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s L
English giveth us great occasion to the right use of matter and manner,
being indeed capable of any excellent exercising of it.’ I know some will say~
* that it is. a mingled language, ° And why not so much the better, taking the
best of both the other? Anot%r will say itgyanteth Gcammar. Nay, truly it
hath that praise, that it wanteth not Grammar, for Grammar it might have,
but it needsinot; - being so easy of itself ‘and 50’ 'void of those cumbersome
differences/of Cases, Genders, Moods, and Tenses, which I think was a piece
of the Tower of Babylon's curse, that a man should be put to school to learn
his mother tongue. : ) ' :

3 \ .
--Sir Philip Sidney: Apologie for Poetrie (1595)

~



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- it was possib

INTRODUCTION ' :
At the core of the debate on the school cumcu]um lies a poverty of information. While. °
lt is relatlve}y easy to get advice on what schools shou]d be doing, it is a good deal
harder to get reliable information on what they are domg, and harder still to p]ace ‘that
mformatlon in the context of curriculum change. Tllere was a time' when the school
currlcu]um was ]arg\‘ly defined, at least in’its p]anned form,’ by detél]ed sy]]abuses,-
centrally presgribed and centﬁuy\'n:mtored, and, while creative teachers frequent]y
nnanaged to Antroduce innovative e ments, by and large the sehool curriculum wés
readily accessible and readlly understoo . '
erate. The increasingdevo]u‘ti‘on of responsibi]ity

But those conditions no ]onger

.fer the curriculum t6 the schools themnselves, coupled with the tendency for syllabus

statemenvts, where they still exist, take the forin of genera] guidelines or’ frameworks

capable’ of, and often encouraging/ a variety of interpretations, has created a climate

where change is not only possible but inevitable; and while change has a]most certainly

_been less drainatic than the popular imagination wou]d have it, there lS a good deal more

diversity in the cumcu]um both within and petween schools than was common in the
past. If we are to understand this dfversity and the nature of the changes'that have
taken place, there 1s a need for research whlch undertdkes the task of documentmg and
analysing the schoo] curriculum not ‘as it appears in the sy]]abus gunde]mes and the

subject association journals but as it oceurs in practlce in the schools.

The Origins of the Study .
B ‘v ‘ “ i
The: research project reported here had its origins*in an earlier study, Curriculum Style.

.ana Social Learning (Piper, 1979) which set out to provide just such a mapping of the

curriculum in social education.’ The study Was carried out by’ means of case studies of 20
y’selected with a view to providing as wxde a range

Victorian and New South Wa]es sct
of ‘approaches the currlcu]um in sgeial education as pOSSlb]e As a result of that study
Q;mto develop a typolo s rriculum style based on the actual practice of
the case’ study schools.” Not.surprisi 4 qyestion's were raised about the _usefu]ness of
the typology as an analytical and” classifi,catogyl-device in areas of the curriculum ‘othep’

than social education. Was it peculiar to social education; or did it have a more general

'appllcatlon to the wider currriculum? And, if so, what sorts of modlflcatlons wou]d be

necessary to make it more widely applicable?- . o .

At the same tine the standards debate had produced consnderab]e commumty and
educatlona] lnterest in"the teachmg of Eng]lsh ]anguage in the schools. While much of
the debate was ill<infortmeq, and some of *it scum]ous, it did stem in-the main from a

genuine concern, and a recogmtlon of the central importance of language education in



living and ]earmng, and this in turn led to a growmg interest in core curriculum. Of the
‘ many conceptlons of core curriculum advanced ln the current.debate, perhaps the most
readily ]ustlfxab_]e is a functional conception of the core as that learning which will glve

students a~measure of control over their own lives and their own life-choices épd enable

them to function effectively as citizens in a modern democratic society. Central to such

a conc'eption of the : ré curriculum’ is language, and in particular the notion of language
" competencé. Fi i

W

The Language Leat:nirigiroject

It was in the context of these ongoing concerns that the:Language Learning. Project vazas/
conceiyed. The project was concerned with an inv'estigation into current school °
practices in the teaching of English language in the junior secondary schoof, with
partlcu]ar reference , to. teaching dirécted towards the attai.fnment of language

competence. ’l‘he auns of the study wete: =.

L to map the range of approaches to the teaching of English language in:“Austrélian
junior secondary schools; Y '

2 to determme the relevance of the concept of currlcglum style to the Eng]lsh
]anguage currlcu]um, and to determine what modlflcatlons, if any, ‘would be
required to develop a typology of curriculum style suited to the Eng]lsh ]anguage
area; and. "’ . .

3 to explore the variety of viewpoints amongst English language teachers as tdo what

constitutes language competence? —

'

~The* study was carried out by means of case studies ‘of 25 schoo]s in New South
Wales, Victoria, and the Australian Capital Territory.’ Both quantltatlve and qualitative
techniques were employed in gathering data for the study, and.an attempt was made to
bring together three different perspe&fives - those of the teacher, the student, and the
outside observer (the researcher) -.on three different aspects of the eurriculum in -
English language: the ideal curriculum, or what ought to be taught; the planned
curriculum, or what lt lS intended to teach; and the operatwe curriculum, or what is
‘actually percewed to be taught in practice. 'I‘he study is essentially concerned with the’
educational process, with what goes on in schools, rather than with the more traditional
emphasis on outcomes. It ‘does not seek to be evaluative in nature, but rather to jdentify
énd' analyse the-variety of approaches to-the teaching of English language éurrent]y
. einp]c')yet.i in Aus_tra]ian junior secondary classrooms, and to explore their consequences

for. the kind of language education that students receive.

O
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. The Case Study Schobdls

The case study schools were selected w1th a v1ew to provxdmg as wide a range of =

approaches to the curriculum in English language as possxble Clearly a sunple random
sample of schools was unllkely to prov1de the desnred range of approaches, and use was
inade of the experlence gained in the earlier Social Learning Pro;ect in selecting an
appropriate case study sample.’ A number of schools from the ear11er study was ineluded
in the sarnple on-the basis of data alreddy collected on general currxculum aims and
school phllosophy, and these were augmented by schools xdenttﬁed' through co,nsultatlon
with people with an intimate knowledge of schools in New South Wales, Victoria, and the
Australian Capital Territory, specifically people lnvolved in Engllsh language currioulum
development, teacher educators, and ecurriculum consultants While the primary

criterion for selection was the creation of a sample of schools covering the:desired wide

-range of approaches to the curriculum in Englishlangua&e, care was taken to ensure that

the sample included both state and independent schools; high schools an,d technical
schools; inner urban, suburban, and rural schools; "and boysY, girls!, and'co—educational
schools. Only good or at least competent examples of curriculum approaches were
sought, since it was argued that any comparison of styles emanating from the study
would be vitiated if it included poor or incompetent examples. '
Initially 25 schools were selected for: case study, 10 in New South Wales, 10 in

Victoria, and 3 in the Australian Capital Territory. Exploratory case studies of the

curriculum in English language in these 25 schgols were conductelj during 1980.

Documentary evidence on English language programs was gollected, interviews were

conducted with the principal and with members of staff involved in the planning and'
teachlng of Engllsh language programs in the junior secondary school, and an lnterlm.

report on the study was prepared at the end of that year.

On the basis of the data collected in the exploratory case studles, elght schools

were selected for more detailed follow-up case study in 1981, the crlterlon for selection -

being that the elght schools provided & representatlve cross-sectlon of the approaches

¢

encountered in the wider sample of sctiools. While ‘mueh’ of the data presented in this _

report - particularly'the(measurement data - was obtained froh these eight focused case
study schools, it is discussed in the context of the data collected from ,the wider’ sample

of 23 schools. 'I‘hus, while there is no claim that the data reported here represent a -
' randorn cross-section of current practice, we can have some confidence that the picture

of eurrent practice emerging from the data is a reasonably comprehensive one.

The Instruments Used in the Study

A variety of techmques was employed in gatherlng data on the schools' pollcles,

programs,. and practlces in English 1anguage teaching, including classroom observation,

3



L the content anal,ysns of currlculum documents,\ flexibly structured intérviews with
Y teachers and students, and measurement |nstrume\1ts deslgned to prov1dé comparathe ‘
. data on curriculum emphases. . ' o S : -

~The instruments devised for the measurement of . tgacher and- student perce‘)tlons :
cons1sted of a questlonnalre for teachers, and a set of Q—sort csrds for students. Each
instrument contained 19 items, arranged in four broad currlculum categorxes. wr|t|ng,

mechamcs, reading, and ‘talking and l|sten|ng The. items on each instrument were -
parallel, but to facllltate commumcatlon across a range of ability levels the language of

. the Q-sort cards was simplified and examples were provided to illustrate each-item. The V
|tems were selected on the basls of the analysis of data:from the exploratory case

_ .studles, and were designed to prov1de a broad overview of the relative emppases placed N
" on dlfferent facets of Engllsh ]anguage learning in the schools' prqgrams, and to explore

the re]atlonshlp between these relative emphases and currlculum style. '

) “The wrltmg category- eontam,ed five items deslgned to. tap pereeptions of the -
relative emphasns placed on” narrative ertlng, report " wrltxng, formul essay wrmng,
personal wrltlng, and edltlng in the scnoo] currlculum in. English. language. The
mechanlcs category contalned three items deslgned to btain lnformatlon on the
percelved emphasns given to grammar, spelling, _ and' c0mposmon e)ércxses in the Engllsh
s ]anguage program. The emphases of the readmg program ‘were covered by five 'items: -

intensive reading (that is, the detalled study of set books), extensive reading (that is, the _

readlng of a wide range of books), 1nterest-based readlng, remedial readlng, and readlng :
comprehenslon. ‘The percelved e.mphasns on oral language in thé school. program in

v

!

English language was assessed by six items: small group discussion, drama and role-play,-
= publie speaking, interviewing, listening comprehension, and language yariety, that is the
study of aspects of language variation such as- -accent, d|alect and reglster. ’ o
Teachers were aske,d to rate each’ item on .a three—polnt sca]e accordlng to the.

emphasis it received |n their program as follows.

? L . .
1 a lot of emphasis; L ' o .
2 some emphasis; - L ~ -
3 lltt'le or no émphasis:_ )

Provision was made for each ltem fo be rated three times, once to represent the ideal -
program once to represent “the program as planned, and once to. represent the program in
practice. : . : e
Students” were. asked to arrange the Q-sort cards into three piles designated 'a lot
of emphusis', 'some' emphasis', and 'little ¢r no emphasrs'. Two sets of Q-sort cards, each -
of a’ different colour, were arranged by each student: one to represent his/her
perceptlon of the ideal curriculum in Enghsh language, and one to represent hls/her

perception of the school's operative currlcu]um in English ]ang‘llage. Students were not

" o . r - . .
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. asked to make ratings ‘of the planned currieulum, srnce it was assumed that in most :

: schools they would have little mvolvement in or ~knowledge of program planning.. The
completed sets of arranged cards were collected and recorded later by the researcher.

" Thé teacher questlonnalre is reproduced in full ‘in Appendix I &nd the student

Q-sort cards in Appendix II. _ ' B I e
R LR Ry

ke . _ The Stru'cture of the Report .

. 5 .Y
.The report is presented in two parts. Part One uses the d_ata from the case-study schools
~to pg_ovnd an overview of current curriculum practrces in the. teachlng of Englrsh
.language it the junior secondary schooi. Part Two examines the applicability of the
concept of curriculum style to the Engllsh language area of the curriculum, and develops -
T a typology of cumculum style based on-current prqctrce in the case study schools. In
reporting the study I have been, conscious-of the varied audience to whom its fmdmgs are
hkely to be of mterest. t,eacflers, curriculufn developers, admrmstrators, and interested
laymen no less than fellow- cutrnculum resekrchers. Technical detail has consequently
" been kept toa mrnrmum ‘corisistent with the |ntegr|ty of .the study, ‘and where it has been !
“found necessary to mclude it in order to sustain the argument, every effort has been
- made to demystrfy it and make it aceessible to the general reader. In doing so I hope I
have ndt given the uppression of galklng down to those of my colleagues for whom such

.explanatlonnssuperfluous. R , .

" '_7 ~ o . N BN . ¢ . -
b"') .«‘ . *

© - Before conoludlng ‘this. brlef introduction to the study 1 would like to»record my
|ndebtedness to the principals, staff, ahd.students of those schools who ha\re accorded me’
;_the prwxlege -of sharmg theu- problems and. their solutiois, their successes ‘and their '
'farlures, their mrtlatrves and their concerns, “for without their tolefance, their -
oo—operatron, and their frankness this study could not have been realized, and thrs report

R

could not have been written. o,
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The curriculum is in the eye of thq beholder. And so there are miany ‘curricula percewed
simultaneously by different individuals- and groups. The task of the ‘researcher is to, -
choose his perspectwe and- then, initially, to describe what he’sees. Disparities- in
perception aré part of the data in seeking to understand-the curriculum, not as a puenle
thing of carefully cpnstrued ends- and means, but as a sxgmfxcant ongomg entity in the
lives of all 1nvolved in it. -

- John I. Goodlad

- . P .
. ~



C ' . CHAPTERI : / ' “

. OF SNAKES, HOGS, AND:WEAR AND TEAR:
. R  THE BACKGROUND TO PRACTICE

a -

Thqt the Engllsh lang‘uage area of the curriculum is an area of ‘uncertainty and confusion
_is not a unique observatlon. ,The relatlonshlp of language to 'subject English', both within

the dlsclphne and~across the curr1culum" the rapid advance of lingulstlc theory, w1th

1mphqatlons for practlce which are manifest but ill~defined; a bewnldermg sugcession of -

new: ideas, frequently in competition.and jostling with each .other for the teacher's

attentlon, the general lack’ of training in any form of systemat!c language study of most
Engllsh teachers; the often strident demands of employers, parents, and-the medla, .mofe -

often '{han not stubbornly at variance with the pronouncements of the pundxts. all these

and more have been varlous'l} noted and lamented, not least by English teachers.

themselves. But it is an observation that must be restated at th? outse’t of any overv1ew
.of current practlce in"the teaching of Engllsh language in Australlan schools, s1nce it sets
“the scene for that pract1ce and provxdes an insistent underlymg theme in any attempt to

* ) . ] ’

understand it. . .
: The problem is not a new one. Even in the heyday of the 'structure of knowledge'

agproach to the orgamzatlon of the school’ currlculum, 'subJect Engllsh' was ‘always

\

somethmg ofa headache. R B

It is characterlstlc of Enghsh th?nt does not hold together as a body of knowledge-’

v whlch can be 1dept1fied, quantlﬁ d, then transmltted (Bullock 1975:5) ..

I doubt that an: .overall structure in the discipline . called Enghsh can be

' - satisfactorily demonstrated. It remains, as someone has sa1d of history, 'a sack of
snakes’. (W1lson, 1964: 86) ) L.

. . ‘
¢

Nor. is it a purely Austrahan one. A recent survey of developments in Enghsh
language teachlng in the Umted Kibdgdom since 1965 expressed. the view that

e e 1t is the nature of Enghsh teaching at the present time to be a mlxture of

lncompletely resolved lnfluences,, :! collectlon of pQrt-hogs, never the whole hog. i

(Allen, 198074) R , R

¥

terms: * s . :'.“

- : ’ \

More important contrloutlng fadtors are the uncertalnty engendered by "the

atmosphere of constant and rapid change .. . in’ Which” we now work a$ English .

- teachers, and the stress:of being an Eng hr teacher “at a time when rational
methods-and practically everything we-de is\pging challenged (by ourselves as well
as the academics ang the community at large). We:are Jess. able than ever to be
" .sure of the, valuefof ‘what wé are doing. There-is much’ more wear' and. tear on
. teachers than there has been in' the past, and I firmly believe that becdause of the

ndture 6f English there is more wear. and tear on English. feachers tlIan 'others.

BN

(quoted in Mahng—Keepes and Keepes, 1979:79) . AR . .

. e 3 .
. .. - o M .
. . . . b

. s el A v : C . . R
. P . - . - . . :
. o . - . . . LS - .
i . . .. « 9 . ; e o
. [ — . ‘ . S o

A senior teacher in an Australlan hlgh school summed up. ‘the dl.lemma in these -



-and similar statements are” échoed consnstently in the tap® interviews w1th teachers in - -
the case study schools ln the present study. It 1s the purpose of thlS chapter to 1dent1fy
some of the conflicting influences and pressures underlymg this sta‘te of uncertamty and
confusion, both as an introduetion to.the study of cu:;rent school practlce in "English
language teaching which follows, and as a necesservy background to the understanding of -
that practice: S ‘

’

The Background to Change: A Potted History

o ) s ) .
During the 1950s English language teaching was-"_‘gomething of a poor relation in the .
secondary school curriculum. ‘Apart from periodic' 'across;fthe curriculum’ onslaughts on'-‘_i
spelling, it was seen to. be ‘almost exclusively the province of' the English téaeher, and .
subject English itself tended to be dominated by literature, perhaps ‘because that was
what most secondary English teachers saw to be the proper function of subject Enghsh l.n
the - secondary school curriculum, perhaps because that, in most cases, was what they
were trained in. A period of grammar - sometimes called Formal Enghsh in deference to

4 a growing, concern with 'usage' - and a period of composition took\th!ei'r place‘beside four
or five perlods devoted to the study.of poetry, Shakespeare, the nqvel, and essays/short
stories in the weekly tinietable that - defmed 'sub]ect Enghsh'- and Whl]e the role of.

.." literature in language learning was not entlrely disregarded, it ‘is fair to say that the
prlmary emphasis was on cultural transmlssmn and the canons of literary criticism.

There were of ‘course periodic expressions of pubhc concern about literacy, and the
perennial cries of 'declining standards' were abroad in the land - it was, as I recall lt,
professor of chemlstry at the University of Sydney who was making the runmng in the
letters-to-the-editor columns of the Sydney Morning Herald in those days_ - but by and
large secondary English teachers saw basic literacy as the responsibility of the pt'imary
sthool, and conveniently avoided the problem. ' ’ )

In the early k60s books by David Holbrook and others stlmulated ‘a concern with
‘creative writing' which, in some classrooms at least, transformed the composition
period. At the same time the demand for 'relevance’, sterhming in particular from the
"-writings of Jerome Bruner (1960; "1974), found expression in the English curric'l_llum “in

- the selection for study of literature which was not only more contemporary, but more
attuned to the interests of the students. ’ ' -

The most 1mportant event of the 'sixties, however - at least in terms of the
influence 1t was to-have on English language educators - was the Anglo-American .

» Conference on the Teaching of English held at Dartmouth, New Hampshire in 1966, and,

. in particular, John Dixon's Growth 'Through English (1967); the book that erherged from.

that conference. The Dartmouth conference identified tht;ee models' of Enghsh teachmg
yercewed as being current on both sides of the Atlantic:- '

\i015 T o
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1 a skills model, concerned in particular with the mastery of hteracy, ' i

2 a cultural heritage model, concerned in particular with the study of hterature as a
'source of personal enrichment and extended life experlence' and & v o

3 a p_ersonal growth magdel, which focused on the child and his/her experience and the -
way in which he/she used language to process experlence, and hence * grew thrm\xgh :
English'. _ : : \

@

It was_ thls th1rd model that the conference favoured and wh1ch, through the
medium of Dixon's book, profoundly ‘influenced the thinking of English language\

educators in Australia durmg the late 'sixties and early 'seventles *

By 1970 the book ‘was wxdely set as a text in Enghsh teacher training programs’ \ -
throughout Australia. It helped to create the climate of thinking here which led to \
the revision of English syllabus documents. A(Christie and Rothery, 1979:200)
. . Dixon's book was-quickly followed by a series of books (Moffett, 1968; Barnes et
al, 19b9 Brxfton, 1970) wh1ch further elaborated and extended what had come to be
known .as 'the growth model', and developed a concern with language 'across the,
“eurr lculum' as a ‘resource for learning. These- ideas received further currency ’m the
1nf1uent1al Bullock Report, A Language -for Life (Ballock, 19'1-5) At the same time the' -
rapid growth of research in the relatlvely new dlsclplme of linguisties was injeqtin

1ns1ghts on the nature of language and language development into the debate, as was the
work_on soclology of language carr1ed out by Bernstein and his colleagues at the

Soclologlcal Researen Unit of- the University of Londofi Instltute of Educatlon (Bernstem
1973a, 1973b) \-\ ' . ' .
'In _Australia the National Unesco §€mmar on the. Teachmg -of English . held in

' Canberra in 1972 prov1ded a forum for diseussion and dlssemmatlon of 'the new Enghsh‘ M
as it was coming to b called, and this was contmued in the work. of the' Natwnal.
Committee on Engllsh Te ching set up as a consequence of .that seminar. In Februar_sh
1976 the N CET set up a :ubcommlttee to formulate a proposal for a national proJect on -
"language acqulsmon and de&elopment, as a result of whlch the- Language Development
Project formally commenced operations w1th the appomtment of a full-time prOJé'ct
officer tq the staff of the Curri‘ulum Development Centre, Canberra, in February, 1977..
The design of the project provided for a three-phase.development Phase I was to- " ¢
be an- exploratory, data-gathermg stage which would explore the context within wh1ch,
Iand provide the conceptual basis \on which, the actual business of Enghsh language
curriculum development could build ing Phase II, \{hlle Phase Il was to- prov1de for '
the dissemination and 1mplementatlon of the materlals developed during Phase II. Phase
th a natlonal conference, held in Canberra in -

I of the project formaMy conecluded
January, 1978 and its- progress and outeomes have been comprehensnvely recorded in
Language in Educatlon TJte LDP Phase I (Maling-Keepes and Keepes, 1979). '

' \




S SR ' The Current Scené  +

|

running through many of the submissmnS°- :

3

o e T \
The most recent.'and comprehensive account of the..l current scene in English lan
teaching is that provided by the analysis of responses'to‘the call for submissions
constituted a central thrust of the investigatory phase of the- Language De. opment

PrOJect (Mahng—Keepes et al., 1979).._It is impossible to do justice here to the'rich and

__f_; complex. tapestry..woven by -this . analysis..of _submissions,. and. rather,.than.misnepresent-,.‘ ;

that richness and cornplexity by an attempted 'summary, I will focus on-one partieular
motif which illuminates the theme of uncertainty and eonfusion with which we ‘started
this background chapter. While it would be dangerously misleading to confuse this motif

- ] . -

. “with the total pattern,. itisa Significant element in that total pattern. -

The awarness of \a' period of tapid change, of commumty pressure, and of
" éxamination_ of the role of: English teachers, was reflected m almost one third of

the individual submissmns. (op. cit.:79) . N

In their analysis of this aspect the researchers comment on the sense of concern-

~ ) :

Sometimes the concern indicated a commntment* sometimes it indicated amuety,; v

. either about the teacher's own role or the capacity to facilitate development of the .-

child's language; sometimes it indicated a sense of helplessness and: impotence

. when faced with the array of tasks demanded of an English teacher. . (op.
. cit.:78-79) - .

