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ABSTRACT 

The major objective of the study was to determine the 

preparation and assignment of public high school English teachers 

for the school year 1971-72, and the English-Education curricula 

of the three Arizona universities. To make the ensuing descrip

tion more meaningful, findings are related to national norms de

rived from similar status studies of 1961 and 1964, and then to 

selected recommendations derived from "A Standard of Preparation 

to Teach English," National Council of Teachers of English. 

A questionnaire was constructed in the light of these 

recommendations and sent to all public high schools in Arizona. 

A sample of four hundred responses was randomly selected from 

those returned, a program was written for the IBM 1130 computer, 

standard IBM cards were keypunched, and data run off. 

The findings are presented first in regard to preparation 

of English teachers, then to their assignment, and lastly to the 

English-Education curricula of the state universities. 

Arizona teachers were found to exceed the national norms 

in total preparation in English-Education. They were apparently 

better prepared in literature than in language, especially in 

English Literature, American Literature, and Shakespeare. In 

respect to the remaining literature courses (Literature for 
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Adolescents, World Literature, Contemporary Literature, and Lit

erary Criticism), Arizona English teachers were not well pre

pared, but were about as well prepared in them as they were in 

their study of language. Patterns of study noticeable in the 

findings related to Arizona teachers were similar to those of all 

teachers nationally in 1960, i.e., literature was experienced to 

a greater degree than English language studies. 

When the recommended curricula in English-Education were 

utilized as a basis of comparison, the preparation of Arizona 

teachers in the Education curriculum proved to be closest to 

meeting criteria, their preparation in literature was next best, 

and their preparation in the English language was weakest. 

Teachers' assignments in 1971-72 had the following char

acteristics: the majority of teachers were assigned two differ

ent grade levels; the normal class-load was five classes daily; 

approximately four teachers out of six were given non-English 

classes to teach, and nearly six out of ten teachers met more 

than one hundred students daily. The National Council of Teach

ers of English has repeatedly recommended that English teachers 

not be assigned more than one hundred pupils daily because of 

their special responsibility to teach effective writing, a task 

demanding a great deal of the English teacher's time. 

The curricula in English-Education of The University of 

Arizona, Arizona State University, and Northern Arizona Univer

sity were characterized by their similarities in the required 
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Education curricula and their variations in the required English 

curricula. All three state universities require courses in the 

Teaching of English (Methods), Evaluation of Learning, Education

al Psychology, Curriculum, and Student Teaching. None requires a 

Philosophy of Education course. 

All three universities require two courses in the lan

guage area: Modern Grammar and some kind of Advanced Composi

tion. The University of Arizona and Arizona State University 

require History of the English Language. Arizona State Univer

sity and Northern Arizona University require Linguistics. 

Northern Arizona University alone requires Speech. 

In the area of required literature courses, The Univer

sity of Arizona and Arizona State University undergraduates must 

take American Literature, English Literature, and Shakespeare. 

World Literature, Contemporary Literature, Literary Criticism, 

and Literature for Adolescents are elective. Northern Arizona 

University requires only one course in literature, that an in

troductory one. 

Suggestions for further research included a comparison of 

the preparation of English teachers who are graduates of Arizona 

universities and those of out-of-state institutions; a discovery 

of the distribution of the English-Education graduates of state 

universities, and an evaluation of university curricula in terms 

of the needs of contemporary as well as future secondary school 

English teachers. 



CHAPTER 1 

THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

It is generally taken for granted among the people of the 

United States that education is important if the country is to 

continue to exist, and if the individual is to continue to enjoy 

the comparatively accessible fruits of his labors. Reasons for 

belief in education are several: that a democracy depends upon 

an enlightened citizenry which can analyze problems or questions 

with which the nation as well as the lesser communities are faced 

and can come to a decision for or against the matter at hand on 

the basis of the evidence; that the people of a democracy volun

tarily subjugate themselves to the law of the land (because laws 

are made by enlightened citizens who are representative of the 

population); that an educated public is best suited to act on 

its own responsibility and face up to the consequences of its 

behavior. One can, to be sure, proceed to list a number of other 

statements which reflect the people's belief in public education. 

John Dewey (1920, p. 101), in Democracy and Education, re

ferred to "The devotion of democracy to education . . . ." How

ever, he (1920, p. 101) disclaimed statements such as those above 

and concluded that the main reason education is so important is 
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this: "A democracy is more than a form of government; it is 

primarily a mode of associated living, of conjoint communicated 

experience 

It becomes readily apparent, therefore, that though "The 

devotion of democracy to education is a familiar fact (Dewey 

1920, p. 101)," the underlying support of education is there for 

a number of reasons, some of which may be incompatible with 

others. Perhaps it is this condition as much as any other which 

truly reflects a successful democracy. 

Besides supporting public education in the United States, 

the people are convinced that good teaching is essential if edu

cation is to perform its vital function—whatever that may be in 

the mind of the individual American. Statements such as, ". . . 

the teacher is still the most important ingredient in the learn

ing situation (Jenkins 1968, p. 428)," and, "No educational sys

tem can be better than its teachers (Rockefeller Brothers Fund 

1958, p. 23)," occur frequently in the literature. If one ac

cepts the premise that effective instruction is a vital part of 

a good school, it follows that one should next be concerned about 

the preparation of teachers as well as their assignment. 

Therefore, one would presume that to ensure good teaching 

those who themselves teach would be well-educated, for it is ob

vious to all that a state of ignorance cannot illuminate the 

darkness which envelops it. The rationale of having well-

educated teachers has been de rigueur so long that one tends to 
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forget the customs and practices of, say, the early 1900's in 

this country when two years of preparation beyond high school was 

sufficient for teacher certification. A cursory examination of 

the history of many universities in this country readily reveals 

the transition from normal school to university—after the fash

ion of both Arizona State University, Tempe, and Northern Arizona 

University, Flagstaff. Each institution progressed from the 

status of normal school to stafe-e teachers college to state col

lege to state university. They, along with The University of 

Arizona, Tucson, a university from the outset, have always had 

the responsibility of preparing teachers who are qualified by 

state law to teach in Arizona's public schools . The implication 

is plain enough. A normal school education for public school 

teachers has not been sufficient for a long time. 

It seems evident that if good schools are determined by 

good teachers, and that if a university education rather than a 

two-year preparation more surely prepares one to teach, then one 

should also be assigned to teach in the area of one's training. 

Though these are the aspects of education which are of paramount 

concern in this study, their applicability is restricted to an 

analysis of the public secondary school English teacher of 

Arizona. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of the study encompasses, first, a descrip

tion of the public secondary school English teachers for the 
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school year 1971-72; second, their assignment; and, third, a 

description of the course of study requirements for the English 

major and minor listed by the respective catalogs of The Univer

sity of Arizona, Tucson; Arizona State University, Tempe; and 

Northern Arizona University, Flagstaff. 

The data gathered in each category concerning Arizona 

English teachers are then compared with data pertaining to na

tional norms and national recommendations as presented in The 

National Interest and the Teaching of English (The Committee on 

National Interest 1961), and The National Interest and the Con

tinuing Education of Teachers of English (The Committee on Na

tional Interest 1964). 

Each group of data serves a two-fold purpose: (1) the 

data describe the status quo of each area of the problem in Ari

zona, and, (2) the data serve as bases of comparison between the 

situation found to exist in Arizona and the national situation. 

One can evaluate more fairly such important aspects of 

education as preparation of teachers, their assignments, and cur

ricula of the state universities when one can view these ele

ments in the light of evidence related to other states of the 

Union or to the entire nation. 

The fundamental questions inherent in the problem, there

fore, are the following: 

1. What is the status of the preparation of public secondary 

school English teachers who were teaching during the 

school year of 1971-72? 



2. How does this preparation compare to the preparation of 

English teachers as set forth in the national study, The 

National Interest and the Teaching of English? 

3. How does this preparation compare to "A Standard of 

Preparation to Teach English (The Committee on National 

Interest 1964)?" 

4. What is the status of the classroom assignments performed 

in 1971-72 by Arizona's English teachers? 

5. How does the description of the status of Arizona's 

teachers' classroom assignments compare with those given 

in The National Interest and the Continuing Education of 

Teachers of English? 

6. How does the status of the assignments given to Arizona 

English teachers compare with the recommendation of the 

National Council of Teachers of English? 

7. What is the status of the courses of study which lead to 

a bachelor of science degree in education with an English 

major or minor and which make possible certification to 

teach English in any of Arizona's public secondary 

schools, these courses of study being the ones listed in 

the latest catalogs of The University of Arizona, Tucson; 

Arizona State University, Tempe; and Northern Arizona 

University, Flagstaff. 

8. How do the curricula in English education of the three 

state universities compare to the findings selected from 
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The National Interest and the Teaching of English and The 

Continuing Education of Teachers of English? 

9. How do these three courses of study compare, individually 

and collectively, with the criteria established by the 

National Council of Teachers of English called "A Stan

dard of Preparation to Teach English?" 

Significance of the Study 

Certain aspects of the status of the teaching of English 

in Arizona are discussed in this study in order that their char

acteristics may be compared to those which have prevailed na

tionally, apparently for a considerable period of time. It is 

believed that the information contained in the study may serve 

as the introduction to further research of a fundamental nature. 

It seems obvious that people concerned about English, its teach

ing, the preparation of English teachers, and other considera

tions like these, should have at hand a simple datum such as this 

one--and many more. 

Long before the layman began to take note and to question 

the operation of the pubxic schools (especially following the 

successful launching and orbiting of Russian missiles in the late 

1950's), professional societies were actively engaged in self-

appraisal. Grommon (1968) pointed this out in his study which 

discusses the history of the preparation of teachers of English. 

An example of the professional's point of view is that of the 

National Council of Teachers of English which has always 
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advocated high standards for English teachers and which, in 1961, 

pointed out that, on a national basis, English teachers were 

generally not well prepared to teach English. The status of 

Arizona's English teachers was not analyzed because data were 

not available to the Council's researchers. 

One cannot say that Arizona's English teachers were equal 

in preparation to others elsewhere in the nation because this in

formation is not available. It is hoped that this study can shed 

some light on the current status of the preparation of Arizona's 

English teachers as well as their assignments, for it would ob

viously defeat the whole purpose of preparing a teacher to teach 

English only to have that teacher assigned to another discipline. 

Assumptions of the Paper 

1. That the random sampling procedure used in this study 

produces a valid random sampling of the preparation and 

assignment of public secondary school English teachers 

in the state of Arizona. 

2. That there is a relationship between both the extent and 

the composition of the teacher preparation program and 

teacher performance in the classroom. 

3. That there is a relationship between the intent and tech

nique of this study and the intent and technique followed 

by the national surveys, The National Interest and the 

Teaching of English and The National Interest and the 
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Continuing Education of Teachers of English, which pro

vide reliable comparisons. 

Limitations of the Study 

The fundamental purpose of the study was to discover how 

well Arizona's English teachers were prepared to teach English, 

to discover the kinds of teaching assignments they were given, 

and to delineate the curricula of Arizona's three public univer

sities in the area of English-Education. Having accomplished 

these objectives, these findings would be compared, first, with 

findings of other studies which involved teachers of the United 

States at large, and, second, with suggestions in all three areas 

made by the National Council of Teachers of English. With these 

objectives in mind, the study was limited in the following ways: 

1. The questionnaire was designed to gather data which apply 

to the English and education curricula only inasmuch as 

findings of the national surveys referred to above were 

involved. 

2. That part of the questionnaire which asked teachers to 

indicate their preparation in terms of the number of 

courses taken listed courses by titles which were general 

rather than specific in some cases because of the variety 

of titles found in university catalogs. 

3. Data gathered were limited in an unknown number of cases 

by the necessity for teachers to rely on memory of 

courses taken rather than on actual records. 
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Summary 

The public's support of education in the United States 

has been consistently demonstrated. It is so taken for granted, 

and enforced by laws, that all educable children will attend the 

public's schools that only the length of the period of formal 

education required varies . It is generally known that the time 

allotted to education of the universal population has risen 

rather than declined. 

This faith in the efficacy of education has been main

tained apparently because there are demonstrable and positive 

results visible or known to a majority of the people. Some of 

the credit for achieving positive results accrues to the public 

school teacher inasmuch as good teaching is also generally re

garded as a significant element of formal education. It is be

cause this is so that there has been a concern for the quality 

of the teacher corps manifested continually over the years by 

those who sincerely believe in democratic education and wish it 

to persist, but always to seek ways to improve it. 

A share in this concern for public education falls to 

the National Council of Teachers of English whose studies, The 

National Interest and the Teaching of English and The Continuing 

Education of Teachers of English, described the status of the 

teaching of English across the country. These two volumes pre

sent data about the preparation and assignment of English teach

ers and the curricula of schools of higher education which 
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clearly indicate, as of 1961, that these facets of education need 

revising and strengthening. 

The content of these same studies, of course, makes one 

wonder whether the status of the teaching of English in Arizona 

differs substantially from that of the nation. This study under

takes to analyze the status of the teaching of English in Ari

zona, specifically in reference to three major questions: 

(1) What is the status of the preparation of the English teacher 

of the public secondary schools of the state of Arizona? 

(2) what is the status of the classroom assignments given to 

these teachers? and (3) What is the status of the English and 

professional curricula of the three state universities? 

This study, furthermore, attempts to compare the status 

of the teaching of English, as specified above, with the status 

of the teaching of English in the United States, and, in addi

tion, to compare those findings with pertinent recommendations 

made by the National Council of Teachers of English. 



CHAPTER 2 

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The literature which is reviewed in this chapter is con

cerned with the teaching of English. Basic to the understanding 

of what is involved in the teaching of English are the three 

questions which follow: (1) What is English? (2) What is the 

status of the teaching of English? and (3) What kind of under

graduate training should the English teacher have? This sequence 

of questions leads inevitably to recommendations to improve the 

quality of the preparation of English teachers. These matters 

provide the means by which to organize the review of the signifi

cant literature of the period which begins with Sputnik I and 

continues to the present time. 

What Is English? 

In October of 1957 the Soviet Union enjoyed the spectacu

lar success of Sputnik I. Soon afterward the American public 

school came under attack. Educators reacted to their critics 

and a so-called revolution in education was begun. Though Jen

nings (1967, p. 77) maintained that other factors such as World 

War II, the Veterans Readjustment Act, a newly found "interna

tionalism beyond the dreams of Wendell Wilkie," the increasing 
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movement from country to city, and so forth, were the true causes 

of the foment in American education, still the advent of Sputnik 

I in October 1957 provides a convenient point in time with which 

to commence the review. It was the next year, 1958, when the 

Commission on English, a committee made up of members of several 

professional societies, began a series of conferences which led 

to the sorting out of problems to be called basic issues. The 

concept lending force to the conferences was stated thusly: 

"Some of us in the profession believe that a thorough re

examination of the whole problem of the teaching of English, 

from the elementary grades through the graduate school, is now 

imperative. We think that as an initial step we need a clear 

formulation of the Basic Issues which confront us (Members of 

the 1958 Conference 1959c, p. 3)." The committee drew up a list 

of thirty-five basic issues . The question, What is English? 

heads the list. 

To accompany the commission's report, Basic Issues in 

English, another statement was issued which the commission said 

". . .is prepared in the conviction that primary issues at 

stake are a definition of what English is as a subject in the 

schools, as an argument for the sequential nature of it--based 

on a case of experience, a body of knowledge, and a set of spe

cific skills to be attained by the student from elementary 

school to graduate school (Members of the 1958 Conference 1959a, 

p. 13)." 
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No prescribed curriculum for English is set forth, rather 

a sketch is given out of which emerge three premises: 

1. The values of the literary component of English 
are sequential and incremental. 

2 . The writing component of English is equally se
quential and incremental . . . , and, 

3. Teacher preparation for all levels demands a 
more thorough knowledge of both literature and the pro
cess of writing than is customarily demanded (Members 
of the 1958 Conference 1959a, pp. 13-17). 

These premises indicated that the study of literature and 

composition should form the core of the disciplines. Basic Is

sues in the Teaching of English, however, was concerned exclu

sively with the college preparatory curriculum. 

Gleason (1967, p. 2) said that English had three compo

nents: grammar, composition, and literature: "If English is to 

have a definable place in the academic structure, ... it must 

have a center about which it can integrate—a center of such sig

nificance that it can overcome the centrifugal forces clearly at 

work to dismember the field of English." Grammar, composition, 

and literature provide that nucleus . 

The Commission on English (1965, p. 2) in its study, 

Freedom and Discipline in English, declared that "... language, 

primarily the English language, constitutes the core of the sub

ject . . . the study and use of the English language is the 

proper content of the English curriculum." 

Guth (1965, p. 4) stated, "The answer to the question 

'What is English?' varied widely, depending on the background of 
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the speaker. Often, what at first seems a comprehensive inter

pretation of our task as teachers of English turns out to be but 

the lengthened shadow of a specialist's personal interest and 

commitment." Guth (1965, p. 5) maintained that English can be 

defined on a more universal basis: "The subject matter of 

English is not an accidental accumulation of more or less remote

ly related areas of interest. It is unified by its concern with 

the workings of language—its purposes, functions, and effects." 

Trezise (1965, p. 21) concluded that a definition of 

English is not realizable and suggested that "Perhaps we must 

consider the possibility that the term 'English' as applied to a 

school subject, is no longer meaningful, and that we should apply 

the term only as a rubric to cover an entire area." 

In the case of traditional grammar, unpopular with the 

majority of students, ineffective in application, why teach it? 

Why not, instead, since some students would like to study gram

mar, offer grammar as an elective course but teach it from a 

modern point of view, on a basis of scientific knowledge of 

English. Eventually, Trezise (1965, p. 21) recommended, why not 

offer the entire English curriculum electively? 

What English is and what the teaching of English is sup

posed to accomplish are so closely associated as to become in

distinguishable at times; so it may be necessary to point out 

that the things called the skills of English are frequently the 
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embodiment of the definition. Lazarus and Knudson (1967, 

pp. v-vi) listed the basic skills as Listening, Speaking, Read

ing, Reasoning, and Writing. 

Hook (1967, pp. 84-85) was sensitive to the nuances in

volved in the defining of English and postulated that a precise 

answer to the question, "What is English?", is still being 

sought, and that the search has taken some scholars apparently 

far afield into psychology, anthropology, sociology, and even 

the biological and physical sciences. The complexities of the 

subject English grow ever more apparent, but scholars work also 

to find in the complicated net some strands of structure that 

will have special significance for teaching. 

Smock (1967, p. 203) defined English in a way which prob

ably sums up the majority of opinions but also includes, espe

cially, the element of criticism: 

English is not one subject but many subjects. 
English is both a body of knowledge to be analyzed and 
a skill to be mastered. It is not a single skill but 
four major skills—reading, writing, speaking, and lis
tening. It is not a single body of knowledge but a 
complex of many including literature, language, rheto
ric, and criticism. 

Even so, Allen (1967, p. 18) believed that it is the 

English language which provides the locus of concentration: 

Clearly the one thing that unifies the field of 
English is the language . The teacher of composition 
is a teacher of English because he teaches how to 
write in the English language, not in French or Arabic 
or Korean. The teacher of reading--whether he so 
classifies himself or not—is a teacher of English be
cause he teaches how to read in the English language, 
and not in some other language. 
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Taking substantially the same position, Bonney (1967, 

pp. 585-586) said that the key to her school's program is the 

study of language and constructed the following metaphor to de

scribe her point of view: "We may use a triangle to represent 

the English program with language at the base line, from which 

arise literature on the one hand, and composition on the other, 

meeting as they should, at the apex." 

