various skills and abilities, While it is necessary to do this in
order to eﬁsure that at each stage the pﬁpil has béen provided with those
language abilities that will enable him to pass on to the next siage of edu-
cation, many of us fear that such theoretical differentiation may improperly
influence practice, and destrpy what we value as the unity in thevclassroom

of activities which zre here described as diverse. (Supporting Paper Five,

_Bifurcation or Contimuity, suggests alternative ways of organising courses

for older students; and in Supporting Paper Six, Inclusion and Exclusion,
two members of the group give a sample version of English mainly in terms

of the relevant skills, Appendix One, Speech is Civilisaticn, describes the

role of speech in society, and Appendix Four Exercises and Circumstantial

Learning sets out a case against exeré;ses.) We recognise, moreover, that
the teaching of the basic reading and writing skills are part--but only part--
of the primary school teacher's lanéuage responsibilities, ﬁutnhold that as
the pupil becomes more cdmpetgnt these change into soﬁething more than skills,
and requi;e methods of teaching which focus more’ubon area of experience and
situation than upon separable skills, The English teaphqi has the responsi-~
bility of fosfering both intensive reading (with close.éttention to the
pupil's precise responsé to the language) and exteﬁsive reading, The teaching
of spelling should for the English teacher be no more than am ingidpntal

accompaniment to hié work, just as it is for any other subject teacher. The



very fact that when we use the concept "skills" it is easier to be precise
about such peripheral matters as spelling, penmanship, and methods of voice
than to be precise about talking, reading, and wrifing warns us of the rela-
tive'inéppropriateness of the concept to the task of describing the English
teacher's work, |

The concept ‘content" which is often put parallel with ‘''skills" 1leads

to difficulties which are examined at length in Supporting Paper One,'ProceSE,

Knowledge, and the English Program, That paper end: by displaying the impli-
cations of choosing to organise the English curriculum either in terms-of‘areas
of experience.or of bodies of knowledge. The categories upoh which this paper
is baéed constitute an attempt to define the curriculum in teraus both of areas
of experience éndu—as % more generally acceptfable substitute for either "'skills"
or "content'--of mastery of the language. . Thus we have regarded the skills

as aspects of mastery, and have separated that content which makés for mastery

from that content which is an end in itself.



Appendix I

Speech Is Civilization

Speech is central to man's relations with his fellowmen. Like many
truths, this one is commonly taken for granted without realizing all of its
implications., On ;he figurative level let Thomas Mann suggest them in The
Mgglg Mouhtain: "Speech is civilization itse'f. The word, even the most con-

' In a more

tradictory word, preserves contact-~it is silence which isolétes.'
practical level the implications are clear in a well-known study of adminis-
trators and‘supervisors who spent their communicative time on the job this way:
reading took up 16 percent, writing 9 percent, listening 45 percent, and speak-.
ing 30 percent. (A fair guess would be that their school and college training
had been in reverse proportions,)

Man cannot avoid being a communicator, As a human being he has learned
that the critical point in resolving misunderstanding and in strengthening
.human relationsﬁips is that point at which we talk with one apother. As a
professional perso@.he need?\&o transmit information clearly und effectively,

A
and to express Judgements and jﬁstify them, inseparably linking the processes
B ‘ N .

LY

of thinking and communicating. And‘s§ a participating citizen ih a democracy

he recognizes that intelligent public dfkeussion is the first step in the

. 4
" management of public business. ﬂThg one indiv}sible element in society is the

-

. A
individual,  and it ig¢ through communication that.individuals join together to
sustain or shatter society. 1In short, speech proviées the social force by
' N
means of which man interprets, controls, modifies, or adapts to his environ-

ment .



Appendix II

Talk_or the Classroom Conversation

Throughout this report "talkingﬁ is used ims tead ct 'speaking' secause

_ the latter (at least in the U,K.) is often used to refer to formal and public
oral discourée, and we wish to imply that the classroom conversation should
include the whole of fhg continuum‘from intimaté exchanges between two friends
through formal oral réports to the teacher and class._ This will require of the
teacher =a fléxibility in the grouping of the pupils as they go-about their work,
and an avoidance of setting.up a standard "schoolmarm speech” that will inhibit
-the pupils from responding io the demands of the various groups in which they
find themselves. The classroom thﬁs beqpmes not a special situation set up as‘
it were "outside life" in order to "learn ahout" life, but a real situation in
which pupils and teachers glike are using language to live with., As James
Britton said in- his response tOVWOrking Paper One: "I méan operations and not
dummy runs."

(Of course the classroom sitﬁation is alway; real to the pupils:. it is
difficult if not impossible to set up an "exercise' situation without the pupils
transposing into it whateﬁén’is the norm of classroom usage and the norm of
classroom relationships. Aﬁd it is probably from these last two that they are
forming their linguistic expectations~~from which they are legrning—-énd not from
. the exercises,)

All that has been said ir: the sections of this report headed "Areas of
Expérience" and "Situations" applies especially to talk. The matter is also

dealt with in D, Barnes's Study Group Paper on Drama, pp. 1-2. It is also



relevant that the Dréma Study Group hés féﬁnd it valuable to look.at'the
linguistic activities bf_the.ﬁpglish classroom iu terms of a dramatic
interplay. | | “

(As a general cqmment on the reluctance of many teachers to realise the
importance of the classrooﬁdéaﬁGE}sation as a means of learning and discovery,
it may be worth pointing out that we ourselves have relied upon talk, laced with
writing, in our attempt to arrive at new cpncepts concerning the teaching of

English.)




Appendix IIIX

Reading Aloud

The teacher should reach a coufidence and competence in reading aloud

for these,reasoné: |

1. Good reading aloud is essential for "gettiné into" a poem or passage of
prose, With manj poems, good reading aloud is all that is needed in the
way of classroom treatment; with others, discussion by students of various
readings -aloud is sufficient elucidation,

2. Reading alqud by the teacher of good literature is an excellent practice in
ali primary and secondary programmes. (Normallthhere wili be no comment;
the British Broadcasting Corpofation schoois programs have for &ears set an
admi?able example here, presenting good passages of prose an§ verse without
any introduction or criticism.) Such reading is good in itself, znd needs
no further justification; it proviaes experience worth having.

It is also a most :ffective way of "advertising'" a good book or
author., Any teacher knows that the reading of an attractive passage
prompts an immediate demand for the book. In drawing up his plan of
readings the teacher should try to make sure that the books are readily

available in classroom or other library,




Appendix IV~

ExeréiSes and Circumstantial Learning

A teacher may, for example, want to have children practice sentence
development or expansion, to the end that they will habitually write what
" are called mature units of expression. This is a plausible end: of course
students should be able to say all fhat they want or need to say. But if, as we
are now told by linguists, a child of five has.ﬁinternalized" all the basic
structures of the language, presumably without direct and organized practice,
we wonder if it cannot be sgpposed that he might, in the proper circumstances,
similarly ”internaiize“ at least some of the operations by which relatively
simple statements are changed'into relatively complex ones. Obviously, such
a supposition has important implications for cléssroom managemént and teacher
behavior. We mention only one, however, and that because of its extreme
importance. We have been told that sentence expansion exercises are necessary
if only because of the "non-expanded' sentences that children meet in their
readers. The comment of course recognizes the point we are making about
"circumstantial learning." And we could add only that teaching by exercises
seems to us, too, a poor 2xchange. We urge that teachers (and publishers
alsc) keep in mind the child's need for rich, varied, and stimulating reading
materials, Similarly, and for the same reason, we urge that teachers have
it always in mindrto make the classroom conversation as full and rich as
possible,

We will say categorically that the time given to exercise activities
in the primary school shoulcd be very small, It may be increased in the upper
grades and in secondary schogl when, in individual Eases, it may seem to be

helpful.



Supporting Paper One

Process, Knowledge, and the English Program

How far is "a body of knowledge' a satisfactory description of what the
educated child should take away with him?