.

It was also noted that this sense of. concern, the awareness that there was a
problem of some kind, increased as one moved through the primary school and into the
secondary sehool. In’ particular, at the secondary level, 'there was considerable concern -

" about the children's achievements in reading ‘and "basxc" language skills, but there was

uneertainty as to. what to do about it' (op. cit.:79).
Teachers were well aware that they were under attack, but dlsagreed on the

+ validity of the criticisms levelled at them. S0 too they were well aware that they were

- teaching in a period of rapid change, but' again disagreed in their response to this

. .change. Not:surprisingly these differing responses reflected-a dwersnty of views and a
. diversity of practice. One submission saw the situation in these terms: . '

o™
_ There are several groups of teAchers working in .different directions = ‘probably
_ within sehools and certainly from school to school. There is a minority wbrking -
téwards -a language and learning approach to .English; trying to be consistent in
that approach; - trymg to cater for the needs of . their ’students; and.at the same
time trying to combat pressure$ fibm otlier groups. .+ -

There are a far greater number who? hide "behind the traditional trappings of -
prescriptive and highly teacher-structured, English -programs, ignoring the lack of
efficacy, and the irrelevance to the modern student. There are others terrified by
parents and the press, who change with the editorial tide. There are others who
find themselves caught between the focus'on language and the foaus on literature,
ever ‘mindful of the’ 'deterlnimng' restrictions -of . an external examination for
matriculatio .n .

o~



Then ‘there are others: who have no direction who see the present s‘ltuatlon as ghe of
flux and-are either only prepared to sit on the fence, or at the. teachers des and
let nature (or their-students' nature) take its course.

~There are also those who feel Jnadequate in seerg the many 'speclahst' a ‘eas
“cavered. by the broad spgetrum of English- language. Finally, there are those who.

-

see concern for language development as their sole domain, and yet others who .

maintain that all tea-chers have a responsnblhty in thls area. (op. cit.:82-83) .

. It wotild be mapproprlate to end this section on the éurrent secene w1thout some .

B

reference to the second, developmental, phase of the Language Development Project '
now movmg “towards completlon. After a number of delays caused by changes of,,staff o

N and protracted negotlatlons with the States, Phase 1 of the Language Development

Project finally got under way early, in 1980. Eight sk forces, one in’each State and ¥
Terrltory, w1th the1r associated teacher nétworks, began experlmental work in~ .’

) classrooms on a varlety of English ranguage curriculum development tasks w1th1n the
ovePall ndtlonal umbrella of, the Language Development Pro_lect. The pro_le’ct is focused
on the development of childgen's language capacltles in school Years 5 to 8 the yea}‘s of
transition froin prlmary to secondary scnool, and is- concerned w1t}(‘both mother-tongue
and second-language learners. “The nature and d1vers1ty of project a,ctmtles can be
-gauged from the articles by task force members mc;luded in ‘the special issue of Engh-(h
in Australia (Australian Association for.the Teachlng of English, 1981) devoted to the
work of the Language Development PrOJect. Unfortunately the developmental work of
the project has been prematurely curtailed with the winding down of the operatlons of
the G Curriculum Development Centre. At time of wrltmg a llmlted number of materials

.are being prepared for publication, although it is not clear Just how much of this w1ll'

eventually appear.in published form. The third phase of the prOJect, the planned '-

dissemination phase, has been abandoned. \ .

- . . \
' : \
.

Syllabuses and Guldelmes The Offl(!la.l Currlculum

’ A second major thrust of the lnvestlgatory phase of the Language \Development Project
'was an analysxs of curriculum documents- undertaken by Frances\ Chr1st1e and Joan

Rothery. They found 'a considerable degree of unanimity Both: 1n\assumptlons made,' o

about the value of langugge and Enghsh teachmg generally, - and in recommended
”approacnes “to Englxsh teaching’ (Chnstle and . Rothery, 1979:197), a d concluded that
“'most of the States have -'wltnessed, and 'been influenced by, similar \developments in
des1gn1ng their English syllabus documents' (loc. ctt. A e \

. The researchers identify two 1mpoytant general changes ‘which océurred in Engllsh
curriculum do¢uments throughout Australia in the late 1960s and -early 1970s. The first

of these was the abandonment of prescrlptlve syllabuses in favour o

" intended to suggest guiding prineciples and desirable practices, rather*than to prescrlbe in

detail the kinds of methods and beliefs. to be adopted in English tee ching' (op.

'statements -



cit.:198). “'The second \important change was away from a view of language based on
traditlonal grammar, 'sp lhng, punctuation, sentence construction, and ‘correct’ usage' to
one .which incorporated the ideas emerging from- the Dartmouth conference and
reflecting 'the Austraha:\ response. to the new concerns in Enghsh teaching" many of :
which were raised at the Upesco semmar' (op. cit.:202). . ' oo .
~  The authors identify]\ a number ofelanguage emphases which these new-style

- syllabuées 'and‘guideli.n.es,\- ared, -among thent- a-concern- with pe{"sonal growth throughj-
language development; a mode or less explicit reliance on models of language learning in
eary childhood: ‘a view of guage as a. complex interrelationship between the four
language 'skills' or 'arts' of i temng, speaking, reading, and writing, the belief that
language is learned in .use; thea encouragement of actn?nt(es such’ as small group work,
drama, and role play to provwide a diversity of contexts ‘for language use; the

encouragement -of the use of thémes or units of work which integrated language study
and hterature study, ‘the use of the child's own experiencé as-a resource, recognizing
and building on the language knowledge children bring with them to the classroom; an
ive writing; an e,;nphasm on’ the” exploration of

language through informal talk; a cogmtion of dwers:ty and variety 1n language; & '

' move away from “the. traditional vidw ‘of" one 'correct' t'Orm og standard Enghsh, a-
recogmtion of the need to respect thé child's own use of language, and a view of the

teacher.as a facilitator of learning ‘ .' . ,, "

Christie and Rothery ‘are gritical of many perceived defrciencies in thes}‘

" documents, and in pqrticular their failuge to. provide teachers.w1th yufficient lp in

translating the new ideas into practice. T ey note that, in the view of many educators,

-emphasis on personal and imagina

.+ » » changes in practice Were not as \ idespread as is sometimes suggested in the
- ecommunity. It now seems apparent . . :'that teachers had insufficient
-understanding ofithe theoretical and-résearch foundations of the syllabuses and so
* had great difficulty in interpreting them and acting upon them. (Op. cit..206) '
L . s Textbooks an'd.Mater'ials: -Unofficial Curriculum

v

The two most immediately obvxous features of nghsh language textbooks and materials
“is their multiplicity and their diversity, rangmgfrom the old faithfuls ('first pubhshed
1959, reprinted annually'), their modern- coun erparts and their. trendier _1m1tators
('forward to fur'(damentals') to books and mater drawing on the latest linguistic '

\ iew of* Erighsh language resources

context of the language learning _models they “
categorles of 'course ‘books and source books' in |
‘Queensland secondary scnools, the first two categori
widely used but rec -




-

2

variant f d
format. While many were. eclectic in their approach, most: of the. more: recent

examples
 'developme ﬁl’ mode'l of English' teaching. (op. cit.:2)

The second broa

Textbook. Carrco ments c v S
: 'Some of these
some are, save {or the covers, mere facsimiles and may need to be approached with
considerable catlon. On the other hand, many make at least some coneession to
the thematic. a) proach by incorporating small passages of: literature and/or
journalism and b
books of these ki

ds to glory in rather hearty and plau51ble t;tles. (op. ci,t 3)

e based on a view of language Whlch assumes

."‘-.-

Books in'this category a

' very small pieces o lang'uage that h no wider context of. meaning. Some also
assume that exphclt instruction in the termigology «6f traditional grammar and
the analysis of lang'uage accordmg to the rules of tradltlonal

category identified by Carr is- the Tradltlonal Language Sklllin

\ are almost identical with books published 20 yea‘}s agoj in truth,”

using a sprinkling of modern illustrations. It-is ‘fashionable for_

urces, loosely orgamzed mto»'Themes’ deemed to have soc1a1 or personal

. ! T ’ v .
'rly 197-05 this type. of ‘.bo0k,, had:_undergone.._&,numb,er_,_of .changes. and._-
ms had begun to appear. Some remained.. . . highly literary; others -
, placed gr¢ at emphasis on- varlety - variety of topic, genre, language type and .

yere firmly based on what had come to be known as the 'growth' or .

'

.- upon recent theorles of t \e nature and fugctlons of language. Secondly, while -

working within the framework of the growth model (that, is, they follow the

principle that language is \
committed to the belief tha} the process of exploring language, as'it is-used for

living and for’ learmng, is a 1 "tlmate and valuable actmty for both teachers and_'

N

best developed by using it), ‘they ‘are nevertheless °



curriculum documents ‘and textbooks and matenals in current use in Australian schools in -
an effort to 1dent1fy some of the causes for the uncertamty and confusxon among
teachefs of Enghsh language concermng both their role and their effectlveness. Such a
brief an rapid overview of a dlfflcult and complex area is bound to be something of an
.bversmphf!catlon. Some no-doubt will criticize, the selectnon, others. the emphases it
_has chosen to make. Nevertheless, 1t does serve the purpose of provldmg a necessary

background to the mvestlgatlon of classroom practlce which constitutes the main- alm of
the study w1thout 1 believe, unduly dlstortmg the complex issues vnt% which 1t deals.

’

«?
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s - . CHAPTER 2

BEING THERE: A TEACHER PERSPECTIVE
Crystallizing a coherent picture of current practice in English language teaching from
the diverse perceptions of teachérs is not an easy task. The pract1cal pedagogy of the
““classroom "doés not" readlly reduce itself to neat theoretlcal categorles or to unquaIlﬁed.
generalizations. Not only is it common to find apparently contradlctory practlces
co-existing within the same school; it is not unusual to find them co—exlstlng within the
same classroom, and w1th1n the practlce of a s1ngle teacher. A practlcal eclecticism -
,plcklng up things that seem to work. from a varlety of sources - may well be the
commonest form of praktice; certainly it 1s more common than the 'ideal' cendition of a
' carefully artxculatedﬁret:cal posxtnon ﬁndmg expressnonc in conslstent classroom
" practice. ‘Thus®it is not uncommon to find textbooks from. all -three of the categorles
1dent1f1ed by Carr (see Chapter 1) sitting happily side by side on the practlsmg teacher'
‘_ shelf,, and contnbutxng to the program-ln-practlce. Whieh is notto say that teachers are
atheoretlcal $o much as that the practical pedag‘ogy of 'what works in the M a.
good deal more hkely to determlne what is* done -than any. set of them'etlcal pr1ncl_ples
_ about language and language learnmg.. S . R
' That sard, it is still possible to learn .8 good deal about current practlces in Enghsh
language teaching: from the data collected in the’ study, begmnlng wlth a broad. o'vervnew
of curriculum emphases in the case study schools as reflected in teacher -responses’ to the

questionnaire survey. .While ‘these data -are highly aggregated, and thust therefore be
. treated with cautlon, they do provide us thh a benchmark from: whlch we can begxn our .
exploratlon of more complex patterns and i 1ssues. S EE HDE . '

The'Teacher. Samj)l'e

~.The’ teacher sample for the quejlonnanre -suryvey comprlsed 68 teachers from the elght
“focused case study Schools. Between 6 and 10 teachers from  each school responded to
. the survey, w1th a.mean response of 8.5 teachers per school All teaehers in ‘the e1ght
‘focused case study schools involved in teachmg Enghsh Language Programs in the Jumor
- secondary school, with the exceptlon of. those “hbsent from the school at the tlme the
- survey was taken, were 1nv1ted to partlclpate in the survey, and almost all: responded, S0
" that the data recorded can be consndered to. be representatwe of teacher perceptlons of -
' the cumculum in the e1ght focused case study schools. Smce these e1ght schools Were '
_ selected tor focused- case study as ‘being representatwe of the range of ecurriculum
approaches encountered in. the 25 exploratory case study schools we Tan- have some
- conﬁdence that: the plcture of current pract1ce emerglng from the data is reasonably

ot -""" ‘..
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represeptative of teacher perceptlons ‘of the curriculum, although there is no claim that

it constitutes a random'sample of schools or teachers. The interview data which provide
. the basis for the analyses" m the latter part of thlS chapter were obtained 'from all 25
" case study schools, and -copstityted an 1mportant part of the data used in selectlng the
' elght schools for focused case study.

T e e e e *Curriculum‘Emphasesr'A‘Teacher*Perspective

' Flgure 2.1 represents a generaﬁzed ‘teacher perspectwe on the currlculum in Enghsh

. language in the junior secondary school, presented in the form of proflles based on the
“mean ratings allocated to each ofthe,19 items in the questlonnalre on each of the three .
aspects of the curnculum surveyed - the 1dea1 curriculum, or what ought to be taught
the planned curriculum, or what it is intended to teach; and the operatwe currlculum or’ ]
what is actually percewed to be taught in practlce by the 68 teachers who responded to
the survey. . 0 S .

o Perhaps the first _thing. we observe is the overall similarity in the shape of the three
profiles, indicating a general similarity in the order of priorities"accorded'the various
1tems in the 1dea1, the. planned, and the operatwe curnculum in Enghsh language in, the

. Jumor secondary school, w1th a predictable shortfall in: translatmg the ideal : 1nto

. eurriculum plannmg, and plannlng into currlculum practice. This s1m11ar1ty
_partlcularly ev1dent in', the, relatlonshlp between the planned »and the operatwe

currlculum, where the percewed gap between the 1nten.ded emphasns and’ the emphasns .
’ achxeved in practlce 1s for the most part qulte small._ ‘The percelved gap between the
“ideal emphasns and tahat achleved in practlce, on the other hand, is somewhat larger and
R shows more varlatlon between partlcular 1tems, being least- ev1dent in the mechanics -
.component of -the curnculum (Sectlon B) and most evident in . the oral language N
component (Sectlon D). . ) B : " ..
" The comparlson “of the 1dea1 and the operatwe currlcul.um in wrltlng suggests that
-ateachers are reasonably S&tleled with the amount . of emphas1s attalned L
writing, formal essay wr1t1ng, and, to a shghtly lesser extent, ed1t1ng._
dissatisfaction is 1nd1cated thh the amount of emphasns gwen to report
- personal- wrltlng. The greatest overall satlsfactlon is w1th the percewed e phasns on.. .
»,.mechanlcs,*wnth the emphass on grammar falhng a httle further below the s1r,ed level
than ‘the emphasns on spellmg and composntion exercxses,‘but only shghtlyélfe
- While. teachers seem reasonably happy with the level of emphasxs gl//en to mtehswe jﬂ*
readlng and. readlng comprehensmn in the readlng program, they see_ ‘the emphasns on
extenswe readlng, 1nterest—based readlng, and’ remedlal readlng falhng we'll below the o
des1red level. The greatest overall dlscrepancy is in the percewed emphasns on, oral o
language 1n thé operatwe*currlculum ln. Enghsh language in the Jumor secondary School, =

T e Lo




.._'.'particularly in the emphasls given to small group discusslon. ‘The program comes closest

to achlevmg its desired emphasls in publxc speakmg, but even h'ere there is a consnderable .

N

U

- shortfall. g R : :
While” these relatlonshlps.thWeen asprratlons, mte

practlce are of conSnderable lnterest they are less german.e to ‘our mmedlate' concernsﬁ.'-f
'.'.ln a study lnvestlgatlng current practice than- perceptlons of the operatwé cdrraculum,.,";."-‘
“since- it'is these ‘Which- refleet what is actually happemng in-the classroom -in- relatlon to -

Enghsh language currnculum. 'I‘he items. percewed as receiving the greatest emphasns in
the operatlve curriculum by our teacher ‘'sample are intensive reading (that is, the

‘, ,and 'aohlgvement ln'-'--

, detaued study of a set book) and narrative writing, wnth composition- exercxses, reading -

comprehensmn, and personal writing all receiving substantlal emphasis. Some emphas;s
is seen to be glven ‘to spelhng, formal essay wrltlng‘ extenswe readlng, and’ grammar.

Som’éwhat' less emphasis is given to. the other items 1ncluded m the proflle, w1th least ,

emphasns seen as being given to interviewing and language varlety.
” Looking.at the proflle in terms of our four major categorles, we see the operatwe

curr1culum in writing as percewed by, our teacher sample as gwihg major emphases to-

narrative wr1t1ng and personal wrltlng, w1th some emphasls on formal essay - wrlt-lng. .
Little emphasis is given to report writing or edltlng. Mechanies are seen as occupymga ¥
_reasonably central place in the operative curr1culum, ‘with substantlal emphasxs on"

composntlon exerclses and spelling, and some emphasis on grammar.

In readlng, intensive reading of set books and readlng comprehensmn recelve the

maJor emphases;, w1th some emphasis on extenswe readlng Interest—based readxng and

remedial reading are perceived as recemng reltwely less emphasns. According to”

"-teacher perceptions, oral language receives relatively little emphasis in the operative
currxculum, with 1nterv1ew1ng and language varlety\recemng the least emphasls. _

When we look at the overall pattern .of the operatlve curriculum ‘in Enghsh."
'"language as revealed in the profile, it would seem that the only new ‘élement which ~

'appears to have made any inroads into the tradltlonal currlculum in Enghsh language, at

-

least ingofar as-teacher perceptlons of what goes on in the’ classroom are concerned, is

the emphasns gwen to "personal . wrltlng- and even. this may be more product of the'-:

creative writing ;novement of the late 'flftleS and early. sixties than~ of any of the more
radical movements in*English language curriculum of the late 'sixties and"seventles.

« In basnng our profiles on mean ratings we are, of course, obscuring a great deal of

possible variation 1n perception, both between individual teachers and between schools.