Though also acknowledging that language study is vital, 

Miller (1967, p. 29), quite evidently in agreement with or in

fluenced by the prevailing British attitude that instruction 

should be student-centered rather than subject-centered, said, 

"If there is a 'new English,' it is English that has placed lit

erature, defined in the broadest of terms, at the center of the 

curriculum, arid that has taken the development of the imagina

tion, concerned in the most liberated sense, as its ultimate 

aim." 

Trying to be more precise, Miller (1967, p. 29) con

tinued: "Reduced to its barest terms, the English curriculum 

from beginning to end should have as its primary aim the educa

tion, development and fullest possible extension of the linguis

tic imagination." 

On the other hand, Rodgers (1968, p. 10) believed that 

"The child who is taught to perceive the world around him and to 

interpret his perceptions verbally is being trained in the basic 

mode of the discipline called English." The means by which the 



English curriculum is held together is that of the English lan

guage applied in an interpretation of the real world: "In the 

discipline called English, the single integrating thread of the 

several components is the fact of verbal interpretation of real

ity . This means that all the subject matter of the English dis

cipline, as it has been defined historically as we understand it 

today, consists of someone's verbal interpretation of reality 

(Rodgers 1968, p. 10)." 

In a chapter of The Uses of English, "What Is English?", 

Muller (1967) discussed the various aspects of English and 

touched on the many differing curricula, philosophies, and atti

tudes extent at the present time. In referring to the prolifera

tion of statements to the effect that language lies at the heart 

of English, Muller (1967, p. 4) reminded us: "Anything that any

one thinks is good for youngsters can be dumped into the course 

because it involves some use of language." He then pointed out 

how the study of language inevitably leads to a consideration of 

literature and this, in turn, leads to involvement with other 

aspects of English--and the question of the purpose of all this 

study. 

This need for a more precise description of the limits 

of the discipline was also brought out by Kegler (1972, p. 15): 

Teachers of the language arts have long been dis
satisfied with a curriculum which appeared to have an 
inherent tendency toward fragmentation. We have tried 
to revise and develop a coherent pattern for the teach
ing of English for seventy-five years; we have tried to 
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find an integrating point out from which teachers could 
move in the subject they teach. The ill-defined tripod 
of language, literature, and composition is relatively 
meaningless because it does not provide an integrating 
focus for curriculum development. It lays out the 
boundaries, but it does not identify a center. Within 
the perimeter, as all of us know, there is a good deal 
of wandering about. 

In the same article, Kegler pointed out that even when 

language is said to be at the core of the English curriculum one 

cannot be sure of what is meant because of the many emphases as

sociated with the subject. However, Kegler (1972, p. 17) said, 

"Regardless of the specific emphasis that individuals would 

place on the study of language, thoughtful students of curricu

lum in English tend to agree that the core of our discipline is 

language." 

Though a more precise and detailed explanation of the 

meaning of English would satisfy the complaint voiced by Kegler 

and others—and despite the wide-ranging points of view expressed 

so far—professionals agree as to the significance of the study 

of language, of its rightful place being the center of the course. 

There are other considerations, however, that transcend a focus 

on subject matter and, therefore, expand the responsibilities of 

English teachers in association with all other teachers . Grommon 

(1967, p. 462), using the language of Freedom and Discipline in 

English, said that to assume that language lay at the core of the 

English curriculum is an "unstartling assumption," but he would 

include some things that should be done with language: 
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1. The first responsibility is that of teaching 
students to think effectively; 

2. A second reminder involves our responsibili
ties for teaching about values; and 

3. My final point is that we should try to rec
ognize and help each student develop his imagination. 

Another experienced teacher, Harry L. Walen (1971, 

p. 1079), compared the teaching of English now with what it was 

when he began teaching the subject in 1937 and concluded that 

"The English teachers' particular mission may be said to lead 

the student in the secondary years to develop those potentials 

for expression, communication, and fulfillment in the context of 

understanding his own society and culture which will give the 

greatest meaning to his life as a member of his society and as 

an individual." 

From the foregoing statement one may conclude that a 

single definition of English probably would not satisfy everyone. 

Even in the instances where there seems to be substantial agree

ment, as in the case of the belief that language lies at the 

heart of the discipline, there is the possibility of ambiguity 

and imprecision because of the enormous complexity of the sub

ject. However, one may gain some insight into the prevailing 

opinions of what English is from the sampling just presented, 

and a summation of attitudes may now be attempted. 

In general, responses to the question, What is English?, 

tend to fall into two categories, the first of which maintains 

that the discipline called English does have a structure. It is 
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the study of the English language which provides the nucleus of 

the structure, and is also that which contributes substance and 

form to the discipline. Furthermore, the English curriculum 

should be sequential so as to reiterate the fundamentals system

atically even as the subject matter gains complexity. 

The other definition of English concedes that it is in

deed the English language which identifies the discipline, but 

the teaching of English should be characterized by a great deal 

of freedom not only in regard to methodology and curriculum but 

in regard also to the students who best learn and thrive imagi

natively in such an environment, that is, the democratic class

room. 

If one had to reduce either position to a very brief 

statement, one might end up by describing the first approach as 

one which is directed at the students' minds and the second as a 

philosophy which is concerned mainly with the students' emotions. 

Perhaps Shugrue's (1968, p. 26) summary clearly illus

trates the quandary of the English educator and may serve as the 

capstone of this discussion: 

Most English teachers would readily agree that the 
field of English includes language, literature, and 
composition as well as the skills of listening, speak
ing, reading, and writing, but even experts would be 
hard pressed to explain how each of those areas is to 
be introduced into the classroom and related to all 
others . 
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The Status of the Teaching of English 

Another facet of the analysis of English which commenced 

shortly after Sputnik I involved the quality of the preparation 

of English teachers then teaching. In general it was found that 

practicing English teachers were not sufficiently prepared to 

teach their speciality. Indeed, one source declared that "Poorly 

prepared teachers of English have created a serious national 

problem (Committee on National Interest 1961, p. 13)." Not only 

were teachers not well enough educated, it was found, but they 

were teaching subject material that was so diffused as to be un

recognizable as English: "English, more than any curricular 

area, is a highly diverse and heterogeneous field and the basket 

called 'English1 is a hodgepodge of almost everything—from pub

lic speaking, to linguistics, to units on good manners (Trezise 

1965, p. 2)." 

Guth (1965, p. 4) said that "The pessimist can claim with 

some justice that English teachers are united by a common label 

and divided by incompatible and mutually unintelligible inter

ests, terminologies and commitments." Guth (1965, pp. 3-4) also 

aptly described the status of the discipline over the last decade 

when he said: "No one seriously investigating the present state 

of English £1965] can help being bewildered by conflicting em

phases and approaches, by strong but contradictory claims." Such 

was the state of the art when the studies which follow next were 

undertaken. 
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Three frequently quoted references contributed greatly to 

the expressions available on the status of the teaching of 

English in the United States during the period covered by this 

review: the first, The National Interest and the Teaching of 

English, 1961, was published by the National Council of Teachers 

of English whose members likewise wrote and published the com

panion study, 1964, The National Interest and The Continuing Edu

cation of Teachers of English. As the findings of these studies 

serve as points of reference in the text of this paper, they will 

not be treated in great depth at this time. One may say, how

ever, that the depiction of the status of the teaching of English 

was gloomily phrased, as may be deduced from statements such as 

these: 

Only 40 to 60 percent of the teachers of high school 
English have completed college majors in English (The 
Committee on National Interest 1961, p. 33). 

More than 94 percent of the colleges fail to require 
work in the English language (The Committee on National 
Interest 1961, p. 48). 

Two-thirds of all teachers do not consider them
selves well prepared to teach reading; almost 50 percent 
do not consider themselves well prepared to teach liter
ature and language (The Committee on National Interest 
1964, p. 20). 

The third study, Mersand's (1961, p. viii) Attitudes 

Toward English Teaching, made a survey of "the considered opin

ions of highly educated and successful persons in their chosen 

fields . . . ." Individuals of seventeen fields were asked to 

reply to a brief list of questions which solicited their 
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opinions of matters related both to the study of English and to 

the use of English in their respective areas of expertise. 

Though there was great variety in the responses, two illustra

tions may establish the overall effect of the study. 

0. Glenn Stahl, Director, Bureau of Programs and Stan

dards (United States Government), was unable to isolate any one 

cause of job applicants' lack of competence in English (such as 

poor teaching), "but," he (in Mersand 1961, p. 93) said, "the 

deficiency is there, and it is a marked one." Stahl's (in Mer

sand 1961, p. 92) comment is lent considerable impact by a pre

liminary observation of the author: "If there is any single 

organization of our country that is more vitally concerned with 

the ability of its personnel to communicate effectively than the 

United States Government, we have not as yet discovered it." 

The answers of newspaper editors, who described the com

petence of recent graduates, high school and college, were dis

tributed this way: 

Six noted proficiency in English 

Six expressed mixed reactions 

Five found competence in English to be lacking 

Six found competence in English to be grossly 
lacking 

Two did not answer this question (Mersand 1961, 
p. 131). 

The reliability of this "measure of fact and opinion" 

depended upon these considerations: 
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1. the newspapers represent most geographical areas 
of the country replies numbered twenty-five from six
teen states; 

2. newspaper staffs are made up of men and women 
from varied college "majors," from many colleges of dif
ferent types and sizes; and 

3. the newspaper editors' very vital concern is the 
recruitment of men and women who can express themselves 
clearly, correctly, and accurately (Mersand 1961, 
pp. 129-130). 

All in all then, it is not surprising to read "Abolish 

English," by Franza (1970, p. 798), who without equivocation 

stated, "English as a subject is dead. Ninety percent of our 

students killed it decades ago, but it has been denied interment 

by a tough band of necrophiliacs called English teachers." 

Beaver (1970, p. 800) agreed with this sentiment: "If I 

had my way, I would banish English courses, as most frequently 

offered, from a school's curriculum." Brickman (1966, p. 84) 

editorialized: "A reformation in the teaching of English is long 

overdue," and Daigon (1966, p. 30) asked, "Who is responsible for 

the failure of English instruction in the secondary schools?" 

To sum up, English teachers were indicted on two counts: 

(1) they were insufficiently prepared in their speciality, and 

(2) because they were not well prepared in English, they were in

effective teachers. The Commission on English (1965, p. 9) put 

it this way: 

For five years the members of the Commission have 
talked and worked with teachers in all parts of the 
country. Their inescapable conclusion from data and 
direct observation is that a high proportion--perhaps 
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a majority—of English teachers know much less about 
their subject than they should know in order to teach 
it even reasonably well. The reasons for this condi
tion are many and not easy to correct, but further de
cline is inevitable unless immediate efforts are made 
to improve training, to tighten certification require
ments in subject study, and to make the English 
teacher's job more attractive. 

Philosophies Influencing 
the English Curriculum 

The cited comments of interested parties serve to point 

up the degree of confusion and disagreement prevalent in refer

ence to determining what English should be and to demonstrate the 

expressed need for a working definition of the subject. The fol

lowing section of the paper discusses another aspect of the 

teaching of English which, too, was an arena of disagreement, and 

that is the English curriculum. 

There seemed to have been two approaches or philosophies 

which vied for general acceptance: (1) the emphasis on content 

and its organization for instruction, and (2) concern for the 

emotional as well as the mental growth of the individual. The 

first point of view can be conveniently traced back to the work 

of Jerome Bruner. 

The origin of the other and contending attitude cannot be 

attributed to any single person so much as to a philosophy whose 

presence seems always to have been. Perhaps a book title of the 

period under scrutiny will suggest the opposing concepts of what 

an English curriculum should be like: Freedom and Discipline in 

English. It so happens that this study also reflects the 
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influence of Brunei*, but before discussing it, let us first go to 

Bruner's concepts, themselves. 

Structure and Sequence. To go back to the era of Sputnik 

I for a moment, in 1958 a group of mathematicians and scientists, 

in company of professionals from other disciplines, met at Woods 

Hole, Massachusetts, to see if they could not organize these dis

ciplines in a way better to ensure their mastery by students of 

the nation. The Woods Hole Conference was officially reported in 

a volume, The Process of Education, Jerome Bruner (1960), which 

was to become the touchstone of curricular designers. 

In respect to its influence upon the curricula of the 

1960's, Squire (1967, p. 5) thought the book to be truly seminal 

and said that it "has brought about a major unheaval in curricu

lum design." 

Several of Bruner's concepts have received a good deal of 

acceptance, notably the one that "every subject has a basic 

structure or a set of underlying principles inherent in it and it 

is this structure that gives a discipline its unity and homogene

ity. The structure is the thread that runs through the entire 

curriculum area, and it is as basic to elementary education as it 

is to college-level teaching (Trezise 1965, p. 21)." 

Why organize a discipline in terms of its basic structure? 

Bruner listed four important advantages to laying out a program 

studies within a given discipline according to the fundamental 

principles inherent in it. First, Bruner (1960, p. 23) said, 
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"understanding fundamentals makes a subject more comprehensible." 

He (1960, p. 26) then went on to suggest that structure enhances 

one's capacity to remember, that a grasp of fundamentals is the 

preliminary to successful transfer, and that by continually re

turning to basic premises, one can distinguish between "advanced" 

knowledge and "elementary" knowledge. 

Campbell (1967, p. 595) foresaw the danger in devising 

new curriculums which lacked structural organization: 

The variety of answers suggested to the question of 
the Commission on English, "What is English?", indicates 
the desire to find some kind of grand design that will 
give shape to the amorphous body of material we teach. 
But the freedom to wave the banner which reads New'. 
New'. New', does not exempt the bearer from the responsi
bility of asking himself, "How does what I propose re
late to the whole discipline of English?" 

In one section of the study, Freedom and Discipline in 

English, the authors (The Commission on English 1965, p. 13) 

described the character of English as being a "catch-all" and, 

then, made the following recommendation: "That the English cur

riculum of a school or of a school system be the result of co

operative planning by the teachers engaged in teaching it, and 

that it represents a clearly defined sequence of study from grade 

to grade." 

The belief that each discipline has an inherent nucleus 

of basic premises out of which instructional purposes grow in

creasingly complex, but which should be reviewed periodically, 

also provides the context for criticism of the lately fashionable 
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electives curriculum which, so say its critics, is flawed at 

least to the extent that Bruner's concepts are disregarded, 

knowingly or otherwise. 

Between Anarchy and Regimentation. For a long time there 

has been the feeling that somehow the various impositions or re

strictions placed upon the individual who seeks formal education 

by the system of formal education, should be ameliorated. These 

impositions require that students be grouped by age, be treated 

as groups, be required to perform their scholastic duties as 

groups, and so forth. Bells ring on schedules, students go from 

one standardized room to the next where they commence again the 

study of the same subject at the same level and at the same pace. 

This is not the place to consider the many intelligent 

and innovative attempts to refocus on the individual and to as

sist him to expand his emotional being as well as the cognitive 

side of him. However, the contribution of B. Frank Brown fits in 

at this time, for his notion of the nongraded school became the 

foundation of the elective English curriculum. 

Another influence, of a relative nature, was the Dart

mouth Conference, the popular name for the Anglo-American Seminar 

on the Teaching of English, 1966. Grommon (1968, p. 521), a 

participant, said of it, "Undoubtedly, the most significant event 

in 1966, perhaps in this decade, related to the teaching of 

English in elementary and secondary schools and indirectly to the 

education of teachers of English was the Anglo-American Seminar 
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on the teaching of English held at Dartmouth College during the 

summer." 

Squire (1967, p. 5), also a participant, was affected 

similarly: "Every so often in the profession a single meeting 

or conference so quickens the pulse of key leaders providing a 

basic reappraisal of purpose and objectives that it becomes semi

nal in its impact." 

The month-long conference was summarized by Herbert J. 

Muller, American, and John Dixon, Englishman. Muller's (1967) 

The Uses of English, written for a general audience, attempts to 

explain the discipline of English first in terms of what English 

involves, particularly in respect to a democracy, and then to 

indicate how the function of English as a discipline among other 

disciplines contributes to the personal growth of the student. 

With reference to the teaching of underlying principles 

of a subject so as to give structure to it, Dixon (1967, pp. 1-2) 

said that the conference, while they realized that the "new 

mathematics and new science are built on such structural princi

ples," were not sure that English could be treated that way. 

"Frank Whitehead of England accordingly raised the question 

whether this concept of structure could be applied to English in 

any but a loose metaphorical sense." The conference decided that 

"The ideal, then, is a mean between anarchy and regimentation. 

It is a flexible curriculum that will bring order out of chaos, 

at the same time provide some freedom of choice for teachers 

(Dixon 1967, p. 11)." 



30 

Dixon (1967, pp. 1-2) also defined English; he spoke of 

the three historical models the teaching of English has assumed 

in both the United States and Great Britain: 

The first centered on skills: it fitted an era when 
initial literacy was the prime demand. The second 
stressed the cultural heritage, the need for a civiliz
ing and socially unifying content. The third £and cur
rent] model focuses on personal growth: on the need to 
re-examine the learning processes and the meaning to the 
individual of what he is doing in English lessons. 

Dixon recognized that the kind of knowledge with which 

specialized subjects such as history and geography are concerned, 

is indeed useful and is to be cultivated. He (1967, p. 80) 

argued, however, that the subject of English should go beyond 

consideration of the cognitive side of the person—the basis upon 

which the individual makes "judgments, choices, and decisions." 

The affective nature of the individual also should concern the 

English teacher: 

But in ordinary living we judge, choose and make de
cisions in terms of feelings, desires and attitudes which 
have their own form of organization. The structuring of 
experience that we aim for in English certainly involves 
the affective as well as the cognitive. This certainly 
raises a difficult choice when we try to define the 
English syllabus or curriculum, whether in terms of ex
perience to be organized or in terms of forms of refer
ence to be developed (Dixon 1967, pp. 1-2). 

The essence of Dixon's report may be summed up by synthe

sizing two concepts: People learn to use their language through 

the motivations that come to them out of their lives, out of 

their real need to put into words their experiences. Only then 
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do these experiences take on shape and substance. Only then can 

the individual make sense of them to himself. 

The implications of this point of view are enormous. 

Every facet of the teaching of English would assume a different 

appearance. Most obviously, the methods of teaching would be 

changed. "We remind ourselves therefore that the 'body of knowl

edge' in a syllabus or curriculum guide represents our hopes of 

what pupils will discover and build as discussion arises from day 

to day, not a package to be handed over (Dixon 1967, p. 81)." 

Dixon (1967, pp. Ill, 4) believed that contemporary so

ciety has become a "discussion culture" whereas in this same 

culture in prior years "discussion was virtually ignored." It 

was, therefore, his (1967, pp. 111-112) contention that the modern 

English teacher will have to be capable of operating "on two 

fronts": 

First he has to learn for himself and develop with 
his pupils the full potential of discussion methods, 
their emphasis on interplay of ideas, dialectical ex
change, shared experience, group learning and under
standing. And, second, from the very start of reading 
and writing he has to look beyond the minimum possibil
ities of a considered and extended exploitation of ex
perience, permitting slower realizations and more 
individual, personal growth. 

To oversimplify, the extremes of trends in English cur

ricula may be characterized by those who stress structure, con

tent, sequential curricula--in brief, the cognitive aspect of 

the teaching of English; and those who emphasize individual de

velopment, personal growth, the use of English (literature and 
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drama, written and oral composition) to express experience and to 

shape it—in brief, the affective domain. 