In attempting to cbnsider this we looked at knoﬁledge in use in moment
to'mdment_experience. Past experience is available to us, in the form of
knowledge or in other forms, as we'make judgments, choices,'decisions in
moment by moment living. What organization has made it available?

We suggest that one form of organization of past experience provides the
individual with bodies of fagts, gets of ideas. This is a cognitive organi-
zation. Viewed from the aspect of moment by moment living, the bodies of

knowledge are bodies of expectations or framesof reference.

Vhereas in actual behavior there must always be "'feeling' present when
there 1is "knowiné," it seems probably that the feeling aspects of experience
are organized in a different yey from knowledge, and.result, therefore, in
"affective,' as distinct from "éognitive" frames of reference. In fact the
bulilding of a cognitive framc of reference probably involves the progressive
elimination of affective elements (which will tend to bear the color of our

wishes about the world). Nevertheless any mgntal process, any use of the
frames of referance, will be both cognitive and affective in operation,

A subject or a discipline, geography or history for example, we would
regard as a cognitive fram;of reference. We suggest that affective frames of

reference are a major influence upon our relations with other people. And

"common sense" seems likely to be, in these terms, frcmes of reference of a



paitly affective and partly cbgnitive nature. Taking a crude example, if we
walk into a room, find ﬁeople in it and engage in conversation with them:
our response to what is happening in the room may be predominantly in the
realm of feeling, anq whatever organization our expectation may have in thié
field will probably seem of a very differen: kind from that which constitutes

T

the "body of knowledge" or "set of ideas" we bring to bear when someone asks
us a factual question or engages us in discussion. Again, if the discussion
is in a historical field, a‘historian will be referring to a highly organized
cognitive frame of reference, whereas a_non-histbrian may refer to what we

call "common sense,"

a frame of reference part affective, part cognitive.
Finally, it seems to us that affective organization is dominant in a work of
11* _ature and it is therefore affective framesof refereuce that we bring to
bear as final arbiter when we engage with a poém, a story, etc.

As children talk, write, read in English lessons they are-structuring
experience, that is.to say they are developing cognitive and affective frames
of reference. (Bodies of knowledge-—abbut lifé, about literature, about lanf
guage and its uses~-are therefore one of the end products. We may regard these
bodies of knowledge as the "content" of the subj:zct English though such a
view would nqt satisfy us all.)

A curriculum in English might be envisaged in terms of areas of experience
in which the language-structuring-experience process would operate; or in

terms of the frames of reference (including the bodies of knowledge) which

it is hoped will result from such a process. In either case we suggest the
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following criteria of selection would apply:
1) Variety.
2) Kinds of experience (crude examples: being a saviour, being alore,
being rejected; home, growing up, leaving home).

'3) Points of view, perspectives on life.

| 4) NKeeds and capacities of individual cﬁildren.
5) Needs and capacities of the group as a group.

If we see the curriculum in terms of areas of experience, the resulting

1"t

bodies of knowleige may "have gaps in them," but because of the stress upon
process and the child's expanding perception of the world, it may leave the
"child with the capacity to fiil these gapé for himself. If we see the curricu-
lum in terms of the knowledge (etc.), we shall plan to avoid these gaps, but

may fail to develop the chilé's personal capacity to operate languwager as a
means of exténding his own knowledge (etc.). Requirements (4) and kS) above
would be more difficult to satisfy in a curriculum planned in terms of knoWledge
(etc.). Problems set up by a mobile population might, as things work out in

a fallible.syétem, be better tackled by planning for oper;tions than by planniﬁg
for content.

The success of eithgr approach depends upon intelligent and sensitive
teachers who know their children and the kinds of expérience they are capable
of, In the opergtional approach an‘insensitive teacher may underastimate.the
capacities of his children; the content approach may encourage an insensitive

teacher to deal with the forms and neglect the essence. The content approach

limits the choices open to the teacher, reduces his responsibility--which many

of us would feel was not so undesirable.



Supporting Paper Two

Language as an Intellectual Study

We hava agreed that the teacher of English engages his pupils in activities
(1) which enable them to use language for "here and now" experiences; (2) which
' improve theirvmastery of 1anguége; {3) which provide for the intellectual study
of discrete aspects of lapguage and literaﬁure.
For the most part, we see the intelléétual study of special aspects of
languagelprimarily emﬁhésized_in college and uﬁiversity courées for teachers
and for graduate speéialists. At these levels intellectual study becomes a
\‘i?eparate "discipline" in itself--in literary criticism, critical theory, literary
history, rhetoric, linguistic geography, grammar, etc.
We believe that teachers require some preparation in these various areas
of specialization as well as in areas defined under (1) and (2) above.
We are concerned, however, about the extent to which the study of language,
"for its own sake,” may be justified in the school. We believe that the English
programs for all students through elementary and secondary years should concen--
trate on areas (1) and (2) above, Fof some studehts, perhaps not for all, some
direct study of certain specialized areas of English may be desirable.
We do not believe there is need for the direct study oy literary criticism,
literary history, or critical theory in the elementary and secondary school.
(Thus we reject coursesjlike "The History of American Literature,” "English

Literature," "

World Literature,” which are patterned on college models.)
On the other hand, we readily admit that to understand a literary work and

to approach the experience that it offers, a student may very often need ex-

trinsic information about, for examplé, the historical or cultural .setting in




which a work was written, or.about the life, ithe thought, the sensibility of its
author, The teacher should be able to judge how much such information is, in
fact, necessary in any given case, considering the particular neerds of the
students in front of him. It follows, therefore, that his educa?’ion should,
first, train him to make such Judgﬁents and, second, equip him with the infor-
mation to frame and support his teaching. _ ’

Similarly in the language,énd rhetorical areas the teacher, who himself
should have some understanding of at least two systems éf grammatical analysis
(if only to free him from a conception of a single grammar) would normally ure
elements from his own understanding of English grammar to assist the pup;l in
achieving méstery of language, but would not generally”b§ésent his knowledge as
something for students to learn systematically. Here it may be well to be
specific. We believe fhat some tactfully presented inforhation about, fbr
example, thz history of English or the dialectal and stylistic varieties in
English may be éf direct aid to students who are developing or strengthening
their ability to use words in general or public communicatiors. Such informa-
tion wi}l enrich and refine a child's attitudes to@ard language and should,
therefore, increasehis ability to make contact with people of various sorts,

Some of ws kelieve, however, that a place may remain for ééudying some
aspects of language or fhetoric as an intellectual study, ''as humane study,"
"for its own sake." If this is done, the teacher must avoid the témptation to
introduce the direct study of all dimensions of language which he has pursued
in his own collegiate study, the priorities for other important experiences in

English classes dione being such as to prevent this concentration.




The teacher who introduces thé direct study of language ''for its own
sake. . . as humanistic study” must recognize further the responsibility which
this purpose 1mp§se§ upon him and must organize his study so that it indeed
will be humanistic. - Insofar as grammar is concerned, thi# seems to mean that
pupils wéuld study grammar in an organized, consistent body of informatiqn,
so that they may gain some genuine understanding of the grammatical system
itself, rather than merely study a series of isolated, often unrelated gén—
eralizations. Isolated study of elements of grammar spread over several school
years, however systematic the total curriculum may be, seems unlikely to lead
young people to any perception of the system. Rather the teaching of grammar
for this purpose would seem to point toward a concentfated study--a special
course or perhaps an extended unit a%f an advanced level. (One suggestion at
the junior or senior year might ve a twice week1y study bf grammar directed
by a speqiélist teacher, paired with General English classes méeting the re-
maining two days.) Such study we believe is best and most appropriate for

" advanced levels of schooling,




Supporting Paper Three

What is Teachable in Composition and How

This paper is a sort of comment on or retort to a passage in James B.