One way of economlcally describing the: extent of this variation is by means of a statistic

,,known as the vamdnce. The larger the vanance, the greater the varlablht-y .of scores

'about the mean, the smaller the" vanance, the less the vanablhty of scores about the-

mean.  Table 2. 1 sets ‘out the- ltem means and varlances for teacher perceptlons of the

'.operatwe currlculum in Enghsh language in the junior secondary school As mlght be. .
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- Table 2.1 It‘em Statxatxcs. ' feacher Perceptxons ‘of the Operatlve Curnaul_um v

y in Engll.sh Language (N = 68-7 R , L
S 2 T g - DN SN S S S
! .- o v‘a.-,h‘, _.‘.,.“‘I g o '_ A -.‘ T R Intraclasa
LEE _. - TR : S . R :' o correlatmn
% LN Lo M © Vgriance’ . 'coe_ffl_cie_nt; _
X unx'pmc LR T . : N
\ 1 Nartﬁtlve \yrltxng SR e e 0,300 -, '.‘ -0,02
«\...“ »2 Report wrn:u'rg N _':.l..',,l_._-.'-:...‘l.. "'-_‘}'“'.'7"0-'68’:;'£""""""_"““' - ~‘Q'-l‘7':’.' ,',.; s,j.-,'.___._:_o‘o,],__s. -
P »"3, Formdl essay writing °, e 0,70, e - 030
4« Personal 'wrxtxng- T - Cu26 L0630
s Editing ), - A 0e5R e 0i00]
. B MECHANICS . | TR * L e R e
Tgremmar , - - . .0 . ooz S S 0 IR 9.1 Mts
2 Spedling” . : CToNa12. 0529 00318
-3 Composxtlon exerc‘n.ses s 29 0 L T Te.52 L L Y .'0.'63"";
¢ READING . c . N ot SR
"1 Intensive readmg ERRIE 1.53 - . 0.38 v L0437,
2 Extensive reading . - - - 0.97 . .. . 0.64. . : 0,11
3 ‘Interest-based reading - C 0476 SRR Y B Ct0619. .
‘4 Remedial reading - * - .- 0,76 S 0.73 . 0.3
5 Readmg Comprehenshon 1.29 Y 0.58 0,45 ,
ey S s . - i -
“ALKING' AND LISTENING -, © . . = - R el e
‘1 Small group discussion | .  _ ) 70 L ok - 0.57 "
2- Dtama/role-play o ‘ S ' 037
3 Public speaking ., % 042
{ B Intet-vmw.ng . e '0.38 -
.. 5 Lxstenmg compi¥ehension: *" | " n 0,24 ﬁ
6 Language varxety SRR - R0 ) SR
b ooy L

expected from our discussion of current practlce in, Chapter 1, there is consxderable_
varlatlon between lndu‘ndual teachers in their perceptlons of the operatlve currlculum ln-'",./f
Engllsh language in the Jumor secondary school, with 1tem variances ranging between'
0, 19 ‘and 0. 73. The greatest varlablllty oceurs in the amount “of emphasxs glven to .
remedlal reaging and fgmal ’esmy wrltmg, with relatwely large vanances also . bemg _
reCorded for listening comprehenslon and extenswe"readlng The. smallest varlatxonsdn .
) teacher perceptl‘ns ‘oceur ‘in the relatwely hxgh degree of emphasls given to personal
wrltmg, narratwe wrltlng, and spelhng, and the relatwely small amount of emphasm:
.ngen to language varlety.. P RN A h
S Another dunenslon of dlfference of 1nterest in. a study such as thls is dlfference'-
. betweén schools, and a useful descrxptwe statlstrc for lookmg at th1s dimension of
. 'dxfference is the mtraclass correlatlon coefflcient Its usefulness for our purpose here ‘
l.les m the fact that when the mtraclass correlatlon coefﬁclent equals Zero varlatlons ln’
perceptxon whxch occur are attrlbutable to, dxfferences thhm schools not to dxfferences .
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between them (Gupta, 1955, Ross, 1982). Thus, the closer the 1ntrac1ass correlatlon 1s- :
to zero, the fewer the dlfterences between schools in the percelved emphas15 -on. that‘.

i partlcular 1tem in the operative .eurriculum m English,. language in the Junior secdndary

- school; and the larger its value, the greater the dlfferdnces between schools m the .
' percewed emphasis on that particular itém. BRI R L

" Table 2.1 provrdes intraclass correlation coefﬁclents for e{ch of the 19 itéms rated -
by our teacher sample. From the perceptions of the teachers, the greatest difference -
__between schogls lies i in the percelved emphasis_given to. grammar, composition exercls !
.remedlalvreadlng, and small group discussion; w1th _reasonably large - dxfferences\Qs I
{-occumng ln the perceived emphasis on personal writing, readmé comprehensron) angy
) publlc speaklng Least difference between schools in the perceptions of teachers lles in |
the perceived emphas1s given to narratwe writing, report writing, and e __dl.tmg' V{lth
reasonably small dlffereaces in’ the perceived emphasls on extensnle readlng &lnd

language var1ety. ' ‘ R .
The Teacher‘ Interviews . -

The presentation of- ilz'view data alWays poses problems for the case study "'relsearcher. 5
The very richness of the data, which provxdes the maJor research purpose in collecting it, ’
defies concise presentation. One can present mases of raw data: but that can be qulte »
1nd1gest1ble. One can use the.'selected quotatlons' approach. but the: 1ngred1ents tend to
-'reflect the taste of the cook. One can categorlze, codlfy, and quantify: but
..quantification tends to obscure the qualification. that -more often than not lies at the

1

Teart of the matter. : ' . :
Partly in consequence of these cons1deratlons, and partly in the interests of

- providing a way into a discussion of the issues which complements the hlghly generalized
approach adopted S0 far in this chapter, a rather dlfferent method of presentation is
adopted here: namely the presentatlon of the complete transcrlpt of a single interview. -
While such a method has 1ts -own ‘transparent limitations, it has the‘ advantage of
preserving the integ"rity of the*data by retaining something-of the richness of the detail
while providing a point of entry into the analysis of the total picture. The selected
transeript has been chosen not because-it is typical - English lang‘uage_practice.is far too
varied for that - nor’because it embodies the cherished prejudices of the researcher, but
because it crystalhzes many of the more persistent issues and concerns which: lle at the
heart of the dilemma currently facing teachers of English language. While solutlons
may, ‘and frequently do, differ, the problems it raises form-a recurrent underlylng theme
in most of the interviews collected durlng the study; and even those teachers who seek -
to m1n1m1ze them sooner or later come back to acknowledglng them.

~The mtervrew transcr:pt is presented verbatlm and, apart from an 1n1t1a1 epxsode of

"l'



.nggbtiafibn”des.igned to clarify the purposes of the study and the kind of information _
being sought, in its'“"e—ﬁ‘{_"i»lretyTﬁ-There are points on the :fape'whéfélthe 'd'ialo_gde is obseured

" by the inevitable backgéound noises, of:-thé English 'stafﬁ"oomi' Rather than make g’uesses
at the obscured words and phrases, such péintg:are mdlcated by ,aseriesog:idts _énd,va
lquestion mark placed in square brackets thus: seees? .o.”Exeept for a pdint,,towards‘the

-"end of the interview where the period bell sounds, followed by j:hé inevitable hubbub_fdf
'a;éti\iity,' these omissions- do not seriously interfere ‘w'ith the intended mgﬂning,.aﬁd.the'
._:neader__shoﬁldA,haye--np-_problem—-in -deducing-it;at ‘—leasi.-'in‘genera‘l-“terms.i—'—The;Jti-zinsdr'iptr—
begins at the point where the teacher begins. to describg‘her program if En.gﬁsh language.
in Years 7 and 8, the gnly grades in the jgﬂibr sec_q‘n:dary‘,sc'hcf)ol which she teaches. o )

.
~ .~

A Sample Interview : S .

- Well with the juniors, with the Year .7.and 8, basically I just teach grammar. "
. Nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs, that sort’of thing. :Very structured course, And
- comprehension, from their book, ‘Pictorial and Practical. And in Year 7 we just
A sort of initiate essay writing, descriptive essays and that sort.of ‘thing.” Year 8 a .
- little bit more argumentativé type essays.  And I also teach drama, a little bit of
- drama, .....? "discussions, do a bit of Q'qéttyi theme poetry, supernatural, just do a
theme, go through different poems, digeuss.it and have:discussions apd then-the
-write their own poemsgand that sort of thing. A variety i)’f"dt'ffei:'ehf_feﬂv,things;'tﬁ%-ﬂ
basically I always get back to a very structured approach because with the jusdors I.
think that they need a very -solid grounding in basfe ‘skills':rather than just being -
creative and airy fairy and just waffling on.about some vague descriptive essay
type thing whatever. Anyway it is good for discipline, they. need it. They've got
very structured- books: We do .....? Grammar_,’“‘it'sa_:».callggi.‘ Basically," it's ‘quite -
boring. - o LT e T

= " ‘Boring for you or boring for them or boring for everyone? = .- o

e L . . < S
-~ ‘(Laughter) Not very creative. We've just done three weleks of talks: They have to
' - present their own talks, & topic of their chpice and then they have to hand in their
‘. written assignment ad well, research assignment type thing. I did that basically
. «*because I'm very busy with the Year 11's at. the moment, 5o that's enjoyable for
£’ them and it's not so much hard work for me because I don't teach. The last three
" weeks I've'been sitting back-and listening to them, so it's been.ratlfxer good. The
. Year 7's this-afternoon I'll probably just give them a comprebension exercise.. Read "
a story and answer questions, discuss it., We might not even do any written work,.
just discussion, 50 minute period. Might.not take that long. Might be too short.
Before that they!ve/v,don\e a lot of grammar, o ey .

When-yq'u_‘say gra_mmm:.-’what sort? -, _. L - o .

* ‘Lots of exercises. I'go right back to the basics, just to nouns, identifying nouns and
changing nouns, verbs and adjectives, adverbs, knowing different-types an_’d“ how to
-recognize them in sentences, trying to improve their expression, like ‘agreement. of
noun and verb, the plurals and singular, and those sorts of 'things. I don't know if it

. works successfully because it*is ‘very -hard to judge-from  teaching grammar. and

' - trying“to see whether they implement it in their writing.. Same with spelling, we
.give them weekly spelling tests but. whether that improves their spelling or not is
_debatable. They just learn it the period before, they learn it w’hile they are lining
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up for recess and get 20 out 6f 20 and the next day they won't know how to spell.a '
“word anyway. But just to do-away with those sorts of things is not what the "
solition is. You have to try and work.it out, how to improve on it. ‘With the essay- -
writing I think finally the best way is simply to give individual help. To come up

with different questions, to go through drafts, and that sort of thing. S
.Tﬁey write theni in class do they, and then come up if they have any 'problems‘.’ -
I think that is successful because they al_'e_gettihg a bit more individual attention

that way rather than take it all up, mark it and then hand it back. I like them to do.
_rough_drafts_and then ‘hand up the polished . «.... . The main thing is when they

write they seem to write really boring essays. 'Then I went home, then 1 had
dinfer, then I ...!, this sort of thing. Always ‘then'. ‘I try to get them to add more
. variety, use more descriptive words, and things like that.. : e

Does it work?
(Laughter) Sometimes it works, sometimes:they get the idea. hAfter‘afwhile. But
then again I had a. Year 7 last year and a Yeat 8 this year/ the same -class. I've
taught them for two years and I taught them very Similar t ings: last year. I know
we went over essay work last year, and now we are doing ore, and the -things I

- taught them they've forgotten. ‘I find that interesting.. Their retention level's very ..
minimal. Over the Christmas holidays they forget ‘lots of things. 1 find in. lots of
‘ways ‘that in 7 and 8 I teach very similar things. I could give a similar lesson to :

- both levels at the same time, a little bit more in depth for Year8. . .. )

- S v s . ~ D C g - B
And the' grammar lesséns"yQu do, do you relate them to their’ written work or -d_o
“you follow through exerci$es? o o -

Usually wé talk about the: grammar, blackboard notes, the}} do exercisesy then'do a
written piece of work trying to exemplify a particular thing I've just taught. Nouns -
or something, descriptive adjectives.” Write a. piece -of writing -using. these:
adjectives.. That is the sort of. procedur_e'l' follow: Talk and chalk lesson,-then lots .
. of exercises using the grammar books, and then some sort of .piece of writing to .
"implement what they've learnt, Idoit ina block. I don't do it one lesson-a week, I
do it for.three weeks or something like that; and I do three weeks of poetry, .three
weeks of talks, or something. 1 found that the other system didn't work. If I-had -
spelling one day and grammar the riext, comprehension the next, it was just all too
bitty. I couldn't get-through much in one lesson,-40 minutes. I couldn't'get through
much at all so I felt the block system ‘was mygh better. But by the end of.it they -
seem t&, they get tired of say something like -grammar after-about two.or three
‘weeks, so I always end up witha test (Laughter). And if I gave that test four weeks:
“later, they'd do abysmally,, you know. Because w®, have been doing it intensively
. for 'three Wweeks or so.they achieve fairly well-in that test. .It's.not really a true ’
indication of their ability. So, that's about.it... - .~ =~ T .
N . - . PR A . .

L

You mentioned the weekly spelling vtest,', Do you g;ivé';ﬁéékiy spelling tésts"? .. , e
. AR T oo v- A R i ’ ERR S .

Yes I do that. - . R R R S ol

And 'v}’lh'ei'e’do thcisé 'v_oioi‘gjs come from? ERREEE SR

,Usually— from graded word books. A étaQed"word'Book 'we.use_:‘, l';t's'ile'vry old

Is that fairly.regulat through the school, or do teachers’just Use their own ..o . .
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1see, the kids all have them. - | .
Yes. ‘You‘see, that was rﬁine'when I was a kid at .school.. -So it's really very old, " -

Yes, Foster and Bryant, eh? Yes, I remember that when I started téaching in the
'fifties. I remember Foster and Bryant. ‘ o

.This school used to have, er, 'what was the: other one? The younger verSion of .
Mastering -Words. Mastering English? Mastering Words; that's rights It had:a._
vocab section and spelling.” We ‘had that for a number of years, and then we,
_changed to’this. - ... . e L

Yes,‘l supp,ds'e tH.é‘.interesting ques‘tioh, one part I'm interested in is some of the.
observations you were making there, because I"happen. to have a eviple of Kids of -
my own who do very well at spelling tests and are still bad spellers, so'I have a -

parental interest as well'as a professional one in this issue. ‘ ,

T've done all sorts of things over the years, I've bribed with chocolate frogs, with
spelling, getting spelling stars, gold stars, silver stars all sorts of things but the
point::is they'll learn them-just prior to the test and then they just don't have any

" retention of how to spell it or even when they are writing they just don't spell it .
. correctly, they just don't see the importance. In a spelling test they'do, but not
elsewhere. There has been a whole movement in this school though to try and mark
in every subject the spelling, to mark them down as a poor speller in every subject |
so that they just don't see it as isolated only to English. So we've got a spelling list
for the whole school, for each subject in the school, for each level and each child is
given it. We're supposed to also do spelling, not only from say that, but also -fim "

_ their spelling list. In all subjects. - . : R T

L S .o : ‘

" Yes, I Quppbsé the key on this is of course - does the speliiﬁg"..imPnpve?_: Does the
spelling improve as a_result or does it .not? I got-the_impres'sigr‘i' from w“&t\,y_ol.l '

were saying earlier that it probably doesn't. s .,

Well the thing is.if we take away that weekly spelling list, spelling tests, you don't
_have anything léft,sso.what can.you do? Perhaps I'think spelling at.the. begir ning of
every lesson is & good idea. But if you say. something doesn't’ work, yau've got 'to
substitute it with something else, and I haven'{ found a good substitute. So I stick
with that sort of thing. 1 stick with very traditional things that I-was taught when I
* was a‘kid-and I felt that they were effective then, more effective than some of the .
ideas that ‘ape going aroupd today that, you know, you've got to be creative, and if .
they write eventually their writing will improve and this sort of thing..I think
that's wrong. I had very structured lessons. I remember learning _spellingevery " .-
'+ week and doing all sorts of things and taking a pride in getting 20 out of 20. I~ido.n§t'- N
. know that it improved my spelling, but I wasn't a poor speller. There must be: some .’
- sort of correlation.- 1 wasn't a particularly good one in grade school, but-in high ':
school T certainly improved over the years. I just relate it back' to, my own:
experiences, like we did lots of spelling games .....2 they, thy think they're:just -
.gamés. Not something likecHang the Butcher, but even that has got some wvalue ip
.it. But see there were a whole lot of spelling games that I was taught when I was"
just a kid, and they're really, they're very good, they're good fun, the kids love
- them, and I'm’ always-using them_to fill in a spare 10 minutes at the end-of a period,
* the:whole period ,'sometilue's,._'and perhaps it helps them. I don't know. I think kids
..Should learn, and I tell everyone, you've got to learn 10 ‘words a night. You can't
. learn 50 words, you've got to learn 10 words, -every-‘night. That's your English.
. homewgrk, for the whole of the year. It's just got o be on a_consistent basis. Like -
~in maths, if you learn tables, how ‘do you learn them? Only by rote. Just gort of by -,
. kngwing the “word, and recognizing .it,: able to sound it out, and then, spell it,
*"Correctly. But if you don't take that trouble initially and put & bit of hard work
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into it, 1 don't think it-is gomg to improve it. And I think that in the grade - the
primary schools - they have different sorts of teaching methods, some phanetically
sounding it out and some just do it by sight, by recognition ‘... period bell sounds

" eese?’ you've got to be able to spell these words, now. d...." but some are lost. rm
have to go. now. I have a class. : ‘

- ' Well. thank you very “much indeed for that. That was exactly the sort of thing I
wanted. I'm ...
PRPRPR

% Comment .

The interview is frark and to the point. It speaks for itself; so that our'task here is less:
one of mterpretation than of relating it to the ‘total body of 1nterv1ew data. The issues
,raised are persistent ones: :the role of grammar, the problem of spelling; - the umnspired
mediocrity of much sehool writing; the lack of transfer of dridl in mechanies to vritmg
in practice; the nature of assessment and the tenuous connection ‘between 'achievement'
and meamngful learmng; the frustrating gap 'between tea¢hing and learning. Aﬂ these.
" are familiar themes, recurring in one form or another throuhout the body of mterv1ew
data. o : : : LT .
If there is one thmg that the supporters of. tradxtional methods and the advocateﬂ
-of innovation are largely in agreement on it is that for many, perhaps most, students the
traditional methods do not seem to be’ workmg What they differ on IS whether the
- newer methods work any bette? Our sample interviewee’ is quite’ clear m her rejection
N of the newer methods. She ‘seems in little .doubt about the propriety_of the tradltlonal
methods but has considerable ddubts about their efficacy. For her the solution lies in a .
more rxgorous apphcation of traditional methods, and _the search for better ways of
rendering them ‘effective._For other teachers this lack of effectiveness is sufficient
reaSon for abandonmg tradifional methods and experimenting with alternatlve '
] 'approaches. Others, perhaps the majority, share all the doubts of both. groups, but none :
" of the convictions, moving uneasily between the traditional and the mnovative in a-
‘ sealfc'h for the right 'mik', the mix. ‘that will work. Sometimes of course thls IS a
: consclous and planned eclecticism- but for many teachers it is confessedly an. ud hoc
,,T“'reSponse to uncertaxnty. + A o N A
.. .The role of grammar is clearly ohe of the most contentlous pomts’ at issue i
debate on the English language curricul.unrm the Jumor secondary school,’ at least
- level of practice. As ouf measurement data have’ indicatqd, ﬁd as the interview data g
“eonfirm, it is one of the most conspicuous items of difference Both between schools and
: between/teacherSw within sehools on the approach adop‘ted 1o’ the teach‘ing' oY’“English
. language. While it would be misleading to suggest that all- or even most teachers accord
i# the central role in the program that it clearl,y occupies in our sample mtervxew, '

’
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lt is nevertheless true to say that most of the teachers 1nterv1ewed gnve 1t some

emph&sxs in thelr programs.

is also clear from the 1nterv1ew data’ that the grammar of the ‘elghtles is' not
'qunte the‘same*thxng as the grammar of the ‘f1ft1es, despite the tendency to rely on the

same or sxmllar textbooks Formal -parsing and analysis - the backbone of. the fifties
grammar lesson - no longer seems to play &ny srgmflcant role in,the Engl}sh ‘langudge

program. ; Rather,van understandmg of grammatlcal termmology ‘and g‘rammatlcal-

- relatlonshrps ‘as a means of descrlblng language structure ahd as-a basns for ‘sentence ‘
g corret:tton‘ would seém to be. what most teachers mean by ‘teachmg grammar“ in the :
_‘erghtles' although it is also probany true that the term ‘grammar‘ doe$ not- mean. qurte, '

the sanie thing to the different teachers 1nterv1ewed N . ey

y While most teachers interviewed would share ° oitf 1nterv1ewee‘s doubts about . the
transfer of grammatlcal knowledge to any dxscermble lmprovement in students* wrltmg, '

- they nevertheless See: lt as necessary in providing a language of dlscourse about language,
an essentlal tool for the d15ct1ssron of students' writing and the correction’ of errors.

Whether tl’n\lmphes that grammar ls seen as servmg a malnly editorial functmn is Jess.

clear, “but it would seem to be afeasonable ihterpretatlon of prevalllng teacher att1tudes
as revealed in the interview data. Few of the teachers 1ntervnewed see meamng and
convention as providing satlsfactory alternatlves to grammar in the performance of this
functlon, although some have doubts about the cost-benefit of the time spent in teachmg
grammar. lee our interviewee, most go back to their own experlence, to.their own use

of grammar in performmg the -editorial. functron in the:r own wrltmg It is rare to fmd_"
any reference -to research or to the supposedly semmal wrlters in the revolution in’

Enghsh Ianguage currlculum theory outhned m Chapter 1. 3 Choe T

It is curlous that such a cornparanvely surface feature as spelhng' should loom. so-.
largeam ong the concerns of Encrhsﬁ‘teachers as it obv10usly does, not only in our sample' 3

lntervrew but in most of the 1nterv:ew data collected in the study. But we must not be
. too. qulck to attnbute thlS to the pedantry of the Enghsh teacher. Society, too, places a
‘hlgh .value on. correct spelhng Employers tend to accept or reJect job apphcants on the

basis-of ‘it. Parents tend to ]udge thelr chlld's progress at school on the basrs of it. .

bTeachel'.s in’ othé ' subJect aréas - and perhaps ‘more 1mportantly exammers in public

examinations - tend to mark them down as a p6br speller‘ It is almost as if we, as'a -’

‘society, value being able to spell a word. borrectly more hlghly than bemg able to use 1t,

preclsely, or even with understandmg. Given, that teachers tend 6 reflect prevalhng

social attltudes rather than to mould them, it is hardly ‘Surprising; that spelling assumes :

E such 1mportance 1n the catalOgUe of ‘problem areas‘ 1dentrf|ed by tgachers in our case

study schools. SN

- While’ the amount of emphasis‘ngen to spelﬁhg in’; the program described in our .
sample 1ntervxew may well be exceptlonal, there are few Enghsh teachers ‘who would not )




share the concerns’ expressed here, or the despair of flndxng workab solutions to the
'problem' Motlvatxon is generally percelved to de of central 1mportan -to the problem,!
although achxevement vmot1vatlon—- the ‘desite 'to get 20 out of 20»- hardly seems
adequate to the task. As with grammatical ' knowledge, there see hs to be little

-dnscermble transfer . to the wrltten work /of students. 'They just don't see the

w\maturlty. Others have found that the py hcatlon of students' ertten wo prov1des a’

These however are only partlcular mstanees ot‘ the more ‘general \

. transfer.: of a percelved lack of -any clear relatlonshlp between the - worky
'language lessons and the general language developmeqt of students~ and this \
related.to-the problem of assessment. if I gave them that test four weeks late ) }heyd

. do abysmally, you know'.’ No. doubt there lS ‘also avconnectlon here with the p ceived

- lack of lnterest on the part of both teachers and students - 'baswauy, it's qmte baring' -

< in much of the’ work done 1n the" Emghsh lan'guage lesson. - Befére pursumgthese
1mponderables fu,,rther, however, it would be useful to examine student perceptions :

' currlculum in Enghsh language in the junior secondary school for the light they may
" to shed" on the issues thrown up by our analysis of the teacher perspectlve. o

’ .