If one were able to categorize curricula by means of 

placing them into the group which emphasized context and learning 

on the one hand or into the group which stressed personality and 

emotional development on the other, then Bruner's school would be 

the former and Brown, Muller, and Dixon's view of education could 

well be the latter. Of course, this is not the case. Each phi

losophy has a concern for the personal adjustment of the indi

vidual as well as a desire for his intellectual growth. It is a 

matter of emphasis then, a case of stressing the disciplined and 

formal approach as opposed to the loosely organized and more in

formal method. Since Bruner's (1960) The Process of Education 

preceded Brown, Muller, and Dixon, let us examine his influence 

upon the theory of curriculum construction first. 

Trends in English Curriculum 

The Sequential Curriculum. In 1959, the summation of a 

series of conferences engaged in by selected members of several 

professional societies was published under the title, "The Basic 

Issues in the Teaching of English." The purpose of the confer

ences was to examine the discipline called English in order to 

make the teaching of it more effective. Bruner's influence upon 

the conference members is readily apparent. The authors started 

the list of basic issues with the question, "What is English? 
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There were thirty-five other questions raised; Basic Issue 2 is 

especially relevant to this study: 

Basic Issue 2: Can basic programs in English be devised 
that are sequential and cumulative from 
the kindergarten through the graduate 
school (Members of the 1958 Conference 
1959b, p. 4)? 

This statement is one of the first to refer to a need for sequence 

in the English curriculum. 

In the article previously cited, "Six Major Influences on 

the Secondary English Curriculum," Squire referred to the Basic 

Issues Conference, the Woods Hole Conference, and the Dartmouth 

Seminar as the really significant occurrences of the decade 

(1960-1970). Among the six major influences he identified, 

Squire (1967, p. 331) listed first the national projects in the 

teaching of English; "In September 1961, Congress authorized 

limited expenditures for improvement of English instruction 

through use of funds under Public Law 531, administered by the 

Cooperative Research Branch of the Office of Education. Thus was 

born Project English." 

In 1962, J. N. Hook (1967) became Coordinator of the 

Project. His first recommendation was that Project English 

should develop an English curriculum which would be sequential 

and which would allow for individual differences. Centers were 

established originally in fourteen universities, each of which 

was to devise a general curriculum for English or to investigate 

a special aspect of English. How did the Centers visualize the 
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the teaching of English? Perhaps a description of the Oregon 

Curriculum may serve as an example. 

The Oregon Curriculum Center was among the first to be 

established and existed for five years. The result of five 

years of endeavor was a completely revised curriculum which was 

constructed along the lines of the model Bruner suggested. It 

was believed by the authors of the curriculum to be: "a fair 

representative of what has come to be called the 'new English' 

(Kitzhaber 1968, p. vii)," The authors stated that: 

. . . the aims of the secondary school English cur
riculum may be reduced to three: to improve the students' 
control of the skills of communication—reading, writing, 
speaking, listening; to interest students in language as 
a unique—and uniquely powerful—human invention; and 
lead them to make discoveries about the structure and 
working of their own language, English; and finally, not 
only to offer students a copious and varied selection of 
good literature to read and enjoy but to help them study 
it in such a way as to nourish their imaginations and en
courage further reading (Kitzhaber 1968, p. vii). 

The authors claimed that the Oregon Curriculum differed 

from the traditional curriculum because it "has gained in sharp

ness of focus, consistency and integrity"; because it presents 

"only knowledge that is accurate and honest in a scholarly 

sense," and, because of "the effort made ... to discover a 

workable sequence for English Instruction and to make the curric

ulum from year to year both sequential and cumulative (Kitzhaber 

1968, pp. vii-viii)." 

Then the "Teacher's Guide," from which these statements 

were extracted, told the teacher how to approach the curriculum. 
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Under the title, "Recommended Sequence for Teaching the Curricu

lum," instructions were laid out for the secondary school teacher 

to follow. A chart was provided which told the teacher which 

sections of two textbooks should be studied and at what time (in 

terms of weeks). There was a literature text for each grade 

level as well as one other which was divided between rhetoric and 

language., The program ran from grade seven through grade twelve. 

The objective of realizing a curriculum which is sequen

tial and cumulative, as stated earlier, involves Bruner's theory 

that the present work should be built upon the principles estab

lished earlier and should also lead toward the work to be taken 

up later. 

The authors felt that to some degree at least this objec

tive had been achieved: 

THE OREGON CURRICULUM, in pursuing this objective, 
has attempted—we think with some success—to adapt the 
motion of the "spiral" to the English curriculum. We 
have selected a few of the central organizing princi
ples of literature or rhetoric or grammar, as the case 
may be. Those principles which confer structure and 
identify Isic ] on an otherwise amorphous body of data, 
and we have presented these principles through simple 
applications in the early years and more complex and 
sophisticated applications as the child grows older 
(Kitzhaber 1968, p. viii). 

Writing in 1967, Carlsen and Crow (1967, p. 987) made the 

following appraisal of the Center's activities: 

1. English consists of three separate subjects en
titled Language, Literature, and Composition. The Cen
ters devising a general curriculum deal with these three 
and only these three. The specialized Centers deal with 
one or two of these three with a tentative recognition 
that the others exist. 
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2. Each of the three subjects is established in a 
discipline to be studied for its own sake .... Each 
of the three subjects—literature, language, and com
position—has a body of concepts, abstracted principles 
developed about it that are systematically presented. 

3. Each person being newly exposed to the field 
submits himself to the discipline and commits his in
tellectual energies to grappling with its rule. For 
each discipline there is an inner order or structure 
which each learner must recapitulate. 

4. The standard, recommended teaching strategy is 
the inductive method. It is discussion, praised, and 
recommended almost universally in the materials of the 
centers. The sample plan exemplifying inductive teach
ing suggests that the inductive method is whatever the 
writer wants it to be, no more or less. 

The effects of these Curriculum Centers are such that it 

would be difficult to determine, but they are surely potent. 

Consider the fact that each Center was located in a prominent 

university, that the Centers were geographically distributed na

tionwide, that many public school, college, and university teach

ers took part in the curriculum development, and that the new 

curriculums were tried out in public schools. Arizona public 

schools have evidently been affected. In Bisbee, Arizona, for 

instance, such a curriculum was installed in 1969. A partial 

description of the program reads as follows: 

The English program at Bisbee High School includes 
the study of language, literature, and composition, 
written and oral, with an inclusion of related materials 
from the humanities—art, music, philosophy, film and 
television. It is the result of cooperative planning by 
the teachers of the department and represents a clearly 
defined sequence of study from one grade level to an
other (The English Faculty 1969, p. 1). 
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Each of the courses offered by the department is de

scribed in terms of the aspects of language, literature, and 

composition; each course description includes a reference to the 

preceding course if there was one. For example: "English II 

consists of the study of grammar and literature. The grammar is 

a review of syntactic concepts presented the preceding year (The 

English Faculty 1969, p. 75)." 

The Bisbee curriculum, like the Oregon model, utilizes 

two texts, one of literature, the other of language study and 

usage. Each text is organized conceptually so that, like Ore

gon's, students go from simpler principles to the more complex 

or follow the theory of the spiral curriculum. Though time al

lotments are liberal enough to allow some degree of individual 

movement and outside materials are basic to Bisbee's plan, if 

the objectives of the sequential curriculum are to be met, then 

teachers have to proceed with discipline. Study units are or

ganized on a weekly basis . 

The Electives Approach. "APEX is a nongraded, phased, 

and elective program. It began with Frank Brown's book, The 

Ungraded High School. After that things began to happen . . . 

the English program began crawling out of the cemetery (Van 

Riper 1971, p. 101)." 

Comments such as this are more or less typical of those 

made by educators who have adopted electives programs. The 

principal of Trenton High School, Trenton, Michigan, was the 



author of this one. The English faculty of Trenton High School 

originated APEX. Other high schools in Michigan also went to the 

electives curriculum, but Trenton was given a government grant 

and with that money worked out a curriculum which has been imi

tated by over five hundred schools. 

Donald F. Weise (1970, p. 124), a teacher at Trenton, 

enthusiastically endorsed APEX: "The curriculum change has 

largely proven in practice to be extremely significant, highly 

relevant, and immediately capable of solving our most deeply 

rooted problems." 

In respect to the students' attitudes toward English, 

universally acknowledged to stand in need of a positive influ

ence, Weise (1970, p. 127) reported that "We have witnessed a 

massive and somewhat unbelievable change in attitude from one of 

general apathy to one of eagerness to tap courses for all they 

are worth." 

Van Riper concurred, attitudes had improved, and cited 

the increase in the number of students taking English courses as 

proof that the new program was working. Additionally, he (1971, 

p. 101) referred to an evaluative study of a three-years' dura

tion as evidence that "the program fulfills its major objec

tives," and went on to say, "we feel justified in describing it 

in some detail for possible emulation." 

Across the country in Washington state, the English de

partment of Olympia High School, Olympia, in 1967 began a 
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nongraded, phased-elective program which grew out of this ratio

nale expressed by Carlson (1968, p. 1199): 

We refused to assume the burden of presumptuousness, 
of saying, in effect, "This course presents a body of 
material that is absolutely vital to every young person," 
or "This piece of literature is sacrosanct," or "This is 
the English course." Indeed, does not such an approach 
make English just another restricted or confined subject 
matter area at a time when we are just beginning to dis
cover how excitingly broad it is? 

Because this curriculum has had considerable impact on 

the nation's secondary schools, one may wonder what it has to 

offer. For that reason it may prove interesting to note what 

some Arizona educators have said about electives programs in 

their schools. Phoenix Union High School System has devised a 

curriculum based on the APEX model which was used throughout the 

system for the first time in 1971, although in trying to allow 

each school some degree of freedom to work out a program to 

match the needs of its own community, there are, Davis (1972, 

pp. 3-4) reported, "some differences among the ten schools' 

programs 

In appraising the program's effects after this brief ap

plication, Davis (1972, p. 4) observed that "Teachers and stu

dents appear to be fairly well satisfied with what is happening 

in English classes, and some of each group are excited. But 

this should not indicate that changing to selectives has solved 

most of the problems." Her prediction is that "only if elec

tives have the flexibility to adapt to the continual change which 

is inevitable will they evolve as a perennial fashion." 
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After a one-year period of operation of an electives pro

gram, the English department of Tempe Union High School, Tempe, 

relied upon a questionnaire to take the measure of students T re

sponses to the new English curriculum. Though warning that there 

are "many variables" possibly involved in the data gathered thus-

ly, Terry (1972, pp. 8-9) stated that in comparing the old or 

traditional curriculum with the new one, the students chose the 

new one instead of the old in all ten categories. He summarized 

by saying that "the electives system at Tempe High has provided 

more flexibility, a renewed interest in the Humanities, and per

haps more of a genuine desire to learn more." 

The "Multiple-Elective" program at Willcox High School, 

Willcox, after two years of existence, was described by O'Connell 

and Buck (1972, p. 9) as having or presenting some problems, one 

being that "students 'shopped' for teachers." They (1972, p. 13) 

found, too, that "students had to settle for second and third 

choice more often than we wished," a circumstance which they 

thought was "a major drawback of an elective program in a small 

school." 

On the positive side, O'Connell and Buck (1972, pp. 10, 

13) found that not only was the new program more flexible than 

the one it replaced ("traditional"), but also "we as teachers 

have liked it, mainly because we feel less like ogres and more 

like teachers." 
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Another Arizona educator, Donelson (1972, p. iii), has 

found there to be characteristic terms which appear repeatedly 

in the literature which favors the elective program: "two key 

words, used over and over in explaining or defending the elective 

system are relevance and flexibilityIn addition to possessing 

these features, Donelson noted, electives also provide for indi

vidual instruction in areas of subject matter of greater interest 

to both students and teachers . However, Donelson also pointed 

to several other characteristics of the electives approach. 

For one thing, "literature or media electives" are pre

ferred over courses "centering" around language or composition 

or reading skills. For another, Donelson (1972, p. iii) sug

gested that the content of some of the electives are not too 

challenging, and, among other things, he deplored the possibility 

that teachers may demean themselves by "pandering to immediate 

student approval with courses entitled 'Shootin' It with Shake

speare I"Hey, man, give the Bard a chance. Read how the stud 

tells his chick off when she bugs him and slows down his gig to 

do in his uncle. Watch a blood make it with his chick while the 

honkies wail."]" or "Makin' It With Media" or "Rockin' with Re

search Papers." 

Some of these complaints are echoed in a paper critical 

of electives programs by Crabbe (1970, p. 993) who, though prin

cipally concerned about the lack of scope and sequence in such 

programs, also maintains that they practice "subterfuge" by 
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requiring teachers to teach the language skills: "Having signed 

up for a course in Black literature a student might be justifi

ably disgruntled to find he is getting composition and spelling 

after all. It might sound suspiciously like the old product 

newly packaged." 

It is Crabbe's (1970, pp. 992-993) observation, also, 

that less challenging courses are evidently the most popular, 

that because students elect not to take Shakespeare, "Shakespeare 

will go begging for three years," and that students may not real

ly be "capable of selecting a balanced meal from all these 

goodies." 

The most significant shortcomings of the elective pro

gram, however, is that it lacks sequence, Crabbe asserted. Since 

students elect, they may elect courses in such fashion that the 

group of students found in a given classroom may have no "common 

literary experience" outside that very course. "We could argue 

whether our present ideas about sequence are valid," Crabbe 

(1970, p. 972) said, "but I find them preferable to brooding over 

chaos." This statement seems remindful of the kind of criticism 

directed at the traditional curriculum by the advocates of the 

electives system. 

Perhaps, with this final defense of Bruner's conceptuali

zation of the structured curriculum in collision with the ideas 

of a relevant and flexible English program, it is time to go on 

to the final question of the chapter: What kind of undergraduate 
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education should be required of prospective secondary school 

English teachers? 

Recommended Training for English Teachers 

As one should anticipate, opinion varies as to the nature 

of the preparation of English teachers, but there also exists, as 

will be demonstrated, a good deal of agreement. The following 

comment by Joyce, Weil, and Wald (1972, p. 370) illustrates some 

of the problems to be overcome: 

A major problem in the improvement of educational 
personnel is deciding what to teach them. In the opin
ion of some teaching and curriculum-making are arts and 
we should not teach them at all but, rather, free people 
to practice their personal craft. Others have preferred 
to teach educational methods, ranging from skill-
centered methods to methods centered around academic 
disciplines, human relation training, and "systems" pro
cedures . Still others would tear down the educational 
system and organize new educators to build procedures 
never seen before. 

The pattern followed in the past by college curriculum 

makers, according to Hook (1967, p. 84), was to place undue 

stress upon literature but, he said "Colleges are realizing, too, 

that past preparatory programs have been overbalanced in favor of 

literature and that balance requires considerable work in lan

guage and composition as well." 

Harris (1969, p. 37) found that Illinois high school 

English teachers "need . . . more courses in grammar, in the 

English language, and in advanced composition slanted toward the 

teaching of high school composition." She (1969, p. 37) also 

recommended "a methods course concerned with the teaching of 
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English, as opposed to the general methods course now offered by 

most colleges." 

In a related vein, the Commission on English (1965, p. 6) 

took this point of view: 

It cannot be assumed, as it has been, that either 
random courses in literature and heavy emphasis on the 
methodology, or a major consisting almost entirely of 
courses in literature, is adequate preparation for the 
teaching of secondary school English. A good part of 
that teaching will necessarily be concerned with com
position, written and oral, and with the study of lan
guage, and only a small part of the work in literature 
will be devoted to a purely historical study, the kind 
most common in English curriculum courses . 

The Commission then went on to discuss professional stan

dards and made several recommendations. The suggestions to im

prove professional preparation included specific references to 

the kind of education in English teachers should have and in 

pedagogy. They (1965, p. 10) recommended high standards for the 

certification of teachers, and, in addition, they believed "that 

school systems assume some responsibility for the expense of 

study beyond that required for certification, through stipends, 

tuition-free courses, and substantial salary increments." 

The Commission (1965, p. 10) based its argument for high 

standards in the preparation of teachers of English on the les

sons of experience: "Experience in other professions has shown 

that in the long run both quality and supply increase when re

quirements rise, because able students are attracted to those 

professions which set high standards for admission." 
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Working on that same proposition, that "Our profession 

today needs not only more teachers, but, especially, more highly 

qualified teachers (Squire 1961, p. 39)," the National Council 

of Teachers of English through its Committee on the National In

terest drew up "A Standard of Preparation to Teach English" in 

hopes that progress toward that goal could be started. These 

criteria of 1961 provide the means by which the preparation of 

Arizona's English teachers have been measured. 

The NCTE recommended that the prospective teacher of 

English should be well grounded in language (that to include both 

oral and written composition) and literature on the one side and 

be equally well-trained in the arts of pedagogy on the other. 

Grommon used this model as an outline and developed the 

various points rather specifically in the book, The Education of 

Teachers of English, 1963. In the chapter titled, "Academic 

Preparation: Secondary School," Grommon (1963, p. 219) explained 

the responsibilities of those who prepare students to become 

teachers and postulated that teacher training institutions should 

look to the future in order that the kind of education they offer 

a student will still be valid in "five, ten, or fifteen years 

after he enters the profession." 

The author stated a theory—the "Standard of Preparation 

of Teachers of English" previously mentioned—gave examples of 

actual programs (a number of college and university curricula are 

cited), and described in detail the kind of programs which should 



46 

be required of students in the areas of general education, lan

guage, writing, literature, speech, journalism, and the minor in 

English. There is another chapter of the book which deals just 

as specifically with professional education. 

The last source to be discussed in relation to standards 

of preparation of teachers of English—and also the final refer

ence of this review of the literature—"English Teacher Prepara

tion Study (Viall 1967, p. 68)," attempted 

. . .  t o  i d e n t i f y  a n d  e m p h a s i z e  t h e  c o m p e t e n c e  t h a t  
should be developed by a satisfactory program of English 
teacher preparation: They do not identify in any de
tail, however, specific courses which might exist within 
a program or the arrangement of such courses, nor do 
they attempt to prescribe the specific number of credit 
hours in English required for adequate preparation. 

There were six guidelines presented, and they, as did the 

earlier studies cited, considered the areas of general education, 

English (literature, language, and composition; listening, speak

ing, writing, reading), and professional education. Though it is 

true that no specific course is recommended, one can easily draw 

up a course of study from the points developed beneath each 

guideline. 

Summary 

The literature reviewed in Chapter 2 is concerned with 

the teaching of English which is discussed by answering three 

basic questions: (1) What is English? (2) What is the status 

of the teaching of English? and (3) What kind of undergraduate 

training should the English teacher have? 
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The consensus of the authors seems to be that the subject 

English is made up of the study of literature, language, and 

composition—the so-called content areas—and the training in 

listening and speaking, reading and writing—the so-called skills 

areas. How these aspects of English are to be presented to stu

dents , however, remains a matter of considerable controversy. 

The literature which discusses this controversy seems to 

fall into two broad categories or schools of thought. The first 

group follows the lead of mathematics and science curricula 

which are constructed according to the concepts of Jerome 

Bruner. These curricula are characterized by a periodic return 

to fundamental principles thought to be inherent in a discipline 

and a sequential arrangement of increasingly complex content 

materials. 

The other curricular philosophy recommends a concentra

tion on content materials which would assist the instructor to 

encourage students' imagination and would focus on the develop

ment of personality and on creativity. 

There is considerable agreement that insofar as instruc

tion is concerned, it is done poorly. Inadequate preparation of 

teachers is thought to be a major reason for this state of 

affairs. 

