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"Elective English progracs.,.provide a different but stronger
and more logical focus E:han traditional 'programs] . .While,

in effect, rejecting actempts to structure all English, they

»

divide the subject into meaningf‘ul units, each one of which has

P

-

. ) fcs own structure.™
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‘Philosqphy and Eharagtefzgizzé of'the‘Secdndary épgligh
Elective éurricﬁlum _
The philosophy of the Secondary Englisﬁ Elective Curri- .
culum can beodividgd into four major'%enetsz tqﬁéts which

* N

this paper contends determine the thirteen central character= -

2

istics of the- curriculum as it developed in the 1960's.and ¢
1970's-tn tﬂe nattbp's high schaols.* While aépgritics indi-. ‘
c;tgd, many Secondary English Elective Cd;riculum developers . |

were rémiss;in articulating any philosophy, the Sbcondéry English

Elective Curriculum's pfactitioners were remarkable in their’

general adherence to the four basic tenets putlined in this

s F

paper . Again, these tenets détﬁrmined the genetal ckaracteris~
tics of the Secondary English Elective Curriculum and guided.
program developers—-—albeit occasionally unconsciously~~in their

work. Pledse see page two.

\ L]
o Philosophy of Interest -

I .
The first and most important of the curriculum's phileso-

. phicdl bases was that of interest. Faced with apathetic §tudbnts;-

and often teachers--in traditional Engljish programs and courses,

i . . : :
the Secondary English Elective Curriculum was comnitted to the : ‘

Fl

FR—

*Hotg: The only characteristic which is indigeneous to all elec~
»{ tive programs is the factor of student choice. In most,
“but not all elective ‘programs, phasing and rongrading
ate also characteristics. The other teq?chakacteristics
vary with specific elective curricula dkthough generally
i applicable to the adnittedly dizzying afray of elactive
programs. Lt
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P Sumpary Chart of the Secondary English Flective Curriculum
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! f . ' and Variety Core Curriculuam T e
l, %tudents, with'some restric- .l- Eleetive courdes were short l. Elective courees were not (see 4., PWilosophy of Intercst,
tlens in Jome programs, were  § of shorter than traditional pro- hecessarily seguenced /by content | structural wharacteriatic aunber
w) free to choose English courses, | grnm coursed, ransiing from one pr level., : ene)
ot . . g scmegter to a period of a few * S .
£1 2, Teachers. with some restric— | weeks. i ¥
&jtlons in some propTams, created L . '
\ bl thelr own courses, . 2. Students experienced s .
= . : variety of teachers, and teach-
¢} 3. . Flective coursca were non= ers experienced different groups
Zf graded, wamally within tvo of students in elective courses.
o hrades, spmetinea within mored ¥ !
Ef 4. Elective courses were occl‘\' .. . "
. gl slonally phased to indicate e ! P BE“
el level of difftenlty. ‘ . < .
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Sl 3, Student election snd .
i teacher creation deterrined .. i o
' £t courses offered and longev- . . ‘ :
i ley of courses.
o . . ‘
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- ] ‘.1 *
' 6. Elective courses wera pre~ _| 3. Muny clective curticula 2. Elective -Courses welc
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z"-l"n * - 4. Elcctive courscs used more | . e
L paperbick books and ossorted r &, .
i oo - | meteriole rather than anthol-~ . . '
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ideal that if one were interested in a course of studiés or

igstruction (reminiseent of Charles W. Eliot of Harvard), then lea
W

_and teaching quld be markedly improved. The traditional_Eng-:

1ish curricwlua’s contention that interest’should_naturally‘

3 i

occur because the subject itself was self-evidently important
» . . "

was rejected. Also rejected was the optimistic belief that

f

¢ . Y ' '
a truly good teacher would autompatically make any aspect: of the

\ curriculunr-howgﬁer ynpalatable——intefesting. Interest, it wae,
' 1Y

felt: could'not be assumed or artificially-manufactured: it must

bélarodséd initially. ' : . . %,

Student Choicq !