-3 . . ’ P 5

' '8ud1ence' .

oblem of
do_ne in
turn is




wer
Lo e .
tw

hxcept for’ studles focusmg on student achlevement
‘curriculum. has ‘been’ Mgely neglected by edncatlonal res"
relevance qf thlS exper.lence to cumculum plannmg, 1t culd oe argued thag w1thout 1t

e lv

1ntecv1ews deslgneg hto parallel as far ‘as possrble the ‘-: obtained on teacher
perceptlons. ' o

PR

¥

R S e The'Stude‘nt Sa'mpl'e
I‘ne student sample comprlsed 420 students from Years 9 and ‘0 'in the eight fdc'used ;

case stuoy schools. At least one Year 9 and one Year 10 cl_ frdm each school was .

case stuoy schools were selected as . oelng representatlve of ‘the N
approsches. ehcouhtered' 1@ the: 25 exploratOry ~cas‘e study schools,
confldence that the plcture oﬁ cqrrent practlce emerglng from the‘.

ge of currlculum
e can have some

that.lt rconstltutes a ranaom.sample of student perceptlons.

- Currlculum mphases' AStudent Perspectwe .

l‘ne measure ment data 'on student'percept‘.xon‘s of curr;culum emphases was btaxned from
. a set of Q-sort cards parallellng the ltems in the teachér QUestlonnalre, :“,‘ descrlbed m
¥ the 1ntxoductory cnapter. Flo‘ure d1. represents a generallzed student persp ctWe on the
currlculum m Eng;xsh language in the Jumor secondary,school present d in he form of
: proﬁlés pased on the .nedn ratmgs allocated 0. each of '19 items 1ncl di | the set of E
Q-sort cards omtwo aspect.s of the currlculum the xdeal'lcuruculum, or what " ghtto’ be
taught,‘ and the operatwe currlculum, or’ what is actually percewed to be‘taught in ‘
pract;lce - by the 428 students included in the sample. Students were not aske‘ to _:rate:';- ‘
the:r perceptlons ‘of the planned curnculum since 1t' was.. assumed that neahst )
_most schools students would have very httle 1nvolvement vnth ‘or understandmf pfl'the

curnculum planmng process. .-

ally, dm

M
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A WRITING o

-1 '-Narrat1Ve wr1t1ng

2 Report writing \ 
. X ._“;:2( v
3 Formal essay wntrhg
4’.' Persanal wntmg 7 N
‘5 Editing
B MECHANICS ' "
1 Grammar s Bl
2 ;sbeiling; :4,' K ~ B2
3 Composrtlon exeruses ;BZ(;. £
L e : K
C READING: v ':‘ .,‘.3'.’ ‘_'; )
1 In’tensivé" reéading . iy
2 - Extensive readinig - 1
'~.'-1ht'érés;t.'-'b'ésed }éadir}g* e |
' '4 kemedlal ,readmg .-el‘. ‘ ’C:lr '
5 Rpacyng comprqhensaon L w
D _"TALKING AND LISTEP(ING L .
S Smal.l group dlscussmn ' -+
-:2 Drama/role play‘fi' ) '.'D'2'- —
SRR R '
3 Public speaking D3. ~
i 4 Im:érvlewmg . D4
' 5 L1sten1ng comprehenswn ’ s

6' 7,.,Lan_gv.,u;lge,‘ variety

,F—:"nzf Curmculum in Engla.sh Languagé uu the meor

oo . Schogl (N = 28X 7. o




[

Perhaps the first thmg we notlce rs.the d1fference~m the shape of the twb proﬁles,
mdlcatmg that, unlike thelr teachers. students percewe not only a dlfference in the level "

-’pf emphasxs between the1r 1dea1 and their operatwe currncu‘lum, but also a dlfference m Y

the order of prlorltles accorded the various items, This drsatxsfactlon w1th the order of
grlontles is most evxdent in the readmg component of the program (Sectlon (,), and least,,f

Y ev1dent 'rh the ‘mechanics component (Sectlon B),. .*Emat{sfactlon w1th the leveIx of -
"_ emphaﬂs is' most_evident; in the ‘reading program (Seetnon c) -and. certam aspecfsfof ‘the___.,

“ oral language Program (Sectlon D) W -7 5- 3 Rk ¢ J' '\

. ‘The comparlson of tne meal ano tne operative’ curnculum -in wrltmg suggegts‘_;hat M
students are reasonaoly well satlsﬁed with the amount of emphasas tgwen to narratlve"_l
_ Writing, report wrltmg, arid formal essay wr1t1ng in the operatwg\curnculum, a’ltholxgh

“tney see the émphasis on formal esay wrltlng as shghtly greafer than desirable;- and,the =

emphasxs on’ report wr1t1ng as sngntly less than desxrabl& 'fEhey are sqmewh% ess
satlsfied W1th the emphas15 on personal wr;ltlng and edltlng In the mechamcs co.mponent‘-,
of the curuculum they are- reasonably well satxsfled thh the emphas1s glven tg_v

composktlon e)gerclses and, to a sllgntly lesser extent, grammar, but they see spe’llufg‘

receiving somewhat less*emphasns than is, des1rab1e. - AT -
It is the reading program ‘which produces the great"est degree of dlsatlsfactnon '

) among stuoents, ooth in the order of pnorltles attached to t{ae various. ?‘féms and 1n .thp W
; level of emphasxs "they' recewe. Students see far too much emphasxs placed on ‘the
untenswe readlng of set books ang on reaomg coxﬁprehensndhz‘an"&wfar too >htt1e on™ .

1nterest-bas d readlng, remedlal readmg, and, to a sl”ghtly less r extent on extenswes :

reacung. W b the e'xceptlon of hstemng comprehensmn, the oral languagé pregram alsb
falls wel.l D low the expectatlons qﬁ.students, w.tth the greatest shdl'tfall occurrmg on the

AJ

amount of mphasis gw,en to 1nterv1ew1ng.
Wml these relatlonshlps oetween expecta'tlons and' percewed practlce are of

.,consxderaole lnterest it"is’ studgnt perceptlons ‘of the op‘eratwe curnculum that ‘are of .
more interest to the aims of the«stuoy, since they reflect from tl}e ylewmg or recewmg .

end what is” actually seeh to De happenmgj dn the c‘lassroom m relatlon .to current;
pracuces in Engllsh language teachlng in the junior secondary school._ The ltems
percewed as receiving the greatest emphans in. the operative currlculum by our student

s .mple are mtenslve readmg and formal essay wmtlng, closely followed i;y, readrpg -

cumculum ln wrrtmg as percelved by our student sample as ngmg 1ts maJor emphases to
fol'mal essay Wl‘l,tlng anq narratwe wrlthg, wnth some emphasns on, report wntmg. thtle




reasonably unportant. place m«: operatnvé cuml'culum, with. substantlal emphasls on
composntlon exerclses ahd gram ' and some empha31s on spelhng. v
Students see the operative- cumculum m readnng as placing its: ma]or emphases on“_f_‘
'\the nntenswe re&dlng ‘of. set- oooks and on: reacnng- comprehensuon, with relatlvely httle“
einphasis--on extensuve reading, mterest—based readlng, or remedlal reading4 Relatively: .
.httle emphasls is seen as being. gwen to oral language, wuth |nterv1ewnng and language
..-vanety recenung the least. emphasxs. BRI N S ;;;-‘-'_- . -;_;___';;
. When we look at .the overall pattern of - the operatlve currtculum m Enghsh
'language in the ]umor set:ondary school as it is percelved by students, |t would seem that,
-despute popular oelnefs to-the eontrary, the. tradutuonal curruculum m anglxsh language 1s ’
still flrmly entrencned, with formal eseays, harratwe composntnon, the mechamcs, and
the mtens1ve study of set books cout"‘,umg to occupyw pnde of;,place., There is httle :
evuﬁence here that the’ newer ;deas in: ‘Engllsh languag_e currrcu,ldm dlscussed in Qhapter 1
,have made any substantla‘l inroads Jnto ~c1assroom pﬁactnce, at ‘least msofar as the
perceptlons of students are concerned *’ “ £ -‘.A,‘ N ;. i ;
. AS with teachers, there is’ oonsaderable varuatlon betweén mmvndual students in
their perceptlons Qf tne operatwe currlculum m Engllsh language in the Jumor secondary
'school (Table 3.1), wuth ltem yarlances Yanglng betlkegn 0. 15 and 0.62. ’I‘he greatest
'varlablhty occurs in the" amount of emphasns glven fo narratwe wrltmg and spellmg, with
,rela,thely large varlanees-also bemg recorded for report wrltnng, grammar, and llstemng
comprehehslon. ,The smallest V&l’lathﬂS among, individual students oécur in the perceiyed
emphasus on lnterv1ew1ngand lang'dage variety,” which students’ are genera]ly an'e';q
recenve relatwely httle emphas15 in the curriculum in most schools.. Lo
'T,-', j""ln. looklng at the dlfferences ‘between- schools in student perceptlons of the
operatwe eurriéulum- as lndlcatled by the lntraclas correlation coefflclents also recorded
'in Table 3, we note that the greatest dlfference occurs ‘in the amount of emphasns
given to grammar, with’ rmsonably large dnfferences also’ occurrlng lp the amount of
emphajns glven to intensive readung, extenswe readung, and small group. dlscussnon. Leaﬁ .'o.
-dlfference between schools in- the perceptlons of students ogeurs in 'the amount of
empnas1s glven to personal wrutnng, pubflic ,spealetng, landuage variety, andv.hstenmg
comprehensuon, with reasonably small dlfferences in the perceived emphasis on.: remedlal
readmg, 1nterv1ew1ng, and edltlng, all of which are perceived by students in most schools
as recemng rela’uvely little emphasxs m the operatlve currlculum in Engllsh language in

the ]LllllOl‘ secondary school.

e et ' The Class Inter'views' .

C
)

As with the teacher |ntervlews, the most dlfflcult problem in the presentatlon of the

class |nterv1ew data is flndlng a way |nto it whlch does not do vuolence to the mtegrlty
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- Table 3,1 It':em Statistics: = Student. Percepnons of the Opegtlve Curmculum

st e in- Engl 18h Language (N = 428) . . B T e e
: oo Pl ot et T tntradlass.
e I .+ correlation’
cltem o 0 T e T . . Mean'™ ' = Variance.  coefficient
A WRITING . ¢ . e ) | S e
T Naxrative wru:mg P T 75: ) Uc ol 1 -7 SNSRI
2 Report writing - . - ' ;' 70.86 < . -, .0.56 " .- 0,16 -
- 3 Formal ‘essay wnl:‘mg ; { - eoxt - 0449 T 0 0027
=~ *4.Persenal wntmg LU o 067 T 0W45 " T+ 0,00
5 Bdieing .~ t T oD 57 Mo 0,530 0u06
B MECHANiCS ’--: \ . ': - . . o ] . " S ‘l), ' ‘ . ‘- -
T Gradinar* K : o ,1.,23 . 0456 0 o 0.51 -
520 Spelhng : R 0.98° . . . 0.6l 0.13
((, 3. Cotnpoe_ltxon exercises . . ¢1.33 . g 052, 0.0
{ € .READING L | RS
1 Intensive:reading : 1761 ° e 0.45 ~ 0.37
2 Extensive reading - CP0.TL s L 0,54 ... 0.38
°3 Interest-based’ rea,da.ng ’ 0.53 . “ .\ 0452 P29 o,
"4 Remedial reading .- .0.56 . 0.45 0,05
5 Readmg comprehensxon RS "/LSAS e V50470 ©,0.18 ¢
D. TAEKING AND LISTENING - CE~ o
.1 Small group discussion 0.69 " 0.32
2 Drama/role-play . 0.51" . 0,21
3 Public’ speaklng ; .o 0.57 0.01
4 Interviewing * ‘ Q.15 - 0405 ~
" 5 Listening comprehensmn b.62. ~ 0,027
- 6.Language variety - , 0.35 .-i 0,01
o~ o . I ' 3 ““- :‘: ’ ‘._“ . ' . woo Y o ) T

: of the dlscuﬁlon .is 1nterspersed w1th referencgs Whlch are teac‘her-speclfxc and not

and complexnty of the. data 1tse1£. Unfortunately the presentatlon of a smgle cAse study
1nterv1ew is not approprlate in th1s case, sxnce, as w111 be readlly understood, a good deal
.always falr. Lupklly, howe'\rer, thnere is a way. 1nto the classroom 1nterV1ew data through
“the analysxs of a prolectlve device which was 1nit1a11y mtended as an actxvlty t>o open: up

" thearea and provxde a stithulus to discussion, ‘but whlch has proved to be very mterestmg

as-.a,source of_data both in igself and in relatior’ to the: subsequent cIass dlscuss;ons.

to

: Students were asked to wrlte ‘down on a card prov ed the first five words that came 1nto"'

their’ heads when they t’hought of English langua Ssons, The »cards were .collected p.nd_.'

-gpread out on- the teacher's desk, provndmg a dev:ce from wh;ch the researchér could

3

\explore further the 1mphcatlons of - commonly recurrlng w0rds, or ehclt further

explanatlon 'of ~some of the more obscure references. Slnce the responses were: '
anonymous, npustudent had to own up to havmg wrxtten any partxcular word, and could -

]om 1n the discusﬂoﬂ w1thout feehng threatened. . T A A
-1'1.“ g PR i o . P ST o
» " . I "*rlf Y - -
- > - ‘ . ka
e 33.v " A} k\ .X\‘. N [y ”\i
. ' . M ‘A ‘ R ’ 4 . - ,
i RRvY b \ . 38 - ) R '-.. ) t'-..




“'Table 3.2

Glagsificatiom of g_u

dgnt Res 'gns'es"v,dd Open-ended P'roié‘cti.ve o

5, o , -.' ‘D¢v1¢e FN gaggj .. ._- . L _“,: _ ., R . o
i i . ' Freqqency of, Response;
: ) T : Respondents : ,Tptd_l .responses”
.. Response category : : Te X e O
" A ~WRITING S A I Co, 16.0° .
: . writing: ’ coom e T 41,370 ¢ -
— = 3 ‘egsay{s) " s B A £ pery e Fo
" .. ‘other: -’ - i 5.6 . 4 T o
' B’ MECHANICS . _ ' . 51.9:0
. spelling . ' . 24,4 T,
{ogrammar . L 15,0 e e T e e
.+« other LU L0 7 .- 85 oA N
. ¢ READING “ i : : o . 16.2% :
o readmg SR 43,7 &7 R ¢ ;
i comprehen ion =~ . . . .21, ' LS ;
y bqok(s)/n?vel B . . COINT ) -
i “_-f'. _ other -~ ‘ ’ . 8.5 "
- . ~y N R . . -
‘D ORAL. LANGUAGE et _—
. l:afkslt'allungk LT e w5 1.3
P hsténang, . L ] ' 5,6 R .
.. dLchSslon/dxscu.ssmg ‘ 5.2, ) .
. ., other . . . M o . 7.0 e L .
o LANGUAGE (GENERAL) - L, 3.8 N
P L stories . .- Lo _— . .. 6.6 ) R T
¥, -. lLanguage : Lot EE - t 6.1 C
’ '. ~other .. ' . oo PSR N : e B .
¥ scuoome (GENERAL) oy oL e 2w TS
.. work/working: (3 . 32.9 T -
. homework/assxgmnents ’ 15.0 “vid
.. teachqr/teacher & name " 15.0, '
. bludge/bludgmg/slack . 15 e (
Y tu'ed/tu"’ing e o gt . 646 .- .
“. miscellaneous’ bghavxour T : 2.7 .
. mxscellaneous procediral | 2,000 . 10.3 . - S
C e nxscellaneous physxcal 9.9 . « ',' e >
* . other | e : 10,8° ’ S :
. Y S . )
"G 'ATTITUDES/POSITIVE . - ) : ST 38 . T
* intexesti’ng ! i‘l_;'.. .’"‘ X.‘-. ) \ N - Y -5..2 R < - * T"
. other. Sl 14,650 )
‘0 AFIITUDES/NEGATIVE ' B 120,177
. boring RN ‘ ‘51.2" T e
. useless/waste, of tlme/etc. _ . 9.9 ' :
n dull/umnt’@reshng/etc. S T PR - 1% N
S yukd * ' e SN O 0% b
e mxsc‘ellaheous pbusxve/dxslxke/dxstaste T 254 bt fe
other , P S e '2".8- R ', o
_os ‘OTHER i ) B o.. “ ' 30 L,
Srae unscellxaneous R LV . Hhts 15 5 ; o
- .v\ " w : = ' a f. :
0 e . o B ey~ ' b N . : ™y T
X L , - ; . N SRV .
A a . s L .
o - &._;\\. ,\ ‘- > . R - v ‘.J
: A A b . : ~ ty .
wh . - > Py - n o N
A : 3439 T Cr
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As a discussion starter the’dev:ce worke vextremely- well' lt was. usually possrble .
s to. start off_proceedings on a llght-heal"ted note and get the class lnterested and involved
m the chscussxon. What was less expected s that the data, themselves would produce
.such a revealmg insight mto thie student ekperlence of the currrcurum. ;- '_ DN
vThese data are Summarlzed in ‘Table '3.2.. The most frequently occurrmg words B g
have been hs.téd, wrth the pencentage of respondents in the ‘total sanh)le (N = 428) who” o
recorded them as-one- of the- five words—firstmocurrmg ‘to- them when~they thought of~--~4~'
Englxsh language lessons. The words hkve been grouped lnto mne arbrtrary categoeles for i
suonvemence of presentatlon %nd the percentage of total responses fallmg into: each ’
Icategorynsrecorded in the table. W S A BTN PRI
) One way mto a drséussron of the rather dauntmg amount of detarl in thg table is; to
_-loqk at fhe 10 most frequent'ly occumng words among the responses, and to. examine - ®
their, lmphcatlons ],’or x:Urrent practrce m Enghsh language currrculum as it is percelved '
oy st'udents‘ ‘The "top ten' together with the percentage of responden-ts recordmg them T
as- Qne of the first ﬂve,Mordg they assoclatéd wrth hnghsh language lessons, dre llsted )

.below. ooy ‘ i , A
y ll. ‘51.'296 S e
g s, . LR M
TR % | R PN .
-essay(s)«a . S 3T1% N M A 2
SR wdrk/Workmg R 328% T e e T
a' 6 - ’ spelling .~ - S N o 24, 4%';’. . 7 “‘, .
RS comprenensi'on; Cor L 2LI% B o
- ..._,_\8_-10:" .. grammar e '_'_ o ,:'l__:1s 0% . '.,.' Loy 3 .
' homework/assrgnments L 725.0% S g )
: ) .‘teacher/teacher's name ,_':13.090 '

) o

It cdmes as somet'hlng of a shock to flnd that more thant half the students in the
sa—mple wrote down’ 'bormg‘ as one of the f1rst five words they thought of i fn assocratroh.
wit hnghsh language lessons. It is perhaps even more of a shbck to find that for one in
flve ;(20';.'4%) it was the flrst word they thougnt ‘of. In fact' s6 regular was*thxs pattern N
that 1t became possmle to. predict - wrth reasonable accuracy the frequency of the word's’
occurcence in any class, and this. became qulte an attentron—gathermg opemng gambrt for
the researcher during the later class mtervnews before even looking at what had been T
‘.wrltten on-the;, ‘cards. While mueh of thls is .no- doubt attr1butable to a general respOnse-' _ :
tolschoollng - other ’sub]ect areas may" riot fare /any better - we cannot afford to
,mlmmlze ‘its: 1mphcatlons for the hnghsh ’language cumculum in the' ]LlnlOl‘ secondaryu.‘ ,'
school. ‘We. dare remlnded of the observatlons of the teacher in our sample 1nterv1ew 1n"' o

_the«previous chapter' 'basncapy, t's qulte bormg - ,: L ~'_ N
) ‘ . ~. '.a..-“,-"




It is mucii: less surprlsmg to fxn’admg' and 'wrxtmg' occupyxng second and thu-d

. pos1tlon on the table, thh each being recorded-by almost half of the student$ in the _
-sample. When’ we note however “that 'eSay or ‘essays' occupxes the fourth posxtion, belng

retorded by .more than a third of the students in ‘the sample, we are forcxbly rem1nded of

_ 'the dommance of the wr:tten mode in the hnglxsh language cumculum in the ]unior .
.':secondary school. - TR ERE : :

M One in three’ students wrote down 'work' dr 'worklng as one of the flrst five words
they assocxated with Englxsh language lessons, and almost one. in six wrote down :
*homework' or. 'assxgnments' One's reaction to this will no foubt depend on the strength
of one's adnerence to the Protestant ethlc, but it ‘does serve o cast doub_t on one of the

commonét® ]xbes thrust: at :English teachers, partlcularly by their colleagues in:‘other
subject areas And whlle we are- on the subject of myths, it is lnterestlng to note the. -

'. 'promment place occupLed by mechamcs in‘our 'top ten' table, w1th one,m four students

'~recordmg 'spelhng, one in fxve 'comprehensxon' hno one.~

-~

' . ; Lo . - P
) - P . e [
. . . , . LN - . . e
' v ' } e ” -

five-word lists. e ""x-“, s

Tne remaining member: of our. 'top ten', the'WOrd 'teacher' or the name oi‘ a

-teacher, is of httle 1nterest to the axms of tustudy, but hardly a surprlslng mclusxon.