To bring about a teacher corps that is fully qualified 

to teach English, it is generally agreed that the practice of 

training teachers primarily in literature should be discontinued. 



Instead, prospective teachers should be required to complete a 

course of studies which would include instruction in all the con

tent and skills areas of English as well as in the psychology of 

learning and in methodology. 



CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

The process which resulted in the gathering, arranging, 

and analyzing of data may be divided into three categories or 

stages . Following an examination of alternative approaches, a 

sampling of the population was decided upon, as the means by 

which data would be obtained, an instrument was devised, and a 

method of sampling was chosen. Lastly, a method to analyze those 

data was worked out. 

Population 

The English faculties of the public high schools of Ari

zona (approximately 1,500 teachers in 118 schools) comprised the 

population from which the sample was eventually selected. As 

previously mentioned, any teacher who taught even one section of 

a course listed in the class schedule under "English" was con

sidered an English teacher. 

The Sample Group 

The sample group was determined through the process of 

random sampling without replacement. The maximum error was de

rived by setting forth the sample size needed for a random sample 
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with replacement. The actual error will be less than this by 

some undetermined factor. 

It would be most difficult to determine this factor be

cause the actual numbers of individual teachers within the public 

high schools are not known at the present time. The maximum 

error would be (random sampling): SE = j ̂ where N is the sam

ple size. If one sets the maximum error at .05 x a, then the 

sample size needed is determined by: 

•°50 = 7T 

.05q _ 1 
a V N 

N = 400 

There were 537 questionnaires returned. Numbers were 

randomly assigned to 137 of them so as to eliminate those ques

tionnaires which corresponded to the randomly selected numbers. 

The four hundred questionnaires remaining made up the sample 

group. 

The Instrument 

Since the areas to be investigated were the preparation 

and assignment of teachers, the questionnaire items reflected 

this interest and, hence, was made up of two divisions. In addi

tion, there were preliminary questions which sought more general 

information. A sample questionnaire may be found in Appendix A. 
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The six items of the prefatory part of the questionnaire 

requested that the respondent give name, sex, number of years 

teaching, highest degree held, and the undergraduate major and 

minor. 

Part One: Preparation 

There were three categories provided for in this part of 

the Questionnaire: the first section was concerned with dis

covering the total semester credit hours teachers had accumulated 

in English on both undergraduate and graduate levels, and then 

with the total number of courses taken in areas specifically 

named. These courses are numbered one through twelve on the 

Questionnaire in this order: History of the English Language, 

Traditional Grammar, Linguistics, Modern Grammar, English Liter

ature, American Literature, Shakespeare, World Literature, Con

temporary Literature, Literary Criticism, Literature for 

Adolescents, and Others. 

It was understood that not all colleges and universities 

use the same system of naming courses, and that there would be 

some ambiguity and overlapping involved in using terms such as 

"Traditional," "Modern," and "Linguistics." Nevertheless, these 

terms were selected because they do discriminate to a certain 

extent between the various approaches in grammars teachers have 

studied, and because other terms applicable such as "Current 

English," are equally imprecise. 
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More to the point, however, the courses were incorporated 

into the Questionnaire because they were included within the 

suggested program of undergraduate studies drawn up by the Na

tional Council of Teachers of English. 

In like manner, a section devoted to professional courses 

(numbering eight in all and also including an "Others" category) 

called for responses which would establish the extent of the 

teachers' education in the professional curriculum. As before in 

Part One, teachers were to place in the slot next to the name of 

a given course (such as "Educational Psychology") the number of 

courses taken in that aspect of the professional curriculum. The 

courses appearing on the Questionnaire are as follows: Teaching 

English (Methods), Teaching Reading, Educational Psychology, 

History of Education, Evaluation, Curriculum, Internship, and 

Others. 

Finally, a third section titled "Communications" included 

this list of courses: Speech, Drama, Mass Media, Advanced Com

position, and Others. Again the responses were to be made as 

described earlier. However, the semester credit hours teachers 

might have accumulated in this third section would be added to 

the number of semester credit hours earned in English and this 

sum would then make up the total (either undergraduate or grad

uate) number of semester credit hours in English. 
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Part Two: Assignments 

This part of the Questionnaire had two sections: the 

first section dealt with the kind of classes teachers were as

signed to teach (English, Speech, Drama, Reading, Others--and 

the total number of students taught regularly); the second sec

tion began with Item Number Seven which sought to gain insight 

into the subject content teachers said they were teaching and the 

grade levels of their students . Item Eight asked teachers to 

check off the areas of English they were expected to teach, and 

Item Nine asked them to indicate any reduction in the normal 

teaching load. 

Letters 

Three letters were included in a packet sent to every 

principal of a public high school in Arizona. Because teachers 

are required by law to place a current transcript on file in 

their principals' offices, it was decided to ask the principals 

to distribute the Questionnaires and the Letters which were ad

dressed to the teachers, The request and the directions for the 

distribution and collection of materials were contained in the 

letter entitled: "Letter to Principals In that letter the 

principals were also asked to allow their teachers access to the 

transcripts in order that they might, if necessary, be specific 

and accurate in filling out the Questionnaires. 

There was another letter written to the principals by 

Dr. Lewis J. McDonald, Executive Director of University 
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Relations, Northern Arizona University. Dr. McDonald's letter 

was designed to have a salutary effect upon the principals and 

would, thereby, bring about a greater response than would other

wise be the case. 

The last letter was written to the teachers . In it the 

purpose of the Questionnaire was explained and an attempt was 

made to influence teachers to respond. The three letters may be 

found in Appendix A. 

Procedure 

Mailing Materials 

A packet of materials was sent to each public high school 

principal. The materials included one letter giving directions 

to the principal, one letter to the principal written by Dr. 

Lewis J. McDonald, and letters to the English teachers in suffi

cient numbers, and the Questionnaires, also in sufficient numbers. 

The size of each faculty (school year, 1971-72) was estimated by 

a count of the names of English teachers which appeared on the 

class schedules submitted to the High School Visitors' Office 

(College of Education, The University of Arizona) for the school 

year, 1970-71. 

The Role of the Principals 

Principals were asked to pass out the Questionnaires and 

to extend their assistance in obtaining the teachers' current 

transcripts, if necessary, from the principals' files. When 
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Questionnaires had been completed and returned to the principals' 

offices, they were to be mailed in the addressed manila enve

lopes, which had been provided with the correct postage. 

Processing the Data 

The first step in the processing of the data accumulated 

by means of the Questionnaire required that a random sampling of 

the 537 completed Questionnaires be made so as to reduce this 

figure to the four hundred in the sample group. 

Then the various items of the questionnaire were allotted 

the appropriate space in card columns on a standard IBM card. It 

was necessary, for example, to give two card columns to Item One 

which asked respondents to check one of two categories, Male or 

Female. Card column one was assigned Male; card column two was 

assigned Female. When all items had been treated, responses were 

counted electronically and totals were determined. 

Next, since the findings of the two national studies were 

expressed in percentages and averages, the data which pertained 

to Arizona teachers were likewise expressed in percentages and 

averages in order that a comparison in like terms would be pos

sible. A computer program was then written with this kind of 

comparison in mind, each Questionnaire's responses were recorded 

on an IBM card, and the cards were run through the computer. In 

reference to Item Number One under "English," to give a typical 

result, it was found that there were 337 responses out of four 

hundred; that 273 had taken at least one course in the History 
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of the English Language, and that the figure 2 73 represented 79% 

of the total who responded to that item. 

Analysis of Data 

The process conceived to analyze the collected data was 

designed to bring about a comparison between certain elements or 

considerations in the teaching of English in Arizona and their 

counterparts in the teaching of English in the United States. 

The process also had to provide for a comparison of the data per

taining to these aspects of the teaching of English in Arizona 

and the several recommendations made by the National Council of 

Teachers of English so that any discrepancies which might be 

found to exist could be presented and suggestions for their cor

rections be made. 

The process, then, consisted of four phases: 

1. First, data collected by means of the Questionnaire had 

to be arranged so that a description of the status of the 

teaching of English in the areas of teacher preparations 

and teacher assignment would emerge. The data were or

dered and presented in three parts which consisted of the 

analysis of the preliminary Items (the first five Items 

of the Questionnaire, excluding Item One which asked for 

respondents' names), of Part One (Items which sought in

formation about the respondents' Preparation in English 

Education); and Part Two (Items which dealt with teachers' 

Assignments). 
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Next, the curricula in English Education of Arizona's 

three state universities were presented and differences 

discussed in this order: The University of Arizona, 

Arizona State University, and Northern Arizona University. 

2. Second, these descriptive data pertaining to Arizona were 

compared with related findings of a national scope de

rived from The National Interest and the Teaching of 

English, and The National Interest and the Continuing Edu

cation of Teachers of English. Differences were noted 

and discussed. 

3. Third, these descriptive data pertaining to Arizona were 

then compared with the recommendations, "National Stan

dards in the Preparation of English Teachers," of the 

National Council of Teachers of English. 

4. The last phase of the study set forth the discrepancies 

found to exist in the description of the status quo of 

Arizona teachers as compared with the recommended stan

dards and pointed out what would have to be done to ad

just these discrepancies. 

Summary 

The study was designed to gather data which could be used 

to describe the status of the teaching of English in the public 

high schools of Arizona. The teaching of English was limited to 

mean the preparation and assignment of teachers of English and to 
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include the curricula in English Education of The University of 

Arizona, Arizona State University, and Northern Arizona Univer

sity . 

The purpose of the study included a two-phased comparison 

of data: (1) The data applicable to Arizona teachers would be 

compared to related data applicable nationally; (2) The data ap

plicable to Arizona teachers would be compared to "A Standard of 

Preparation to Teach English," the recommendation of the National 

Council of Teachers of English. 

To obtain the data necessary to describe the preparation 

and assignment of Arizona's teachers of English, a Questionnaire 

was designed of which 537 were completed and returned. A sam

pling of four hundred was extracted and analyzed. Curricular in

formation was obtained from the latest bulletins of the three 

state universities. 

The analysis of data followed the pattern established in 

The National Interest and the Teaching of English, and The Na

tional Interest and the Continuing Education of Teachers of 

English inasmuch as the previously mentioned comparisons were 

envisioned. That analysis consists in the main of giving totals 

and percentages. 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

Data derived from the preliminary items of the question

naire are presented first, both as an introductory measure and 

as a point of reference. 

The basic findings of this study are divided into three 

categories: (1) those findings which apply to the preparation 

of English teachers; (2) those which are concerned with the 

teaching assignments of these teachers; and (3) those which apply 

to the undergraduate curricula in English Education of the three 

state universities. 

The data of each category, applicable to the state of 

Arizona, are treated as follows: (A) data which describe the 

status of the teaching of English in Arizona are presented first; 

(B) these data are then compared to related findings selected 

from surveys of a national scope; and, finally (C) these data 

from Arizona sources are compared to the recommended standards 

of preparation for English teachers as drawn up by the National 

Council of Teachers of English. 

The data gathered from the questionnaire which describe 

the nature of the preparation and assignment of Arizona English 

teachers are presented more specifically and in greater detail 

59 
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than are the data utilized in comparing Arizona English teachers 

with national norms and national recommendations . Statistical 

comparisons are limited to those presented by the national stud

ies . In those tables which treat data concerning Arizona English 

teachers, whenever totals do not add up to 100% it is because not 

all teachers in the sample responded to that particular item of 

the questionnaire. 

A Composite Teacher 

Data attained by means of the questionnaire's general or 

preliminary questions (sex, highest degree held, major, and so 

forth) provided the substance from which a composite description, 

perhaps typical of Arizona high school English teachers, can be 

made. 

The composite teacher is female; she had taught seven 

years as of the school year 1970-71 (the average was 7.76 years); 

she was near the completion of her master's degree; she majored 

in English and took her minor in an unrelated field. Table 1 

illustrates these data. 

In addition to providing sufficient data from which to 

generalize in this way, the responses to the preliminary items 

also point to preparation in fields outside English. Since a 

number of English teachers do not teach in related as well as un

related subjects, it might be of benefit to emphasize that 1.1% 

of Arizona English teachers majored in related fields; 22.0% 



majored in unrelated fields, and 20.5% minored in English, 

latter group would normally regard English as their second 

insofar as their teaching fields are concerned. 
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The 

choice 

Table 1. Preliminary Items of the Questionnaire 

Response 
Percent of Sample 
of Arizona Teachers 

Item Categories Reporting 

1. Sex Male 34.7 
Female 64.2 

2-3. Years Teaching 1 Year 10.75 
2 Years 7.75 
3 Years 8.25 
4 Years or More 63.0 

4. Highest Degree 
Held Bachelor's 51.5 

Master's 47.7 
Doctorate's 0.5 

5. Undergraduate 
Major English 68.7 

Related Field 7.7 
Unrelated Field 22.0 

6. Undergraduate 
Minor English 20.5 

Related Field 13.0 
Unrelated Field 58.4 
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The Preparation of Arizona 
English Teachers 

In order to make the description of the status of prep

aration of Arizona English teachers more relevant, the titles of 

the courses listed under Part One of the questionnaire are de

rived from the recommended curriculum for the training of English 

teachers of the National Council of Teachers of English called 

"A Standard of Preparation to Teach English" (Appendix B). 

There are three areas or divisions of this curriculum: 

(1) English, (2) Communications, and (3) Education. Teachers 

were asked to indicate the number of courses taken in specific 

courses of each type and to give the total number of semester 

hours accumulated in English and Education. The semester hours 

taken in Communications were to be added to those in English. 

Teachers of the sample group reported that, on the aver

age, they had earned 35.51 undergraduate hours in English and 

Communications—exclusive of freshman English—and 14.75 semester 

hours on the graduate level. 

They had earned 21.93 semester hours credit in Education 

courses as undergraduates, and 13.03 hours as graduate students. 

Preparation in English 

Language. In respect to their training in English (Table 

2), results suggest that the study of the English language has 

been neclected by Arizona teachers. The average percentage fig

ure for the four language courses listed is 49.4 who have not 
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Percent of Sample of Arizona Teachers Reporting 
Divisions and 0 1 2 3 3 
Course Titles Courses Course Courses Courses or More 

Language 

History of the 
English 
Language 46.7 45.5 7.0 0.5 0.2 

Traditional 
Grammar 5 0.0 36.2 12.0 3.0 0.6 

Linguistics 56.7 36.2 5.5 0.7 0.6 
Modern Grammar 46.2 44.7 8.2 0.7 0.0 

Literature 

English 
Literature 8.7 14.2 25.2 14.2 37.3 

American 
Literature 8.0 23.2 35.0 14.5 19.0 

Shakespeare 19.7 43.5 28.7 5.7 2.2 
World 
Literature 42.5 30.2 21.0 4.0 2.2 

Contemporary 
Literature 42 .0 32 .2 14.9 6.5 4.1 

Literary 
Criticism 68.0 26.0 4.5 1.5 0.0 

Literature for 
Adolescents 60.7 30.4 8.0 0.7 0.0 

Others 40.5 9.7 12.5 10.5 26.5 

Communications 

Speech 28.0 32.5 15.2 8.0 16.1 
Drama 58.7 20.7 8.0 3.5 8.9 
Mass Media 77.0 12 .0 6.5 1.5 2.8 
Advanced 
Composition 39.0 41.2 12.5 5.2 1.9 

Others 75.7 9.0 6.2 4.0 4.9 
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earned college credit in the English language. Of note, too, is 

that an even one-half of the teachers of the sample group had 

taken one or more courses in Traditional Grammar, a grammar now 

outmoded, while 56.7% indicated they had had no college course 

in Linguistics, the scientific approach to the study of 

languages. 

It is possible that the 53.8% who took one or more 

courses in Modern Grammar studied linguistics as part of that 

offering. Still, the figures concerned with language courses 

taken beyond the first course—undoubtedly required by some col

leges and universities—clearly show a lack of language experi

ence in depth on the part of Arizona teachers. Traditional 

Grammar is the only course of the four listed not recommended by 

the National Council of Teachers of English in their curriculum 

suggestions . 

Literature. The results insofar as literature is con

cerned are mixed. Almost all teachers listed at least one course 

under both American and English literature, and four out of five 

reported at least one course in Shakespeare. These studies are, 

of course, traditionally required. The other four courses of 

the literature category, however, were not experienced at all by 

large numbers of teachers . These are the courses not usually re

quired or, perhaps in the cases of Contemporary Literature and 

Literature for Adolescents, and particularly the latter, are 

relative newcomers to the English curriculum. 
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Of significance, also, is the high degree to which lit

erature has been pursued, by Arizona teachers, especially in 

contrast to the slight extent to which language has been studied. 

The proportion of teachers who have taken the second, third, 

fourth, and more courses in literature exceeds that of teachers 

who have demonstrated in the same way a special interest in the 

study of language. 

A similar phenomenon prevails in respect to the compari

son between the number studying Literature and the slight number 

studying Communications, a fact which is probably attributable 

to Drama and Speech majors and minors teaching one or more sec

tions of English classes. 

It is worthy of note, finally, that English teachers have 

elected not to take a course in Literary Criticism. Only 31.0% 

reported one or more courses in that phase of the study of 

literature. 

Communications. The two courses which figure directly in 

the teaching of English, because they concern the vital skills of 

speaking and writing, are also the two courses which teachers 

have taken in greatest number: Speech was taken by 72.0% of the 

teachers of the sample, and Advanced Composition by 61.0%. A 

requirement in Speech has been part of the teacher's required 

courses at many institutions for a long time and probably ex

plains this relatively high proportion. 
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About four out of ten teachers said that they had not 

taken Advanced Composition. Teaching Composition, like teaching 

language and teaching literature, is considered a major respon

sibility of the English teacher. 

Mass Media, as was mentioned earlier, was reported by a 

minority of 23.0%. Since Mass Media study has achieved promi

nence relatively recently, many Arizona English teachers (63.0% 

of whom have taught four years or more) probably have not had 

the opportunity to take this course, certainly not on the under

graduate level. 

Preparation in Education 

The Education courses listed in the questionnaire were 

those recommended by the National Council of Teachers of English 

(Table 3). They would not have to be taken separately, as indi

vidual courses, but the titles listed have been included in var

ious Education curricula. The results seem to be more uniform 

than those of the English-Communications courses, more than 

likely because the Education courses listed are also the Educa

tion courses frequently required of prospective teachers. 

The outstanding statistic of this aspect of the prepara

tion of Arizona English teachers is the 8.7% indicating those 

teachers who have not taken Educational Psychology. The course 

second in terms of percentages is Teaching English (Methods) in 

which 17.0% of the teachers indicated no experience; the methods 
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Table 3. Preparation in Education 

Percent of Sample of Arizona Teachers Reporting 
Course 
Titles 

0 
Courses 

1 
Course 

2 
Courses 

3 
Courses 

4 
or More 

Teaching 
English 
(Methods) 17.0 51.2 19.2 7.0 6.4 

Teaching 
Reading 58.2 23.2 7.2 1.7 9.4 

Educational 
Psychology 8.7 56.0 23.2 7.4 4.3 

History of 
Education 20.7 68.0 8.5 1.7 0.9 

Evaluation of 
Learning 37.0 49.5 9.2 3.0 1.1 

Curriculum 25.7 49.7 16.5 4.7 3.1 

Student 
Teaching 
(Internship) 28.2 59.7 9.2 0.7 1.9 

course is followed by History of Education (20.7%), Curriculum 

(25.7%), and Student Teaching (28.2%). 