McCrimmon’s Writing with a Purpose, a textbook which for more than fifteen

years has been one of the most popular of those'desiggfd,fqr the coursel that
is known in the U,S, as Freshman Composition, The‘paﬁularity'of thg book is
‘quite'deserved, though not, I think, becauge cf the ideas--both thosg set forth
and those implied~-in the pages to which I refer. In them McCrimmon discusses
and judges a thems written by a freshman at the University of Illinois; ﬁséign—
ment, baper,'and comment all quite typical, and it is the consequences of the
teaching method there illustrated that I want to consider. Starting in this
fashion; by éommenting on a comment on writing in a book on writing, I may seem
to be insufficiently interested in or aware of students as human beings? or
even as language-possessing animals. But if the U.K, has its external examina-
tions, the U.S. has its Freshman Compoéition. And my circuitous approach may,
I hope, allow-me to say some useful general things about teaching composition
by means of these rather specific comments on freshman compositien,
* K K Kk K

In American colleges and universities the freshman course in English is
found in two forms, In a number of private institutions the focus of the course
is on literature (ecr, more precisely, on the analysis of literary texts), and
the students' writing.experiences are limited to papers of literary anaiysis.
This kind ol course is often conceived as introductory to advanced work in the
English department. But it may even so be required of all freshmen Qhatever

their imuediate interests or probably major fields of study. Hence it is



nearly always said to have as one of its purposes tbat of lmproving the stuf
dent's use of English. In some cafes;-my own university, for example--an
accommodatibn to.this purpose, thch is the ore in which all freshman English
originates, hés 5éen attémpted by devoting'the first part of the course to
discussion of general writing problems, by way of paper:topics or forms that
allow students to draw on their own stock of material. But the compromise

is ainost always an uneasy one, and the turn to literature is made as speedily
as possible. |

The“mdre typical form of the freshman course is one in which students
writeF"papers" on a variety of subjécts and in a variety of modes. TTﬁe sylla-
bus of the coufse?génerally suggests beginning with a "grammar review'--that is,
a brush up on definitions of the parts of speeck and on sentence analysis.
Along with this study there may be a series of paper assigments on relatively
personal and anecdotal topics, presumably also as a reyiew. Later tﬁe students
will be moved into college writing, more or less impersonal (not to say de-
personalized) exercises in exposition and, finally, argumentation. The climax
is often a "research paper.” It is argued that by such assignments students
are taught to think and also are given practice in collegiate levél writing.
Bﬁt in practice, the papers are littleé more than means of testing the students'
command of the mechanics of the writtén language. /

Since decency and decorum are the defining properties of improved use of
English, a main teaching tool of this course is the "handbook.” Originated by
Edwin Woolley in 1907, the handbook is a compendium of rules of grammar and
style, presumably intended‘ps é handy reference for students when writing, but

in reality used, if at all, only when correcting is going on, if any is required.



About twenty-five or thirty years after Voolley the handbooks were augmented
by discussions of topics like ""Finding a Subject," "Narrowing a Subject,” and
"Organizing. a Paper'--in other words, by topics touching on the composition as
well as the proofreading of papers. Sometimes this more or less rhetorical
material supplements the handbook pages of ruler; sometimes (as in McCrimmon)
the handbook is presented as a kind of appendix to relatively lengthy chapters
on rhetorie. It is a perhaps odd fact that this sort of book will be required
even in the freshman course that has literature as its staple, but even in
general composition courses its value may be more apparent than real.

A book of "readings" is an important part of the composition course, since
it 1s supposed (and with some justification) that most American students do not
arrive at college stocked with ideas and materials to make their papers in-
teresting to their instructors., The nature or subject matter of the readings
has changed from time to time in response to changes in the educational or
political notions among English teachers, In the Tﬁenties and early Thirties
rather classic essays from Bacon to Ruckin, T ,H, Huxley, or even Percy Lubbock
were the fashion, 1In the later Thirties and the Forties students were reading
more contemporary and often journalistic pieces by such as Lippmann, H;ygpins,
and H,S, Commager. The word democracy kept turning up in titles, Then’some-
time in the late Forties or early Fifties interest shifted to the rather
longer problems that in this country are associated with liberal education or
the western or humanistic tradition. At the mowuzent, it looks like the next
shift in the market will be téward collections of essays on rhetoric and, in
some cases, logic, which have the undoubted (and, surpriéinﬁly) till now undis~

covered) advantage of appealing to the taste for the ancient and the literary



refiected ﬁore'or less uniformly among those who are helping young people
"express themselves in writing.”. It is conceivable that collections of read-
-ings will stock students with academically acceptable ideas. I am unable to
see‘how essays running from, perhaps, fifteen hundred words to five thousand
words offer useful models to writers who are practicing with "papers' or
"themes" most of which are under a thousand words long. But that is a claim
often made.

The second sort of freshman course, the one that assertedly improves the
students' use of English by having them practice writing themes on subjects of
persohal and general interest--this course is found in its.purest form at our
public universities and technica1>schools. It is required of all except a very
few students, ﬁerhaps ohe to five perceﬁt, who are exempted because their
scores.on a placement test prove that they do not '"need'" the course.2 Since
the course is reqdired of all students, it is kno&n as ; "service course,"
That is, it is a course offered as a service to university requirements in
general education or, as in the case of freshman composition, to equip students
to éo cbllege work, Indeed, to a certain extent,la éervice course may be a
device to determine whether freshmen can, in fact, do college work at'all; and
the failure ratg ja freshman composition is often quite high, though perhaps
qot so high as studeﬁf folklore says,

Though a service course, Ereshman composition is managed by English de-
partments. It is staffed by teaching assistants and junior members of the
department; there may be clﬁse'to a couple of hupdred such involved in *he
‘course. A teaching assistant is a graduaté student who will teach from one to

three sections of the course waile carrying on his own studies in the history




of literature. Today junior members of an English department are likely to be
writing, or at legst to be thinking about, critical Analyses. Staff'meetihgs,
noncredit courses in teaching methods, class visiting, internships are but a
few of the devices that have been developed to palliate the effects of this
obvicis conflict of interests, about which there is continuing and widespread

concern,
% ok K k % ¥

The point of my long description is this, For most school teachers the
\Neole source of theory and technique for teaching composition (or helping stu-
A .
dgnts to express themselves) is memories of one or another sort of freshman
English; I hope it is clear that, so far as teaching composition is concerned,
the two sorts of freshman course differ only in the material that is considered
to be proper for students to work with, Otherwise they—aré quité similar.
In both the paper is either a tesp or a trial; both assume that writing is 3?LT7;
merely the habit of talking with a pen instead of the tongue (but talking to
whom, in what circumstances, and for what purposes?); both also assume, as a
consequence, that teaching compcsition consists of providing occasions for
correcting the propriety or accuracy of the language used in what T}ght, 1
suppose, be called pen-talking. For is it not éo, by constant triai and cor-
rection that, presumably, we all learn to talk? It is curious that'a course
to improve studenfs‘ use of their mother tongue should have for model one.of
the practices, or former practices, of teaphers of foreign languages.
| of coursé the unfo;tunate effects of this system may be somewhat

palliated when the teacher is sympathetic and encouraging, instead of punitive.

But I notice that most of the pzople who talk azbout the importance of the compo-




sition teaqher's attitude seem to have in mind the effect on content in his
assignment and treatment of papers, most often, indeed, the treatment alone.
That is to say, attention is given to the beginning of papers and to papers =s
cbmpleted products. But what of the student as he is writing or, in my
terminology, composing?

‘No doubt it is only by a very long process of practice, disbovery, growth,
and perhaps even a little instruction that we ever come to terms, if we do,
with "language." For better or worse, though, some of that process does go
on in the school; that is, in a place where growth may be nurtured or even
nudged. Susanne Langer herself says that seeing things in detail is not a
ﬁatu;al capacity in human beings; that it is to be acquired by learning. If
so, I should suppose that its acquisifion may be open to some sort of teaching,
howevef modest and indirect. After all, even Mrs. Marshall provided that
magni fying glass;'whether she thought it seemly to demonstrate anq test its
use is,beéide,the point. Presumably she showed loving approval when it was
being handled; and- even more when, for example, by using it (however unneces-
sarily) liftie_Maria was able to’mediate her experience by no fewer than six

quite "poetic” comparisons, two or three of which get right down to being

;similes. I ‘take it that seeing "things" in detail is the bi.sis of all suc-

cessful writing; if you want, of successful living toco. And I judge that Mrs.