, One way to create interest was to provide choice. When *

a student: or teacher was allowed to determine what he or she

would learn or teach, then there was a better chance that thé
[ ) -
person would have a more immediate stake in the instrugtional

process and an establishled enthosiasm -for the subfect. With

choice, the major characteristic of any elective curriculum,
L= . ,
. : ’

interest was a more attainable goal. Thus,‘f§om the philosophy

of interest as a basic and wital curriculum goal, the Secondary

4 ' o .
English ElectiYe Curriculum emerged with student choice as re-

rd

" pards. English courges and teacher autonowy as regards course

-

.

creation and course content. While total choice in the Secondary

English glective Qurriqﬁlum was an illusion--student choice

dbuLd,Be restricted by‘gge, the éomﬁlétion'og‘required courses,

——
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[
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various areas—the limi ed choice provided tedchers and students ..

l in the Secondary Englisll Elective Curriculum was wider than- -

1 . - Pl
L)

that offered by the traditional curticulum. I f

t,

. AR The concept of student choice was a central one in the l

eltctive_curriculum andL essentially, distznguished it from othﬁr

- 1 ~ *
o o - 'curricular forms. One could pos;B thac, because in che 1960' Si

4
< ’. 1

schools were accusgd of being training grounds for oppfession,'

s : where hapyess,jhelpless students were told what to do and what
. . : . . . ’

to study, the eIective curriculum was almost a political matter.

In The Limits of Educatzonal Reform Martin Cammoy explained.the

by

. relation of curricular Chbice and soczetal status: °*
o {-

En inner cil:y schools] decisions about each child's
2 " studies atre made impersonally by counselors with lictle
B ‘fnput from’ the student; and alternatives are few any-
way in such’ schools...in other schools declslons about
oo . a youngster's program of studies are based upow dis- - ]
. . - .cussions between counselor and pupil in order to select
o from among the large number of availéblelcoufsg offerings... '
. in a sense such youngsters are being social ™Ed to be
the "bosses,” while tha ones who are in the inner-city
, school are being prepared to be the workers or the un=

L« . employed. The former will m to givé-thg orders and ¢
e -the latter to follow them.l o - .

Ty

.
L]

' Blectives seemed more democratic in that they gavé studeats,

all studgnts, a choice about their studies. It Was a choice .which

' A

. segmed to underscore a concept of fairpess and a choice which would
provide students a greatery interest in the Eﬂglish curriculum.

As Edmund Farrell explalned : , . )

].
[ t *
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o . .
- .. Students dewmand the rtight to select their own courses
S, on every level and-with a kind of.democratic belli- .

. _ gerence inquire: "who are zdu to tell me, a grown

*

person’ of 16 or 18 years of age, what ay- educational
, _ needs are?” ,
' ~ . 4

»

| - - ' .
h‘“"t;{-- s T———.
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Teacher Creation of Courses . ]
. " = Along with student choice, one of the mqsisignj:‘f-icant
factors in the Setondary Engiish Electiva Curriculum's wide-

spread adoption was its recognition of the interess of the -

+

English teacher in what he or she would teach. While, tea”’ \\\
, ] | or so Years before, theorists had told teachers what to teach
. and.-had even regomzended the establishment of "teacher-proof"

packeté, the'.Engl ish .teachers in an elective program had greater
* - . ) T | ' . R
. cqntrol over what they could teach., It was heady freedom, as

1 . A

cited by Adele H. Stern: e ‘ '

‘ Ereachers] were declaring We want to deternipe what

we teach, We don't want the publishers tell us. We

v don't want mandated curriculum from the céntral office. |
We want to write and develo? our own courses which will

g meet the needs and interests of our’students, which will

help them in their day-to-day. activities now and will.

build interests and ideas for the rest of their lives.3

x - g .
. in the elective curriculum, teachers had the freedom to determine '
- . . P . . . ) - )
L ] L] -
what they would teach; and, if one looks at the above quotation L. .

carefully, it was obvious that ahat the teacher wanted was curiously
akin to the ideals.of the Progressive‘ﬂovement. Not only was the ™

student demanding choice; teachers wanted it, ‘too.

