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A Language for L1fe, co only known as the Bullock Report, was publ1shed

in England in 1975. 1 The product of two years' work by a government- appointed y

"comnuttee of 1nqu1ry, the report contains more than 600 pages of narrative, tables,

and reconmendat1ons Its 'very size overwhelmed many of *the British educators to . S

v i ;
whanit was particularly d1rected As one frustrated reV1ewer remarked "In common

with, I suspect most of the country s 350,000 qual1f1ed teachers, I have not read
the Bullock Rf;;port\"2 ‘

Desp1te 1ts size, teachers in England are at least aware of the report and

fam111ar with some of its pr1nc1pal recommendations. Such is not the case in this -

Country When .I returned to Minnesota in July, 1976, after a three-month stay '

in England, I was surprised to discover that the report was not available, even in

our sizable lmiversity .library.i This struck me as strange and unfortunate, because

the réport has some important things to say, not only-to the British people, but :
'to American educators and parents as wellK In this paper I would like to °prov1de E
lan ovemew of the report and discuss a few of -the more important features that -

have: 1mpl1cat10ns for language arts teaching in this country You might subtitle

this paper, if you 1like, ”What you always wanted to know about the Bu},lock Report

but didn't realize it." . .

» o

The Bullock Committee was not the f1rst educat1on commttee of its kmd to '

be appomted I’he British- have a‘way of commissioning such groups headed by f

titled persons whose name hecomes assoc1ated with the publ1shed report. An ear11er /
L educat1on commlttee under’ Lady Plowden' had issued the famous Plowden Report wh1ch

endorsed infornizl teaching methods in the schools.3 And Just a few years ago,

another committee’ under Lord James issued a repott wh1ch recommended a wholesale

revislon of teacher educat1on a.nd trammg 1n<§|;\,¢land d.nd Wales. 4 Slr Alan Bullock

was V1ce chancellor (roughly, pre51dent) of ord Umvers:.ty when he was asked by

ms"’“ Mrs. Margaret Thatcher, then Secretary of State for Educatlon and Sc1ence to head

-

the commlttee that came to’-fhave his namé® ThlS was in 1972

()
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Since the Committee was es'tablished shortl); after the publication of a'
: /
~-. .Teport om dec11n1ng read1ng standards, many pemple assumed that the Committee's

charge was l:.mlted to th1s area.5 Actually, the charge was,mch broader Spe-
_cifically, the Committee was asked o ;

""To consider in relat1on to schools: . :
- — W
(a) all aspects of teaching the use of English, inclyding reading,” -,
N writing, and speech; : .
(b) Tow present practice might be improved and the role that initial
) in-service training might play;
. (c) to.what extent arrangements for monitoring the general “level ’
’ of attainment in these skills can be. introduced or 1mproved
‘\, » - and to make recommendations, "(p.xxxi) .

"The Comrrlittee'inter'pre,ted.t‘his charge to mean "language -in education...from the
growth of/language and rea_diing ability in yourié children to the teaching of English -

. in the secondary school." (p.xxxi) Included was adult illiteracy--the proaixc't‘ ‘

v

presumably, of educata.onal failure--put not chlldren in spec1al schools (e. g. R those .,

_for the mentally retarded) .and not programs for students beyond the school- leav1ng

-
H

) s v ) .
age of sixteen. - I A
f 14

Mem'bershlp on the Comm1ttee besldes\S1r Alan, consisted of seven pxofessors .

4

and lecturers from colleges and un1vers1t1es six headmasters and headnustresses

(or "heads,' a5 \they are called), three admlmstrators £rom local education authorl-

° .—\

\
- ties, a publlsher, an ed'1tor of a magazine, the chairman of the Schools Counc11

(a somewhat prestigious nat1onal organization representmg the schools) R and a - ¥

F °

-secretary and his ass1stant. a total of f1fteen men and . seven wormen. Except for -
P 3

the heads, who often have l:unlted teachlng'respon51b111¢1es there was, not a single

-
classroom tedcher- on the committee. Another case, it appears where/the msights

Y Q
‘ln 'n

. of the classroomv»practltmner have been J.mpl1c1tly undervalued S

»

-The Comm:.ttee colle ted a mass of oral and written ev1dence from 1nd1v1duals ‘ , '
o .

and orgamzatmns conducted‘a large- scale survey. of language arts teachmg pract1ces

in Engllsh S(;hools V1s1ted some colleges of educat1on and readlng/language centers ‘ Vo

‘Y ~ ¥ e ’ a4 .