When we. come to look at the data in the table. in terms’ of the categorles to which

. responses have oeen assigned, equally 1nterestmg patterns begin to emerge. If we order

the nine categones in terms of ‘'popularity’ as indicated by the percentage of total -
student responses falhng 1nto each category, our category league table is.as follows )

1170 Schooling (General)  22.6% . N
e V-'Attxtudes/Negatxve 20.1% o IR T
.3, Reading e 162% ' '
4 o Writing . C L .16.0% -
S5 - mechanies - ' 9.0% ey '
'y . " Oral Language ' 5.5%
7/8 ‘Language (General) S38% '
,',Attltudes/Posm\Ie P ~3.8%
Other : | 3.’09&.

'a"ll responses falhng xnto thlS category. While many of these are largely xrrelevant to our
.interests xn this study - for example’ the faxrly large collectipn of m|sce11aneous wordsv §
'relatxng to classroom behaviour and- p;ocedures and the physxcal envxromneht of the

school -.some do have relevance to current practlces in Enghsh language curriculum. -

" The morexmportant of ‘thése -"work/workmg‘ and 'homework/assgnments' have already

been noted in our discussion of the 'top ter™ most frequently eccurring words, although it

v
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is worth noting that there is a mmonty of dlssenters (7. 596) who recorded 'bludge'
"bludglng‘ or 'slack’ i in their list of ﬁve words, Perhaps however the 6 6% of respondents
. who recorded 'tlred.' or 'tmng serve to femforce the verdlct of the maJorlty' .

Of. somewhat more mterest is the relatlvely small proportion of students -
approxnmately one student in 25, or one student per class, on average, in each case - who
‘included words related to learnlng (knowledge/learmng/understandlng) or 1nte11éctua.l
- agtivity . (thmklng/reasonmg/reflectlng) in . thelr five most 1mmed1ate moclatlons w1th
'Enghsh language lessons- and this is_ relnforced by ‘the lnfrequency with wh1ch such
“issues surfaceu in: the class 1nterv1ews. Perhaps, it is unrealistic to expect much
»commltment to educational o or intellectual values in _the Jumor secondary school, ‘but the
point _is worth mafing “in View of the predomlnantly qpademlc orlentatlon of the
.cumculum. ’l‘hns -comment -is not necessarlly lntended to questlon that orlentatlon but
rather to draw. attention to ifs 1mphcatlons for ‘the educatlonal expenence of the
majorlty of studenxs in tne ]umor secondary school 3

' Perhaps there 1s some connectlon to be made here w1th the fact that the second
most populous category consists of words expressmg negatlve attitudes. One ln ﬁVe <4
responses <'or one per Student on average - fell into this category. By . contrast less fhan '

'one 1n 45 responses cOﬂSlSted of words expressing pos1t1ve Eitltudes. By far’ ﬁe mo#t
common of these negative attltude words, as we have already noted, was 'boring’; but 1f
«we add to this the one ‘in 10 students reeordlng words indicative of pomtlessness
('useless', 'waste of time', for example) and- the slightly smaller proportion including
synonyms for boring ('dull’, 'uninteresting', -for example) we are driven to conclude that a
sizeable proportion of students in the junior secondary-school find the Enghsh language
curnculum to say the least unstlmulatlng. Added to th1s, approxxmately one in every
three students recorded terms “of abuse,,or words expressmg dislike or dlstaste, the .
commonest of these bei@g yuk" which was ‘included as one of their five responses by T. b
' per. cent of students. . S -' '

As we have noted earher, mlIch of th1s may reflect more general attltudes to:'
_schoohng, and it would thmly pe’ unfair to lay the blame solely at the door of the
English language curnculum. Nevertheless, 1t 1s clgar from the lively.and sometlmes
heated discussions that tooK place in the classroom inferviews on this issue that for many -
students English. language lessons are ted‘lOUS and offen unpleasant experlences. It is also
fair to say that in-almost every class ‘English language had its defenders, although in’
most cases thes,e tended to be in the manl‘lty. :

It will no- doubt come as some relief to find that reading and’wrltlng occupy ‘third
and fourth places on the ladder, with approx1mately one-thlrd of responses falllng into
one or other of these.. two categorles, and almost equally d1v1ded between them. In
general the responses -in these two categorles t‘mnforce the conclusions alre"ady drawn
from the profile data, .’nh the next most common response to the word 'read1ng itself

>
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being"cqn)prehension', and the next most common response to the word ‘writﬁg"itself '
.. being 'es’ay"or 'essays‘/ So far .as the reading area is coneerned the general pxcture
-revealed by the, measurement and prolectlve data of a focus on the 1ntens1ve study of set
books and on reading comprehensmn s remforced by the data from the classroom
1nterv1ews. So ' far as wr1t1ng is concerned however, the classroom 1nterv1ew data
i contain some very lnterestlng 1nsxghts wmch, while not negatmg the general emphases
1nd1cateq .in the mbasurement and _.pro;ectrve data, certamly add q,,,further dlmensmn to
*them. \ : ) R . T S
~It would appear, for example, from an analysls of the classroom 1nterv1ew data that..
theatwo commonést wutmg tasks. Whlch students in" many, -if.not. most, classrooms fxnd—»
,.;: themselves engaged m al"e copylng down notes from. the blackboard and summanzmg
.' chapters of tnelr set _books; both of whlch they find tedlous and, in the.latter case,
) pomtless Another revealing 1ns1ght is that for most students the pnnclpal and-in many
- cases$ the sole, purpose for school wr1t1ng is dssessment.’ If 1t is not gomg to be marked
they are not interested in it; and it is the . mark that counts It would seem that most
: studehts pay httle attentlon to errors, or to wrltteh comments on  their’ work, and few
claim to make any effort to 1ncorporaté these into 1mproved performance on subsequent
‘work. Sadly there 1s httle evidence of a sense of developlng competenéy in their wrltmg,
and httle ev1dence of a sense of- pleasure, although some students wnth high achleVement
motlvatlon are consclous' of A need to impress the teacher. Certalnly there- are
1nd1v1dual exceptions to this general plcture, but ‘their voices are rather- muted in -the
' . mass of the interview data ¢ollected durlng the present study. Perhaps, too, 1nd1v:dual
student 1nterv1eWs would. have allowe?l more of these posntlve orlentatlons to come out - .
there is always some reluctance to_ go agamst ‘the ma]orlty in group lnterv1eWs - but th1s
was beyona the resources of the. study. . o .o . .‘ L
_ Mid-position on the table is- occupled by words relatmg' to the mechamcs of -
language, with almost one in 10 responses falllng into this category. By far the most
frequent of these 1s 'spelhng, which was included in. thelr list of five by approxlmately
one in five students ‘with grammar‘ occurrlng in the lists of approxlmately one in seven
students. This would tend to” relnforce t)h;/ev@nce of the: Q-sort data that the

«

mechamcs continue to occupy a redsonably secure position 1n the Enghsh langqage
curriculum in the junior seconuary school

The evidence of the Qcsort data is also remforced by the relat1ver lowly pOSlthn

“on the table occupled by oral language, wrth httle more than one in 20 responses fallmg

into /Qns category. If however we comblne .the responses ‘talk‘ and 'talklng w1th

'dlscussmn‘ and 'dlscussxng, one or another of. whlch found their way into the llsts of one

jr,f in six students, the positlon does look 4 httle brlghter, _ lthough there is an amblgulty

' about the response ‘talklng which would suggest some’ cautlon in any 1nterpretatlon we

place on these ﬁgures.
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Seventh place was shared by responses relatmg to' anguage : -in general and
' responses expresslng posltive attltudes to Enghsh language lessons, each accountlng for ¢
about one in"25 responses. Some of the words mcluded in. the general language category '
were placed there because they were amblguous 'storles' ‘ for example, coulq refer to _f_
readmg or wrltlng, of even: concewably to oral language & others, such as the word :
' 'languag,e"ltself, oecause they were pervaswe. . oL ' . ’

. Of. more mterest is- the- relatw,e lnfrequency of responses expressing posltlve
attltudes to ;Englxéﬁtlanguage lessons, especxally when contrasted mth the Irequency of
,words expressmg negative attltudes, which. outnumbered them ‘five to one. While it"is
heartemng ~to ~find* that——one in—20- students found thelr Engllsh“language lessons “;““‘
sufflciently mte;estmg tor that to ‘be one of* the fll‘St five words that océurred 1o them, .
it is somewhat disturbis g to fmd' that 'necessary or~'1mportant' only oceurred to 1.4 per A
cent of students as ong of thelr flrst flve assoclatlons. ‘Whlle it is cledr from the class
1nterv1ew data that a ‘much. greater proportlon than this would concede the l,mPOrtance of
l:.nghsh language learmng,m fhelr general educatxon, 1t is also clear that 'there dre: many
students. i in the Jumor secondary’ School who reject yts‘xalue and question its relevance to
thelr needs, at least insofar as they expenenceJt 1n the English language classroom. h

'I‘he remammg category, accountmg for three per cent of- all responses, was made
up of a mlscellaneous set of reSponses wh1ch could.not be readnly classxfled under any of
the other categorles. . k. ’ v »

E Perhaps the » chture ) 'er"g?ng’ from - these data is ,a mlisleadingly glo‘omy one.
Students, after all, do -not often get the opportumty to ‘express their view$ on the .
curriculum to a public audlence, and no doubt the temptation to _vent their’ frustrations
not only with’ English language lessons bat with schoohng in genergl proved too great l‘ork .
some. But in addition to providing a way mto the .class interview data they do mcely'
complement the Q-sort data m provndmg a more rounded picture of the CUrriculum in
English language in the Jumol: secondary school as it is percewed by those who are, for‘
the most part, on the. recemng end of 1t. ': Vil ’ :
NI
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. lt w1rl be clear from our analyses in the prevxous two chapters that whlle -teachers and
students share a good deal. in com mon in thelr perceptlons of the currxculunr 1n Englfsh

language: in the Jumor secondary school there . are also some marked dlfferences oﬁ .

Qxxewpomt. The purpose of this chapter is to explore these varylng perceptions: from the
: pomt of - v1ew of the researcher in an attempt to clarnfy the complex patterns_ of

: agreement and dnsagreement Tevealed in _the data, begmnmg mth a comparlson of

t‘eacher and . student perceptlons as revealed in thelr responses to the questxonnalre and
Q—sort ltems. o ' A . R ' . : a0
‘In comparmg profiles, use w1ll be made of two measures of proﬁle 51mllar1ty, f?le ’

product moment correlatto:’ (r), angd- the distance measure (D) “The product m'oment " -‘

. correlatlon is useful, smce 1t prov1des us w1th a measure of. the degree ‘of sxmllarlty

between the shape of the two prof'les, in other. words, of the- relattve emphasw *

placed b'y the two groups of respondents bemg compared on the varlous facets of Enghsh
s language learmng represented by the 1tems in the proﬁle. What .. ‘the correlation,”
coefficient .does not tell us, however, 1s the dEgree of 51mllar1ty in the leVel of

_emphusis accorded the various items of Enghsh language learnmg. J'I‘hls is where the

distance measure (D) can provrde us w1th valuable addxtlonal mformatlon, smce 1t takes -

into account’ leveI and dlspersxon ds._well as shape (Nunnally, 1967) By makmg use’ of
both these measures, the cozrelatlon coefﬁclent and’ the dxstance measure, we have a
simple but effectxve method of comparmg proﬁles. . o e b
7 'While correlahon coefﬁclents are readily 1nterpretab1e, dxsta.nce measures are less
so, since they are dependent on the measurement scale being’ used -and \the number of
. items in'the proﬁles being . compared For the. currlculum proﬁles bemg comparéd in the

present"studzy, cllstance measures could range, theoretically, between 0,r 1f the two

~ profiles weré 1dentical, and 8 72 -the measure that would oeeur 1f the tWo proﬁles were o

completely polarlzed. In practxce, d1stance measures in the present study range between .

0.48. -and 3.75 witha mean of D =2.06 and a medlan of D= 2 06. .
Taole -l l. summarizes the proﬁle comparlson data for the comparnsons made in

4

‘Chapters 2 and 3. Correlatlon coefficients are entered in the upper rlght—hand segments v

of the table in standard type-face, distance me ures are. entered in the’lower left—hand
'segments in 1tailcs. If we look, ﬁrst at the data on teacher perceptions, we: can note t

the very close relatxonshlp between the planned and the operatwé curnculum observed m

our diseussion in Chapter 2 is reflected in the high- correlahon coefficient (r = 0. 99) and

" the small dlstance measure (D = 0.48) Similarly our observatlon that, while teachers -

seem relatwely satlsﬁed thh . the: ___fo_\{erall pattern of priorities ' in their
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Table 4.1 i’t'ofi'laACmnpa.r'iaon Data” for Teacher and ‘Student. Perdeptl'ons of

" N

w I

~y - . the Ideal, ‘the Planned, and: the Ogeratwe Curnculum m Eﬂillsh
: Lan vagel - R S :

or ) & U <k 1 . ‘ oo
L o “Tedchers % Wv . Uidfudents
i "7 ¢ 1ldeal ~'Planned, --:":':bperative”.-:_r . .. Tdeal _ Qperative . :
7 Plammedly G Tage - - T 0.99 L e L
, ,Operatwe T o & '(jj-' 0.48 "‘.'['i‘f,- P 2 06 '-'.:,':-7;; - 4
1 i Gorrelanon coeff:.c:.en;s atae entered ;.n;'the ‘t‘able 1n standard type-face,
Hd:.stance meaeures in xtahcs. o . . .
T e ‘ '! . 1 . e r-r«"'_=...~,':‘.‘ . e ’ B : _..

s "‘:program-m-practlce, they pel‘éewe a predlctable shortfall in translatmg the1r ideal mto'
planmng and their planmng mto practlce, is reflected m the reasonably hlgh georrelation '-',;vg

coetfidients between the: videal and the planned‘(r = 0.77) and the 1deal and the operative -

'curnculum (r=0. 71), ‘and the progressxvely larger dlstance measurg (D ='1.76, D = 2.21,
’ respectwely) Stuaents _on the, other hand, as was obser\)ed in Chapter 3, see their

dlsatlsfactxon wlth ‘thé program—m-practlce “as lymg hore with cumculum prlorltles'

than with- level of emphaSIS, ancl this is reflected in: the somewhat lower correlation“' '
coefﬁclent (r= 0 43) and the moderate dlstance measure (D=2. 06) e b

“The Ideal CumcuIUm : - , ,
Flgure 4 1 compares the perceptlons of our teacher sample, represented on the graph by
the unbroken hne, w1th those ‘of our.. student sample, represented on the graph by the

broken hne, on the ideal eurriculum ‘in Enghsh language m ‘the ]umor secOndary school.
" The overall compahson between the two profiles suggests that whlle teachers do tend to

e
' gwe somewhat? more emphasns Jn thelr ideal. currnculum to most of the 1tems mcluded m._

'“"-«~edmng, composxtlon exerclses, mterest—based readmg, re medlal readmg, publxc speakmg,

the profile than do students, there 1s no marked dlsagreement on level of emphasns, s 1s te s
mdlcated by the. compar&tfvely small dlstance ‘measure (D = L 59) The relatwely low

* correlation between the two proflles (r = 0.23), however, mdlcates somewhat smore; i
'dlsagreement or the re”Iatwe emphas:s whlch should be glven to the varlous 1tems

included in the proﬁle. . .
The greatest dlscrepancles oecur on the perceived emphasns which should be given

’ to personal -writing, lntenswe readmg, and .llstemng comprehensnon- with reasonably
'lal;ge dlscrepancles als,or occurrmg on"the desxrable emphasis on reading comprehens:on,'

exXtensive reaﬂmg, and smal group. dxscussxon. In each case teachers gwe these 1tems
substantlally greater emphasns in thelr 1deal currlculum than do students. Students and
teachers are most closely in agreement on the level of: emphasns whlch should be given to._.

andlanguage variety. . A o S R
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X }7' Combarlng the profiles in. terms of OU!' four maJor categorles, we note that there is
reasonably “elosé agreement oetween teachers and students ‘on the ideal curr|culum in
" writing wutn the exceptlon of item 4, personal wrltlng, whxch teachers see as warrantmg
- consnderably greater emphasis in the writing currlculum..l;han do students. This may
'come as someththg of a surprlse to- those who see personal wrltlng asa means of makmg
.~the curt'lculum more” relevant to the needs .and |nterests of ‘stuidents. - Students 'see
shghtly more’ emphasts oit; formal essay wrltlng, and shghtly less emphams on- narratlve
~ and report\wntlng as desnrable in - the ldeal currlculum than .do teachers; but the

]

Ldlscrepancles in eacn case are m|nor. o . .

" The only one. of the four categones glve/nigmeraﬁ—prommence by students
than py teachers in- thelr perceptlons “of . the ideal currlculum is mechamcs, although this
is mainly attributable to the greater lmportance attached by the students to grammar.
This is somewhat surpr|s|ng in view of the largely negative reactlons to . grammar”
exerclses evndent m the class intervnew data, suggestmg thaﬁtthe mgh pnorlty ngen fo it -
in’ the student ‘prqflle is- an lndlcatlon of percexved l'mportance rather than “intrinsic’

mterest. " . :

'l‘he area ol‘ greatest dlsagreement oetween students apd teachers in, the 1deal

"‘cumcululh s read’nng, for, whlle there is quite close. agreement on. the ‘level of emf?hasns _

.-'whlcn should be given to |nterest-based reading and remedial l-eg&ng, “there is almost a
complete reversal of percelved prlontles. Whlle students-give thelr hlghest prxorlty in.
the |deal reading program to |nterest-based read|ng and .remedial readlng, and . thelr'
lowest priority to intensive.reading and reading comprehensnon, teachers glve their..

hlghest prlorlty to extensnve and:intensive’ reading, and thelr lowést prlorlty to remedlal
_readlng. l‘here are qulte large discrepancies between the two groups in their perceptions
: of ‘the idea level of - emphasxs on intensive reading and reading comprehensiofi: in "
partlcular, ang, to- a slightly lesser extent, on extensive readlng. ;
There are cons1derable dlfl'erences too between the two- groups on the emphasns
7;.'7wh|ch should be glven to oral language, althougti- thls ‘appears to be more. a questlon of
-overall emphasns than rrelatlve pr|or|t|es, desplte the close agrgement on the approprlate

,

level .of emphasns on pubhc speaklng and¢ language variety. The greatest dlscrepancles ,
oceur on the importance attached to listening. comprehevfsnon and small group (hscussmn.

Wor e, Lo . - . . L

“"’The Operatl"'v"e-Curriculum RS

. . 50 .
. There is mucll eloser agreement between teachers and students in. the|r perceptlons of,
the operatlve' curriculum in Engllsh language in the: Junlor secondary school” (Flgure 4.2),”
"as is evndenced by the high correlation (r = 0, 82) and the comparatlvely small distance
measure (D = 1 07) between the two proflles.- Thls overall conecurrence |ncreases our

confldence that the plcture emerglng from the data of current’ practlces in Enghsh
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language teaching is'a reasonably aceirate one, 4t least msofar as, the case. s yschools
‘are boncerned although we need to remember “that the proﬁles repre‘s&\t highly -
' aggregated data whicn dlsguuse cons1derable variability i in the perceptions of. both groups.

" ‘Tné O'reatest dlscrepancles oceur on-the percelved emphasxs ngen to- persona“l'.”
writing, formal essay wrltlng, and grammar. Students and teacners are most closely in”
agreement on the vercelved émphasls glven to* small group dlscussmn, n‘arratlve wrmng, .
nand composntlon exercises, although several] other items show qulte hlgh levels of:
agreem ent, in particular publlc speakmg, listening comprehensmn, and 1ntens1ve readmg.

_ Companng the _profiles 1n\ terms of our four, major. categorles, we note that itis the
wrltmg cumculum which produces the greatest dnspanty in the perceptlons of students :
and teachers. Whlle -there is reaSonable agreement ‘on thé' relative’ emphasns given to
narratlve wrltlng, report. wntlng, “and edltlng, there is -a complete reversal in the
perceived priorities placed on formal essay wrltmg and persorial wrltmg. While stydents:-
see formal essay wrztmg as recelvmg the greatest émphass in the wrltmg curriculum,
teachers see 1t ayrécewmg only moderate emphasus, %hlle teachers see personal wrltmg

‘as receiving a mmor emphas15, second only to narratlve wrrt1ng, students see_ 1t as

recelvmg very little emphasw. , L e

w1t is dxtficult to aceount for this reversal in percelved pl‘lOl‘ltleS, partlcularly glven
the general concurrencé of perceptlons in the profile as a whole. .It is true that .the term .’
‘essay' is used rather: broadly in the junior secondary school, and it lS pos51ble that
students use it rather mote loosely than do teachers, but this hardly seems-an adequate
operatlng to any great extent it would show up in the percelved emphasns on narrative
writing rather than in the percewed emphasis on personal wrltmg. "Certainly it is clear
tiat students as a“whole percewe school writing wns” more academic and more remote
from their own thoughts, feelings, andqnterests than da their teachers, and th1s in 1tself
provides cause for reflegtion. = . o ™ ”s.;.: .