Poorest showings were discovered in Evaluation of Learn

ing and Teaching Reading in which 37.0% and 58.2% of Arizona 

English teachers were not prepared by their colleges. 
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A Comparison of the Preparation of Arizona 
English Teachers and National 

Norms in English 

The comparisons (Table 4) which depict Arizona English 

teachers in relationship to national norms are based upon one 

assumption which should be made clear. It is that college degree 

requirements, particularly as the English major or minor is con

cerned, determine the national norms rather than direct reports 

from English teachers. The data pertaining to the national scene 

were obtained from surveys of colleges and universities across 

the nation, large and small, liberal arts colleges and teachers 

colleges, in regard to the characteristics of their English cur-

ricular offerings and requirements. 

Language 

The first national survey of April, 1960, sought to ana

lyze the preparation of prospective secondary school English 

teachers in language. Questionnaires were sent to "2,000 insti

tutions offering work past the secondary school (The Committee 

on National Interest 1961, p. 63)"; 374 valid responses were re

ceived from liberal arts colleges and teachers colleges . The 

liberal arts colleges were further classified into three sub

groups according to size. 

Acting upon their assumption, the authors first listed 

their findings (in both language and literature) and then pro

ceeded to summarize and conclude. One finding of interest was 

that whereas Arizona English teachers report an average of 35.51 



69 

undergraduate semester hours in English, the students graduating 

from the nation's colleges in 1960 were not so well prepared, to 

wit, "those in 40% of the institutions provided answers to this 

item were required to have no more than twenty-four semester 

hours credit in English. Four colleges, indeed, required only 

eighteen such credits for the major (The Committee on National 

Interest 1964, p. 66)." 

In respect to specific courses (Table 4), it is evident 

that Arizona teachers exceed the preparation of the June, 1960, 

graduates in the study of the English language, including the 

courses of Advanced Composition and Teaching English (Methods) 

which became part of the Language norms of the national study, 

but which were listed elsewhere (in Communications and Education) 

in the Arizona survey. It seems appropriate to point out, also, 

that two vital areas of English instruction (Language and Com

position) are included in this study under the label, "Language." 

Findings indicate, in any case, that Arizona teachers are 

better prepared in both Language and Composition than were the 

nation's teachers in 1960. 

Literature 

Having found that the June, 1960, college graduate with a 

major in English was deficient in language preparation, the "ques

tion immediately arose concerning the adequacy of preparation in 

literature for prospective teachers of English (The Committee on 

National Interest 1964, p. 76)." 
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Table 4. Comparison of Arizona English Teachers and National 
Norms: Language 

Course 
Titles 

Percent of Arizona 
Teachers Having Taken 
One or More Courses 

Percent of Institu
tions Requiring 

Courses* 

History of the 
English Language 53.3 25.3 

Traditional Grammar 50.0 11.2 

Linguistics 43.3 15.0 

Modern Grammar 53.8 18.0 

Advanced Composition 6.1.0 41.0 

Teaching English 
(Methods) 83 .0 51.5 

*The Committee on National Interest 1961, pp. 66-71. 

Another questionnaire, therefore, was sent out in Sep

tember, 1960, to the same colleges and universities queried in 

the earlier survey. On this occasion 454 valid responses were 

sorted out. As before, liberal arts colleges and teachers col

leges comprised the 454 institutions with the former group also 

being classed according to three sizes . It should be recalled 

that the authors of the national study assumed that curriculum 

requirements are the equivalent of preparation, in literature as 

well as in language. There seems to be a greater degree of co

incidence involving required courses and reported percentages 



associated with them than mere chance would dictate. This condi

tion applies to findings in both language and literature. 

There is a point, of course, where curriculum requirements 

must cease. "Obviously college programs cannot provide course 

work in every aspect of literature conceivably needed at some 

time by the teacher (The Committee on National Interest 1964, 

p. 81)." Still, there are deficiencies obviously present (Table 

5) both in the preparation in literature of Arizona teachers and 

in the national norms which stated that "about 85% of the col

leges require survey courses in English literature or American 

literature [15% do not]; only 72.9% require course work in 

Shakespeare. These requirements are maintained in more than two-

thirds of the colleges . Most specialists would agree that some 

work in these areas is vital and should be required of all (The 

Committee on National Interest 1964, p. 80)." 

In sum, it would appear that teachers of Arizona, like 

their national counterparts of 1960, are better trained in lit

erature than in language. Both groups suffer the same shortcom

ings including a comparative lack of preparation in Contemporary 

Literature, Literary Criticism, and Literature for Adolescents. 

Although the overall patterns in literature of both groups are 

similar, Arizona teachers' preparation in literature excels the 

national norms in every single course. 
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Table 5. Comparison of Arizona Teachers and National Norms: 
Literature 

Course 
Titles 

Percent of Arizona 
Teachers Having Taken 
One or More Courses 

Percent of Institu
tions Requiring 

Courses* 

English 
Literature 91.3 86.8 

American 
Literature 92.0 83.7 

Shakespeare 80.3 72 .9 

World Literature 57.4 37.0 

Contemporary 
Literature 58.0 21.1 

Literary Criticism 32.0 29.0 

Literature for 
Adolescents 39.3 15.9 

*The Committee on National Interest 1961, pp. 78-84. 

A Comparison of the Preparation of Arizona 
English Teachers With Recommended 

Standards' 

"A Standard of Preparation to Teach Englishthe guide

lines published by the National Council of Teachers of English 

in 1961, the complete version to be found in Appendix B, divides 

what the English teacher should know into content areas and 

skills areas. 

Section I states that "The teacher of English should have 

a certain fundamental and specialized knowledge of the English 
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language and its literature, together with certain abilities and 

skills which enable him to perform expertly in his discipline 

(The Committee on National Interest 1961, pp. 40-41)." 

In this paper these content areas of English Education 

have been named Language, Literature, Communications, and Educa

tion, and the comparisons which now follow are similarly arranged. 

Comparison of Preparation 
in English With Standards 

Language. The section called Language (Table 6) is made 

up of three courses: (1) The History of the English Language, 

(2) Modern Grammar, and (3) Linguistics. Assuming that all 

teachers should have at least one course in each of the three 

titles listed, the only conclusion to be drawn from the figures 

representing the preparation of Arizona English teachers in lan

guage is that it is weak, and that teachers need considerably 

more training in the English language. It is evident that only 

one out of two teachers—or half the teacher corps—is minimally 

prepared to teach language. 

Literature. The third area of English, Literature (Table 

7) is made up of (1) American Literature, (2) English Literature, 

(3) Shakespeare, (4) World Literature, (5) Contemporary Litera

ture, (6) Literature for Adolescents, and (7) Literary Criticism— 

all of which each teacher should have experienced as an under

graduate if he is to meet the recommended standards of prepara

tion. That, obviously, is not the case. 
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Percent of Sample of Arizona Teachers Reporting 
Course 
Titles 

0 
Courses 

1 
Course 

2 
Courses 

3 
Courses 

4 
or More 

History of the 
English 
Language 46.7 45.4 7.0 0.5 0.2 

Modern Grammar 46.2 44.7 8.2 0.7 0.0 

Linguistics 56.7 36.2 5.5 0.7 0.6 

Table 7. Preparation in Literature 

Percent of Sample of Arizona Teachers Reporting 
Course 
Titles 

0 
Courses 

1 
Course 

2 
Courses 

3 
Courses 

4 
or More 

American 
Literature 8.0 23.2 35.0 14.5 19.0 

English 
Literature 8.7 14.2 25.2 14.2 37.3 

Shakespeare 19.7 43.5 28.7 5.7 2.2 

World 
Literature 42.5 30.2 21.0 4.0 2.2 

Contemporary 
Literature 42.0 32 .2 14.9 6.5 4.1 

Literature for 
Adolescents 60.7 30.4 8.0 0.7 0.0 

Literary 
Criticism 68.0 26.0 4.5 1.5 0.0 
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Arizona English teachers, as a group, are probably better 

prepared to teach literature than they are to teach language and 

composition, especially if they were to teach certain aspects of 

American and English literature or Shakespeare. Still it was 

found that 8.0% of the Arizona English teachers have not had a 

single course in American Literature; 8.6% have had no course in 

English Literature; and 19.7%—one out of five teachers—have had 

no course in Shakespeare. Data also indicate that approximately 

two-thirds have not taken Literature for Adolescents or Literary 

Criticism, and that about two-fifths did not take World Litera

ture or Contemporary Literature. 

Communications. The next area, Communications (Table 8), 

is made up of (1) Speech, (2) Advanced Composition, (3) Drama, 

and (4) Mass Media. Responses indicate that preparation in 

Speech and Advanced Composition is better than that in Drama and 

particularly Mass Media. However, 28.0% of teachers of the sam

ple group reported no course in Speech, and 39.0% said that they 

had not taken Advanced Composition. Both speaking and writing 

being vital aspects of the teaching of English, it is assumed 

that a great number of Arizona English teachers lack preparation 

in these areas and do not meet the recommended standards. 
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Percent of Sample of Arizona Teachers Reporting 
Course 
Titles 

0 
Courses 

1 
Course 

2 
Courses 

3 
Courses 

4 
or More 

Speech 28.0 32.5 15.2 8.0 16.1 

Advanced 
Composition 39.0 41.2 12 .5 5.2 1.9 

Drama 58.7 20.7 8.0 3.5 8.9 

Mass Media 77.0 12.0 6.5 1.5 2.8 

Comparison of Preparation in 
Education With Standards 

Again, inasmuch as the recommended preparation in Educa

tion (Table 9) would require that at least one course in each of 

the listed areas be taken, it is apparent that Arizona teachers 

recorded lowest percentages in the area of the Teaching of Read

ing and next lowest in the Evaluation of Learning. The area 

experienced by the largest percentage of teachers was Educational 

Psychology in which approximately eleven teachers out of twelve 

had taken one course or more. 

If one averages the zero-column percentages of all the 

courses listed in Education, the figure comes to 27.9 as com

pared to the 35.7% obtained in the same fashion in Literature; 

49.9% in Language, and 50.7% in Communications. It should be 

stressed that these averages are derived from sources which have 

not been weighted. The relative values of the several courses 
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Percent of Sample of Arizona Teachers Reporting 
Course 0 I 2 3 4 
Titles Courses Course Courses Courses or More 

Educational 
Psychology 8.7 56.0 23.2 7.4 4.3 

Teaching English 
(Methods) 17.0 51.2 19.2 7.0 6.4 

History of 
Education 20.7 68 .0 8.5 1.7 0.9 

Curriculum 25.7 49.7 16.5 4.7 3.1 

Student Teaching 
(Internship) 28.2 59.7 9.2 0.7 1.9 

Evaluation of 
Learning 37.0 49.5 9.2 3.0 1.1 

Teaching 
Reading 58.2 23.2 7.2 1.7 9.4 

*Reordered data from Table 3. 

and areas listed have not been established. As a sign indicative 

of past trends, however, the averages may be portentous. They 

might also be viewed as supportive of the assumption that stu

dents do not take courses which are not required of them. 

Assignments of Arizona English 
Teachers, 1970-71 

The important considerations which go into determining a 

teacher's workload are the subject of this portion of the study 

which depicts the status of the assignments of Arizona English 
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teachers. The purpose of describing the status of the assign

ments of Arizona teachers is to gain insight into how it is that 

their assignments compare and contrast, first, to the assignments 

of the nation's teachers—as they are presented in two earlier 

studies—and, then, to discuss their assignments in relation to 

recommendations made by the National Council of Teachers of 

English. 

The elements which contribute to the English teacher's 

workload are the same ones which decide the amount of labor other 

teachers must do. Their special effects, if any, upon the 

English teacher will be discussed in the next section of the 

study. The main determiners are the variety and number of prep

arations the teacher must plan for each week's class assignments 

and the number of students who must be taught during that time. 

Findings concerning these aspects of Arizona English teachers' 

assignments are given below. 

Grade Levels Assigned 

Teachers are frequently asked to teach to different grade 

levels (Table 10). Consequently an attempt was made to find out 

the extent to which Arizona English teachers were given this kind 

of assignment. Analysis of data indicates that very substantial 

percentages taught more than one grade level, and that means that 

substantial numbers of them had a minimum of two lesson plans. 

Being assigned classes on the same grade level, of course, does 

not insure having to prepare just one lesson plan, it must be 
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remembered, the teacher does not necessarily make the same prepa

ration for both classes; more often the classes do not have the 

same assignments at the same time (The Committee on National In

terest 1961, p. 99)." 

If one considers a full load as consisting of meeting 

five or six classes each week—data given in Table 10 justify 

this consideration--then only 18.8% of the sample group met all 

their classes on one level. Table 11 indicates that about one-

half of them, 50.8%, met two grade levels. The rest, 17.6% met 

three or more grade levels each week. 

Table 10. Grade Levels of English Classes Met Daily (Percent of 
Sample of Arizona Teachers Reporting) 

Grade Number of Classes 
Levels 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 

9th 10.4 7.4 8.0 5.5 5.7 0.5 37.5 

10th 10.7 11.1 9.3 3.7 3.5 0.5 38.8 

11th 9.8 6.2 6.7 5.0 3.5 0.0 31.2 

12th 9.0 9.2 3.7 2 .3 1.8 0.0 26.0 

Others 3.5 4.3 4.3 3.0 3.3 0.0 18.4 
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Table 11. Grade Levels of All Classes Met Daily 
Sample of Arizona Teachers Reporting) 

(Percent of 

Number of Teachers 
Reporting Percent 

Number of 
Classes 

117 31.6 1 

188 50.8 2 

59 16.0 3 

5 1.6 

Total 370 100.0 

Number of Classes Assigned 

The number of classes assigned to a teacher is an obvious 

feature in determining his workload. Arizona high school English 

teachers normally were given five classes to teach in 1970-71 

(Table 12). Thirty-five teachers (9.4%) said that they were as

signed four classes to teach on a daily basis; an unspecified 

number of those teachers also reported that they were given a 

period or two of released time in order to discharge other duties 

such as department chairman or supervisor. All seven (1.7%) of 

those who said that they were assigned two or three classes week

ly also reported other assignments so as to make up a full work

load. Only ten teachers (2.4%) taught more than five classes 

daily. 
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Table 12. Total Number of Classes Met Daily (Percent of Sample 
of Arizona Teachers Reporting) 

Number of Teachers 
Reporting Percent 

Number of 
Classes 

1 0.2 2 

6 1.5 3 

35 
0

0
 

• 

0
0
 

4 

319 79.7 5 

9 2.2 6 

1 

CS
J 

• 

o
 More than 6 

Total 371 92 .6 

When only English classes are considered, the pattern of 

assignment is altered somewhat (Table 13). For instance, 6.3% of 

the sample group taught no English classes at all. This datum is 

accounted for by this circumstance: a number of teachers taught 

all drama, for example, or all reading but were working under 

their English departments. The fourteen teachers (3.5% of the 

sample group) who taught one class usually taught primarily in 

another area. Still, slightly over one-half reported teaching 

five sections of English and roughly one out of seven taught four 

English classes daily. 
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Table 13. Number of English Classes Met Daily (Percent of Sample 
of Arizona Teachers Reporting) 

Number of Teachers 
Reporting Percent 

Number of 
Classes 

25 6.3 0 

14 3.5 1 

29 7.5 2 

54 13.5 3 

59 14.7 4 

204 51.0 5 

4 1.0 6 

0 0.0 More than 6 

Total 389 97.5 

Non-English Classes Assigned 

Of the ninety teachers who taught in related fields, 

forty-three (10.6%) taught reading; thirty (7.1%) taught speech; 

and seventeen (4.1%) taught drama (Table 14). Since there was a 

limitation as to the number of items which could be placed on the 

questionnaire, other subjects such as journalism or mass media 

were omitted. An unspecified number of teachers did indicate 

fulfilling assignments in these subjects, but their responses 

were placed in the "Others" category. The number seventy-six, 

therefore, would be reduced by an undetermined amount could those 

responses be placed in their proper category, "Related Subjects." 
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Table 14. Number of Non-English Classes Met Daily (Percent of 
Sample of Arizona Teachers Reporting) 

Subjects Number of Number of Classes 
Taught Teachers 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Speech 30 92 .9 4.0 1.2 1.5 0.2 0.2 0.0 

Drama 17 95.9 1.7 1.5 0.7 0.0 0.2 0.0 

Reading 43 

90 

89.4 3.0 2.2 2.2 0.2 3.0 0.0 

Others 76 

166 

81.3 7.8 5.5 3.5 1.2 0.7 0.0 

Nevertheless, they are rightfully situated under the larger head

ing, "Non-English." 

Number of Students Assigned 

Teachers' responses in this criterion of the individual's 

workload were somewhat diffused (Table 15). The largest accumu

lation reported was the 32.0% found in the 126-150 students-met-

daily category. An arbitrary division of the six categories of 

Table 15 results in 39.6% of the sample falling in the 50-125 

students half of the scale and 42.2% belonging to the 126-200 

half of the scale. 

Perhaps the most significant findings (because of the 

suggested standards which will be discussed later) is that 17.1% 

of the sample group responding to the questionnaire stated that 
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they met one hundred or fewer students daily, and that 64.7% of 

the respondents indicated that they taught more than one hundred 

students daily. The figure 17.1% results from combining the 

4.8% who met 50-75 students daily and the 12.3% who met 76-100 

daily. 

Table 15. Number of Students Met Daily (Percent of Sample of 
Arizona Teachers Reporting) 

Number of Teachers 
Reporting Percent 

Number of 
Students 

19 4.8 50-75 

49 12.3 76-100 

90 22 .5 101-125 

128 32.0 126-150 

35 8.7 151-175 

6 1.5 176-200 

Total 32 7 81.8 

Comparison of Assignments of Arizona English 
Teachers With National Norms 

The bases of the comparison which follow are those just 

discussed. They were selected because they were considered im

portant by the authors of The National Interest and the Teaching 

of English (The Committee on National Interest 1961) and The 

National Interest and the Continuing Education of Teachers of 
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English (The Committee on National Interest 1964). They are the 

selected data called "National Norms" in this study. These se

lected findings, again, are as follows: (1) grade levels as

signed, (2) number of classes met daily, (3) number of non-English 

classes met daily, and (4) number of students met daily. These 

elements are those which comprise a teacher's workload. 

What is the significance of a teacher's workload? The 

complaint voiced by those who teach English is that "It has be

come an educational tradition to accept the fact that the English 

teacher must work under impossible conditions (The Committee on 

National Interest 1961, p. 90)." 

A typical work week for the English teachers involves 

twenty-five hours of meeting classes, eighteen and eight-tenths 

hours (outside of class) of marking papers, seven hours of revis

ing papers, and an untold number of hours in planning lessons and 

discharging other duties. These figures represent a fifty-hour 

work week, not counting the time spent in planning. 

It should be noted that evaluating written composition 

takes up a large number of the week's total hours. This aspect 

of teaching is the English teacher's work week which was referred 

to in the previous section of this study. It is the evaluating 

of students' written compositions which exerts a special effect 

upon the English teacher's workload. 

Teaching writing, as this effort is frequently called, 
involves what has always seemed an endless amount of time, 
so endless, indeed, that the English teacher has had to 
govern the time he devotes to this task not by the amount 



86 

needed to do an effective job by the amount of time at 
his disposal, in keeping with all the other tasks he 
must perform—in short, in view of the amount of his 
teaching load (The Committee on National Interest 1961, 
P. 91). 