- 1
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plus 100 schools and even interviewed and made’ viksitations in other English—speaking
'countrles, 1nclud1ng the United States. ‘

The Commlttee wanted their reporf'to be read and considered as a whole, ﬁ"rhe
des1gn of the Report is intended to reflect the organlc relationship between the
varlous aspects of Engl1sh and to emphasize. theinged for continuity 1n their
development throughout school l1fe‘"6 Desp1te the problems inherent in try1ng
to deal w1th,1anguage arts as a. whole and yet focus in on spec1f1c aspects of 1t--

readlng, wr1t1ng, oral language, etc.--the Commlttee made some good comprom1ses

and succeeded in produc1ng a coherent, useful document. The report is organlzedﬁ

3
2

in ten parts and twenty-51x chapters. It includes chapters on public att1tudes towards
English, the state of reading standards, and the national monitoring of read1ng

and writing progress. There is a section on pre school language development,
followed by three chapters on the development of reading competence 1n ch1ldren
There -are chapters on llterature,foral language and drama, wr1t1ng, and'language
study including handwr1t1ng and spe111ng‘ The | Teport deals w1th’the organization

of prnnary middle- and secondarv schools as they affect’language arts teaching,

and contlnulty between schools‘ There are four chapters on read1ng and language
dlfflcultles including a chapter on adult 1lliteracy and one on ch1ldren from_
fam111es of overseas or1g1n.‘ Follow1ng a sectﬂon on resources--books technolog1cal
-aids, etc.--there are chéptqrs on pre-service and in- serV1ce educatlon of teachers,_

|
theocomplete survey results, and 333 conclu51ons and recommendatlons. .

P -

. (-
Some chapters of the report relate exclu51vely ‘to Engllsh condltlons or pract1ces--'

e.g., dlscusslon on shortages of qua11f1ed teachers, the examlnatron system

L H
l.e.a. advrsors etc.--and these need not goncern us here. Of the rest, let me « |

fbcus in on some features that I think are partlcularly noteworthy for us Americans,
Like the Engllsh We are preoccupled these days w1th standards in read1ng

' and wrltlng. we are convinced that thereihas beeh a slzeable decline in ab111ties
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* - /4. . * ‘
back-to-the-basics movement, The Bullock Report examines a 51m11ar'phenomenon_

L4

in England, notes that public outcries about‘declining standards have been voiced

for decades, and concludes: "%t is extremely difficult td say whether or not’

standards of written and spokén Engllsh have fallens There is no convincing eV1—

dence avallable and most op1n10ns depend very 1arge1y upon subJectlve impressions. W

t
The Commlttee goes on to say, nevertheless, in a statdyeat that I regard as both

reasonable and politically sagacious that the standards of school leavers--roughly,
——— .~ \

our high school graduates--are not satlsfylng‘present day requirements ; that the

-

changing pattern of employment as ‘well as demands in higher education, are

e

. "making more widespread demands on reading and writing skills and therefore

N

exp051ng def1c1énc1es that have escaped attentlon in the past. 8 However success-
» "/‘f
ful or "unsuccessful we have been in the past the Bullock Report noted, we must:

’

/V
, cont1nue t0. improve 11teracyastaﬁaards if we expect adult men and women to assume
satlsfactorlly the respon51b111t1es that a'modern democracy demands of them.