" Some mspanty of perceptmn oceurs also in the mechanics category, although th1s
lS mainly focused on the relative 1mportance attached to grammar, which students seé as
recemng rather more "emphasis in the operative curr1culum than their teachers do.
While thlS again may be due to some dlfferences in 1nterpretatlon - students may attach
a ratner broader ianmg to¢the term grammar than their teachers do - one would
expect this to beTreflected in a correspondmg dlfference in perceptlons of th .
importance attached to composntlon exerc;ses, wmch is c[early not the case. It would
appear ‘then. that ‘the dlscrepancy does reflect a genuine dlfference in perceptlon rather
‘thana dlfference of definltlon, although thlS may have played some part. Itis also worth
recalhng that grammar was: ‘one of the 1tems produclng the . greatest varlablhty,
especlally ‘between schools; for both teachers and students, and this may suggest some

Ty

artificiality i in the aggregated means. -
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'I‘he sraading category provndes the area of greatest agreement in teacher and
student perceptlons of Q}e operatwe cumculum, 1n\part1cular 'the marked Slmlla!‘lty in
the shape of the: ‘two proﬁles, with the, student profile prov1d1ng a shghtly more -

accentfuatea versmn of the prlorltles -revealed m the ‘teacher proﬁle. The 1tems seen by J

. both - grpups‘ as recéiving. the greatest emphasns (mtenswe‘ readmg and. readmg o
comprehenslon) are seen by students as recewmg/shghtly more emphasxs than~they are by -
teachers, while .the tems ~seen as’ recemng the least emphasns by both groups
(mterest—based readmg, remedlal readmg, and extensive readmg) are seen’ as’ recenvmg i

_ shghtly less emphasis by ' studehts than thEy al‘e ' by 1 teachers. The plctgre emergmg from
pbth’ proﬁle‘s clearly reflects the dominance of the tradltmnal academlc approach tox_—li

in the. juni’or secondary school, reflectmg 1n turn

hterature in the reading progra
perhaps the downward pressure ofe; )
'I‘here ‘V substantlal agreement too in- the picture emergmg from the proﬁle
. companson of oral language as the poor relatlon in the junior secondary school Enghsh
program, with: ‘students tendmg to see shghtly less emphasns than teachers; although the.
. only maJor dlscrepancy is in the amount of emphasxs glven to 1nterv1ew1ng Agam there
is general coneurrence in the shape-of the tquproﬁlas, With both groups agreemg that
~" most emphas:s in. the oral language. program 1s given to small group.” discussion " and
hstemng comprehensmn, and least:to 1nterv1ew1ng and language varlety R
< 7 It would be mapproprlate to end this comparatlve analysis of teacher and student .'
perceptions of 'the operatwe curnculum in Engllsh language in’ the ]umor secondary: "
school w1thout some: reference to. oetween school dlfferences, both as an |mportant =
element in an overvnew of current practice and as‘a lead in to our mvestlgatlon of style
type dlfferences in Part Two of this report. It will be recalled that in. Chapters 2 and 3.,
use was made of the. mtraclass correlatlon coefficient as a descrlptwe mdlcator of
between school dlfferences in teacher and student - perceptlons of the operatwe
eurriculum. 'l‘hese statlstncs ‘dre compared in Table 4.2. o o
While it will be lmmedlately clear from the table that between school dlfferencesi;"“""'
are on the whole more marked in"the perceptlons of teachers than in the perceptions of
. students - m 1tse1f an mterestmg observatlon - there are lmportant areas of agreement.' o
" 'l‘he clearest d‘lfference between schools m the perceptlons of both teachers and students
s ln the amount of emphasxs given to grammar, with. reasonably clear differences oalso
evndent in the amount of emphasis given to formal ‘essay wrmng, intensive readmg, and o
small group dlscuss10n. The evidence is less clear for between school differences in the
amount of emphasis gwen to drama and role play -and readmg comprehensmn, buJ: the: =~
clear differences in the perceptlons of teachers do receive some support inthe -
perceptions of students. ‘The. reverse pattern appears in the emphasns gwen‘ to
.| -interest-based reading, with between school dlffenences mare evident in‘the perceptlons -
of students, but with some support in the perceptlons of teachers. T

ernal exammatlons in the semor school. .

.




"rable 4.2 Dxfferencea Between Schoole in 'l‘eacher and Student Per:?eptmns ‘of

the' Operative Curnculum m Eiuh Language T o
. b e T 5 .~--\ E _gi ! ',"A ]
o l", ST L R o : Intraclass Obt‘relanon COeffxcxents.
-Item L N 'l‘eechers o o~ Studentp R
Al Narrative writing 'g./; , : Lo e =0.027 0 ’ . 0.10 -
A2 Report writing: e ' -0.010 . - % 0,16 .
A3 Formal essay writmg" o : 0.30 a o 0.2T :
A4 - Personal eriting . o 0.3 T T 00000 L4
A5 Editing @ - W T 0. 00 . e 0406
_Bl_ Gzama; TR T e ,___-_0755-.%»»— —'~.-»’_.\ Q.51 3
B2:.Spelling = i, FONNR P 0.18  ~ T - 0.3
83 Composl.tl.on exercxses : : . 0.63 .. N 6.10 =
- Cl Inten_sl.ve readl.ng. I R T 0.37 - - 037 v
.. C2 -Extensive reading-- =~ = . ' .. 0,11 _ G T 0438
€3 Interest-based reading . - _ - 0419w T 0029 7 0
C4 Remedial reading . v 0,53 0 . - 0,05 .
C5 Readmg compr;ehensfon o B . 0.48. . 0.8
- Dl Small group dxscusexon » o 0..57, oo | L 0.32
. D2 Drama/role-play. | ' S O 7 A . 0.21
D3 Public speaking |~ - 0.42° ; " .0.01

N o © 0438 0,05
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- While it is these. 7;'eas of concurrence between teacher an,d student perceptibns ‘

-D& Interv1ewmg
"P5- Listening comprehe
b6 - ,f.anguage variety

' that are of most interest! to us here, since they give us some grounds for confldence that A

the percewed differences are in fact real dlfferences, there are a:number of 1tems on

-.pwhxch between school dxfferences are quxte evident in the’ perceptton of teachers, but not

"because it keeps cﬁoppmg up .in the datp, ‘the latter because whlle it representsgthe..;.’_'-:

::m the perceptlon of students, and one where ttyeverse pattern apphes, suggestmg*some

qulte 1mportant differences in the teacher and”student experlences of the currxculum.

- Of partlcular 1nterest here are personal wrltmg and composmon exercxses, the formér

largest -between” school difference jn teacher perceptlons that dlfferen;ce remains largely
unpercewed‘by students. As.-we shall see in our discussions of style type dlfferences m »
Part Tw0 of th1s report, there is some ev1dence to suggest that dlfferences in teacher
‘and student perceptnons of the emphasxs gwen to personal writing may be relatéd to
assessment procedures. Since personél writing ‘is less hkely to be assessed, it is
percelved oy students as less xmporta7 and therefore as reéelvmg less emphasis, quite’

' mdependently of the amount of time devoted to. it in the classroom. The digcrepancy

between teacher and student perceptlons of between school differences in the emphasis.
,g'wen to . eomposltlon ‘exercises is less readxly explamed by the data, but the,

.pervasnveness in- most~ classrooms of textbooks-contammg_such_exencxses_suggests_that._
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they might well play a greater part' m the program-m—practxce, at least in’ the student .

o T el o _Some- General Conclusmns

BETA ,;. Ve u‘ v '

When we come to mtegrate into.our analys:s the msrghts derlved from the: mtervnew data
and the content analySes of curnculum documents it becomes more dlfﬁcult to traég _..‘
precnse pam;s of agreément and dlsagreement. liéverthemss 1t is true - to say that
_t_h_ese further s sources of data broadly support the patterns emerging from the grafile
,analybes. and._serve both’ to amplify and to supplement them; and that from- the
accumulated evxdence from ‘different data sources it 1s possrble t,g build up a pxcture of
currentéractice in English language currlculum -in the ]umor secondaqy school that has
. genera alidity, at least insofar as the case, study schools are concerned: :

o Promment in this generahzed plcture are the bormg nature, of much of the work
done m the English language classroom, and the umnspired and umnspmng nature of
much :sehool writing; ‘the dommant role of the ,publlshers of commercial fextl)ooks 1n
determmmg much -of what is done in the English language ‘classroom; the gener l

‘ uncertamty, even confusron, among many Engllsh teachers about what should be done gv
promote meamngful learning in the Enghsh language élassroom, and the downward

\rpressure of publxc exammatlons at the Year 12 level or the requxrements of senior-.

. colIeges on’ the hngllsh language currlculum in the ]umor secondary school, whlch no

jdoubt goes some way towards explammg the predommantly academlc emphasns We have
“noted'i in our prol‘ile eomparrsons, : e E

: Other themes which persxstently recur in the data are the lack of any reference '
‘point in current linguistic theory and : research, a concern with the mechanies of

:."language whlch appears to be largely mdependent of the edltmg process, an almost

.. exclusnve focus on the structural elements of language, Land & general neglect of ‘oral

, language. If, as the lmgulsts msxst and commonsense would dlctate, oral language is the

:_prlmary mode of. language developmertt, 1ts neglect in the ]umor secondary school
curriculum 'may be’ more than simply a fallure to accord xt its due 1mportance, it mayr
also inhibit potential growth in the wiitten mode.” T e : Ca

Whatever way we choose to mterpret these data, however, it is clear that, contrary_ ;_""
to popular belief, tradxtxonal methods are alxve, if not entxrely well, in. the Enghsh

. language currlculum in the junior secondary school. Whether “we applaud this emphasns or’
deplore it, itis clear that if that- other persrstent popular belief that standards in Engllsh
'language are dechmng -a belief whxch, 1nc1dentally, has also been challenged by recent
) evxdence (Bourke et al., 1981) -is to c0ntmue to be held, it seems unhkely that it can

"be sheeted nome to the wxdespread use of tr*ndy new methods in Engllsh language
teaching, or to a dnft away from the so—called 'basncs' . : ':_ v R

e . . . [ P Lo

N l

T L X : 4o ) : ;}3




Nor should these generahzed observatlons be 1nterpreted as an attack, enther overt
'or'unplxed, on hngllsh teachers. lf there is one tlnng to be learned from a study such as
tms it lS tﬁat. f:.nglxsh language curnculum is not- a static. thmg to be.obsertred and neatly
xlefined, but a dynamlc 1nterplay of concerned people. strugglmg to find workable
'solutlons ‘to seemlngly 1ntractable problems. 'A ;-.one of our leadmg phllosophers has

‘ commented in a recent boox on the phllosophy of teachmg.

FERRY

L Itis not my concern to’ allocate blame for thlS state of affa?rs and least of all to
~-.-Joad it on the shoulders: of the English: teacher. ‘Part of the trouble is/that the
. ‘deficiencies of our mass system of education are at\tHeu' most obvious. in such
--- - fielgs- of ~the -teaching- of - Englishi~ Nowhere~is -the-need -for - individual - tuitioniy:-
R ‘fluxdlty in Cirriculum.to suit the varying degrees of’ preparedness of different
‘--'classes ‘of children, the maintenance of freshness and enthuslasm amongst teachers,
: at once more necessary and more difficult t¢’ attain,

Yet the Englxsh teacher /often : finds = himdelf w1th an 1mpossnble' burden”of

‘. ' correction, with unusually. large classes; and is at the same time called; upon to

'undertake wore than his_ fair /share of extra—currlcular activity. It is-'a not

unreéasonable view that the English teacher and the history-teacher should have a

hg’hter ‘burden of formal responsibility than other teachers; the reverse is too

often the cese. In some, educatién systems English teaching is Jhought .of ‘as.

: somethmg which anyone, however ill-prepared, &an- do. Nothmg coille be: further

*.. .. fram the truth. But, excuses and .explanatlons apart, there is no'use pretending

~iT 0 that the teachlng of Engllsh is, at. ‘present, even broadly successful., Pérhaps

greater. clatity: about what is precisely- the English teacher's function may th oW a

: ‘little light on the:reasons for that fajlure - even if, ,}by 1tself, 1t does htt
_ nothmg to reheve it. (Passmore, 1980 36)

- if: thls study does no more than contrlb'ute towards a better understandmg of the.
dlmensmns of .the problem and the resourcés needed to tackle 1t, 1t w111 have served a
useful purpose. -7 - - S SRR
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Cod o Style is the perfection of a point of view. . .
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STYLE AND'I‘HE cugmquhum/ s »,"f{ SR

l‘ne highly generahzed overv1ew and aggregated data w&ich have characterlzed “our
analys:s to date dxsgu:se con31derable differences between- teachers and between schools
s m t,heu' approach to. the English language curriculum in the junior secondary school, and
it is with these differences that we will be .concerned m the second half of this report.
. As was noted- in. the introductory chapter, this study ‘had its orxgins in an earher study, .
Curriculum Style and Social “Ledrni ng: (P.lper, 1979), ‘which attempted to performmfor
the . cumculum in soc1a1 educatxon an overv1ew of _current practice slmllar to that

: attempted in the . present study for the currlculum in Enghsh language. An’ 1mportant
outcome of that study was the development of a typology of currlculum style based on
current practlces in social education in the case study schools.'

‘ The stu&y identified three basic curriculum styles: a“TFype I or eXposnory style, .
with its focus on content, 'I‘ype I, or functional style,- with its foeus on process- .
and a Type I, or’situational style, with its focus on the context in which the learmng
takes place. 'I‘he concept of style 1tself derwes from crltlclsm n hterature and the '
arts,. where it functions as an analytlcal concept for the classlﬁcatlon of the work, the
artist, or the perlod. It is a ubiquitous and hxghly flexible concept. Thus, while style is
essentlally ldlosyncratlc, its 1dlosyncrat1c nature does n* preclude broad classifications
enco‘mpassmg a hign degree of generahzatlon (classlcal, romantic, baroque) Style in th1s
broader sense lS defmed by its focus rather than by the breadth of its-vision or the range
of its concems, and jin aaoptmg the concepf from~cr1t1cxsm in hterature and the arts the

'stuoy also adobgfed t‘t{ls pfinciple of - deﬁmtlon by focus. 7 ' :

' Focus, then, defines the style, but carries with it-no implication of narrbwness or

-exclusweness, or of a lack of concern w1th other curriculum elements. Normally, of .
course, a curriculum will contain all three elements, -and will almost certamly pay some“ f_j
attention to all of them. What distinguishes one style type from another is its selection

.of one of these elements to provxde the prmclpal focus around which the curr1culum is
organized. o o S ‘ ©

While the ev1dence of the case study schools generally conﬁrmed the vxablllty of :

_n basxc typology as.a means of c1assxfymg school . programs in socxal learmng, it was-

f"’that ‘there were marked c'hfferences between’ programs claasmed together under,

the same broad.stylistic type, and that the typology, if it was to- be- useful beyond the .

*1mmed1ate needs of the study, should take account of these  within-style, varlatxons.

Moreover, it became clear that the classification of school programs accordmg to their

basic style types had been principally concerned with -certain structural components of

the' curriculum itself; IWith.‘what could betermed'its formal focus. In_'an'alysing 'School:

s s




-~ Table''5.] = ‘A Classification -of Curriculum Styles. 1n 80c1al Educatxon
: (adapted from Plper, 1979: 92) e

— . . » .
Type a - Type b . . Type ¢
) DEFINITIVE . - INTERACT‘IVE' -~ RESPONSIVE
i (dxscxplxne-focused) (society~focused) (student-focused)-
- Type I - ‘ B . '
EXPOSITORY * * ) . *
(content-focused) e )
Type II . | | "
FUNCTIONAL - L ' * . . X *
(process-focused) ) " T
)
. Type III o _ S
e SITUATIONA‘L“ T T e e T H""-_“W‘“_j"_"" e .*“ T *T—
(context-focused) - . ST e .

o N iy

~

programs in soclal education {came clear that as well as this structural or formal
focus there u’tas also a focus’ é:n/:erned with the derwatlon or source af the cumculum,
wmch could be termed its generic focus: a concern with elements lymg outside itself
which provided it with its Justlﬁcatlon and substance. Thus it was common for a
curnculu;n or progrgm to focus on a school 'sub]ect' or academic 'dlSCIPI.Ine' and to take ‘
4 1ts ]ustlﬁcatlon ‘and substance t‘rOm ‘the body’ of knowledge associated wnth that subject B
‘or discipline. Alternatwely, a currlculum could focus on the 'real' world, derlvmg its
Justlflcatlon ahd substance from elements of that real world such as the soﬁ ify or the_ )
environment. Yet. again, a currnculum could take as its focus /the 1eame?“,jij>ﬁg ts .
Justlﬁcatlon and substance from the needs ‘and interests of the individual student or
' :;grOup of students. ™ ' B -
o It also became clear that this generic focus cut across the fo\n
= another d1mensxon w1th1n which currlcula could be differentiated. These observations led
. to the development of an’extended. typology which postulated three further currlculum
styles - a Type a, or definitive style, with. its focus on the subject or the dlsctplme‘ o
a l‘ype D, or interactive style, with its focus - on the society; .and a Type o oré‘
responswe style, with its focus on the learner - oceurring withm each of the- basxd‘?
o style types. The extended typology thus 1dent1f1ed nine specific style types classmed
' accordmg to both thell‘ formal, or structural, focus and their generlc, or derlvatlonal
focus (Table 5.1).. - L e ~"
As might be expected, it was. not ‘uncommon - to ﬁnd some ‘mixture of styles,
‘ expeclally where the unit - of- classmcatlon was the School's total program in. soclal
edueation. Some of these 'mlxtures' occurred essentlally within one of- the basic style .
types, others occUrred across the ba81c types, but within one of the generlc types;- whlle

al focus, prov1d1ng




R *
mthers involved mixtures along both dlmensmns of the typbologyt ‘One way of approachmg
the problems ot‘ classification created by these various mlxtures was to set- up extra ‘
~categories in the, .typology to accommodate them. Another approach involved classifying
programs ‘in terms of the speclﬁc style types contributing to the 'mlxture' While this .
“created dlfﬁcultles in practlce when ‘dealing with the whole school as the unit of
.analysis, it had declded advantages in the claSsnﬁcatlon of programs where the mdlvxdual .

classroom was the unit of analysis. : SRR

i 'I‘ne virtue of the typology as & means of classlfymg school programs in soclal ,
educatlon lies in its simplicity, its ﬂexlblhty, and 1ts grounding in: the actual practnce of
the case study.schools. Not surprlsmgly, as a result of the study, questlons were raised
--about. the usefulness-of-the- typology as an-analytical-and- classificatory-device -for-areas---
of the -curriculum other than sociat educati'on, and investigating its applicability.to the

English language curriculum was mportant consideration in the design of the present

L4
0

study.

Curriculum Style and English Language

It is temptmg to begin our exploratlon of the appllcablhty of the cbncept of curriculum
style to the curriculum in Enghsh language with a cons1deratlon of the changlng ideas
‘about language and language learning discussed in Chapter L Certamly there are
parallels to be’ drawn ‘between shlftmg models of language and language learmng over the
‘past three decades and the style types as 1dent1f1ed m the social education curr1culum'~
"and these are mirrored in the differences between the old-style and new-style curr1culum
Sb, tqo, John Carr's three categorles
’ggest tempting parallels w1th ‘the .

documents as “identifi ed by ChI‘lStle and Rothel
-of textbooks/materlals for English language study'«
three basic style types as  we have outlined’ them above. In a recent paper on child *
language development Frances Chrlstle has summarlzed the relevant hngulstic research

ina way Whlch 1nv1tes equally tempting comparrsons

One such boay of research whlch emanates from the Umted States has been
developed by, a group of psychologists “and psycholinguists "all more or less
methodologically indebted . to Chomsky, whose approach to hngulstlc sf‘udy has
tended to cancentrate on the structure of language. A second area L of resedrch has
been develo\ned by Halliday whose linguistic theory is primarily “eoncerned with ]
. language function. The third area has been deyeloped by a-group of sociolinguists
" mainly in the States whose interest is -in- exammmg language as a social
phenomenon, as -a mamfestatlon of part1c1pat10n in . social relatlonshlps and
events (Chrlstle, 1979:23) - o o :
: - '\ﬂ—-\ ' '
Whlle such d1vers10ns are tempting, however, and wou;gﬂfdoubt be interesting in
the llgnt they might shed on'the conflicting pressures bearing down on the Engllsh
language curriculun, the strength of the concept of curriculum style and the typology

der1ved from . it lies m their, -firm groundmg m currlculum practlce rather than in

55 .




~ eurriculum theory. Moreover, one of the most lmmedlately obvnous features of most
teachers' dxscussion of their practice ‘in the taped interviews collected during the present
study is the absence of any thebretical reference pomt, although we must take care not

] eto overlook. the unconscious ideological and epistemological assumptions whlch determme

wir
AT

.

inuch of what teacners do and how they perceive what they do, and the comphcated

relatlonshlp these bear to the confllctmg 1deas and pressures impinging on their practice

from outside. Before going on to our consideration of practice, however, there are a
number of problems and issues related to the application of the typology to the Enghsh g

language area ‘of the cumculum which it is 1mportant at th:s stage, if not to resolve, at

least to raise.

-.series of issues revolving around the initial. d1ff1eulty that laniguage is more than subject
Engllsh ‘and subject Enghsh is more than language. This in turn mvolves a consideratlon
‘of the role of literature in 8 _study devoted to English language learmng- the role of
drama- and the role of what has come to be known as ‘language across ‘the curriculum'.

The first of these issues, the role of literature in ‘the: study, is a difficult one to -

resolve. Engllsh as a discipline has always been somewhat sch1z0phremc (Wilson, 1964;

Bullock 1975) While it has usually maintained that a relatlonshlp existed between its
llterature -strand and-its language and, it has always beenﬂ careful also to maintain a,

. "_?'”Ehe first of “these problems concerns the boundarles of the studyr and mvolves a

e

distinction between them; and e the newer Engllsh syllabu.ses and guidelines may.