Nongrading ' :

A third characteristic to emerge from the philodophy of inY€rest

¥
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was the concept of"nongradigg within a ;urriculom. Because

-
-

a student was inpepested in a course and chose lt, rigid age
,distinctions which had previously goyefoed the copposition of

- Eoglish cours&s_seemed far‘less important than they once had:
'$econﬁary English Elective Cu;riculq;'proponents felt that
students separated by a few years in age could mix freely -and

' successfully in é single clges heceuse_the distinctions be=- -
tween intellectual maturity were far less iqpo;pent than the ,

-

motivating factor of interest.

Phasing

* Il

Yet, as a fooffbﬁch;iacteristic, some chrricnlar proponents
were unsure of the effects of completely nongraded courses
T
whose difficulty level aight frustrate an otherwise interested

udent, provided phasing, a numerical designation'given each

eleetigé course to indicate éwbject difficulty. EWhile a parti—

-

cularly phased course could haw students of different ages with-

in it, the phasing provided students an index of course level.

+
" -

. Longevity of Courses

A, fifth characteristic which stemmed from the philosophy of
interest was the possibility of allowing students and :eachers

‘to dEtermine nac‘only the courses offered but the longevity of

1

the offered courses. If there was no interest in a specific

a
-

_subject area of the disc1pline-—evidenced by teacher failure to

create a course or, student failure to subscribé to an offeted

1




o Toa

C.Ougl'se‘*“then that subject area would be elifninal:ed-or dropped \ cos

LA Lt
*
.

from the curriculum. Because intetest was the overriding con-

!
\\J cern, artificial creatfon or mainignance of a specific course
- . , . h
was considered thtenable.

4
’

Literature Emphasis . R

A sixth chardcteristic of the interest’'philosophy was the
Iitergrﬁ dominanca of the‘Secondary English Elective Curricu= ’
. i . ; g

. lum, reflecting the interest of the teacher-creators and*also,

Fod

to a lesser exten_l:, '‘of the students. Teachérs, trained as

[

English majors in literature-dominated college cyrricula and .

students’, electing‘ literature coufses more frequently (whatevg_r

the complicated reasons) than other courses, made literature

‘the backbone of most elective programs. . . ’ -

Philesophy of Change and Variety ; _

] - - LN »

& second philosophical concern oé the Secondary English

Elective Curriculuam was the imporfance of change and variety

within the curriculum, Concerned that in the traditional’ pro--
. ',

grait students and one teacher spent an entire year together T

WA ’ -, !

with a:smail p061 of texts from which to work, the Secondary . -

-+

English plectifg Ca;riCUlum encouraged studénts and teachers tol

- . ‘ . . \ i} .

experience more vg;ieﬁ‘subjectwmatter, groupings, and materials.
Al ’ - . ‘.'i . . .

N " .. . B * - »

- o ™ *  Short Elective Courses

Thus one characteristic of the curriculum to emerge from

.
\
.
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a tollege model,

. : B o
_the philosophy of change and variety was the offering of short

’ ) »
or.shorter courses than traditional programs. These shoft courses

ranged from;oSl semester to a period of a few weeks. This length

. t

of time allowed students to chagge teachers and teécHers to change

u - N

- elasses of students.

*

ol .ut‘o

Variit? of Teachers and Students. ~t

The above gave rise to a second characteristic, the Students

Wi ence

experience of a variety of teachers and the teachers

~of different groups of(students in the electifg curriculum.

o

v L

\ 7 College Model . »
- - . ) T :

As a third characteristic to emerge from ttﬁ‘pt}i;osophy of

L1

change and variety, most Secondary English‘Elective‘Eurricula us

+

v

creating a curriculum which offered short,

-

essentially unrelated, unsequenced English coursea taughf by
v y

— A

a variety of Instructors. _' -

Varied Haterials

j A fourth characteristic of the Seéondary Engllsh-ﬁlective ’

Curriculum was that it veered. “away from the dominance of anthol~

- 1 +

ogies and hard-bound texts and used a stunning array .of paperbacks -

t

and other materials to prov1de curricular variety and té e 1ich
subject watter. — EEZa (

&

Phildsophy Rejecting the/Core urricujum

. L] -

" AsG. Robert Carlsen and othdYs have

‘\_/'

ndicated, a third-philosophical

LB




concern of the Secondary-English Elective Curriculum was the re-

. jecction of the core qurrzculum. Proponents of elective programs
did not maintain that certain pieces of literaturc'or‘exposure
to certain skills was essential to the English education of all -

. seccndary students and also that "a specific seciuencing of litera-

ture--or of ariy’ series of skills--was essential.