Grade Levels Assigned 

With the special function of the English teacher in mind, 

the elements of the teacher's workload previously listed can now 

be considered. In regard to the first element, the grade levels 

assigned, it is apparent that the nation's teachers were normal

ly assigned to teach more than one grade level. With 7,417 

teachers taking part in the national survey and 14,442 teachers 

mentioning the various grade levels taught, this finding is 

plain. The national survey included seventh and eighth grades 

whereas the Arizona survey was limited to high school grades. 

A similar situation in Arizona was revealed by the data. 

The sample contained four hundred teachers; yet 607 was the 

total of those who mentioned teaching to the various grade lev

els . Beyond that, however, it was determined in Arizona that 

approximately one-third of the teachers met only one grade level 

daily; close to one-half of them met two grade levels daily; 

nearly one-sixth of them met three grade levels regularly; and 

a small fraction of them, one out of sixteen, taught four grade 

levels daily. Tables 16, 17, and 18 illustrate. 
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Table 16. Grade Levels in Which Respondents Teach (National)* 

Grade Number Mentioning 
Levels Each Grade Percent 

7th 1,356 9.4 

8th 1,727 11.9 

9th 2,875 19.9 

10th 2,649 18.3 

11th 2,821 19.5 

12th 2,719 18.9 

Ungraded 295 2 .1 

Total 14,442 100.0 

*The Committee on National Interest 1964, p . 14. 

Table 17. Grade Levels in Which Respondents Teach (Arizona) 

Grade Number Mentioning 
Levels Each Grade Percent 

9th 150 24.7 

10th 155 25.7 

11th 12 5 20.5 

12th 104 17.1 

Others 73 12 .0 

Total 607 100.0 
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Table 18. Number of Grade Levels Met Daily (Percent of Sample 
of Arizona Teachers Reporting) 

Number of Teachers 
Reporting Percent 

Number of 
Grade Levels 

117 29.3 1 

188 47.0 2 

59 14.8 3 

6 1.5 4 

Total 370 92 .6 

Number of Classes Assigned 

Two types of class assignments of teachers are compared 

in this section: (1) English class assignments (Table 19), and 

(2) non-English class assignments (Table 20). 

English Classes . Three major points of difference stand 

out in the comparison of the number of English classes assigned 

Arizona teachers and the national norms: (1) 25.5% (one out of 

four) of all teachers nationally were assigned four classes daily 

as compared to 15.1% (about one out of seven) of Arizona teachers; 

(2) 38.7% (better than one out of three) of all teachers nation

ally taught five classes daily, while 52.4% (more than one out of 

two) of Arizona teachers did so; (3) 6.3% (about one in every 

fifteen) of al.l teachers nationally were assigned six or more 

classes, but only 1.1% (one teacher in one hundred) of Arizona 

teachers taught this many classes daily. 
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Table 19. Number of English Classes Met Daily (Percent of 
National Group and Arizona Group Reporting 

Number of Classes 
Category Number More 

of Report- Than 
Teachers ing 1 2 3 4 5 6 6 

All 
Nationally* 7,269 3.9 10.2 15.4 25.5 38.7 6.0 0.2 

Arizona 389 3.6 3.6 13.8 15.1 52 .4 1.1 0.0 

*The Committee on National Interest 1964, p. 17. 

The assignments of both groups to three and fewer classes 

followed a similar pattern. In both cases, it may be noted that 

of the proportions of both groups assigned to four and five 

classes are added, their sums are very nearly the same, 64.2% for 

the nation's teachers and 67.5% for Arizona teachers. 

Non-English Classes. Slightly fewer Arizona teachers 

were assigned to non-English classes in 1970-71 as compared to 

all teachers nationally in 1964, a difference of 4.6%. About one 

teacher out of twelve would be affected by this difference. 

Otherwise, except for the ratio of 4.1% of Arizona teach

ers assigned five classes regularly to the 1.3% of all teachers 

nationally, the comparative figures are nearly equivalent with 

Arizona teachers receiving slightly fewer non-English assignments 

in most categories. The higher Arizona figure under five classes 

is probably accounted for by the growing number of reading teach

ers who were functioning under the title of English teacher. 
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Table 20. Number of Non-English Classes Met Daily (Percent of 
National Group and Arizona Group Reporting 

Category Number Number of Classes 
of Report-

Teachers ing 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

All 
Nationally* 7,269 54.9 18.5 12 .7 7.9 3 .8 1.3 0.8 

Arizona 400 59.5 16.5 10.4 7.9 1.6 4.1 0.0 

*The Committee on National Interest 1964, p. 17. 

Number of Students Assigned 

Arizona teachers of 1970-71 met fewer students daily, in 

general, than did all teachers nationally in 1963 (Table 21). 

The evidence supports the observation that only one particular 

group of the nation's teachers were given lighter loads in regard 

to this specific criterion than were the Arizona teachers. It 

was found that of all teachers nationally 30.5% taught 126 to 150 

students, whereas 32.0% of the Arizona teachers taught that many. 

Another comparison of relevancy to the study, as will be 

explained in comparing the assignments of Arizona teachers and 

professional recommendations, involves the proportion of all 

teachers nationally who were assigned one hundred or fewer stu

dents (19.4%) and that of Arizona teachers (17.1%). 

On the other extreme of the scale, however, 8.7% of all 

teachers nationally were assigned more than 176 students daily in 

contrast to only 1.5% of the Arizona group. 
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Table 21. Total Number of Students Assigned to Classes (Percent 
of National Group and Arizona Group Reporting) 

Number of Classes 
Category Number More 

of Report Under 100- 126- 151- 176- Than 
Teachers ing 100 12 5 150 175 200 200 

All 
Nationally* 7,256 19.4 24.2 30.5 17.0 6.2 2.5 

Arizona 327 17.1 22 .5 32 .0 8.7 1.5 0.0 

*The Committee on National Interest 1964, p. 19. 

Comparison of Assignments of Arizona 
English Teachers With Professional 

Recommendations 

In discussing the assignments of the nation's teachers, 

the authors (The Committee on National Interest 1961, p. 90) of 

The National Interest and the Teaching of English said: 

Chief among unfavorable conditions is the load of the 
teacher of English. Teacher-load is a combination term 
referring to the entire effect of such factors as the 
total number of students a teacher has in his classes 
each day, the number of students he has in each class 
under his instruction, the number of class hours he 
teaches, the number of different grade levels--the num
ber of preparations—for which he prepares daily, the 
number of out-of-class activities he sponsors, and 
others . 

The correction of a too-heavy workload is the removal of 

one or more causes of it. Those things contributing to the over

load are known; they are those just mentioned, the same factors 

discussed throughout this chapter. When, though, is an English 

teacher's assignment to be considered unsatisfactory? In view 
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of the several variables present, there is probably only one way 

to reply specifically, and that reply would be couched in num

bers, i.e., the number of students assigned, the number of hours 

in the week. That is the approach taken by the National Council 

of Teachers of English. 

It reduces to this statement: "The National Council of 

Teachers of English passed resolutions in 1956, 1957, and 1958 

recommending that the overall assigned load of the high school 

English teacher be limited to four classes of not more than 

twenty-five students in each class . . . (The Committee on Na

tional Interest 1961, p. 96)." 

Of course, the four classes in question are to be English 

classes—and not on too many grade levels, for then the negative 

factor of a number of preparation would counteract the positive 

gains derived from a satisfactory student-load. 

Beginning as usual with the grade levels assigned (Table 

18) and assuming that an assignment requiring one or two prepara

tions daily would be satisfactory (an "ideal" assignment is prob

ably out of the question), one finds that 76.3% of Arizona 

teachers had this assignment in 1970-71, but that 15.3% did not 

(those assigned three and four grade levels). 

A rather large proportion (53.5%) of Arizona teachers 

would have had their total number of English classes reduced from 

five and six to the not more than four prescribed (Table 19), 
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while those teachers who taught non-English classes (40.5%) 

would, of course, be reassigned to English classes (Table 20). 

Lastly, only 17.1% of the Arizona teachers reported 

teaching one hundred or fewer students in 1970-71 (Table 21). 

The Curricula in English-Education 
of the Three State Universities 

The first two parts of this chapter have presented the 

findings relevant to the preparation and assignment of the public 

high school English teachers of Arizona. This, the third part of 

the chapter, presents findings concerned with the curricula of 

the three state universities in English-Education. The purpose 

in presenting the data is to describe the university programs 

which are preparing prospective teachers of English to perform 

the professional tasks like those now being done by Arizona 

English teachers; to compare these programs with curricula of the 

nation's colleges and universities; and to compare them at the 

last with certain recommendations made by the National Council of 

Teachers of English. 

The process followed in presenting the findings relevant 

to the English-Education curricula is that the programs of The 

University of Arizona are discussed first, then the curricula of 

Arizona State University, and then those of Northern Arizona 

University. 
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The Curricula of The 
University of Arizona 

Thirty-three units in English are required of the teach

ing major at The University of Arizona; twenty-one for the 

teaching minor. In addition to the English units (or semester 

hours) required, The University of Arizona requires five courses 

in Education whose semester hour credits may range from thirteen 

to twenty-five. The total units required for the Bachelor of 

Arts degree is 126 (The University of Arizona Record 1971, 

p. 86). 

English• The University of Arizona requires thirty-three 

units for the English major and twenty-one units for the minor 

(Table 22) all of which are to be taken in prescribed courses. 

Students may only elect to take one of three Shakespeare courses 

offered, but must take a course in Shakespeare. 

Students must take courses in language, English composi

tion, and literature as well as a methods course for each of 

those areas. The literature courses required concentrate on 

English and American literature. 

The difference between what is required of the teaching 

major and the teaching minor, besides the obvious one of the num

ber of hours, is that two courses are eliminated: History of the 

English Language and Teaching of the English Language. 

Education. Five courses are required in this area of the 

two curricula (Table 23). The total units earned by students, 

however, may vary from thirteen to twenty-five. The nature of 
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Table 22. The Required English Curriculum of The University of 
Arizona for the Teaching Major and Minor: 1972-73* 

Number of Courses 

Course Titles 

Number 
of 

Sem. Hours 

Maj or 
(33 
Units) 

Minor 
(21 
Units) 

Sophomore Composition 3 1 1 

Survey of English Literature 3 2 1 

History of the English Language 3 1 0 

Modern Grammar and Usage 3 1 1 

Teaching of the English Language 3 1 0 

Teaching of English Composition 3 1 1 

Teaching of Literature 3 1 1 

Shakespearean Drama 

Shakespeare: 1590-1600 (3) 1 of 3 1 of 3 

Shakespeare: 1601-1613 

American Literature 3 _2 _ 1  

Total 11 7 

*The University of Arizona Record 1971, p. 417. 
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Table 23. The Required Secondary Education Curriculum at The 
University of Arizona: 1972-73* 

Course Titles 
Number of 
Sem. Hours 

Number of 
Courses 

Learning in the Schools 3 1 

Principles and Curricula of 
Secondary Education (3) 1 Of 2 

Teaching in the Secondary Schools 3-6 1 

Student Teaching in Secondary 
School 1-10 1 

Adolescent Development 

Visual and Auditory Arts in 
Teaching 

The Junior High School 

History of Education in the United 
States 

Social Foundations of Education 

Principles and Curricula of 
Secondary Education 

Total 

(3) 

13 to 25 

1 of 6 

*The University of Arizona Record 1971, p. 569. 
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the two courses for which varying numbers of units may be earned 

would seem, however, to suggest a final figure approaching 

twenty-five, especially Student Teaching in Secondary School. 

Considerable electing within the required curricula is 

possible by the student with but three specific course titles 

being mentioned: Learning in the Schools, Teaching in the Sec

ondary Schools, and Student Teaching in the Secondary School. 

Courses listed as options within the required areas seem to be 

fundamental and significant. 

The Curricula of Arizona 
State University 

The teaching major in English at Arizona State University 

requires forty-two semester hours; the minor requires twenty-

four. A minimum of twenty-five hours in Education is also re

quired (seven courses). To graduate from this university, the 

student must have earned 126 approved units (Arizona State Uni

versity Bulletin 1971, p. 49). 

English. The total number of units (forty-two) required 

of the teaching major in English (Table 24) allows Arizona State 

University to enrich the preparation of prospective English 

teachers beyond the required experience in basic courses such as 

Modern Grammar or English and/or American Literature. Graduates 

must have been exposed to a literary type course as well as to 

at least one period course. In addition, to enable undergradu

ates to seek out and pursue courses of individual concern and 

interest, room for four electives courses are included. 
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Table 24: The Required English Curriculum at Arizona State 
University for the Teaching Major and Minor: 
1972-73* 

Number of Courses 
Number Major Minor 
of (42 (24 

Course Titles Sem. Hours Units) Units) 

211 
212 

Advanced Composition 
English Prose Style (3) 1 of 2 1 of 2 

221 

222 

Survey of English Literature 
(earlier) 

Survey of English Literature 
(later) 

3 

3 

1 

1 

1 of 2 

312 
314 
413 

Current English Usage 
Modern Grammar 
History of English Language 

(3) 1 of 3(3)l_of_2_ 

341 
342 

American Literature (earlier) 
American Literature (later) (3) 1 of 2 1 of 2 

421 
422 

Shakespeare: The Early Plays 
Shakespeare: The Later Plays (3) 1 of 2 0 

471 

480 

Literature for Junior and 
Senior High School Students 

Methods of Teaching English 
3 
3 

1 
1 (3)1 of 2 

(one literary types course) (3) 1 and addi
tional 
electives 
in English, 

(one period course) (3) 1 with at 
least one 
course in 
lit. as ap-

(12 hours electives; proved by 
6 in upper division) (12) 4 advisor 

Total T3 ~~8 

*Arizona State University Bulletin 1971, p. 67. 
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Likewise, in the minor, the program involves the student 

in the same concentrated-diffused kind of experience the major 

goes through, except for a course in Shakespeare which is not 

required. 

Education. Seven courses are required in Education 

(Table 25). One course is elective. The student has a choice 

between The Secondary School or Exploration of Education (both 

introductory courses), and there is a degree of flexibility in 

reference to the number of units the student can earn in Educa

tional Psychology (1-3), in Teaching and Evaluating in Secondary 

Schools (1-7), and in Student Teaching in the Secondary School 

(3-12). All must add up to twenty-five units or more. 

The Curricula of Northern 
Arizona University 

Teaching majors in English must complete thirty-five 

semester hours; minors must complete twenty. Total units re

quired to graduate from the university equal 125 (Northern Ari

zona University Bulletin 1971, p. 75). 

English. Of the thirty-five semester hours required of 

the teaching major in English (Table 26) fifteen of them are 

prescribed. The five courses in question cover literature, lan

guage, composition, and oral interpretation. The rest of the 

student's program is arranged through conferences with an advisor 

who approves the student's selection. 

In the minor, the curriculum in requiring four of these 

courses (twelve units), eliminates the course in Speech. 
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Table 25. The Required Secondary Education Curriculum at 
Arizona State University: 1972-73* 

Course Titles 
Number of 
Sem. Hours 

Number of 
Courses 

SE 

EF 

310 

111 

The Secondary School 

Exploration of Education 
(3) 1 of 2 

EP 310 Educational Psychology 1-3 1 

Education Elective 3 1 

SE 311 Principles and Curricula of 
Secondary Schools 3 1 

SE 411 Teaching and Evaluating in 
Secondary Schools 1-7 1 

Methods of Teaching English 3 1 

SE 433 Student Teaching in the 
Secondary School 3-12 _1 

Must total 25 or More 

*Arizona State University Bulletin 1971, p. 145. 
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Table 26. The Required English Curriculum at Northern Arizona 
University: 1972-73* 

Number of Courses 

Course Titles 

Number 
of 

Sem. Hours 

Ma j or 
(35 
Units) 

Minor 
(20 
Units) 

Oral Interpretation 3 1 0 

Major Principles in the Reading 
of Literature 3 1 1 

Advanced Composition 3 1 1 

English Linguistics 3 1 1 

English Grammars 3 1 1 

plus additional hours in English 
selected with the approval of 
one's advisor 20 

Total 35 5 4 

*Northern Arizona University Bulletin 1971, p. 123. 
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Education. Six courses (twenty units) are required by 

the College of Education at Northern Arizona University should a 

student intend to teach English (Table 27). All six courses are 

prescribed; all six are assigned a definite number of semester 

hours. All courses are fundamental ones. 

Table 27. The Required Secondary Education Curriculum at 
Northern Arizona University: 1972-73* 

Course Titles 
Number of 
Sem. Hours 

Number of 
Courses 

Introduction to Education 2 1 

Educational Psychology 3 1 

Secondary School Curriculum 3 1 

Evaluation of Learning 3 1 

High School Teaching Methods 3 1 

Supervised Teaching, Secondary __6 _1 

Total 20 6 

^Northern Arizona University Bulletin 1971, p. 185. 
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Comparison of the Required Curricula in English-
Education of Arizona's Three State 
Universities and National Norms 

The national norms utilized as bases of comparing the re

quired curricula in English-Education of the three state univer

sities were derived from a national survey (The National Interest 

and the Teaching of English) conducted in 1960. Valid responses 

numbered 374 and represented a "wide geographical and institu

tional coverage (The Committee on National Interest 1961, p. 63)." 

The selected findings taken from the national study are, 

as before, presented under the names of Literature and Language. 

The national survey did not include Education, and so no compari

son between national norms and the required curricula in Educa

tion of the three state universities is contemplated. There will 

follow later, however, a comparison between recommended standards 

of preparation in Education and the universities' requirements in 

the same area. 

Again it might be recalled to mind that the National 

Council of Teachers of English regarded the required curricula 

of the institution surveyed as the criterion to be applied in 

determining the status of the preparation in English of the na

tion's high school English teachers. 

To start with, then, the total number of semester hours 

required in English (Table 28) by colleges and universities 

across the United States in 1960 were twenty-four to thirty-one 

for the major and seven to eighteen for the minor. Forty percent 
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of these institutions required no more than twenty-four units; 

"four colleges, indeed, required only eighteen such credits for 

the major (The Committee on National Interest 1961, p. 66)." 

Furthermore, those seniors who took only an English 
minor but who . . . are quite likely to turn up as au
thorities in the English classroom, were still less well 
prepared with subject-content in the field. In eighty-
nine institutions such possible future teachers of 
English needed to obtain fewer than eighteen semester 
credits . In three colleges they could get by with only 
ten semester credits, in five with only nine, and in one 
institution six credits in English were deemed suffi
cient to qualify a student to teach high school English 
if the opportunity came to him (The Committee on National 
Interest 1961, p. 66). 

Table 28. Semester Hours Required for the English Major and 
Minor (Secondary Education) 

United University Arizona Northern 
States of State Arizona 

Category Colleges* Arizona University University 

Major 24-31 33 42 35 

Minor 17-18 21 24 20 

*The Committee on National Interest 1961, p. 66. 

It is evident that the situation just described does not 

exist in Arizona: All three universities require at least twenty 

units in the teaching minor in English. 

Preparation in Language 

Only two aspects of the study of Language (Table 29) uni

formly required by all three state universities are the Teaching 
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English Methods course and Advanced Composition. Those also were 

the courses most likely to be required, according to the findings 

of the national study. Altogether The University of Arizona re

quires four of the five courses listed; Arizona State University 

requires two of the five; and Northern Arizona University four 

of the five. 

Where "optional11 appears in the Arizona State column, the 

meaning is that the student may choose either that course or at 

least one other. He is not required to take that course. 

An examination of course descriptions does not disclose 

the use of the word "linguistics" within the context of any gram

mar course in the catalog of either The University of Arizona or 

of Arizona State University. Apparently, students of those uni

versities may graduate without any formal exposure to this 

science. A linguistics course per se is required at Northern 

Arizona University. 