~* have blurred thiis distinction with their increased emphasis on language, it is nevertheless

clear that somethmg of it still remains. A similar problem oceurs with drama. Where it
is seen as a separate subject: in the currlculum (as dlstmct from a component in the
literature strand of subject English) it seems to be taught in the main by teachers from.

" the Engllsh department and to be perceived as an elective within that department, and

while it is clearly relevant to language development, it is my 1mpressxon that, at-least m

the case study schools its principal focus is hterary and/or theatrlcal In pract1ce it; has ,

been unpossnble to draw clear boundarles, as will have already been eV1dent ft:om the

first part of this report; and while the study has*tried to keep its focus on language -

learmng, lt has been necessary at times to accept the fact that in currlculum research'"

1)
clear distinetions are not always possible.

A somewhat -dnfferent problem is posed by 'language across the cumculum‘ An_

lmportant part of the thrust of the new ideas on language and language. learning
impinging on the school curriculum has revolvgcl p,ggund the role of language in learmng,
_ across all subjects, not s1mply reviving the much earller dictum that ‘every teacher 1s a
teacher of English' but addmg the perhaps more 1mportant insight that every teacher isa
teacher in English. Clearly this’is a thrust that the study could not afford to lg'nore,
* but clearly too the extent to which it has been possible to take it into account has been
_limited by the resources available. In practice the study has .. focused its-attention
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“the termlnology and to rely on the numerlcal and alphabetlcal classifications as deflned

"_."iby focus. o % 1 : v

' on which the typology of currnculum style was developed.

. hlstorlan") it would appear to be a good deal more. dlfﬁcult to apply such a dlstlnctlon to.

princlpally on teachers of subJect Engllsh less by design than by necessnty, although
where schools have had a 'language across- the curriculum' poliey in .operation this has

. been an important target of the 1nvest1gatlon. Such, mstances however are regrettably

rare; perhaps surprlsmgly so ‘given the currency the _concept has had in educatlonal

thlnklng over the past decade or more.
Another set f problems is rajsed by the termlnology used in the typology to

- identify:style t“yp -While it seemed at the time of writing up the earlier study that

terms like 'interactive functional' communicated the’ esence of the style type more
%l‘fectlvely ‘than -the rather clinical 'Type oo, it has become apparent in subsequent

- discussion that man_y of the terms chosen .to 'name' the style types have dlfferent

communication. leen this experience, plus the fact that terms like 'functional’ and
's1tuatlonal' have speclal hngunstlc connotations not altogether compatlble with thelr'
1ntended meanings’ lﬁ the typology, it seems wise for the time being at least to abandon

oob
“ 2

These hoWever are largely operational problems, matters of procedure rather than te

'conceptuallzatxon. More important are a series of issues arising from the nature of ..

hngllsh langtiage learnlng, and in particular from an important distinction to be drawn
between the*nature of Engllsh language as a subJect of ‘study, and the nature of the.
subjects commonly found in the: soclal area of the’ currlculum, which provxded the basns g
The latter have traditionally been defined in terms of: & body of. content (the
French Revolutlon, Urbanlzatnon, Unemployment), whlch lmphes a body of knowledge to

P

pe” acquired, whereas English language has tradltlonally been deﬁned lI’l terms of.

' processes (sentence constructlon, paragraphing) which imply a set of skills to be acquxred

or oeveloped. Thus . while it ‘was relatlvely straightforward in. the social area of the
cumculum to- distinguish between style types on the basis of the relative emphasns'

placed on the acquisition of knowledge (how much hlstory has the student learned") and

on fhe development of skills (how well has the student developed the skills of the,"

17

+ the English language currxculum.

While the problem may well be more semantic than conceptual, it requires a good
deal more teasing out of our deﬁnltlons of style type than appeared to be necessary in
the earlier study, and in- particular a good deal clearer understanding of what ‘we mean by

‘eontent' and what we mean by 'process'; and, for that matter, what we mean by-'skills'.

Is there, for example, a way of vnewmg skllls as content ‘whieh is dnfferent, in. some ’

-substantlve way, from- a way of v1ewmg skllls as process" "Certainly some: .such

distinction would seem to: be ,implied in some of the" newer English curriculum
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_documents. In their analysis of the New South .Wales cumculum documents, for

L-’l..example, Christie and othery refer to . f_;' E L el

a ‘eonception of 'jghsh, not as a body of knowtedge, but as a set of langxage skllls i
- talking, llstenln 'readlng, and wrltlng (Chrlstle and Rothery, 1979: :219) SR

'-f__fand, a little later, tor-

an emphasxs on Eng ish as active pursuxt or process, so that developing co’mpetenc’
7is to be measured ih ability to do thin (e.g. 'ablllty to wrlte to a purpose' or*‘
'ability to read effic ently')’ (op. cit.:221) % , :

This would not seem \to be too far remoVed from the dlstlnctlon Bruner draws in

: _,,relatlon to the cumculum i sclence. L

The sehoolboy learnin physlcs isa phySlclSt and it is easier for him to learn .
. physies behaving like d physicist than doiag something else. The 'something else'

} usually involves the task of mastering what came to be- called at Woods Hole a
'middle language' - classroom  Hiscussions and textbooks that talk about the
conclusions in a field of  intellectual lnqulry rather than centerlng upon the mqulry
itself. (Bruner, 1960:14

PR A

¥ "~
_ and, elsewhere, more generall;é\» < e : -

- In none of what we have Scl'lbed thus far is there anythlng hke memorlzanon or .
performing a particular repertory . . « Rather, what'seems to be: at ‘work in:a-good -
problem-solving ‘performance' is some underlying competence in using the

) operations of physics or whatever, and the performance that emerges from this
\ .competence may never be the same on any two occasions. ~What is ledarnt is

competence, not partlclﬂar performances. (Bruner, 1974: 126 7)4\

'y

The reference to 1nqu1ry raises another 1nterestmg pomt in relatlon to style type
dlfferences in social educatlon. The process of lnqulry is ndt only a process to be leamed
(the: inquiry metnod), . 1t is also a rocess e{ learmng, a process whereby knowledge is

-'*-"acqulred' ‘and moreover, sqﬁhe argument goes, the *knowledge galned through inquiry is ..

bbth more meaningful and more memorable because it has been generated by the-student:
rather than by the teacher. The’ dlstanctlon befween a Type I, or content—focused “style
and a Type I, or process-focused, styte is thus not so much in the lmportance they attach
to knowledge as an _outcome of .leat.;mng as in the way in whlch that knowledge is
acQulred. v o .

. This- suggests that in looklng for; style type differences we mlght do well to look =
-closely at’ assumptlons about-the nature -of learmng, as well .as at, .the more overt .
‘realizations of these ‘assumptions in curriculum practice. To put it another way, the
crucial dlstlnctlon may be not so much the traditional one between process and product, .
'as between a view of learning which dlstmgunshes between the two and a view of learnlng

‘ wh,gch sees them as 1nd1st1ngunshable. Perhaps it is a similar point that Christie and
v»Rothery are ‘making when ‘they comment, in theu\crlthue of the new wave of Engllsh
currlculum documents, that - '
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Itisa posslble measure of uncertamty about directions. m English teactnng that the ’
two terms:'skill' and 'art' are used varlously, sometimes within the same State. It is
surely important to clarify whether we do see our language activities as concerned
with skills or arts, for the implications for our own teachlng practices are
considerable. The one implies some kind of expertise to"be acquired and practised,
| the other suggests the development of inner capacities or potentlal. (Cﬁrlstle and
‘\ Rothery, 1979 203) SRR o
- : . e
What then are the 1mphcatlons of th1s for the problem with which we started, the
apph'cabmty of the basic typology to the English language eurriculum? What mlght be
mean by a v1ew of language as ‘content"’ To start W1th, it might adopt a stl‘uctural view
of language, and see language learning pr1nc1pa11y in- ter’ms of the mastery’ of ‘structures
.and. .th\e _rules. governing those structures. _In linguistic_.terms, it _might be a_good deal .
more concerned with the syntactic aspects of language than with the semantic aspects'
_This is t to suggest that the semantlc aspects would.be ignored, but rather that they
would be subordlnated to the- prlnclpal task of mastering the mechanies of language. .
John” Ca!\r‘s analysis of the v1ew ‘of language underlying the: tradltlonal language skills

textbook 'quoted in Chapter 1 mlght be seen as exempllfymg a view of language as

content‘. | -,_., .
) LA v1ew of language as ‘process‘ on the other hand, might opt an operatlonal v1ew
of language, and see language learmng pr1nc1pa11y in terms of meaning and purpose. In .
hngulstlc térms, it mlght be a good deal more concérned with the semantlc aspects of
language than wnth the syntactlc aspects. Again this s not” to suggest that
syntactlc/strUctural elements would be ignored, but rather that they wotxld be:
subordlnated to the prlnclpal task of meamng—maklng, that they would be seen as means
to an : “end, rather than as ends in themselves. James Brltton might be seen as

exemphfylng a\wew of language as 'process’ when he writes: :

. Putting thls at its simplest, what children _use language for in school must be ...
v ‘operatlons‘ and not 'dummy runs'.: They must continue to use it to make sense of
the world: | they must practise language in the sense in which a doctor ‘practises’
medicine and a lawyer 'practises' law, and not.in the sense in which a “juggler.
'practises’ & new trick before he performs it. This way. of working does not make
difficult things easy: what it does is make them worth the struggle. ‘It is, of.
‘eourse, subﬁect to a good deal of criticism:- it has been called 'language learnlng by
osmosis’, or \‘learmng by soaking' and the like. Teachers need to defend themselvesj
against such criticism in two ways: in theory, by insisting that learning is an

. evolutionary \process in which the fullest possible development at any stage is the
* best preparation for ensuing stages; and in practice . . . by ensurlng as far as they °
" can that the'operations undertaken by their puplls offer génuine challenges, and

result in the extensxon and deepemng of thexr experience. (Brntton, 1970: 130)

It is of course posslble to vnew language as. havmg both structure and process and to
move systematlcally, or more hkely somewhat uneasily, between the two, and there is
evidence from the ‘data already presented that a good many tgachers find themselves,

' eonsciously or unconsci_ously, in this position.. lt is evident too that for many of gthem

e
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this.creates a tension in their practice, a tensxon Whlch they frequently farl to resolve to
their own satlsfaction . , "
. Where, then does this leave us in relatlon to the typology of curr1cu1um style and
1ts appllcablhty to the curriculum - in I-;nglxsh language" While it would be premature to
leap in too. hastxly on the basis of the purely theoretlcal exploratldn undertaken so far,
f’the:‘e is® at least .some prima facie evndbnce to’ suggest that the typology could provide
;a.viable means of classifying currlcula in Enghsh language education. and a useful device .
for analysing them. ’I‘he reader will no doub} have noted that ounanalysus to date has
said nothing of the Type I, or context-focused, style. Is there a view of language as
»__'context' or. more sensibly language 'in context!, which is dlfferent in some substantwe
way to the two views identified above" We will put aside this questlon for the moment,
but return to it later in the chapter. ‘First we will take a detalled look at the language
programs in sub]ect English of two, schools which have been classified on the basis. of the
_study as exhibitidg a Type I and Type II style respectively. It should be emphasized that
these classmcatlons are based on actual practices in thé case study schools themselves,
not on the ‘more theoretlcal positions explored above, and it is on its applicability .to
actual practice that the: v1ab111ty of the typology as a device for classxfymg currlcula in
English language must stand;st fall. -

::{ s
',;

Bnguage as Content A Type | Style (Case Study 1)

Our. first case study is the language program m sub]ect Enghsh in a relatwely new "
‘(opened 1973) high school in Melbourne's expanding outer eastern suburbs. The area from
which the sehpool draws its students 1s predominantly upper workmg class/iOWer middle
_class, and the school‘}xas a substantial number of students from migrant backgrounds .
" The language progra n subJect English has two basic aims: ﬁrstly to ensure the
acqu-xsntlon of basic hmgacy skills by all students, and secondly to 'extehd the student
beyond. baSIc hteracy sklllsand develop more abstract skills.'

1

" ~The balance between: °these two types of aims’ wall alter accordmg o, the level at .
",’ “ which the. subject is being taught. In years 7 and 8 the emphasns should be on'the . -
%= aequisition of basic skills with some extension beyond tHese. Extension of" -basic.

X sk‘ﬂls should receive progressive emphasxs in years 9 and 10 and become almost the

- en}.xre focus by years 11 and 12 - } . : _

4
- -

- 1Y ’core acthtles' to be pursued)-n achi'eving these aims in Years 7 to 10 are, im ,tj’
’ - ‘ ) R . ) : , o Q
é‘&atwe wntlng (a big emphasm o his') . T
. A% . .
reises: spelhng, vocabulary bulldmg

ammar exercises 'almed at glvmg each child mastery of specified grammar
. :

A L
"e
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Language as Process. ‘A Type II Sgyle (Case StlLy 2)

! again a big émphasig on this' | T
- comprehension exercises - . - I T

- a study in detall of the set novels o ‘_ e

* While: there arg clearly dlfferences in the way these reqmrements are mterbreted

di d1fferent teachers, it does appear ‘that . they are largely followed by the English’

\partment although not* without some doubts The school is hlghly conscious of the

\pgrformance of its students at the external Higher School Cert1f1cate examlnatlon lnb

Ye\ar 12 and, desplte the fact that only about 20 per cent of students actually go on- to’

attempt thls hurdle, much of what is done in the junibr secondary curriculum reflects .

“-thn “eoncern.- -Teachers-see-jt-as-a ma;or responsxbxhty of-the- Jumorsecond'ary school to—

ensure that those who do go on are properly equipped to do so, and they ‘are’ aware that
bothi parents and the wider community ~will _]udge thCll' performance largely on this

criterion. . - . -
' .- . ‘ »

"

Our se%ond case study is the language program tn sub]ect English in a hlgh school in the
southe suburbs of Canberra. The school drawsits students from a wide soclo-economlc
spectru and, ‘as wnth other high' schools in the Austrahan Capltal Territory, caters for* «

_studen in school Years 7 to 10, w1th students ‘moving on,to separate 3enior colleges for

Years 1 _and 12. - The language program in subject Engllsh .in our Type Il case study

 sehool hAS evolved over a number of years in an effort to prov1de a curnculum more -
. genumely approprlate to the varled needs and 1nterests ot‘ the students than was seen to' '

' 1nterest. | e

be offered by more t.radmonal approaches, and it is stul evolving, partly as a result of -
ongoing e\}aluatlon of program elements by both students and staff, partly as a result of
changes o staf‘f brmgmg ‘with them new perspectwes, new 1deas, and new areas “of
Perhaps the most dlstmctwe feature of the program is its organization mto
semester umts offering a varlety of course options. Students choose one from among six :

or seven umts offered each semester, each taken by a different- member of the English

faculty. ‘While there is some counselling of students on their selectlon of approprlate
units, there A no compulsnon. Course units are framed partly on the, basis of” 1dent1f1ed ‘
ne_ed_s,'.partly on particular staff lnterests, and are. orgamzed around themes (e.g
Alive!; Discovering the - Australian Character), genre (e.g. Scignce Fiction;

r ‘ ' Music)} iden'tified needs (e.g. 'Everyday English" DeveIOpingv -

'61 '
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still having 'tihsic-'English'); a belief in language development as an active pursuit',
'learned in use; . and certain common elements the most 1mportant of which ate ]ournal
writing, planned assignments, and the readmg perlod A part of each 75 mlnute period -
usually the first 10 or 15 minutes - -is set asxde for student wrltlng in the1r private -
]oumal While this wrltlng may be shared with™ the teacher, w1th parents, or with peers;
there is no compulsnon to do so. Apart trom checking that the wrltmg 1s bemg done,
. teachers do not read or dssess the wr1t1ng in the journal unless invited to do so by the ‘
student Each student is also, expected to prepare two or Jthree ma]or assngnments ‘per
semester, usually on a noyel or collection of short storles. Common asngnment sheets
_-providing for_both. individual. and _group work. have been. prepared for_each_ year. level,- "
although the xndmdual teacher is' at, hberty to substlfilte or vary these as he/she sees
fit. Usually one perlod per week is set aside as a pr1vate reading period, usually glven"
over - to reagding: related to the semester unit” but sometimes used to encourage
interest-based reading, - . .. - . Ot
While the school 1s .not sub]ect to the downward pressure of an” external -’

.

e’ ¢o 'gxolls of the expectatlons of the senior colleges and

A

examlnatlon, teache A\

Ases.sment ptoce ki f:
level,4 although .'sg‘h

; : ‘ ._" » ‘
T, e.Ha’vg"Type i Style?

Tm_ ite we have smd httle of the thu:d bas1c style type 1dent1ﬁed in the earlier study: ‘a
Type I, or context- focused ,,style. Context of course has always had a part in Engllsh
language study. 'I‘he.matlc dpproaches are ln part at attempt to provide a meaningful

. context for: language learmng, and hterature has long prov1ded a context for language
stua"y even in- tradmonal programs- although it 1s worth notmg that some more recent

) 'approaches have’ taken the idea of language in the context of hterature a good deal

' further In all of these programs however context seems more related to the source of
the matertal used in language learmng than to the way m whlch the learmng takes place.. .
It -pr /y"des‘an element in the total program rather -than the focus for the- program.‘

' .l‘ypﬁcally the major, focus of such, programs is hkely to be the content or the process of .

’:_ :the leamlng, or perhags a mlxture of the two. We returnto the questlon raised earher in

% our ‘discussion:. Is there a view of language. as-'context', or more sens1bly language '1n-’
azontext' which is dlfferent in some substantive way to the two views already identified?
Two programs ‘from - the case study schools deserve Sel‘lOUS consideration as candiddtes

for such a élas51f1catlon. _ .

s,




"1 anguage Across the Currlculum (Case Study 3)

1-.1".-3"'
Language across the currlculum is an ‘obvious dandldate for consideration &s a
context-focused program, and while it seems to be more enshrined in policy than

in practlce in most schools we do have a case study school that has made. .,
F R v‘,-.

= .. considerable efforts to. translate pohcy 1nto actum. . :0-_";, Coale

. -;-‘..
Our thmd case study is a large hlgh school in Sydney's Western suburbs. It is
sﬂu%}ed m a predominantly workmg—class area, and a 51zeable proportlon of 1ts
students -are from- mlgrant bagkgrounds. The school has a number of 1nt7erest1ng :
language programs in_operation,_ but_for_the moment we_are.con¢erned with-its— -
? efforts to 1mplement a language across the curriculum polr3y. The program 1s ‘

e du‘ected by a broadly—based .committee. chaired by a member of the science

faculty, which may in part ac'count for its acceptance. The com mittee puts out a
monthly Language Bulletin which, as well as. providing summary discussion of issues”
related to the role of . language - in learning across the qurrlculum, highlights a
"language objective for the month'. While the committee members are the first to'
admit that their success has been limited, they believe they are maklng some

meadway. | L
‘ ' -
2 E ge in a leultlcultural Context (Case Study 4)

v

"Our fourth case study isa medlum'-smed hlgh school in Sydney‘s inner city area. It
is situated in-a working class agea, with a'very large intake.-of students from
migrant backgrounds (in the words. of a recent. school ‘magazine, 'try to spot the
Ausle‘) - The school runs language programs in subJect English, Enghsh asa Second
Language, Initial Migrant Engllsh and Remedlal ‘Reading, and_ has initiated a
reading-across-the curriculum program w1th varying degrees of ,success across the
subject departments. of partlcular 1nterest here is the school‘s efforts to 1ntegrate N
these prog'rams to ‘permit maximum ﬂex1b1hty in caterlng for the 1ndmdual needs
‘ of students “and in- partlcular the. development of parallel courses in subJect Enghsh
.and Enghsh as a Second Language to allow ﬂex1b111ty of movement from one to the
other, demonstratxng a degree of co-operatlon and hard-won consensus that would.
e appear to be relatlvely rare. . ' '

' 'Clearly both of these programs have a clalm for consnderatlon asa context—focused

_ style. Certalnly the Language Across the Curriculum program of Case Study .3 1s

-",_,context—related, and the - multl-strand language program of Case Study 4is certalnly

_"context-sensmve._ But is thlS the same thing as saying they are context-focused" Should -
‘we perhaps be seemg the focus of the Language Acro
- concem wnth the context of. the disciplines and more

e Curriculum program less as a )
a concern with the role: of -

language in learnlng, seeing it perhaps more appropnatel' as a speclﬁc style type w1th1n

,a - 63 .. 66
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the broad categor'y of ‘Pype II, or prooess—focused styles" Should we perhaps be seelng it ‘

- asa program at’ all, jb}ts own rlght Tather than as"a langu'&ge pohcy related to a variety
of programs in which it is dlfferentlflly lmplemented" Slmllarly with the multl-strand .
language program of- Case Study 4. Is lts sensitivity to context more approprlately seen’ ®
as a response ‘to student needs _and should’e perhaps be more concerped with the
speoiflc style characterlstlcs of the component :ﬁ-‘ograms" Sdch :an #proh would lead
- to a mlxed style clussnfncation, and it is dlfflc to escape the conclusion’ th'_at“such‘a' .