~ No Sequencing - <
#

- . 5 ‘
As a result, one chardcteristic of- the Secondary English .

¢ + N

. Flective Curriculum was the failure to"cquénce courses or levels

- of imstructign as had che traditional curriculum. "As with ther-

1
a. N - »
characteristic of the college model, qre could not dictate that
PO | , R .* : .
a student should experience X before Y or yice versa. &,
- - - . , w , y .4
. A _ ] . Ho‘Curri_r.‘:uiar Requireméh‘ts"_‘". . L. .

\ . ' . -7 . .
In some cases, -this philosophy dictétc&'the second‘characﬁer-

" isede stémminé gfom ché rejdction oE the core curricufum, tHe

-

'abscnce of curricular requirements., Becau‘f there was no core

curriculum, one could not state with aurhoricy that eVery student

Al

should have a specific course or group of counses witgin his or

s her secondary experience. Imbeqded in ;hese—tﬁo—eharaccczlsricgl_ﬁ

the §aiiure to gequence and the failure to.x, éﬁ?re,:uas the coﬁcgpf

e . that skills in the areas of language wti Lg . and liferature wer‘(
L] . L
‘contained in almost all forms of the English curriculum andmere .

‘\n

. " mot necessarilx transmicted in any specific coutse. While some

3

" might assume this belief in th® inclusiveness of ‘English to be

.
L5
ot

ot
I
I
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ey ’ . .. o
an inherently bptim@stic point of view, it was another cogént ,
"* ratibnale for the rejection of the Eorg\gurrfculum: not only were

tﬂere no sacred works or sequence of study‘ English itself as

a subject was so interrelated that most of, the 'skills- and es-

sential cohcepts were-émbedézg\in'almost all areas of study.. 4

. ! h

‘Philosophy of Relevance .
Tanovative bourses ? -

A fourth philosophical tenet of the i;;andary English

Yy

Elqctive Cuwriculum was a dedication to relevance. - Feeling

that many traditional curricula, especially in a devotion to
the "classics," igngyed’curreﬁt literature and areas of study,

the Secondary English Elective Curriculum included innovative g

»

? courses such as film and“media and 'also encouraged the reading

- Bg very contemporary‘%gzgﬁéture. In addition, some elective

' programs included fiew form of langbage study. Faced with

&

students. who could see no connection between the tradi;ional

. . ) : . ¢
English gourse and their exploding world, the Secondary English

. Eliftive‘ﬁhrriculum attempted to provide as many au courant .°

offerings as possible. Perhaps their very béiief that English

»

'was relevant, was related to thg real world as even students tight

. [ . "

, > - s
*define it, allowe¢ elective.creators, with some confidence, to
. 1—" . . "

abandog Silas’Marner and Shakespeare for Marshail McLuhan and

1 »
4

film—makingﬂ_qg ' ,

P

P-L
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philoéophica; beliefs: the importance of interest, the necessity . T,

content of structure, ¢

s - . N :
- - -r
Fl — ”

-1 - R '

. . + Sunmary . .
Thus despite iis occasional failure-in articulation, the

Secondary English Elective Curriculum adhered to four major

for ch?nge‘and vériety,.the rejection og the core’ curriculum,
de ﬁ.dedicapioq?ﬁo relevance. From these.four philosophical
tenets sprang thir?een charaCteristias‘ one of which student g
choice was indigeneous to all eiective programs, ‘two of whic?

grading and phasing, were common in most elective programs,'

and ten of which were found in a variety of elective curricula.

»

* The characteristics related logically to either the curriculum's
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