A reference to the methods course listed is also in or

der. As was stated earlier, The University of Arizona requires 

(of the teaching major) a methods course, offered by the English 

department, in literature, language, and composition. At Arizona 

State University one such course is required, and it has an 

English number. Northern Arizona University, on the other hand, 

lists the methods course under the College of Education. 



106 

Table 29. Comparison of Required Curricula (Language) 

(Proportion 
Requiring) (Required? Yes or No) 

Course Titles 

United 
States 
Colleges* 

Univer
sity 
of 

Arizona 

Arizona 
State 
Univer
sity 

Northern 
Arizona 
Univer
sity 

History of the English 
Language 25.3 Yes Optional 

1 of 3 
Courses 

No 

Modern English Grammar 17.4 Yes Optional 
1 of 3 
Courses 

Yes 

Linguistics 4.0 No No Yes 

Advanced Composition 41.0 Yes Yes Yes 

Teaching English 
Methods 51.5 Yes Yes Yes 

*The Committee on National Interest 1961, p. 60 



107 

Preparation in Literature 

The following data, presented in the same form as the 

national study, summarily depict the status of the required 

curricula (literature) of national colleges and universities in 

I960: 

Highlights 

More than fifty percent of the colleges require fu
ture high school teachers who major in English to com
plete eighteen to twenty-four semester hours in 
literature. 

More than two-thirds of the colleges require courses 
in English literature, American literature, and Shake
speare; only one-third require work in world literature. 

Only one-fifth of the programs specify the need for 
a course in contemporary literature or in literary 
criticism or critical analysis. 

Few institutions provide for the study of the lit
erature written for adolescents (The Committee on Na
tional Interest 1961, p. 75). 

One complaint or criticism of English curricula frequent

ly voiced in the past concerned what was regarded as an undue 

concentration upon the study of literature at the expense of 

preparation in the English language and in English composition. 

That criticism cannot be leveled against the Arizona universi

ties (Table 30). Both The University of Arizona and Arizona 

State University require fifteen units in literature. Only three 

hours of literature are required by Northern Arizona University, 

but there the very real limitation imposed by curricular restric

tions brings about an indirect but nevertheless actual require

ment of an indefinitely greater number of hours in literature. 
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Table 30. Comparison of Required Curricula (Literature) 

(Proportion 
Requiring) (Required? Yes or No) 

Course Titles 

United 
States 
Colleges* 

Univer
sity 
of 

Arizona 

Arizona 
State 
Univer
sity 

Northern 
Arizona 
Univer
sity 

American Literature 83 .7 Yes Yes No 

English Literature 86.8 Yes Yes No 

Shakespeare 72.9 Yes Yes No 

Contemporary 
Literature 21.1 No No No 

Literary Criticism 25.9 No No No 

Literature for 
Adolescents 35.1 No Yes No 

*The Committee on National Interest 1961, p. 40. 
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To illustrate, the total English curriculum listed in the North

ern Arizona University Bulletin (1971) is not taught every sem

ester. Furthermore, even if it were offered every semester, 

there are insufficient courses for students to take so as to 

amass thirty-five hours credit in English and to avoid further 

study in literature. 

In general, the pattern which emerges from the compari

son, however, is that the practices of the 1960's are still the 

practices of the 1970's. The University of Arizona and Arizona 

State University require work in the same areas as did the na

tion's colleges in 1961 (American and English literatures; Shake

speare), and do not require study in the same areas not required 

earlier by colleges across the country (Contemporary Literature; 

Literary Criticism or Critical Analysis). 

Again, Northern Arizona University requires but three 

units in the area of Literature—total. 

Arizona State University alone requires the course called 

Literature for Adolescents. 

Comparison of the Required Curricula in English-
Education of Arizona's Three State Universities 

and Recommended Standards 

The recommendations for the preparation of high school 

English teachers called "A Standard of Preparation to Teach 

English" (The Committee on National Interest 1961, p. 40) do not 

specify a certain curriculum either in terms of courses to be 
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taken or the number of semester hours to be required. Rather, 

the recommendations state the kinds of knowledge and types of 

abilities which the qualified English teacher would possess. It 

is presumed that the English teacher would come into possession 

of those faculties as a consequence of his undergraduate educa

tion, and that he would continue to mature after he graduated 

from the university. 

In addition to the course titles listed (Table 31), other 

courses may well be included, i.e., the wording of the recommen

dations does permit a tolerance of interpretation and would al

low, for instance, the listing of a literary types course and a 

literary period course (both found in the Arizona State Univer

sity required English curriculum). The eighteen titles given, at 

any rate, were inferred from the recommendations of the National 

Council of Teachers of English called, as was previously stated, 

"A Standard of Preparation to Teach English." 

Though later and more lengthy statements regarding teach

er preparation have been made by the Council, it is felt that the 

essence, the thrust, of the Council's point of view in this mat

ter, is contained in the recommendations utilized in this study. 

In going through the list of course titles by categories, 

there seems to be evidence of a balanced program with no one cate

gory being exalted above the other two nor being neglected. Nat

urally, the requiring of all these courses would apply to the 

teaching major in English. The total number of courses required 
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Table 31. A Proposed Curriculum in English-Education (Derived 
from "A Standard of Preparation to Teach English") 

Category and Number of Number of 
Course Title Courses Sem. Hours 

Language 

1. History of the English Language 1 3 
2 . Modern Grammar 1 3 
3. Linguistics 1 3 
4. Advanced Composition 1 3 
5. Speech 1 3 

sub-•totals 5 15 

Literature 

6. World Literature 1 3 
7. English Literature 2 6 
8. American Literature 2 6 
9. Shakespeare 1 3 
10. Literature for Adolescents 1 3 
11. Literary Criticism 1 3 
12. Contemporary Literature 1 3 

sub--totals 9 27 

Education 

13 . Teaching English Methods 1 3 
14 . Evaluation of Learning 1 3 
15 . Philosophy of Education 1 3 
16. Educational Psychology 1 3 
17. Curriculum 1 3 
18. Student Teaching 1 3-6 

sub--totals 6 18-21 

Totals 20 60-63 
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of him equals a minimum of twenty, and those twenty courses would 

be worth from sixty to sixty-three semester hours, the course 

called Student Teaching being the determiner (three to six 

units). 

The Language portion of the required English curriculum, 

as proposed, pays due attention to training in speaking and writ

ing the English language as well as to study of the language it

self. Altogether, five courses are required (fifteen units). 

In Literature, the category of the suggested curriculum 

requiring the most courses and units (nine and twenty-seven), the 

student would have been exposed to the most significant litera

ture of the world with an emphasis within that area on English 

and American literature. Both of these literatures are assigned 

two semesters of course work (six units). In view of the heri

tage of the American people, that arrangement seems reasonable. 

It is also required that prospective teachers gain a 

knowledge of literature intended for young people of junior high 

school and high school ages. Finally, the curriculum in English 

requires exposure to the critical analysis of literature in a 

course whose purpose is to accomplish that alone. 

Six courses (eighteen to twenty-one units) are required 

by the suggested Education curriculum. All six are fundamental 

to the preparation of qualified teachers, and all but Student 

Teaching can be pursued in greater depth just as can the courses 

in English. 
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The total number of semester hours, once more, which the 

proposed English-Education curriculum would require is a minimum 

of sixty (Table 32 contains comparative figures of the state's 

universities). 

This total numbers a few semester hours more than are 

required by The University of Arizona (forty-six to fifty-eight) 

and Northern Arizona University (fifty-five) and a few hours less 

than Arizona State University requires (sixty-seven). These 

figures, of course, apply to the teaching major. 

As far as the ratios between the divisions of curricula 

are concerned (Table 32), The University of Arizona seems to come 

closest to the suggested curricula, what with requirements of 

fifteen hours in Language, eighteen hours in Literature, and 

thirteen to twenty-five hours (and more likely twenty-five than 

thirteen) in Education, i.e., compared to the fifteen, twenty-

seven, and eighteen to twenty-one, respectively of the recom

mended standards. Included in these figures of The University 

of Arizona are three methods courses (nine units). 

Arizona State University, while actually requiring a 

greater total number of semester hours (sixty-seven) than the 

suggested curricula (sixty-three), would seem to require too few 

language courses (with six units) and too many semester hours in 

Literature (thirty-three). Of the twenty-eight units in Educa

tion, three are in a methods course and go to make up the forty-

two units required in English at Arizona State University. 
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Table 32 . Number of Semester Hours Required of the Teaching 
Major in English-Education by the Three State 
Universities 

Divisions of Curricula 
University Language Literature Education Totals 

University of 
Arizona 15 18 13-25 46-58 

Arizona State 
University 6 33 28 67 

Northern Arizona 
University 12 3 20 55 

Northern Arizona University's curricula compare favorably 

to the suggested curricula in Language (only History of the 

English Language need be added to the present requirements) and 

in the total number of units (fifty-five). Of the twenty units 

in Education, three of them are assigned to the course, Teaching 

English Methods. 

A more detailed comparison of the English-Education cur

ricula of the three state universities follows in Table 33. 

The University of Arizona 

The University of Arizona's English-Education program is 

perhaps closest to the suggested curricula in the area of Educa

tion. The only course lacking is Philosophy of Education. A 

prominent aspect of the program is the three methods courses re

quired: The Teaching of English Composition; The Teaching of 

Literature, and The Teaching of the English Language. 
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Table 33. A Comparison of the Proposed Curriculum for High 
School English Teachers and the English-Education 
Curricula of the Three State Universities 

Required? 
University Arizona Northern 

of State Arizona 
Category and Arizona University University 
Course Title Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Language 

1. History of the English 
Language X 

2. Modern Grammar X 
3. Linguistics 
4. Advanced Composition X 
5. Speech 

Literature 

X 

X 

Optional 
Optional 

X 
Optional 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

6. World Literature 
7. English Literature 
8. American Literature 
9. Shakespeare 
10. Literature for 

Adolescents 
11. Literary Criticism 
12. Contemporary 

Literature 

XX 
XX 
X 

X 
X 

XX 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

Education 

13. Teaching English 
Methods 

14 . Evaluation of Learning 
15. Philosophy of 

Education 
16. Educational Psychology 
17. Curriculum 
18. Student Teaching 

XXX 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
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No course in Linguistics, per se, is required of the un

dergraduate nor is a course in Speech. 

Required literature courses are two each in English and 

American literatures and a course in Shakespeare. Omitted from 

the required list are World Literature, Literature for Adoles

cents , Literary Criticism, and Contemporary Literature. 

Arizona State University 

Language is the area of the Arizona State University pro

gram in English-Education most obviously not in agreement with 

recommendations. Either History of the English Language or Mod

ern Grammar or Current English Usage is required. Either Ad

vanced Composition or English Prose Style is required. The total 

requirement in the study of the English Language is six semester 

hours . 

One methods course (English 480) is required. 

The remaining semester hours of the English curriculum 

(thirty-three) are devoted to literature and electives with 

twenty-four of the thirty-three units assigned definitely to 

literature. 

Northern Arizona University 

As the requirements of the Arizona universities in Educa

tion are virtually the same (except for requirements in the meth

ods courses) it follows that Northern Arizona University's 

program is close to conforming to the standards proposed. The 
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sole course remaining to be added, and this was also the case 

with the other two universities, is the Philosophy of Education 

cours e. 

In Language, Northern Arizona University requires four of 

the five courses listed. Only History of the English Language 

need be required. 

The situation in Literature is different, however, since 

only one course is required, and that course is not one of those 

suggested by the National Council of Teachers of English. 

Summary 

A generalized or composite description of the high school 

English teacher in Arizona in 1970-71 would make that teacher a 

woman who was in her eighth year of teaching. She would have 

majored in English as an undergraduate and would have done con

siderable work on the master's degree. 

In terms of preparation to teach English, Arizona English 

teachers had averaged 35.51 undergraduate semester hours in 

English and 13.03 on the graduate level. 

Arizona teachers were most uniformly prepared in the Edu

cation curriculum. They made their strongest showing in Educa

tional Psychology and were weakest in Teaching Reading. 

They were next strongest in preparation in Literature. 

English and American literatures and Shakespeare were the three 

kinds of literature most frequently studied. The other litera

ture courses listed were much less frequently taken. 
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In Language the strongest preparation was recorded in 

Speech; next strongest was Advanced Composition. All other 

courses registered lower percentages. Approximately one-half of 

Arizona teachers had no instruction in grammar or linguistics. 

Although, comparatively speaking, Arizona teachers sur

passed the national norms of 1960 in every single English course 

listed, the trends or patterns of 1960 are still discernible: 

literature was preferred over language; English and American lit

eratures and Shakespeare were experienced by greatest percent

ages ; the other courses were neglected by large proportions of 

the teachers responding. 

Another perspective is brought to light when the prepara

tion of Arizona teachers is compared to the recommended prepa

ration of prospective English teachers. In that connection, the 

patterns mentioned earlier take on deeper significance. The un

derstanding is that every course listed under English and Educa

tion is to be taken by every undergraduate who wishes to teach 

English in high school. 

Beginning with the study of the English language, then, 

approximately one-half of Arizona's high school English teachers 

require more course work. That proportion of the teacher corps 

would have to take the three courses listed: Modern Grammar, 

History of the English Language, and Linguistics. 

Better than three-fourths of the teachers do not have a 

course in Mass Media. Better than one in four do not have a 
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course in Speech. Almost two-thirds need to study Advanced Cora-

position. Though Mass Media is relatively new to the English 

curriculum, the latter two are not. 

When the preparation in Education of Arizona English 

teachers is compared to recommended standards, it is seen that 

only 8.7% of Arizona teachers would be required to take Educa

tional Psychology, but that increasing percentages would be re

quired to take the other courses to a high of 58.2% who would 

have to take Teaching of Reading. 

When the assignments of Arizona English teachers were 

analyzed, it was found that the majority were given two grade 

levels to meet daily and five classes. Approximately four out 

of ten teachers taught in either a related field or an unrelated 

discipline. Over one-half met from 101 to 150 students regularly. 

The assignments of Arizona teachers were compared to 

norms derived from the assignments of all teachers nationally in 

respect to the number of grade levels met daily, the number of 

English classes met daily, the number of non-English classes met 

daily, and the number of students met daily. 

It was found that approximately one-half of each group 

met two grade levels. Approximately one-half of Arizona's 

English teachers were assigned five classes daily as compared to 

38.7% of all teachers nationally; 15.1% of the Arizona teachers 

met four classes as compared to 2 5.5% of all teachers nationally. 

Assignment to meet four or five classes daily was most frequent 
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in both cases as the combined percentages show: 67.5% for the 

Arizona teachers; 64.4% of all teachers nationally. 

The pattern of non-English class assignments was similar 

for both groups: 59.5% of Arizona's teachers had no assignment 

outside English compared to 54.9% of the nation's teachers; 

16.5% of the Arizona teachers met one non-English class as com

pared to 18.5% nationally; 10.4% of the Arizona group met two 

non-English classes as compared to 12.7% nationally. 

Close approximations also prevailed in respect to the 

number of students met daily up to the category of 151 to 175 

students. At that point on the scale the Arizona teachers began 

recording lower frequencies: 8.7% (compared to 17.0%) met 

151-175 students daily; 1.5% (compared to 6.2%) met 176-200 stu

dents daily; and 0.0% (compared to 2.5%) of the Arizona teachers 

met more than two hundred students daily. There seems, then, to 

be a trend in Arizona toward assigning 150 students or fewer to 

English teachers. 

Recommendations of the National Council of Teachers of 

English are to assign not more than one hundred students to each 

teacher, the classes to total four in all, preferably, but five, 

if necessary. Since English teachers are especially responsible 

for the teaching of writing, the total number of students met 

daily is highly significant, but so is the number of daily prep

arations teachers must make. In respect to preparations assigned 

the Council is not definitive inasmuch as their contribution to 
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teachers' workloads may vary considerably, whereas the time spent 

on evaluating students' themes can be calculated rather closely. 

The last division of Chapter 4 deals with curricula in 

English-Education of The University of Arizona, Arizona State 

University, and Northern Arizona University. 

In regard to the number of semester hours required by 

these universities, it was found that The University of Arizona 

requires 126 hours to graduate; Arizona State University requires 

126; and Northern Arizona University requires 125. 

The teaching majors and minors, respectively, of the 

three universities, given in the same order as above, are thirty-

three and twenty-one; forty-two and twenty-four; and thirty-five 

and twenty. 

The University of Arizona requires all thirty-three units 

be in specific courses in English except in one instance (Shake

speare) wherein the option involves courses in the same author. 

The curriculum in Education lists three courses as required, then 

lists others as optional, but students must take five courses, 

total. An overall balance exists. 

Arizona State University's English program of forty-two 

units for the major is most extensive. It combines basic and 

specific requirements, first with optional courses, and then with 

limited electives . The literature aspect outweighs the emphasis 

placed on English language studies. The curriculum in Education 

is rather standard. 
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At Northern Arizona University the required course work 

in English emphasizes studies in the English language rather than 

literature. Fifteen units of required courses are listed; the 

remaining twenty units are selected by students with advisor's 

approval. The Education curriculum closely resembles those of 

the other two universities. 

The curricula in English of Arizona's three universities 

compare favorably with the national norms selected. All three 

require more semester hours in English (for both major and minor) 

than did the institutions involved in establishing national 

norms. 

All three institutions' programs differ from the national 

norms in that they do not stress literature at the expense of 

language study—though the extent to which it is stressed at 

Northern Arizona University cannot be determined through an ex

amination of requirements. 

Least in need of adjustment are the curricula of the Ari

zona universities in Education. All of them, however, should re

quire Philosophy of Education. 

In English, the courses involving study of the English 

language seem to be most consistently required by the state' uni

versities, but there is considerable difference in specific re

quirements. In Literature, The University of Arizona and Arizona 

State University require English and American literatures as well 

as Shakespeare (Northern Arizona University does not), but do not, 
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along with Northern Arizona, require the other literature courses 

with the single exception of Literature for Adolescents required 

by Arizona State University. 

Consequently, all three institutions place a greater em

phasis on the study of the English language than was normal in 

1960. 

The curricula in Education of the Arizona universities 

were not compared to national norms. 

When compared to the recommendations of the National 

Council of Teachers of English, of course, the weaknesses of the 

actual curricula become more apparent. 

The curricula in Education of Arizona's state universi

ties are perhaps closest to the ideal as represented by the rec

ommended standards. It would be necessary for all three of them 

to require the course, Philosophy of Education. 

As far as the English curricula of the three universities 

are concerned, the study of the English language would require 

less adjustment to conform to the recommended standards as there 

are only five courses listed. Even so, each of the five courses 

is affected because not one of them is required by all three in

stitutions . 

In respect to the study of literature, there is a dichot

omized situation present: the required curricula are strong in 

English and American literatures and Shakespeare (though Northern 

Arizona University would have to require them rather than leave 
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their fate to advisors' recommendations); the required curricula 

are weak in the other literature courses. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This, the last chapter of the study, contains a summary 

of the study, a brief description of the conclusions derived from 

the analysis of the collected information, and recommendations 

and suggestions for further research. 

Summary of the Study 

Public support of universal education in the United 

States is probably without parallel in the modern world. As 

Conant (1959, pp. 5,7) put it, in The American High School Today, 

equality, to the immigrant to the United States, came to mean 

"not only political equality but also equality of opportunity," 

and "it was evident that the American people had come to believe 

that more education provided the means by which these ideals 

were to be realized." Everyone—but no one more than the pro

fessional educator--desires to come to the aid of the public 

education in its discharging of its responsibilities. Since 

public education needs qualified teachers to be successful, 

their training to teach in the public schools should be continu

ously evaluated. 