Marshall managed to get that across to her students, even though she may never

the viblated the extreme sensitivity of their minds by stating a general

proposition.
o

Still it does seem fair to say that Mrs. Marshall designed her talk, her

gestures, and her expression so as to encourage in her children the develop-



.ment of what might vulgarly be called the skills of looking at things in detail
for thé purpose of recording in words. It seems also to be true that Mrs.
Marshall's classroom activiiies must have included some coming pretty close

to direct teaching, Sh; spoke of "giving'" them "ﬁatternﬁ" by much reading.

At the very least she must thereby have been adding to their vocabularies;
pe;haps she was also, however slightl&, affecting the way they saw things.
Perhaps I would be unfair if I suggested that all that reading would nudge
qhildren in a rather literary direction; but the plain faét is that Mrs.
MarshallTQ'Maria is-a bit different from Mr, Holbrook's Rose.

But the point is real}y this. I Jjudge that Mrs. Marshall is always in
touch with her children. It seeméylikely that her presence must be with them
as théy-write, Just as Mr, Hélbrook‘s mitst be with his students~~-with rather
different consequences, If not by precept, at least by example and general or
specific expressinns of apbrobation, their children léarn at once a style of
seeing and feeling and also a style of writing abnut what is seen and felt,
They iearn what is wanted or expected. It is not, I think, fhat they just
fffl a diffuse responsiveness in the situation which makes them élso feel good
about writing and willing to- express themselves freely, though of course that
is part of it. It is rather that they know what behavior in writing on their
part will stimulate the teacher into more or less overt signs of approval, I
hope I will not seem too completely behavioristic in my interpretation 6f Mrs.
Marshall's teaching'techniques. But I do think that ﬁhis sort of interchange
nf feeling is the basis--and a mést direct and compe}ling one~~of all successful

teaching.




I say "all successful teaching” with intention, And what I want to do now
is to suggest how Mrs. Marshall's technique, as I understand it, might be
applied to the problemé of tezthing composition in the upper grades and even
in college. So now, at very long last, let ﬁe turn to the freshman paper from

McCrimmon's Writing with a Purpose., I ask you to read his comments as well as

the paper. .

Considering the title, "@y First Impressions of the University,” I judge
this .to have been an early paper in the course, probably the first. No doubt
the instructor thought it would give him 3 line on his class, while at the same
time starting them off with a simple sort of writing problem on a subJecf of
some interest to them. And in spite of much current opinion to the contrary,.
I cannot persuade myself that this is a bad exercise to set a young ﬁan in his
first weeks at colleée. For many, going to college must still seem a rather
exciting business, though perhaps less so than in my own day. And surely it
is not simple-minded to suppose that a freshman might want to find various |
means of expressing his feelings about his new state, Whether he would want
to do so in writing is, I suppose, another question. And in these days, it is
quite possible that some freshmen will have been conditioned by their teachers
below to think of personal papers as somehow not worth doing, or at least as not
being worth the time of a College man. Such students would more than likely
show their readiness for citallenge by turning out a careless or unfinished
sort of paper. But in this case the assignment seems to have Qorked. The
student did do scme writing about his impreésions.

And as a plece of writing his paper is not unsuccessful; at least it is
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not unsuccessful in the ways that McCrimmon makes out. Since the assignment,
or anyway the boy's title, used the notion of "first impressions,” there seems
to be no special reason why he should have éoncentrated on one impression.
The style of the paper is pure theme English; note the first sentence of the
fourth paragraph, But at least_it is the plain, not the fancy, variety éf that
artificial language. The material of the paper is like the style~-plain and
inconspicuous, But it has a modest realism about it, and the light under the
door is a good detail, though perhaps it need not have'seeped. _The physical
structure is somewhat rigid and formal, as if the boy had in mind the formula
about introduction, body, and conclusion; but this is a failure in execution,
" and the accusation of plénlessness cannot stand., On the whole, then the paﬁer
shows a fair hﬁmbgr of virtues. And the éuestion for the teacher is, or ought
to be, why could it not have been better, |
The answer, I think, is toAbe found in the circumstances in which it was
written. I imagine that the instructor followed typical American practice and
gave his assignment by title alone: 'Write a paper on your first impressions
of the University." Perhaps'he added some indication of word length, Since

"around

the paper counts out teo 278 words, he may have'said something like
two hundred and fifty words" or "between two and three hundred words," or
something equslly as casual. Ve:y likely he said something about being specific
and concrete, writing simply, and avoiding wordiness. These dazys he almost

certainly would have adde¢ a direction to "write for somebody,"

though without
giving, or perhaps even seeing any reason for, much explanation of so mysteri-

ous a direction. (Surely they must have learned something in scheol.) I can



quite believe that the instructor's most extensive directions were about the
mechanical form of the paper: double space all copy, if typed, wrtie on one
side only, fold down the center, endorse with your name, the date, the section
number, and the number of the paper.

The questions that such an assignment raises in a student's mind are
oﬁvious, and of two sorts. First there are those coming from the unexplained
terms. What is a "papér"? What are the implications of the directions as to
word length? What are the differences between specifity and concretensess; and
how does one achieve or become either? Who can one write for, if one is a
freshman? And what does "write for" mean anyway?

The second kind of question'comes up from problems that are not even
touched on in this assignment, nor are they much treated.in any American
composition class. I mean the questions in the strategy or writing, or those
that involve choices among the conventions of writing. What kind of material
should be used? How much of the "idea' must be made e#plicit by means of |
detail or example, with or without comment? How much can be left to inference
or conjecture? What kind of opening should be mede? Whgt sort of‘arrangement
should be developed? -ﬁhat style should be chosen? Above all: what are the
criteria for answering these questions? Or--finally--how does a writer make
proper choices emong the alternaiives available to him? By "proper choices"
-1 mean simply choices that result in acceptance, by someone other than the
writer, of what he intgggs to communicate and also of the way he is communi-
-cating.

Now I ¢all your attention aggin tc what seems to me-to be the c¢entral

fact about composition teaching in this country: that it is dominated by the



production of a successicm of "papers." That is to say, we do, of course,
consider such matters as communication, adequate structuring of experience
both inner and outer, and full, rich command of language} But we always see
these objectives as being realized within a formally structured piece of
writing--the "paper.," fhis means that, in our school tradition, students in
classes that are doing composition are involved in a situation that immediately,
if only implicity, defines them as writers, This is not becausg most of the
“papers" in school writing have‘their counterparts in real writing, It is
éimply becauge a "paper" is, in its way (perhaps it is a mimetic way), a real
piece of writing, having conventions of form and content which must somehow
be perceived and followed if success is to be achieved.

I am not sure I would want it otherwise, certainly not so far as the
study or practice of composition in tﬁe upper gradeé and college is concérned,
But I do realize that we have not yet developed a teaching teéhnique.to g0
along with the strategic situatio7. As I have suggested, we proceed as if we
were, say, Latin teachers doitig ¢composition exercises. In the case of the.boy
at Illinois, for example, I have no doubt that his instructor, having made
the assignment, went orn about his business, staying not for questions, but
just waiting for the papers to be "turred in." Meanwhile ke perhaps did a
couple of grammar exercises and talked about an essay or two. In a sense I
suppose i.e might be.said to be killing time until he had some papers to teach
. frem. As he waited, his students would be trying to fulfill his assigmmeut;
ox tc puf it ahéther wayv, they would be experiencing some sort of language
growth, as a consequegce, presumably, of their attempts to find the register

that their instructor thought proper to them, as students, and to the paper

'
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as either a literary form or an instructional device, or hoth. Later, when the
papers had been turned in and read, the students»would‘hear a great deal about
their mistakes and failures, perhaps even a little about their few successes,
But.these wotld be evaluations of the results of past actions, and except
perhaps for very generalfprinciplés, such as those applying to style in the
hypothetical assignment, would have little relevance to future assignments,
each presenting its own special problems.