In the chapter on mon1tor1ng reading and wrxtlng standards, the report shows

»
how ex1sting methods are 1nadgq6ate to the .task, providing data that are neither

accurate nor comparable acrosseyedrs. It prdposes a new method'of preparing tests
(u51ng a large 1tem pool) and _dmlnlster' g them (uslng sampling techniques). The

method would not only be ore eff1c' nt;——In that it would disturb a minimum number

ov1de an accurate picture of how the nat10n s chil-
- -dren were performlng/from year td year..- ‘I'was part1cu1ar1y pieased w1th the -

- Commlttee s recommendatlons on the assessment of wr1t1ng "We be11eve that there is

~

. not “substitute for spec1mens of children' s actual writing as material for assess-

~ ,:4*
%

.‘1ng standards...the ‘assessment should 1nvolve the generatlon of continuous langﬁ%ge,
ceow
not merely a response’ to 1t."9 Writing samples would be assessed hollst1ca11y

as well as by partlcle methods and un1dent1f1ed examples from previous years

-0

woul& be included to lnsure con51stency and accurate detectlon of change from




‘,'3 "¢ pter goes on*to 1dent1fy 1ntent10n and aud1ence as 1nherent cond1t;ons of a

s ‘ S ” L

year to Year. . . L] ' , ] . 0

° . '.- LI

The twe chapters on early llnguage‘develonment prov1de an -excellent starting

© point for con51der1ng how school language programs should be sgruetured The
chapters are the work of Jmnes Britton, a.member of the Commlttee and one of. tho
most influential present- day theorists on languaoe developmept and educatmon.
I won't Téview much of this section here since you can find a more comprehénsive

eXP051tlon of Brltton s .ideas in his.book, Language land Learnlng, ~ The two chap-

ters set the scene for much that follows, not only because they deal w1th initial

language Acquisition but because the process through dhich this phenomenon takes

place seryes for the Committee, as a model of sorts far later language development

~. -~

programs. Let me explain this further. The child init ally'learns.to speak 1n%w

a context of familial support .

Its inchoate gurgllngs re en@ouraged and 1ts later '

attempts at language--often faulty, with words missing; greement wreng, etc.--are

.

.
corrected and expanded in the parent's response. Thus child uses language to

- fulfill some- purpose--request somethlng, understand somet 1ng, even valldate its

status as a loved 1nd1V1dual--and the parent not only ac owledges and cont1nues

. the communlcatlon but also intervenes to improve, the childf's language use.

Natural deveIopment' appropriate 1ntervent10n. These two characterlgtlcs comprlse
the twin’ supports around whlch the “Bullock Report s language program is bu;lt

% They are put forward 1n the chapt rs on ora1 language llteragure, reading, wr1t1ng,

\
-

as well as those on school organisation., = . . . ° L o A

+

Let me show how y operate in the chapter on—wnltlng This chapter places
great stress Qnmihemlmportance of a classroom environment whlch like the home,

ov1des a climate of‘trust -and a& shared conte;t in wh1ch to use language. The -

————

"EIT Wrl Ing 51tuat10n whlch affect, even determdne, the quallty and form of a student'

.;

wri
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g If students feel comfortable in the classroom and w1111ng to share the1r )
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wrltlng w1th others,if they have.a var1ety of audiences’ bes1des the1r teacher, Y Y
and if they have the 6pportun1ty and mot1vat1on o wr1te for a number of purposes*

- then they have a rich env1ronnent in wh1ch to develop the1r writing ab1l1t1es
3 J.The teacher s respon51b111t1es a;e fIrst of all to build such an env1ronment “and
then to, intesvene d1rectly 1n a mumber of ways to porntmout‘patterns of errors -
or weakncsses, to prescrlbe,appropriate exercises to provide technical advice for |

correct1ng or reV1slng papers te chart new directions. in which students should be

@

developing and select ass1gnments accord1ngly, &£0 assess- peneral progress and give -

I

* « students thls 1nformat10n, etc. In short, the report calls for a sensitive balance .

between la1ssez faire methods and directive feaching approaches. ’

kY

- Let me turn now to the survey that the Bullock Commlttee conducted on school /.