125 
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This study was concerned with three aspects of a single 

facet of public education, the teaching of English, the one dis

cipline sure to bring the humanities into every American child's 

life. The three aspects of the teaching of English dealt with in 

this paper were as follows: (1) the preparation of Arizona 

English teachers, (2) their teaching assignments, and (3) the 

English-Education curricula of the three public universities. 

The findings associated with these three areas were then 

compared to related findings of a national scope in order that 

the teachers of Arizona might be compared to their colleagues 

across the United States. 

Finally, the original results were compared to pertinent 

recommendations made by the National Council of Teachers of 

English in order that an understanding of what might be done to 

improve the teaching of English in the public secondary schools 

of Arizona could be reached. 

A questionnaire was developed to obtain data bearing on 

the preparation and assignment of English teachers, and the cur

rent catalogs (1972-73) of the three universities were used to 

examine their requirements in English Education. 

It was determined that four hundred questionnaires would 

perform as a sample group out of the 537 questionnaires returned. 

A program for the IBM 1130 computer was then devised, and the 

data presented in the several tables of the study were thusly 

derived. 
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The Questionnaire 

There were three divisions of the questionnaire. The 

first division obtained data such as sex of teachers, the number 

of years they had taught, their undergraduate majors and minors, 

and so forth. The next division, Part I, solicited responses 

calculated to describe the preparation of teachers in English, 

Education, and Communications courses. 

The last division of the questionnaire, Part II, sought 

to obtain data which would be descriptive of the kinds of assign

ments teachers were given, how many students they were teaching 

on a daily basis, and so forth. 

Presentation of Data 

The findings of the questionnaire were tabulated and the 

tables elaborated upon. Next, the descriptive data which applied 

to the English teacher of Arizona were compared to their corres

ponding elements which were of national scope. Finally, these 

same descriptive data were compared to the recommendations of the 

National Council of Teachers of English in a corresponding 

fashion. 

Conclusions 

The conclusions which follow are arranged in the accus

tomed order of (1) Preparation of Teachers, (2) Assignment of 

Teachers, and (3) the Curricula in English-Education of The Uni

versity of Arizona, Arizona State University, and Northern Ari

zona University. 
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Preparation of Teachers 

It was evident that in comparison with their colleagues 

of 1960, Arizona English teachers were better prepared to teach 

English. It was also apparent that general trends or patterns 

revealed by the national surveys of the 1960's continue in the 

present. 

The proportions of teachers majoring in English, minoring 

in English, or studying in related fields (and who were teaching 

English) indicate improvement, at least in Arizona. The figures 

pertaining to the national scene of 1960 indicated that just over 

half of America's teachers had undergraduate majors (50.5%) and 

that 16.6% had studied in a related field. Arizona teachers were 

more likely to have majored in English (68.7%). In addition, 

7.7% took majors in a related field; 2 0.5% had minored in English, 

and 13.0% had minored in a related field. Despite the commingling 

of percentages evident in those figures just given, improvement 

is evident. 

The average number of undergraduate semester credit hours 

accumulated by Arizona English Teachers was 35.51. The patterns, 

referred to above, which were said to continue in the present, 

have to do with the way those hours were amassed. The national 

studies pointed out that the study of literature overshadowed the 

study of language to the extent that the latter, and that would 

include composition, have been neglected. The preparation of 

Arizona teachers indicates that such is still the case. 
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The findings were that 54.5% of Arizona teachers did not 

take a course in the History of the English Language; 55.3% did 

not have a course in Modern Grammar; 73.8% did not have a course 

in Linguistics; 58.8% did not take a course in Advanced Composi

tion. The best showing was in the Teaching of English (Methods) 

wherein all but 17.0% had taken one course. This same situation 

existed ten years ago, but to a higher degree, i.e., greater 

proportions of the nation's teachers had not taken these courses. 

In literature, the established national pattern is ex

hibited: the sames kinds of courses were popular with Arizona 

English teachers—or were required—which were popular ten years 

ago across the nation. Arizona teachers, except for small per

centages, had taken American and English Literature and Shake

speare but had not, in nearly the same proportions, experienced 

World Literature, Contemporary Literature, Literary Criticism, 

or Literature for Adolescents. These latter literature courses 

were experienced to about the same degree as were the courses in 

language which means that approximately one-half of Arizona 

teachers did not take them. 

Assignment of Teachers 

It is customary to approach the evaluation of teachers' 

assignments in terms of what is called the teacher-load. The 

term teacher-load is a conglomerate which is made up of a number 

of ingredients or variables. The point is that what one teacher 

would consider a quite satisfactory teaching load would perhaps 
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cause another person to complain bitterly. There is no ideal 

teaching load; there are, however, rather universal guidelines. 

One would be that the teacher should not be given too many dif

fering kinds of classes simply because a good teacher is one who 

is prepared to meet each class. Another criterion, especially 

applicable to English teachers—who have the major share of the 

responsibility for teaching students to write effectively—would 

be that English teachers should be assigned no more than one 

hundred students each day. As has been demonstrated, teaching 

writing is immensely time-consuming. 

Now, in respect to the first criterion, the number of 

differing classes met daily, about one-half of Arizona English 

teachers (54.0%) have two or more preparations each day, for 

about one-third of them, at most, teach to one grade level. 

That means that if the teacher is assigned to teach English 

classes on different grade levels, he must, perforce, make sepa

rate plans for each grade level—and, as the literature main

tains, even in some cases for classes on the same grade level. 

On the other hand, one might mention, there are individual dif

ferences between students in every class. The evidence, in any 

case, is that Arizona teachers are better off in these areas of 

assignments than were their counterparts of 1963. 

In regard to the second criterion, numbers of students 

assigned to the teacher on a daily basis, Arizona teachers, in 

general, are also better off than were the teachers of the 
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United States in 1960. That statement should be modified some

what because the major improvement lies in the reduction of the 

gross overloads of the early 1960's; the better or lower half of 

the scale remains relatively unchanged, that is, the half which 

dealt with the teaching of one hundred or fewer students daily. 

The number of classes met daily remains the same--five 

periods of classes; one of preparation. However, whereas the 

national study found that 25.7% of teachers taught 150 or more 

students daily, only 10.2% in Arizona taught that many. 

Curricula of the State 
Universities 

A total of eighteen course titles were taken from the 

suggested guidelines to the preparation of English teachers pub

lished in 1961, "A Standard of Preparation to Teach English" (The 

Committee on National Interest 1961, pp. 40-42). More courses 

could have been added, but it was felt that these eighteen would 

provide an adequate criterion to suggest the adequacy of teach

ers T preparation. The courses were separated into three areas: 

Language, Literature, and Education. 

Language. None of the three state universities requires 

all of the suggested courses in this area. The University of 

Arizona does not require a course in Linguistics or in Speech; 

Arizona State University does not require a course in Speech; and 

Northern Arizona University does not require a course in the 

History of the English Language. 
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Literature. The University of Arizona and Arizona State 

University have quite similar requirements in the study of lit

erature: both require the staples of American Literature, 

English Literature, and Shakespeare. Arizona State University 

also requires a course in Literature for Adolescents. Neither, 

however, requires a course in World Literature, Contemporary 

Literature, or Literary Criticism. The only literature course 

required at Northern Arizona University is an introductory 

course of three semester hours. 

Education. The Education curricula required of prospec

tive English teachers at the three state universities are virtu

ally identical. All require courses in the teaching of English 

(Methods), Evaluation of Learning, Educational Psychology, Cur

riculum, and Student Teaching (Internship). None requires, as 

such, Philosophy of Education. In addition to methods required 

by the College of Education, the English department at The Uni

versity of Arizona requires a methods course in language, in 

literature, and in composition. 

Recommendations 

The study was designed to bring about a description of 

the status of the preparation and assignment of the English 

teachers in the public secondary schools of Arizona and of the 

status of the curricula in English-Education of the state's 

three public universities. Then, having described these three 

aspects of the teaching of English in Arizona, the study 



133 

provided for, first, comparing Arizona data with national (United 

States) data, and then with recommended standards, the ideal, of 

the National Council of Teachers of English. The result is a 

description of the teaching of English in Arizona (limited as 

described above), a comparison to national norms (1961-1963), and 

a comparison of Arizona with the recommended or ideal standards 

suggested by the professional organization just named. 

Preparation of Teachers 

The ideal situation calls for an English teacher who is 

trained especially to teach English. In Arizona, 68.7% of those 

who teach one or more classes of English regularly have majored 

in English to the 51.5%, nationally, in 1963. 

Language. The preparation of Arizona English teachers 

in language, when measured against the recommended standards, is 

adequate. In respect to their counterparts across the nation, 

of course, Arizona teachers have improved in every category. 

Still, their preparation in all phases of language study brought 

out by their professional society, indicates a considerable de

gree of deficiency. For the teachers now practicing, it would 

appear that any means possible should be employed to improve 

their preparation to teach the content and skills involved in 

the study of the English language. For future teachers, the 

suggested courses in language should be required. 

Literature. The obvious recommendation in this area of 

teacher preparation would be for practicing teachers, in any 
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way possible, to undertake to improve their preparation to teach 

literature besides American and English literature and Shake

speare. Naturally, for those who have not had courses in the 

three areas just mentioned, this literature is crucial to an 

American teacher and should, by all means, be undertaken first. 

For future teachers, the suggested courses in literature should 

be required. 

Education. This aspect of teacher preparation is prob

ably most homogeneously experienced by Arizona teachers and is 

generally strong. The one area seemingly in need of attention 

is that of the study of Philosophy of Education. 

Assignment of Teachers 

The two fundamental considerations which have to do with 

assignments are, first, the types of classes a teacher must 

teach, and second, the number of students he has in those 

classes. For the English teacher, the ideal situation would have 

him teach to similar classes, regularly, and to no more than one 

hundred students each day. Since the English teacher is the one 

who is primarily responsible for the teaching of written communi

cation, the figure one hundred is said to be the maximum number 

of students he can efficiently teach. The former criterion pro

hibits too many daily preparations. 

Arizona English teachers, by and large, teach to at 

least two different levels daily, an assignment that, if limited 

to two, cannot be a matter of great dissatisfaction, for the 
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ideal assignment in this particular case is largely a matter of 

personal preference. 

In regard to the number of students taught each day, how

ever, there is room for complaint, mainly on the freshman and 

sophomore levels. Otherwise, Arizona English teachers seem to 

have achieved the recommended standard. On the freshman and 

sophomore levels, teachers should have the number of students re

duced to one hundred from the approximately 125 taught each day 

in 1971-72. 

Curricula of the State 
Universities 

The overall assessment of the curricula of the three 

state Universities indicates that the strongest area of prepara

tion of English teachers lies in the Education courses. The 

Education curricula of the three Arizona universites require 

little alteration unless a course in the philosophies of Educa

tion should be deemed desirable—as it is by the National Council 

of Teachers of English. 

In Literature the universities should retain their re

quirements in American Literature, English Literature, and 

Shakespeare, where they exist, or instate them if these courses 

are not required. Next, if necessary, they should add Litera

ture for Adolescents, World Literature, Contemporary Literature, 

and Literary Criticism to their lists of required courses if they 

are to meet the minimum suggestions of the National Council of 

Teachers of English. 
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Suggestions for Further Research 

Several possibilities for further research along the 

lines of this study have suggested themselves in the course of 

completing this study and should be pursued: 

1. There are approximately 1,200 English teachers now teach

ing in the public secondary schools of Arizona. The num

ber who are graduates of Arizona universities should be 

determined, and their preparation to teach English should 

be compared to the preparation of their colleagues who 

trained elsewhere. 

2. The distribution of graduates of the state's universities 

should be discovered (in English-Education). 

3. Finally, it should be determined to what extent the cur

ricula of the state's universities meet the needs of 

current as well as prospective secondary school English 

teachers. 
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NAME MALE FEMALE 
Total number of years teaching (.include ttvfs year) 
Highest degree held Undergraduate Major Minor 

Part I: Please indicate your preparation to teach English in terms of numbers of 
courses taken (like 2 courses in Am Lit.), and in total number of semester hours 
accumulated in the following categories (multiply quarter hours by 2/3 to obtain 
semester hours): 
In English In Professional (Education) 

Undergrad sem hours 

Grad sen hours 

ENGLISH (Number of courses = how many) 
IT Hist of Engl Lang 
2. Trad Gram 
3. Linguistics 
4. Modern Gram 
5. Engl Lit 
6. Araer Lit 
7. Shakespeare 
8. World Li 
9. Con temp Lit 
10. Lit Crit 
11. Lit for Adol 
12. Others 

Part II: Please indicate the nature of 
the appropriate responses in the spaces 

Undergrad sem hours 

Grad sem hours 

PROFESSIONAL (EDUCATION) 
1. Teach Engl (methods) 
2. Teach Read 
3. Educ Psych 
4. Hist of Educ 
5. Evaluation 
6. Curriculum 
7. Internship 
8. Others 

COMMUNICATIONS 
TI Speech ~ 
2. Drama 
3. Mass Media 
4. Advanced Comp 
5. Others 

your assignments this school year by entering 
provi ded: 

GRADE LEVEL 

7 8 9 10 11 12 Others 
1. Number of English classes T 

taught each day? 
2. Number of Speech classes 

taught each day? 
3. Number of Drama classes 

taught each day? 
4. Number of Reading classes 

taught each day? ; 
5. Number of classes in other 

disciplines taught each day? 
6. Nuiriber of students 

taught each day? l__J 1 
7. Should any course you teach be comprised primarily of one of the following areas, 

indicate the grade level: 
Am Lit Eng Lit Comp 

Shake Wld Lit Mass M. Ethnic Lit 
8. Circle those items you are expected to incorporate in all English classes: 

Lit Gram Lang Read Speech Comp Listening 
9. Indicate any reduction in normal load for duties other than teaching: 
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<Ĵ THEIG^RIZMALJNIVERSITY • FLAGSTAFF, ARIZONA 86001 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF UNIVERSITY RELATIONS 

Dear High School Principal: 

Larry Davis, one of our very best college English teachers, 
Is completing his doctorate at the University of Arizona, and would 
certainly lilce to have your cooperation in gathering the necessary 
data for his dissertation. I personally feel that this is a worthwhile 
project for the schools of Arizona, and also for the colleges and univ
ersities that are involved in the training of English teachers. 

I would appreciate it very much if you will spend a short 
time that Larry will ask in the distributing of this material to your 
teachers and returning the same to him in the near future. He hopes 
to have this completed before the end of spring semester. 

Thanks so much for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Lewis J. McDonald, Ed.D. 
Executive Director 

of University Relations 

LJM:ml 
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Colleague: 

Have you ever wondered how Arizona's English teachers compared to 
those of other states in terms of education, experience, class loads, and 
the like? 

I did when I came upon two NCTE studies of 1961 and 1964, The National 
Interest and the Teaching of English, and, The Continuing Education of 
Teachers of English. Perhaps you have read them. 

If you have read the 1961 study, you will remember that the authors 
described the national status of the teaching of English in bleak words. 
By 1964 there had been little improvement. What was it like in Arizona in 
those years? Some of us have our personal recollections from which to 
make comparison, but recollections and anecdotes, while illustrative of a 
state of affairs perhaps, are not definitive. Nor are they always that 
closely associated with the point at issue. Anyhow, it is the status of 
the teaching of English today, in Arizona, which I want to investigate. 

A dependable investigation is founded on good, reliable data. To 
accomplish this objective, I need concrete information in order, first, to 
describe accurately the status of Arizona teachers' preparation and teach
ing assignments for this school year, and, second, to compare the results 
with those of the two national studies. 

You see, I am writing a dissertation at the U of A. And you have on 
file in your principal's office a transcript which is indicative of your 
present state of preparation. But that transcript may not be necessary if 
you can remember the kinds of things called for in response to question
naire items. I would appreciate your trying--and then, if necessary, going 
to the office and filling in your questionnaire from your transcript. 

In regard to that part of the questionnaire which deals with assign
ments, you will see that only you can describe your own status adequately. 
Neither your principal nor another English teacher can do as well as you 
can. Anything you write will be treated confidentially. The approach is 
strictly objective. 

Sincerely, 

LMD:ko 

Lawrence M. Davis 
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Dear Sir: 

I plan to write a dissertation (The University of Arizona) which will des
cribe the preparation and assignment of public high school English teachers In 
Arizona. I intend to relate the findings of my study to those of two studies, 
of a national scope, done in 1961 and 1964 (The National Interest and the Teach
ing of English, and The Continuing Education of Teachers of English)', by tHi 
National Council of Teachers of English. 

Because teachers are required to keep current credentials on hand In the 
principals' offices, high school principals are the sole source of current data 
which apply to the question, for it is the current situation which I wish to 
analyze. 

Consequently, I respectfully ask that you have done or permit the following 
to be done: 

To make 
(1) An alphabetized listing of your English faculty (any 

teacher who teaches one class which is included under 
the heading of English is regarded as an English 
teacher). 

(2) To distribute the questionnaire forms and the Letter to 
Teachers to them. 

(3) To permit them access to their transcripts if need be. 

(4) To collect and return in the envelope provided the 
completed questionnaire forms and the alphabetized 
list. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Lawrence M. Davis 

LMD:ko 



APPENDIX B 

A STANDARD OF PREPARATION 
TO TEACH ENGLISH* 

I. The teacher of English should have a certain fundamental and 
specialized knowledge of the English language and its litera
ture, together with certain abilities and skills which enable 
him to perform expertly in his discipline. 

A. In Language, he should have: 

1. A fundamental knowledge of the historical development 
and present character of the English language: pho
nology (phonetics and phonemics), the relations of 
language and society. 

2. A specialized knowledge of the English language which 
is appropriate to the teacher's particular field of 
interest and responsibility. 

3. An informed command of the arts of language—rhetoric 
and logic; ability to speak and write language which 
is not only unified, coherent, and correct but also 
responsible, appropriate to the situation, and stylis
tically effective. 

B. In Literature, he should have: 

1. A reading background of major literary works which 
emphasize the essential dignity of the individual 
man. This background: 
a. Implies a knowledge of major works, writers, 

forms, themes, and movements of the literature of 
the English-speaking people. 

b. Reflects intensive study of many literary pieces. 
c. Includes familiarity with some of the outstanding 

literary works in English translation, or in the 
original Spanish, German, Slavic, and Oriental 
peoples . 

2. A specialized knowledge of whatever writers and lit
erary works, forms, themes, media, and movements are 
appropriate to the teacher's particular field of in
terest and responsibility. 

*The Committee on National Interest 1961, pp. 41-42. 
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3. An ability to analyze and evaluate independently the 
various forms of imaginative literature as well as 
the utilitarian forms of verbal expression, and the 
insight to use suitable critical approaches in order 
to discover their literary and human values. 

The teacher of English should have certain abilities and 
knowledge which belongs to the science and the art of teach
ing language and literature. 

A. These abilities include: 

1. The ability to envision how his students may develop 
their potentialities through the study of language 
and literature. 

2. The ability to excite their interest and direct their 
learning. 

3. The ability to help them understand and use English 
practically and creatively. 

4. The ability to elevate their taste and critical 
powers. 

5. The ability to lead them to a perception of human 
problems and an appreciation of human values. 

6. The ability to evaluate their progress and the effi
cacy of his own methods. 

B. These abilities presuppose not only the fundamental but 
also the specialized knowledge and skills of the English 
language and literature which the teacher needs to fulfill 
his professional responsibility. 
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