An educational method would seem to be of somewhat dubious value, 1f it
puts the burden of instruction wholly on the child, asking him to learn by
blind trial and error or to discover his own directional principles.. I hope
it will be clear frgm my comments on lMrs, Marshall that I dohnot consider a
set of rules or precepts to be an adequate or even a feasible alterﬁative to
the method I have described. Socrates criticired the Sophists for nét being
able to conceptualize their own practices; his own method (as a teacher of
composit;on) does not seem to have depended on the statement of ruies to be
learned, And I would propose for the modern'composition teacﬁer a rcle some-
what like that filled by Socrates,

What the composition teacher needs to ng;;mto conceive his students as
being engaged, when they write, in a process. And he needs to fit himself
into thé process. His role will not be to provide answers but rather téldirect
discussion so that answers may be found. Presumabiy he will sometimes, at
least av first, judge the answers his students come to. Judgment is inescap-
able in teaching. But primarily he will want to be helping his students to

develop some sense of how to find the answers to the problems that writers
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face, how to make the decisions that writers do make.

In the instant case, for example, I should want there to be a fairly
long period when the impliéafions 6f the assignment woulq be discussed. The
suggestions of "impressions’ should be taken up: breaking the word into "im"
and "press" might help some; a reference to the Latin form might give some-
thing tb others., Some readings of literary impressions of college or college
towns (Wordsworth, Arnold, éﬁeerbohn on Arnole?, Sheean) would be in order,
with comments on their prganization and material, Here might also be raised
dquestions about the audience for such a piéce: publication to the class by
reading, publication in gome sart of journal, or by display--~in any event for
a wider public than the teacher,

Duriné and especiall& after these preliminary maneuvers, stﬁdents would
be col}ecting their impressions; i.e., exploring their memories for muaterial
to go in the kind of piece that perhaps is already developing in their minds.
The material should be discuséed in the class and by the class, but with the
1nStr&Etor able to participate as a result of his own g?eater experience solving
writing problems. .He should also be able to suggest supportive activities,
such as revisiting the 'scene of an "impression" to collect more accurate de-
tails to realize it, : -

As matefial ﬁccumu}ates, the discussion or investigation can begin to
take up questions ot ?rganizatiﬁn, of general effect, of major and minor ideas.
In other words, at this stage the form of the paper shouid be developing out
of the complex of relationships set up among (1) the material, (2) the sense

of audience, (3) the ideas that have been generatéd, and (4) above all, the.

]



feeling of the self as being involved in the act of making something. -This
last is the hardest to acﬁieve, but it is also the essential center of the
process. And I think the teacher's greatest contribution goes té.its creation,
If he fails in that, he fails in all.

At some time in the process drafts should be made: drafts as drafts; that
is, as writing to be read in search of improvement. The time for drafting may
vary from student to student; and students will differ in the number of drafts
they will need to reach a satisfactory paper. During'the drafting there may
be occasion for further supportive work; ;tvmight, for example, be desirable
to inveétigate the apparent.preferences in $ty1e and material of the proposed
medium of publiéation. The class should be-organizqa to accommodate éuch'
.differences in the rate of development.

This may seem an excessiv.ly long and tediotéiprocess to pfoduce so small
a thing as a student paper. But so far as we knﬁw anything about the p}oductive
écti?ities of-write&s, we seem to sece thaf they do.go through quite as tediocus
and long a process. And insofar as students have come under our observation
in this fggtext, we ‘are sﬁrely all aware that thelr writing process is
truncated either in its parts ér in the time given to it. Students do not
know what they should do, and we do not alloﬁ them to learn. It'seems to me
that it is at least worth considering tﬁe possiblity that the best method for
the composition teacher would be to design his class so tqét his sfudents
coulg, to the extent of their varying capacities, experience all the activities

that belong to the writing art.



Footnotes

1"Course"---a unit in academic book-keceping and curriculum planning;
recognizpbié-as an instructor and a group of students who come togetlher ior a
predete?mined number of times (generally three) a week during an-académic
term; courses bear academic ‘“credit," generally, though not always, equal to
the number of weekly meetings, which, thﬁugh fifty minutes in length, are
known as "hours,'" Graduation is determined primarily by the accumulation of
course credits. In most institutions Freshman English carries three hour§ of
credit.

2Stéudents whose dialects aré peculiarly deviant (at least when they are
writing) will be placed in remedial English; if they compléte it satisfactdrilx‘
they w;ll tpen do the regular freshman composition course.

In many institutions students must take-what is.known as a proficiency
éxaﬁination, to demonstréte their retention of the ski;lé}acquirgd in the

Lol

freshman course, The reason for this indigiity is, of course, that so little

writing is done in our universities that students whose native dialect is rural,

lower class, or minimally educatedﬁAmerﬂcan may wcll lose the forms they so
painfully learned in their freshmén year,
- !
3The first, the chief trouble with this paper (pedagogically speaking)

is that, becauée:of our system of nnn;teaching, it had to be turned in as

something finished, whereas, of course, it was something only begun.



Response to Supporting Paper 3

As I approach this task I am troubled by questions that keep buzzing like
mésquitoes inside my head. Writing for whom? Why? What? Of those §ixty
out of a hundred young people who finally show up in freshman composition
class, how many will ever need or-wish‘to write égain except for those in-
terminable term papers?. Papers that wﬁrry ﬁany instructors, but.not enough
to do anything about the quality of writing exé;pt complain, I shift my sights
back to the secondary level where I contemplate perhaps ninety out of a hundred
youngsters impr;soned in classés and asked to produce not only utilitarian
writing assignments but personal or creative onés as well, And again I feél
compelled to ask, Why write? Why épend a%l qf.this precious school time‘per-
fecting a skill that will seldom or never be used? Another question joins
the rest., 1Is the chiia'ever free to write not to please the teacher in con-
tent, style, mechanics, etc., but to please himself? Perhaps if he were able
to make some of the choizes himself, he would welcome the helﬁ English teachers

!

can give him.

. . . 7 H
I am not trying to beg the question of teaching writing but merely trying

to see this.grabiem in its true perspective.

! - ..
If a smaill child says he has to talk so he knows what he thinks maybé

° :,.‘ .
wescan justify writing for all on these same grounds. On the other hand

{
should'not people who pass througﬁ our schools be reasonably able to write
‘their mother tongue? Why?
I_éha;l not expound ali the‘scholhrly reasons for.being able to write,
You know them bettei than I do., X know that being able to ﬁut my thoughts on

paper clearly, logically, and coherently would be‘most desirable. I also know

that I enjoy and am comforted and healed by writing poetry: (I call it that),

..
4
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But for these very reasons and for all the above reasons I still must ask
the question, Why must everybody write?

From ithe time the child first comes to school, even before he has the
physical skiil fqr writing he should be nudged, even prodded along the
writing way, because writing is an important facet of language skill., But
the writing itself is not the important thing--rhetoric is. The self-
verpalizing ox, interior monologue (really interior dialogue éfhoffet, p.127)
is important; the expanding interaction with other language-producing animals
is important, Reading anawniistenihg to" are important but I ask if we teach
well all that which precedes the actual writing i1t down; does it really matter
whether a large proportion of the population can actually write in various |
modes and genres? It is my honest opinion that every child should be en-

couraged to write but that at some point on the continuum he should be able
t ' :

to opt out and find some othef nedia for self-expression.

The child‘earlz_gees a use for writing when he wishes to cummunicat; to
a person not present or to remind himself of something. He is willing to
accépt the discipline of making letters, spelling wurds couventionally, and
punctuating in order tp record his message. ‘He will become aware of the other
uses of recorded language more slowly aﬁd with the help of adults., As his
teachers ;r‘parents reﬁd to him and as he begins to read himﬁglf, he will
discover written down language for something other than function, Poetry;

/
realistic stnries, imaginory tales, expository prose, etc,, become a part of

his experience,



Wanting ?o write presupposes the child has a pﬁrpose for writing. If the
child writes because the teacher asks him to, then it is the teacher's purpose
that must be explored, Whéther children write by invitation or by assignment
will determine to a large extent when the teaching begins.