[4

v organization and teachlng pr?étlces in Engl1sh Schools. Based on a qUest1onna1re '

. sent out to 1415 prlmary'and 392 secondary schools in England, rhp supvey_pPGVidesna- —

some interesting data for Amerlcan educators 1nterested in making compar1sons. The

, survey quest10nna1re had th‘parts the f1rst deslgned to obtain data on -the organ-,
1zat10n and' resources of the schools for teach1ng language arts the second s .-
obtain 1nformat10n on the Engl1sh related activities_ of 6-,9- 12 and 14-year- -0ld
students dur1ng a typical week. Teachers of such students in des;gnated schools -

were asked to complete the quest1onnc1re on the act1V1t1es of the boy or g1rl whose -
name appeared first alphabetlcally on* the ¢lass 1 roster and who was present during
" the ent1re week of January 22, 1973. A check on the questlonnalres returned, aver

85% of the schools surveyed, showed that they represented an unblased sample of
¢ English schools in terms of organlzatlon and geograph1c dIstrlbutlon There was
a statlstlcally hlgher percentagesof boys in the secondary sample than in #he
country as a whole but this blas was deemed not to have a significant ‘effect on
the results, Over half of the secondary schools surveyed were modern or grammar

b - N N o e .
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|
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\schools reflectlng a split between collegé’ bound and non- collegé—bound students

This situation no longer prevalls today in Bngland which is ‘movmg rapidly

towards comprehens1ye secondary educatlon . .  —
B ¥ " ‘
* A few qu1ck statlst1cs from the survey: .

Class size in England ' seems to be sllghtly h1gher than here for primary

11

youngsters over 60% of them are in classes of more than 30 pLIpllS Welve -

and 14 year olds, on the othér hand, had average English class sizes of 28 and

26 respectlvelx, Wthh seems similar to ours. 12 - K

\

Most secondary studehts had four to six English classes a week of approx1-

mately 40 minutes, though 12-year-old remedlal students spent almost an hour

\ more per week in I-}ngllsh classes 13 ) A ’ :

\

- As far as homework'is contemed 8‘29 of 12 year olds and 52% of 14 year olds

' ‘had less than an hour Eer week, and only about half of the’ college bound 14 year

+ - Y

olds had more than an hour 14» 'I'hls may be :}rpnsmg to many AmerJ:cans who

belleve that English secondary schools are ar more demandlng academlc_:ally

.
. . . A
i - ) . .

- N . B .

than ours. .
There -1s an mterestlng table on the quallflcatlons of teachers anc\ the

kinds of/ secondary ttudents grouped according to read1ng ab111ty, that they

are \teachlng. The table_shov_v;kclearly, that teachers w1th 1gher\=qual1f1cat10ns, . )/

mean\ing degrees orhonors \legrees "in Pnglish, .are more likely to ‘teach 14, year- Jolds R

‘ than 12 year olds, and students of aboveg a\/erage ab111ty than those below Thus,

i
only % of 12 year old and RO l4-year old remed1al students were taught by

-,

¥

S ! . . s N\ I
ighest academic qualificativns.” Some elements of Status would sgen
\ vy « . L

to be involved here: ~% . - e [
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. §‘ Turning for a moment’ to statistics on six  .'nine year olds we f1nd that
- v

" there is more deliberate attentlon to so-called basic skills than we might 1nfer

-

from publlclty about English open or informal schools, 60% of SlX %far olds-
aé% 87% of nine year olds spent some clast time each week on spell1ﬂg, 85% °
and 769 spent class time on handwrltlng, and 49% and-83% spent time on language

usage (grammar, punctuatlon and the. llke) In the reading area, 96% of the

‘s SlX year olds and 71% of the nine year olds spentescme time with readers and o /
phonics pract1ce and 78% and 88% of the two groups spent class time on /

comprehension and VOCabulary exerc1ses.17 These activities were dlStlnCt from
- t

*- - " individual read1ng, personal and creatlve wr1t1ng, and poetry and verse, Whlch

LY

activities occured 1n a very high percentage of classrooms. Even in informal or .

’ open classrooms--and I should point out that a maJorlty of English primary ,/

v »

schodls are ot of this kind--students often worked on language exercises from

voo spec1a1 assignment cards. ' Cf 5
4 » .