Whether the child will write or not shiuld make no difference in the
preliminary steps to writing. Collecting impressions (thefe is no escape from
cogniti@e limitations unless the scho?l provides them éﬁoffet,bp.g7) is the’
business of the teacher, This kind of sensory.aﬂd feeling exploration (more
aécurate speech refines observation--and>more accurate observation refines
speech éﬁbffét, p. 127), exploring memory fér material, relevancy and appro-
priateness of material, all can be discussed with the writers-to-be. The
composaer involved in his material, his process, his prodﬁct is seemingly the
aimrof this personal tfpe’of expression, All children can profit from these
discussisns, As the writing begins, usublly in the egrly years in the class~’
room the teacher is on hand te help when help is needed. The right question
at the appropriate time is ofteﬁ all it éakes to keep a child going.

This first writing is a first draft and should be considered just that,
Sometimes a work %s abandoned after the first draft and that is quite as it
should be. Sometimeé the piece re-worked with the teachgr or evenh in small
groups; Part of the process of writing from the inside out comﬁits'the child
to saying what he wants to say in the best possigie way (his best, not the
teacher'si. |

From the beginniﬂg the teacher is concerned with the viaterial, The senéé

of - audience develops early if not quite in the way meant by Mr. Douglas,
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Children want to share their stories and poeﬁs as long as they know that their
efforts will not be scorned by children, emasculated by tbe_teacher. They are
willing to consider their audiences, but there will always be children ~

who write for themselves and their privacy should be respected. 1I1f children
from infancy are encouraged to use their own experiences and feelings to
generate orally and in writing realistic and imaginary tales as welf'as poetry,
college teachers later will need not be concerned that the students lack
"above all, the feeling of the self as being involved in the act of méking
something" (Supporting Paper 3). |

Writing strategies grow with teacher guidance and exposure to writing
o “

of many and various kinds. The study of literature (not the teaching of read-

’

ing from a reader), now at last coming into its own in American elemenfary
schools, p:ovides in a rather informal but sequential way a look at prose and
poetry that is juite different fronm the free recreational reading of yesterday.
Children are still urged to read on their own time but now discussion aﬁh
‘teaching accompany the "reading of" and "being read to" of carefully selected
classical and modern writing for children. The literature is not separated
unnaturally from the writing children do for in the unstructured framework of
the elepenfary schools input and output go hand in hand.

The comments apropos to the elementary school are Characteristié of
teaching the si#dear—olds as well as the eleveﬁs. Materials, concents, terms,
and time vary interms of the maturity of the children and the skil; of the

teachers.



Supporting Paper Five

Bifurcation or Coatimuity in English Programs

Vie are agreed that each child or adolescent should have a continuous
educational experience in a general Engiish class until age 15, the equivalent
of the American 9tp grade and the British 4th form, This general English class
should be directed by one teacher who striveé to provide a bzlanced program
involving experiences in literature (both imaginative and rhetorical), oral
language (including considerable emphasis on dramatic experiences as well as
othér modes), writing in varicus modes, reading, and language. Certain
children mayigeed ipdividual ﬁelp in remedial reading, speech therapf, and the
like, butlsuch important specialized help shoﬁld support the pupil's continu-
ing general experiences with all varieties of language, rather than be sub-
stituted for them at any ~ducational level, Thus the preparation of the
primary (or elementary) teacher and secondary teacher of English must be
sufficiently broad to ensure his competence in the basic aspects of English
needed by pupils tprough age 15, |

For pupils from =zges 15 to 18, present programs in fact actually provide
highly specialized programs in English. In the U,K,, division into 5th and
6th form classes tend to stress, almost exclusively, literary studies and
expositoiy writing of the type required by external examinations, In America,
courses for college-bound students not only are influenced by "what the col~
leges expect” (i.e,, literary study and expository writing) but tend to he
divided into courses patterned on college models (American literature I,

American Literature II, World Literature, Public Speaking, Histoiy of English
it * .
N



Literature, etc.).

Both pounuries at the present tiue ére faced with a cadre of teachers
. 111l equipped to direct balanced_general Funglisk courses at an advanced level
for pupils froﬁ 16 to 18, Indeed, the present pattern of preparation of
secondary teachers in both countries seems geared more to preparing for the
specialized teaching of literature, speech, rhetoric, and composition, rather
than for continuing a general program. The separation‘of Departments of
English and Departmentu of Speech in American universities and colleges (nqt
to mention separate Departments of Language); the brevity of post-graduate
professional training in Britain with its one school teaéhing practice; the
. o .
separate British colleges of speech and drama; the lack of emphasis upon oral
English in university brograms in Great Britain and the corresponding miminal
attention given to such specialized study in the one-year institute programs
for graduates--these testify to the prob;em. In a few colleges of-education
in the U,K, and soqe teacher education institutions in the U.,S5,, attempts have
been made to devzlop a broad "language arts" major which provides study in
the general related fields, but even such Work when built upon the current
secondary school s?ructﬁre tends either to be introductory or fraémentary or
both. An introduétory speech or drama' course, like an introductory course in
litgrature or composition, may bé better than no course at all, but is not -
%ikély by itself to providé adequate preparation for the teacher in the upper
secondary school. | |

The working party seems to agree that opportunities should be provided

fbr pupils, age 15 to 1B, to pursue their individual interests in various
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kinds of language activities~-dramatic production, pv: . ¢ discussion
(foreqsics), creative writing, journalism, etc, Suck ictivities may be
provided as extracurricular activities; to ensure that they are "education'
in totai effect may.require a specially prepared teacher. But any one of
such special activities does not engage a large number of students.

Whzt does conce?n the working party is the continuing development of.
pupils beyond age 15 in all diménsions cf linguistic experience, regardless of
their culturai, educational, or intellectual backgrounds. Any program which
tends to limit or restrict the continuing development of pupils in Euglish is
faced with the current problems of tegcher preparation and program organiza-
tion contrary to the purposes of English education. The working party is not
agreed on the best ways of achieving the continuing development of pupils in
English. To some, the éingle general English course taught by a gneral
English teacher for the final years of school will almost certainly result in
reduction of a student's classroom experienée in those aspects of English with'
which the teacher is unprepared to deal (rhetorical discourse, fo? éxamp1e,-or
classroom drama), For others, requirement of any special course for all
pupils, such as a course on speech, tends to interrupt the puéil's continuous
development,

Bearing these conditions and differences of opinion in mind,_wé therefore
recommend consideration of several possible patterns of organization for class
instruction in the secondary school for pupils beyond age 15,

Pattern 1 - Continuous General English, Continuation of the gemeral

English course for all pupils throughout the secondary schc,1 -~ and perhaps
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into the college and university - may be the most desirable program if adequately
prepared teachers are available., TIf this is the pattern, however, care must Y
taken to avoid sharp limitations on the kinds of literature studied and kinds

of writing experiences 1ntrodﬁced. Seconaary classes modelled on specialiied
college courszs {World Literature, Advanced Composition, American Literature,
etc.) seem clearly antithetical to achieving a balanced education in English,

as does neglect of rhetoric, imaginative writing, classroom drama and oral
inferpretation, study of modern media, speech activities (argumentation. and
perstasion in our "meeting centered" culture, if not in formal speech or de-
bating situations). Where such general programs are organized, departments do
well to include on their faculties some teacher of English with specialties
(reading, speech) and to encourage these teachers to make their special insights
aQailable to their colleagues.