-~

Let us now look at how secondary students spent a typ1cal week in Engllsh
-

&
classes The questlonnalre:sought information about a var1ety of act1v1t1es

under the categor1es of oral Engllsh wr1t1ng, language studv, and readin

al Week on oral language act1v1t1es jlncludlng drama anhd dlscusslon/of various
" v

kinds), 61.2 mlnutes on writing,. 52 4*minutes on language study (1nclud1ng spelllng,

vocabularyyaand compqehensron work), and- 53 5~m1nutes on, read1ng and 11terature. ¢
a Fourteen year olds with sllghtly less class t1me,/spent'43 6 mlnutes on oral -
. English, 57 3 njinutes on wr1t1ng, 42 5 mlnutes onwlanguage and 50,1 mlnutes c : v
.on read1ng %nd.llterature There Are ‘ot great dlfferences between the twoi% Y
. groups, though dlfferences become considerable when.flgures-are separated out

~ TN N .

for remed1a1 groups and for 14-year- old collige bound (or eXam) groups. In general'

A

remtdial groups spent far mor'e time on language study, much of’1t devoted to

vocabulary, punctuatlon and comprehen51on exerclses. - [:",
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When -the larger categories are broken ddwn, we find some interesting data ,

that suggeSt that English classes are not operatlng in @ way tHat the’ Bullock v

/ , ’Genmuttee would; endors}e In oral ’En)gllsh for :Lnstance aliout four times as .

' 'much time was spent 1n whole-class d'1scuss1on as in group dﬁscusston _(the
'Conm1ttee would probably prefer the Teverse ratio). And élthough 12 year olds . . -
averaged apout ll mnutes a-week in Jmprov1sed drama (no. grand amount J,, 14 -

>, year: olds averaged fewer than 3 m:Lnutes a,week in this activity. Clearly ' . r."
the Committee's ideas abolit, the 1mportance of student talk were not be,mg "
effeE:tgejAee the classroom A smllar pattern can be“‘é‘en in the language

area, where students spent fully half of the time on exercises 1solated ?rom

the readmg and wr1t1ng they’'were doJ.ng As ment1oned above, conditions weré even ‘

moxe’ extreme for remedial students who had an extra hour each week devoted to ' o

language dTlll 'I'he whole s1tuat1on is in contrast to the rntegrated na1,'ural

_0\ PR
o . 3

apnroach to teaching- skllls wh1ch the. Gemm1ttee advocate In the wr1t:Lng area

., -~

conditions were somewhat better ¢ w1th studerrts having the opportunlty to wr1te

!

in var1ety of forms including verse letters and p1eces on personal exper1ence
L N ~q

as well as expos:v.tory and argumentajve forms In the reading category, most

"students spent their tlme reading what the report refers to as "stlmulatlng" .

ES

material--i.e., material not written explicitly for sk111 development--however o

remed1al students spent nearly half the1r read1ng‘ time on top1c work or skill

4 -

_—development. Overal.l teachers in England are_not much dlfferelt from us--

1Y

it
dare 1 ‘say, no more en11ghtened than us--1n the1r attempts to Jmprove language

- . skllls through worksheet -type act1v1t1es. ‘ ‘ . a0 T .

. +
14 .
k. ’ ‘ .

e Fma],l}f, let me- turn to an-area in which I feel .the Comm:l.ttee has made a

.- - -
-

st O *maJor contrlbutlon to educatlon, partlwlfa\rly se .ndary educatlon. Infa short

R but slgmflcant chapter entitled, "Language across \the' Currlculum," the “ ,
v . . B .
ha512e the role thab .

'-Oonunlttee--most notably; once aga:Ln, James Prltton-c !

s -
e language plays in- students LmderstandJ.ng roPall subJec , not’ just’ the language arts.

~ o . 3
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‘recognlze the 1mportant bearlng that langUage has on the1r subJect As the .

use personal, expressive writing as a means for students, to flnd their way into =~ - . -

discussion in which students tome. together 1n smalI groups to grapple with the

- school- to deVelop a pollcy for language across ¢he curr1cu1um S0 that all subJect ,—:

ideas ‘on how Iinglish lunguage programs.should be organizcd and conductcd and *

R Y

-~ A 4
® - - N
.

Whlle the prlmary teacher can and often does 1ntegrate language 1earn1ng with

D
other subJects many secondary teachers dp-pot*rmoreover they do not even .

v é . ¢
report notes : . S ts . ‘
~ T
In generaly a curriculum sghlect phllosophlcally speak;ng, is a C -
. dlstlnctlve mode of analysis. While many teachers. recognize that
their aim is to initiste a student in a particular mode of analysis,
. " they rarely recognize the linguistic implications of doing so. They h
- do not recognize, in short, that the mental processes they seek to
foster are the outcomes of a development that or1g1nates in speech. (p. 2

B

ths fa11ure is most apparent in schools "neglect of student talk as an 1mportant

means of learning, but 1t can also be seen in the fact that most teachers- do not .

[P N

subJect\ The chnpter reomphnslzos the 1mpbltnnco of dl.LU%SlonL pnxtlcu]uvl

-~ . ~

-
b i ‘

subJect matter Insteadﬁbf _purely d1rectrVe methods, the chapterG%alls for \

student teacher collaboratlon or mutuallty in their 1nvestigatlon of ideas and

experlences. In their recommendatlons the Commlttee ca11 for gvery. secondary

teachers will come to understand "the llngulstlc processesuby whl@h the1r pup
acquire information.and understandlng, and the 1mp11cat10ns for the teacher ks _-.'

own use of language . « . the readlng demands “of thelryéwn subJects and.ways»ﬂ
X 18 -

IR A *

These recommendatlons are descr1bed 1n

uplls can be helped to meet . them."

-

greater detail in WrItlng and Learnlng across‘the Curraculum4 a Schools Counc11
] —
Pro;ect based on some theorzes of James Brltton degeloped dur1ng an ear11er prOJect .

-3

’

By V1rtue of their training and~exper1ence Engllsh teachtrs 1n this country as -'ﬁk
’

- well as in Brltalnﬁare in a good posltlon to help therr schools de51gn and | A e
. s . RN < -
Wlmplement sens1b1e programs of language across the curr1cu1um . .- s
by b ¢ N
Let méLCIOSe by sa?lng that the’ Bullock Reporxgprov1des some thoughtful P :

someaexcellent SUggestlons on the d1rect10ns our Engllsh teachlng profe551on
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. should, move in over the next few years. It is up to us to examine these carefully

and to begln to implement the Ones we find are sound and not wait for ten years,

A
R . [ ..
for another Bullock Report to be produced -t
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./ ENGLISH ACTIVITIES OF 12 AND 14 YEAR OLDS ..
¢ Lo !.,-"; ) (minutes per week) N 7 R .

N Remedial - Remedial Non-exam, Exame - .-
) All-12 " AlR14 . 12 year 14 year 14 year .14 yedr
- ACTIVITY p . year olds year olds olds'. . olds _ olds- olds