Pattern g - Required Specialized Courses, Others believe that under the

present conditions the best balanced English program for individual pupils can
be achieﬁed by introducing required specialized courses, perhaps to supplément

a contiﬁuihg general program in which pupils will be engaged much of the time.
Normally such required specialized courses would be those for which geheral
English'teachers are least likely to be prepared ~ speech (or drama), film study,
advanced combbsition, a special .emphasis in literature suéﬁ as American Litera-
ture, The advocates of .such 5peciglized offerings preosume that the total program
will have a unified, overall effect on the pupil. Where such required courses
are introduced, it seems wise that the relationship betweenxthe'spéciulized '

offering and the general program be carefilly discussed and, regardless of the



particular emphasis of the course, other kinds of English activities be in-

cluded in the program, (Thus in speech, both writing and reading of rhetorical
literature should be included; in a specialized literature course, some atten-
fion would be directed to language, writing, and speech, etc,)

’

Pattern 3 - Diversity Within a Course, A third pattern would require all

department membérs teaching a particular course for a particular year to aésume
responsibility for the general education in English of 11 pupils, but might
provide within a particular year for the development of specisiized interests
and programs, Thus, all 5th form (10th grade) classes might be schedﬁled for
the same hour and during a 36 week year, and include some 18 weeks of general
English for all students., The remaining 18 weeks, perhaps the central portion
of the year, could permit pupils, with teacher guidance, to elect nine weeks
eagh of.either draqglmgpeech, literatufe, writing, or ianguage. Although the
- scheduling problems are as great as the task of assembling a team of teachers
possessing general competence in English with specialized competence in dif-
ferent aspects of English;<the program doeé offer a way of utilizing diverse
teacher interests and of comsidering diverse pupil needs. Such a program
denies, however, the possibiliéy”of engaging all pupils in advanced educational

experience in any depth in all areas of English.

Pattern 3 - Guided Pupil Choice, Maximum freedom of _ choice in English wmay

be achieved by secondary programs which permit pupils to elect, with both in-
dividual and group guidance, from a series of differcat English courses--each
with a specialized focus, perhaps, but each with some experiences in literature,

writing, lahguage, end speaking. To ensure that 2upils are ready to engage in



some specialized study, échools operating on this program normally require some
evidence of general language ability (perhaps by examination). Those entering
students who display marked deficiencies may be required to complete an addi-
tional year of gener~l English before electing specialized courses. Others are
permittrd to elect from a variety of courses with emphasis on aspects 6f litera-
ture (the novel, poetry, Shakespeare, world literatur‘:), rhetoric and composi-
tion (public speaking, drama, advanced composition etc.). To ensure some
overall balance in the total program, a certain number of courses in each
general area of English islusually required. Independent study or self-proposed
courses would be available for the specially qualified pupils.

Pattern 5 - General Program with Additional Assistance in Special Areas.

Where departments recognize the special deficiency of gene{al English
teachers in a particular area of competence but wish io retain the continuous
experience in English for all éupils, they normally retain the genérél class but
supplement such teaching with assistance from a specialist, Thus, the pupil
may be required to complete a general English program in which some attempt is
maée te provide a balanced offering with, at 'some point, an additi?nhl course
or unit of instruction in speech (or possiﬁly advapced reading skills), An
additional course is not the only possible approach. Schools alsq_employ an
independent teacher of speech - reading who, within a2 designated year, might
take the class fdr three or four weeks of specialized instruction (or for two
days weekly for nine wgeks, etc.). When this happens, the connection between'

specialist study and general study is probably best mainfained when the general

s

teacher of English works closely with the specialist and attempts to relate the



work of the specialist to the pupil's continuing experiences in Engli~.. Be-
" cause it requires employment of an additional specialist to work with clasciroom
teachers, such an approach may be economically unfeasible for many schools.

Pattern 6 - Team Approach. At any designated grade level, three or four

English teachers, each sharing general competence but each with specialized
interest in aspects of English, may plan together the course for a large group
of students who meet as appropriate in‘different large groups, seminar groups,
and individual tutorial se;;ions. When well planned, such courses potentially
can allow for introduction of well-taught specialized study as well as a
balanced general program in which the various dimensions of language experi-
ences are 1n£errelated.

There is no disagreement on the need of~gll pupils for some advanced work .-
in aspects of English other tﬁan imaginative literature and expository writing
beyonﬁ age 15. It seews uniikely, however desirable, that a well-prepared
cadre of teachers wiil be available in the foreseeable future to provide such
balanced~instruction. Thus ?ptions such as those described here need to be
examined caxefully by secondary schools as possible ways to assuring a richer,_

more inclusive education in English for all pupils.
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Supporting Paper Six

Inclusion and Exclusion

>
.- —

\It is;important‘to get priorities clear, and to exclude a number of
irrelevancies that have bzen thrust upon English, (See Albert Kitzhaber's
paper, p.3.) For example, "advice ¢ dating, career counseling, orientation
to school life" should.positively be the responsibility of other than thé English
Department. Again, "pro;er study habits, procedure for filling out forms and
taking standardized examinations" would appear to be concerns of all departments
of the school as a whole. 'Socializing" and the "mechanical side" of daily
school life must not creep into the English program,

A principle of exclusion might be: specialized vocational tfaining should
be the responsibility of the business concerned~~there would not be time for all
the demands that might conceivably be’made, nor would they add up to.much of
educational or even practical value,

On the other hand, we shouldvfnclude a strictly limited amount of in-
struption in the writing of business letters in grade 12 {say 4th or 5th year
in English secondary schools) especially for terminal students (in England,
leavers)., Such work ghould be a part of English composition at'this stage, when
it is meaﬁingful to students and relevant to their needs and interests. It
should‘not be taught, as it commonly is, over and over again in the high
(secondary) school; in th: earlier years it‘makes no sense to students, bores
them and is consequently forgotten. Again, with the telephone: in an‘age when
every ;hild is born with a telephone in its cradle, there is no Justification -

for spending more time on it than ten minutes at the end of the ﬁain high schcol



D.7 . 12

course. However a small amount of "How would you say this in a cable, on a\\\“
...(?), over the telephone,. . ?" might appear in English composition lessons
when relevant. Probably the best letter-writing, whether social or business,
comes from students who have developed a general ability to organize their
material and express it clearly--from a general Engiish competence rather than
special instruction. This could also apply to qurnalism.

Mass media: ...(?) their offerings are of suck interest to students and
play such a large part in their lives that the teacher wust be prepared to dis-
cuss them with students as part of their oral and composition work. They repre-
sent a ground on which teacher and student can make profitable contact.

Further, the mass mediz are a major .influence on adolescents, great perhaps
than that of education, in déciding their field of interest, suy.lying them with
ideas (aims, ambitions, etc.) and.determihing their emﬁtional responses. They
are therefore a concern of the English teacher, in that they may largely erode
his efforts. There is a sense in which the teacher must educate his students
against their_envirohment. A frontal attack, however, would be misdirecqéd and
largely a waste of time which ought *o go on more positive material. The mere
discussionwof films and T,V,, close attentiqnito them, the most elementary com-
parisoné...; all ihese prompt the critical.discriminating attitude that will
make students more active'énd less passive in their thices.

For teachers who are interested, the analysis of advertizing appeals should
certainly form a sméll part of tpe English program. ‘It helps students to be more

critical of éppeals to them as consumers or voters, to use the media rather than

be exploited by them, and to be more sensitive in their use of anafresponse to
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language of all kinds, It needs to be remembered that poetry and advertising
util;ie words in the same mode, for their emotional overtones, their associa-
tions, their change of fgeling.