*

‘OralEnglish ¢ 10 ‘ *®

Debates, Tecturettes, - C o ion ' o oe 0
mock interviews ! - 3, 0 ¥7 . 1. 2.0 2.4 - 3.9
Class discussion - ) . T . ‘
(teacheT chosen topics)1l.l  153. .  +7.7 13.3 / 17.7 - "14.9- i}
,  -Class discussion . - - ' o
: (pupil’ chosen_ topics). . 2.6 2.4 6.2 - . 4.8 - 3.8 2.1
o Group dlscussion(teacher - - . : o . SR ,
‘ chosen topics) 2.2 2.9 2.3 2.3 7 4.8 - 2.7
e, GTOUD dlscussmn(pupll . : X . . e o
%" Cchosen topics)" -+, 1,1 1.5 1.4 - 1.7 *2.0 1.4 -
' Improvised drama 11.2 3.4 v 9,5¢ 4.2 4.8 .,°, 3.3
~ Drama. from prlnted text 4.1. 8.9 . 0.8 2.3 3.9 *9.9
_ Listening to broadcast, ‘ S R : : -
" tape, record - 3.3 L 5.7 9.2  13.6 8.4 e 7 449
- Total Ornl EngllIsh — 38.C 43.6 T 44,2 47.8 43,1
: Storles and plays 13.8 9.8 - 14.0 7.6 Io.4 . 9.8,
Personal experience 9.3 8.6 9.6 5.4 1.1 -, 8.3,
Verse " 4.8 2:6 . 2.2 1.7 1.7 2.8
- Argument, and exposition . 5.0 7.4 4.6 4.5 < . 6.3 7.7 -
Description 6.0 6.5 > 6.0 5.1 .0 6.6 0 6.5
Lettérs - | 2.2 31 .. 2.4 7.1 3.6~ 2.8 :
Reproductlve L -11.6 131 20.2 - 15.6 15.6 12.6,
Copying printed material: 3.7 + 2.9 . 8.4 - - 8.2 R TN S
sWritten corrections 4.8 - 3.3 - 8.1 4.0 < 4.9 3.1 =,
Total Witing o 612 573 7557 &85 557 ",
< '_ <. ' S T ‘ R ‘ ’
- Taken from pp,.442-43 of A Language for Life, H.M.S.0., London. (1975) ,
) .'.’ N o
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- Nt : . .
> « T ENGLIS}’I ACTIVITIES OF 12 AND 14 YEAR OLDS . (cont.) - PR
(minutes per week) 8 : -
- e, .
) - -~ ' -Remedial ‘Remedial - Noh-exam. FExam.
. . A1l 12 All 14 12 year  :14 year 14 year * - 14 ¥rear
- 7 ACTIVITY - ‘'year olds_ year olds olds ; olds olds, olds
, . . NI 0 N '{\ g . ".
- Language Study T ) N
-Grammar exercises 5.9 ‘ 2.4 . 7.0 2.0 - ~1" 7 2.5
Instruction on errors in . R o oA
own work S, 6.7 3.7 10.2 4.0 X B U
Punctuation exercises - = -3.1 . 2.0 3.4 - 2.5 %7/;\ 2;.4 - 1.9,
Punctuation instructions * =~ | .z S . '
from written errors 3.3 2.4 2.4- 2.0 2.1 2.5
Vocabulary. exérckses 4.2 3.7 - 9.5 7.1 - 3.9 3.5
Vocabulary study from N .o : ’
written work 3.0 2.3 4.8 - 2.3 .. 2.2 2.4 - -
Vocabulary study from . S, '
literature 3.7 3.3 ;2.9 1.7 2.2 . 3,5
e C‘omprghensmn exercises 9.0 9.7 716.3 11.0 8.3 9.8
.+ Comprehension work from ) : .
= discussion 6:3 7.6 7 3.6 5.4 . 6.4 7.8
Spellingepractice from T A ' - .
lists - 1.4 SO o4l 1.7 1.3 .4
Spelling practice by : K ’ :
_ dictation - SS- T Y  S R O O 2.3 1.3 3 e
Spelling practice from N h Co. . 1
written work . 2.3 - T3 . 4.8 , 3.4 1.4 1.3 7 .
. Spellingtests  * " 2.1 .  lizemd 38 “ s 2.2 7 1.0 [
© Linguistics-based L o , . '
°  language study .9 g 2.8 . .3 .3 .8 ‘
' - Total Language Study  *52.4 —~42.5 76..7 48.2 39.6 % 425 . :
. Reading B e . @ e . o
1vate Reading ©.14.2 14,2 15.8 12.2 12.3 14.6 .
Private Readmg-Group ;o o o o
discussion SR AN 1.1 " .6 3 s .5 1.2
-~ Private Readlng-class . Col - » : :
" “discmssion © ° 2.6 2:9 .1.5 5 2.0 3.6
i . Ciass Reading-Group . . . . . ’
7 discussion . 4.0 4.0 '4.5 © 2,5 © 3.5 4.1; :
s CiaSS Reading-Class - : - . ;
’ . :dlscussmn L 13,8 -13.9 9.9 6.3 11,3 148
Private Reading of - - o, ;
,Poetr}’ ' 07,'.1 s » o7 L 2 :‘i8?‘d - R : ’.‘6 N , 07 o~ ‘:'
: Class Readlng o.f e e M , o T '
~= <y Poetry T~ v 6,20 5.2 Y .32 2.3/ ,hZA 5035
Rcad:mg “for toplp/ - R A L de
© - project .- 4.5 4.8 -~ . 7.6 6.8 «+ ., - 9,5 4.2 -
had:mg for: skllls 6.6 © 33 - 24 15.6° 7.0 2,2 ‘
‘».f ﬂ.ag;_,; .ot L L. . s
7 , 53.5 50.1 " 68.8 46'75 4,8 8 50,7
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