Speaking should be included among the major skilis, along with reading,'
writing, and listening. Speech for the develdpment of the individual has been
much praised but little taught, We accept Jean Pj get's statement: ''It'is on
the verbal plane that the child makes the chief effort of-adaptatiop to adult
thought and to the acquisition of logical habits,"vbut often fail t6 make an
adequate and specific place for thaé effort, and commonlv fail to encourage it,
much less Jirect it, | o

The total Primary School program, and especially the portion of it devoted
to English, should.be qonstructed fo create virtually unlimited opﬁortunities
for speech communication, (Speech communication involves both spe;king and
1isténing experiencés, and informal to formal experiences in varieties of direct
discourse, discussion; oral reading, and classroom pléy reading and acting.)

| Included] sﬁould be opportunititeé'for children to tslk informally and aiso
spontaneousiy about their experiences and feelings (for developing self~con~

ceptualization and for conveying ideas to others), or even somewhat mure formally

at the Hn?ant School -level in "show and tell" pe;iods ;;;n the childrew may want
to share with oticrs, Lafer.ihe children may structurs "oral reroris” as
commonly as they write compositions, |
" Informal conversations aud group discussions should be”?qccuragéd (for
developing abilities to analyze ideas and aqdiences, and to begiﬁ habits of
categorizing, generalizing, and so on, as c#ildreh become regdy for these:

cognitive behaviors), In the Infzant School surely the teacher must be“the disg-

‘ B \




cussion leader (a term that may mean only éncouraging children to ask gquestions,
essay answers, and listen attentively to each other), but in the Junior School
thé teacher should want children to take over many of the leadership functions.
ot T
Oral reading--and perhaps even choral reading-~-should be linked in afgevery
stage of the child's reading development (as another way of "possessing' ideas,
and for comminicating them to others), and early opportunities should be given
for group readings of dialogue materials, As early as it can be ddue, play-
reading, dramatizing, and classroom acting should bela normal partdéi the
English program (but the formal school play ghould not ;ecessarily oé-thé job
of the English department).
.In general these experiences suggested for the Primary School may be
labelled simple, inforwal, minimally structured, certainly unprofessional, and

introduced at "the right time.”" They should be integrated naturally into the

program so thai reading, writing, speaking, and listening are all normal activi-
éies iq the English work. These comments afe intended to suggest something about -
the teacher's own speech communication training, tﬁat while she must have an
understanding of tﬁé‘normal development of o?éfhlgﬂguage in children, and some

, J
experience with specific skills and forms of speech communication, she need not

be prepared to teach formal "pubiic speaking" and "play production.”" Since both
in pre-school and Primary School speech patterns are more often caught thaﬁ
taught, of course the teacher's oﬁn speech should be such as to provide a model
for imitafion and motivation,

It is at the Secondary School level that direct instruction in more formal

spezch communication should be available, and from specially trained teachers,
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A basic general speech course (with emphasis upcn the studen£ as both producer
and consumer of informative and persuasive discoursq) should bé required, and
optional courses should be available in public speaking, drématics, debating,
and so on. The reason for offering ihdependent and direct instruction in
‘speech communization, of course, is that while up to a point written and oral
discourse share techniques as well as problems and goals, there are significant
differences in the two modes if maximum proficiency is to be developed in'oral
communication. These differences relate to (1) the selection of evidence, ar-
guments, aund appeais, (2) the adaptation of language, (3) the sensitivity to
‘other persons as senders and receivers of verbal and visual messages, and (4)
the skills of vocal and bodily expression.

The regular English coursés, whether emphasizing composition or literature,
however, should continue to provide speaking and listening experiences appro-
priate to the subject matter of the course and the development of the student.
If tﬁ; course strésses composition, for examble, the oral reading of an occasion-
al theme may help a student develop a sense of writing for an audience. If the
course stresses lLiterature (and surely it should include some rhetorical litera-
ture), the oral reports on special readihgs or panel discussions of general
readings, for exémple, should help students to personalize their critical reac-
tions. And group readi;gs of plays can éontinue to add a special dimension of
understanding of dramatic literature. ‘ . | j

Beyond‘the specific courses in various types of speech communication, and
.beyond the English courses, Secondary Schoél programs .should include public
dramatic productions and forensic activities, under'the direction of specially
" qualified speech teachers. (And at all levels, from Infant through Second;ry,

we assume the avallability of qualified speech therapy and hearingnconservation

Q
E[{L(}onsultanté.)' : . -

IToxt Provided by ERI



Supporting Paper Seven

The "Why" of the Lifted Eyebrow

The young child who is reported to have said as he came to school one
morning, "'Must we do what we want to do today?" is perhaps responsible for the
tongue in cheek, sneer on the lips, or glint in the eye that appears when the
"teaching the whole child" cliche is voiced, Educators and laymen alike have
used this or similar comments to belittle several movements that have contri-

.buted more good practice to educational techniques fhan'any'harm that ma& be
attriﬁuted to them. That our schools needed careful scrutiny was unguestionably
true, but to sayrthat they were all that bad was unjust,

What then we may ask happened thatlled to such sharp and often irrespons;-
ble critici;m? Beginning laté in the twentiés--social, psychological, medical,
and educational changes combined to produce a stereotype ¢f the school that never
dig in fact:eiist to any great extent., If a criticism were to be levied against
education as a whoie it more.likély would have been that they, the schools, were
too much like the schools of the early 1900's. As the writer views it some of

-

these movements are as follows, )

There were chanées iq child rearing--the bréaking doﬁg of rigidfé£¥ihg and
toi1e£ training routines; self selection by the infant in when, what, and how
much to eét; the Freudian analytic approach to behavior, i.e,, not to insist
that the child say "I'm sorry” or "thank you" until he, the child, really feels
it, "Don't frustrate him you may damage his‘self imagef often interpreted to
mean let him do what he pleases, Even Sunday Schools chénged from moralistic

preaching to frce expression nursery schools. In some circles at least -



-

"children should be seen and not heard" was a thing of the past. Some- of
this rubbed off on some parents and some educators rightly or wrongly adapted
a rather laissez-faire attitude,

Within the more formal educational circles kindergartens and nursery
schools began to appear. Froebal, Montéssori, Rousseau and others had an effect
on early chiidhood education, -The informal, exploratory schools in which there
was freedom to speak, paint, dahce, sing, engage in dramatic play, build with
blocks, listen to stories and gradually mature through ego-centered,ﬂpérallel
play and finally interaction became a reality in our society. However, even
today more schodls do not have kindergartens than do and 9u;sery schools are
usually the cohcern of some other agency than thé public schools.

At about the same time Dewey's "learn by doing" was haQing an effect and
the "activity" movement was underway borrowing freely from the preschools.
Capital "P" progressive schools apﬁeared. Often these were private and co-
operative schools that felt free t§ experiment. Enough filtered snto fhe public
schools to ripple the pond, but not to causé any sort of a deluge.

Another force at work was the education of the retarded. In small ciﬁsses.
with special equipmeﬁt certain innovations looked promising and thésé-too were
incorporated into some regular programs.

v _'Sometime,in the forties the Child 3tudy movement was begun. A major
center was established at the University of Chicago, which latgr was to transfer
to Maryland. .Teams were ipv;ted all over the U.,S. to téach teachers how fo
étudy children. Mady observers bf these programs felt there was a real lack
of concern :or the curriculum and learning and too much emphasis on fhe_indi—

v

vidual.



Perhaps as an outgrowth, perhaps as a‘counter force Group Dynamics

suddenly became.''the thing." 1In this movement attention centers on processes
of intéraction‘and individual social needs rather than on content and skills.
: To‘say that any of these movements had a unilateral affect on the schools

seems preposterous. Change in the keho&is wes slow and cautious. More and
more was acdded to the curriculum; wateriné;ébwn becane the only way to teach
all the children of all the people what‘pressure‘groups were demanding,

| I£ one takes a léok'gt'the moveménts_one sees in each a chiid-centered core.
A "wﬁole child concept" if you 1like.

Then suddeniy there was Sputnik. A scapegoat was necessafy._ Back to the._
3r's screames the often unknowledgéable layman. Before long scientists or |
mathematicians who didn't know §¢six year old human child from a rhesus monkey
were telling teachers not only-what to teach but how to teach, The lift of the
eyebrow is a hangover from those days when people had to have something or
somebody to blame, so "teaching the whole child” became the villain,

More good has been abstrﬁcted from these movements than has yet been
assessed. Wifﬁ the help of the scholar, edﬁcators‘are taking a long look aﬁ
curriculum development in terms of the whole child, learning theories, group

processes, and content.

"Something good must come from that.,"