' classxfloatlon would be; more approprlate. ' S o

We return ta our earlier questlon. Is there a v1ew of language as 'oontext‘ or
language i cqntext' “whieh :is "different in~ some substanhve way to the two™ views -
already identified and would Justlfy classnflcatlon as a dlstlnctlve style type" So far’ as'-
‘the schools lncluded in- the present study are qoncerned our answg sto thlS questlon must
re‘mam unresolved. Luckily however we do have another source of data to which we can '

~ turn inf our quest for an answer, nam.ely the Curriculurn’ Development Centre’s Language
Deve10pment Pro;ect, brlefly descrlbed in Chapter 1." Our next casé study summary
moves outside the schools involved in the’ 'study to look brlefly at one of the elght

prOJBCts whlch go to make up the national Language Development Pr Ject. o

The CDC/ACT Lan'guje Development Project (Case Study 5) _
~ The ‘CDC/ACT Language Development Project. is concerned w1th the promotlon of
chlldrens oral language capacltles in school Years § to 8. ‘By combmmg a-set of
' concepts dern?ed from . socxo-hngu)stlc theory with the view of language and language -
learmng emanatlng from. Phase I of the Language Development Proyect the CD‘C/ACT'
‘team has developed a model of oral language learmng which has gunded lts experlmental
| and, developmental work in schools. - The central, feature of _this model B a view ‘of
IAnguage developmenl whlch sees languagg as a part of - growth leamed in lnteractlon
w1th others, guage competence as the abnhty to use 'language in a varlety of contexts
for a vanety of purposes, and successful language teachmg as the’ provns;on of Creative
learmng sntuatlons in which children can use language in & variety of contexts for a

,varlety of purposes. : This model is summarlzed in Figure 5.1. = = .+ .~ .
"Ot partlcular importance té our purposes here xs the strong emplﬁsls the model.
places on soclal interaction: - = T . “-“i‘ _ wrt
Y ' ' AR

e The view of chlld lzmguage development suggests that langllagé ;s learned m'
. . interaction with others to serve 'lmportant needs - soclal needs, personal needs,
learnmg needs. (Flynn andOSavage, 1980a"2) o C
and on context. . . e
Ifsmg language successful.ly involves effectlve use of language in, relatron to .
different contexts and purposes. That is, it involves respondmg to the demands and
needs of a glven contexl. by using Language approepriate to the context. (loc. cit.)

i
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'I‘he implications of this for practnee are 'that T e . o

te teacher's role is (1) t6 understand the nature of language var1ety i@ (ii) in ‘the
light of that knowledge ‘to. create a varlety of sxtuatlons through whlch to foster
talklng and listening . (op.-cits3) . . . '

. These emphases would suggest that in the CDC/ACT Language Development' )
Pro;ect we have a v1ew of language whlch, whlle% owes a good ‘deal to the growth
model, differs’ from it in a subStantwe way, and that difference lies prlnclpally in the
central role it gwes to context. Context is of course an important concérn of, the grthh, i
model. What the C’DQ{%CT Language Development Project model has done is to shxft it
" to centre stage, -and- if it is recﬂ!ed that -our definition of style type is based: on focus ’
rather than on the range or nunm of eomponent elements, we are [ behewie ] rf:ed in-
answermg_our_questlon Adn the _affirmative. -YES, . We. “do. haVea a_.__.'l‘ype lH,_or
context—focused, style, at least in theory; and “while"- that style may not yht be’
widespread in school practlce, it does°have its reflection in .the .pra%xce of the piect's .
teacher ‘network, as w111 be demonstrated in the profile" compamstms to bé exammqi in
the next chapter. ' % ok
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CHAPTER 6 o I
i  STYLETYPE AND LANGlJAGE LEARNI:?G_‘;',,-:.’.-._ . R
In the prevxous chapter we 1dent1f1ed three programs as’ exemphfying basnc style@ype .
differences in their approach to-the English language curriculum in the junior sec0ndary .
school. the language program in subject English in. Case Study S'chool 1, which was ’
;dentlﬁed as exempllfylng a Type I, or content-focused, style; the language program int
subJect l:.ngllsh in Case Study School 2, which was identified as exemplifying a Type 1I, or
process-focused style; and the CDC/ACT Lang'uage ‘Development Projects which was’
identified as exempllfymg a Type III, or context—focused, style. In thls chapter we will
__,be comparmg teacher ‘and.. student .perceptions-of.. currlculum emphases in.- these-three;;-;é
programs for the . hght they may throw ‘on gle ,type ccharacteristics ‘and the
approprlateness of th ‘typology as a devxce for cla’/lfylng English language currlcula. '
_course be fool&sh to generahZe on the basis of individual case stud1es,"-

partlcularly si,n some gfém% e program. in any school -.indeed any classroom -
are "bound to,eldn }Eﬁeﬁrtheless, it is gyorth emphasizing that the case
_ studies - 718 mpllfy style' types were ch&n .only after the exploratory
- inypst ) f rograms in Engllsh language in 25 .case stutly schools .spread across.
ef: v'd 'I‘errltorles”and the detailed xnvestlgatlon of the programs: in eight of

, i Lé’and .can’- therefore lay some clalm to’ representmg typical program
: Bu't: il mg hypotheses based on a good deal of 1nvest1gatlon and evidence related to
'in the -case’ §tudy sclgdols Provided this is kept in mmd there is much to be' .
ﬁarned from a closer mspectlon of style type dxffet'ences as they arg. exemphfled in our f

A

AL < . . )
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. : - A' The Basw Style \ ¢ )_. -
The relevant data on proﬁle ‘comparisons of perceptlons of curr1culum emphases ln%ér
1deal, the plannéd, and the . operatwg cu‘l'rlculum in our three sample programs are' A
summarized. in Table 6.1." It is. clear from these data that style type diff&rences are
perceived by ﬁpyhoteachers and- students and are evident in perceptions of the’ 1deal -
cumculum as .well as in perceptlons of the planned ‘and the operative c,urrlculu
suggesilng that such dlfferences are. more tyn just dlfferences in practlce, and_involve *.
dlfferlng perceptlons of goals and values also. P

Curlously, student differences are more apparent in perceptlons of the. 1dea1
eurriculum than in perceptlons of the operatwe currlculum, at least in relat;ve emphaSIS

(r =-0. 18 r= 0 50 respectwejy), although:h&aa}n level of et "‘is (D = 1.97, D = 2.28
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Table 6.1 Sunnagx of Profxlg Comparxson Data for' Three Egglxsh Lan uage
Programs Ident;fxed ‘as ExemplequgrBaaxc Style Type. Dxfferences

1...1‘?\ £ — - - - : -
. /11 ~1/111 . IIfIin . It T/IIL In/iin
Teachers Ideal 0.17  -0.55 ° 0.25 i 306 3.60 2,26 -
Students Ideal'. - g 70418 - - T W 01,97 - - s
Teachers Planned ~*° : "0.10  -0.61  0.17 347 . 3,75 72,71
Teachers Operative 0.13  -0.54 0.12 3.41 - 3.74 T 2.84
Students Operative 0.50° . - - S 2.28 . - -
Co - Ty B
"c)‘d

: respectwely) Teacher dlfferences, on the other hand _are more apparent m the planned
and the operative cumculum than the 1dea1, which is more in line w1th what we mtght

: expect, ‘at least ‘on the basis_of the earlier study (Ptper, 1979 70), although not markedly
i . As we have argued prevnously, however, it is differences in perceptions of the
. operative curnculum that are of most relevance to a concept of curriculum style based -
‘on actual practtce, and it is on these dlfferences that we w111 be focusmg our’ attenﬂon in'
" this chapter, begmmng w1th the perceptions of teachers in our three case study programs .

(thure 6.1). : T

emphasxs quite clearly to formal essay wrltmg, with some emphasl&on narratwe wrt_' %ﬂ 1:
and personal writing, and least emphasis on report writing and editing. Mechﬁe ics pla ;
'-an important part in the program-in-practice, particularly composltton: ex)ercxses and . L
g'ramruar. The reading program has a heavy erhphasis on reading comprehension and the
intensive readmg of set books, ‘with some ﬁ;nphasxs on extenstve -and interest-based

reading, and little or no emphasm on remed1a1 readmg The pro in oral language .
gives some emphasis to public speaking, . relatwely minor emp ..to small group
discussion and llstemng comprehensnon, and little or no emphasis to and role-play,’

mtervnewxng, or language vaﬂety. .

 -The language program in subject Enghsh in Case Study School 2, represented in’
Figure 6.1 by the broken line and identified as exemplifying a Type II, or
procesg;focused, style, is cleably seen by its teachers as placing its greatest emphasis on
personal writing, with some emphasis on narrative writing, editing, intensive,. extensive,'
and interest-based reaging, and small group ’diséussion_, and little or no’emphasis on

»
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grammar, compomtlon exerclses, pubhc speakmg, and language varxety. The wrxtmg '
program gives its major emphasis qulte clearly to personal wrxtmg, ‘with some’ emphasxs
on narrative wrxtmg and editing, and least emphasxs on report wrltmg and formal essay
wrltmg ~ Vlechamcs play the least lmportant role of our four categorles in the.operativ _
V'currnculum as ‘it -is perc’ewed by. Our Type H case study teachers, with grammar, anh
¢omposition exercises receiving little or no emphasns, and spelhng only minor. emphasxs.
The reading program gives its~major emphasis to intensive reading and interest-based
reading, with slightly less emphasis on extensive reading and least on remedial reading
and readmg comprehensnon. The program.in, oral language gives some emphasis to small
' group ' discussion affd somewhat less to dr}!’ma and role-play, with little or no emphasis on
) 'mmor emphasxs on mtervnewmg and

_public’ speaking. and language varnety, A

) hstemng comprehensnon. L
" The ACT/LDP teachérs; Fepreseiited i Fxgure-s“1 By thedoh{ Jine-and-ide
as exempleymg a Type II, or context-focused, style, see editing, report wr“‘ﬁng,-.s valk
-group discussion, interviewing, and language variety as receiving’ most emphasis in thelr
program-m-practxce. ‘They see the mechanies of language, partlcularly composntlon
exercises, intensive reading, and reading comprehensnon as recewing’ the least emphasis.

Their operative curriculum.in writing places its major emphasis on edltmg and report
:wrltmg, with formal essay wr;tm} miqﬂrltmg, and narrative wrltmg all recelvmg
some emphasis. Mechanies. receive the least overall emphasns of any of eour four ,
categories, with composxtion exérclses receiving the least. emphasns. The* reading
program is seen as emphasizing lnterest—based reading and‘extenswe readmg, with some
emphasis on remedial reading and-least on intensive reading and reading comprehensnon.
Ordl language is strongly emphasnzed with small group discussion, |nterV|ewmg, and
language variety recexvmg the strongest emphasns, and listening comprehensnon and
: drama and role-play the least, although both are seen as receiving some emphasis in the i j‘..{

"y

Ly

'program-m-practxce. , : P . .
It is clear tha“t there are marked differences in teacher perceptior§ of the
.'operatlve language programs m sub}ect English ir" our two case study schools both in"
--rﬁltwe emphasis and #n- level of emphasxs, as indicated by the low correla ’
coefficient (r = 0. 13) and the very large distance measure (D = 3.41). leferer%’es
petween the ‘two school profiles are most marked in the comparative emphasns g1ven to
formal essay wrxtmg, the mechamcs of language, in partlcular gragt gp and ‘
comprehension exercises, and readmg comprehensxon. There are also clear dxfferenees,
although not® qulte SO marked, in the comparative emphas:s glven to -personal writing, .
intensive reading, remedial readmg, small ‘group- diseussion, drama and. role-play, and
publxc speaking. The comparlson suggests that a Type I style is most r adily -
,‘,'dlstmglushed from a Type I style by its greater. emphasns on formal essay ‘wr tlng,
mechamcs lnpsnve ‘reading, eadlngycomprehensxon, and public speakmg' and its lesser




eachers attached to the CDC/AC'I‘ Language’Déy
those of %éachers in Case Study School 1, it wnl@e immediately ob¥i
. dlfferences dare cons1derably greater than they‘ Vet "qpour Type 1/Type T
both in relative emphasns and in level - of“{ phasns, as_ 1nd|cated by the . negatlve
: correlatlon = -0.54) and the very large distance measure ‘(D = 3. 74), leferences
between .the two profxles are _most marke%-_m the. comparatwe emphasxs ngen to t'eport’,'.~ :
~Writing Jdlting, grammar, composxtlon exerclses, 1ntens1ve readlng, remedial reading;

eomparison,

dn&rna and jkpmy; terwewnng, and language varlety. - Thére are also clear
dlfferences, althaugh;n(!t so marked, in the comparative emphasis given to formal essay .
writing, spelhng, and interest-based reading. The comparison suggests that a 'I‘ype I
style is most readxly distinguished from a 'I‘ype 1II style by its greater emphasis.on formal .
essay wr1t|ng, the mechanies of language, intensive reading, and reading ecomprehension;
and its lesser emphasxs on report wrxtmg, edxtxng, mterest—based reading, remedlal
reading, and oral language in general, particularly small group dxscussnon, |nterv1ew1ng,"
and language vanety. . : '
When perceptions of the operative curriculum in English language of teachers
attached to the CDC/ACT Language Development Pro,]ect arg- compared with those of
teachers from Case Stuay School 2, the dlfferen&s between the two proflles, while not

'aillng comprehensmn, -and .oral language 1n general, partlcularly small group dxscussxon,_.

so marked ‘as they were in our Type I/'I‘ype m comparlson, are nevertheless ‘clearly"“i__j
evident, as indicated by the ‘low correlatxon (r = 0.12) and relatively large. dxstance o

measure (D = 2.84). leferences are most marked in the comparative emphasis given to

report wrltmg, edxtlng, grammar, intensive reading, public speaking, |nterv1ewmg, and.

language vane‘ty. There are also clear differences, although not s0 marked, in the"'-'
comparatwe emph—“sis‘gwen to . personal writing, composxtlon exercxses, small group :
- discussion, and listening comprehension. This comparison suggests that a ‘Type I Style is -
most readily dxstmgulsheﬂ from a Type HI styl its’ greater emphasis. on perspnal
writing and intensive readlng, and,;;ts lesser emp on report writing, formal essa
writing, editing, grammar and co‘mposntxon exercfées, and oral language in gel 3
_ particularly public speakxng, |nterV|ewmg, and language variety. ' )
,- When we- turn “to student perceptxons of the operatwe *currlculum i g‘“h o
.language (Flgure 6.2) wé are unfortunately llmlted to programsnn our-two. case study
schools, smep At was not possible to obtam student perceptxons of programs taught by oux‘
s ACT/LDP teacher sample Our style type comparlson from the student perspectwe is:
. therefore hmxted to a comparnson 3etween a Type I, or content—focused style an a Type .

1, or process-focused, styles . »
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Student perceptions of the operati;e curriculum in English language in Case Study &
School 1, represented in Figure 6.2 by the unbroken line. and ldentlfled as exemplifying a
'Type I, or content-focused, style reflect S|mllar emphases to those percelved by thelr
teachers. Studeénts ‘see the major emphasns,‘f..ln, the program-in-practice as being on
intens;\'re reading, reading comprehension, formal- essay writing, and gr'ammar. Least *

v

emphasls is perceived as being given to drama and role-play, interviewing, mterest-based
reading, and language variety.. They see the writing program as emphasizing formal
essay writing, with- some emphasis on narrative and report wr1t1ng, and least emphasis on "
‘_personal writing and edltmg. Mechanics are seen -as strongly emphasized, ‘with most
- emphasis on grammar.’ The reading program is perceived.as strongly focused on intensive
) readlng and readmg&:omprehensnon, with httle or no ‘emphasis-on extensive reading and
.interest-based reading, and only minor emphasns on remedial readlng. Oral language lS '»
seen as receiving relatively llttle overall. emphasxs, with minor emphasis on hstemng
-*comprehension, 'small group discussion, and publlc speaking, but llttle or no emphasns on
mrama and role-play, 1nterv1ew1ng, or language variety.’ “ ’
+ Student percepuorﬁjuf the operatlve curricdilum ln English language in Case Study
School 2, represerited m%re 6.2 by the broken lme and identified as exempllfylng a
' 'I‘ype ll' or process-focused, style, differ in some ifportant respeets from those of thelr _ '

4

teachers. ' : o : B 4 -

) Students see the major emphases of the operative curriculum as belng on formal o
:'essaﬁ writing report writing, and small group discussion, with 3 emphas1s on )
narratlve wrltlng, comp ition exerclses, intensive reading, extem readlng, and
‘readlng comprehenslon. Least emphasis is percelved as being given to grammar, public
speaklng, 1ntervneW|ng, and 1anguage variety. Students see the wrltlng program as
emphasizmg formal- esay writing and report writing, with some emphasns on narrative

'wr|t|ng, aFd‘, l%a; .emphasis on personal writing and edltlng. They see the mechanics of
wrltlng as, réceﬁlng relatively minor- attention in the program, with some emphasis on.

) composmon exerclses, somewhat less on spelllng, and relatlvely little on grammar. The
.-readlng prog?am is’ “p“ercelved by students as_placing. its ?trongest emphasns on intensive
'readlng, with some emphasis on reading comprehensnon and extensive. readlng and
somewhat less on 1nterest—based reading and remedial reading. Oral ‘language is seen as
receiving relatively little emphasis w1th the exceptlon of small group dts ion, with
interviewing, public speaking, and language variety recelvmg -the least emph '

When we comé to compare student perceptlons of the two programs we note that
differences are less marked than they were w1th teachers, partlcularly “in relatlve '
emphasis (r = 0.50), but also inleyel of emphas1s (D 2.28). The evidence. of our analysis
“to date would suggest that this is more due to differences between teachers and students
in our Type Il casé study program in thelr pegeeptions of the operative curriculuin than

]
o
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to differences between’ tea'chers and students in-our. Type I case study program, although

“as we ghall see these latter dlf[erences have also contrlbut,ed. D e e m

leferences betvoieen ﬂié two student proflles are most marked in the comparative
emphasns glven to grammar, spelhng, intensive readmg, reading comprehensmn, and
small group discussion. There are also clear dlfferences, although not quite so marked

in the comparatlve emphasis given to. report writing, composition exerclses, extensive -

readmg, 1nterest°based reading, and drama and role-play. “The student comparison would,

suggest that a 'I‘ype I style is most readlly dlstlngulshed from a_Type I.style by its -

greater emphasxs on ‘the’ mechanlcs of language, intensive reading, and readlng
comprehension; and its lesser emphkis on report -writing, extenswe- readlng,
,lnterest-based reading, small group discussion, and drama and role—play. L

. While there are clear areas of agreement in the two sets of perceptlons, there m'e
also some lmportant areas of apparent disagreement. There:is clear-evidence from both
telreher and student perceptions that a Type I style places greater emphasxs on the
mechanies of IAnguage, intensive readlng, and reading comprehension; and that-a Type I
' '_style places greater emphasns on small groyp discussion and drama and role-play.’ Phere -
are two further items ‘in ‘which perceptl ns of a greater emphasis on interest- -based
readlng and'rem edlal readlng in the Type program ‘are supported by both sets of data,
but not to the same degree. On five items - report wrltlng, formal essay wrltlng,
personal wrltmg, extensive readnng, and publlc speaklng - teacher and student

perceptlons are in conflict.

The dlsagreement on two of these items - extensnve readlng and public. speaking - °

seems malnly to revolve around differences in thg,perceptmns of teachers and students
in our Type I case study program. There is reasonable ag'réement hgtween 'I‘ype o’
" teachers and students that extensive f'eadmg receives some emphas1s in ‘the 'I‘ype o’
operatwe curriculum in Engllsh langyage. A similar perceptlon on the part ‘of Type.l
teachers, however, is not supported by Type I students, who see’ cxtenswe readlng as
having little or no emphasis in the Type I program. On balance then, it would seem
reasonable to conclude that extensive readlng receives some emphams 1n the Type o
program, but perceptions of a similar emphas1s m the Type I program are rather more
'open to question. - 2

Slmllarly, while there are drfferences between teachers and students on the level
of emphasis on public speaking in the Type 1l case study program, they are agreed that it
does not play a very important part in the oyerall English language currlculum. Teacher
perceptléls; - some emphasis on public speaking in the Type Icrog‘ram, on the other
+hand, are not suported in the perceptlons of students; so that, on’ ‘balangé; it ‘would seem-
reasonable to conclude that publlc speaking receives little emphas1s in the 0'l‘ype o
program, and that perceptlons oﬁalts emphas‘ls in the Type I program are’ open to' some -

&

doubt. - . i . ' Co j".-(--,
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[ _-.-f 3 t een t{a ‘ers and s;udents in thelr perceptlons of curriculum emphases

program mv% Type lI gase study school. Tt{&e is reasonable ‘agreement
IS, and students that f al esay wrltmg receives-the - ma]or emphasns in>

g, whlch confllcts with student perceptlons of a ma]or emphas1s on‘formal
y wr1t|ng and report wrmng, wnth only a minor emphaSlS on personal wrltlng, m the

ay WEith

l
! . . ]

i

;,samebprogram.
el Lucklly there is evndence in the documetary and mtervnew data to suggest at-least -
a partial explanatlon, and it revolves around the role played in the currlculum .by the
‘common elements of journal wrntmg and prepared asngnments. Whlle.]ournal wrltmg is
‘ seen as a key element in the program, by teachers and'is no doubt central to their”
perceptlon of a major. emphasns on personal wrltmg, it is elear from the class interviews
<that for many students it is not seen as lmportant because it is not assessed. Sxmllarly, .
the importance attached to the prepared assignments in student ‘assessment may well
account, at least in part, for the greater, perceived emphasis on report writing and
formal essay writing by students. Interestingly a'§imilar discrepancy in teacher and
_ student perceptlons of .the operative curijulum in 'I‘ype II schools also ocecurred in the
' ‘earller study on social education. The data from that study also suggested that some of
the dlscrepaney appeared to be assessment related and thatsteachers’ experlenced some
dlffvcul‘ty n distinguishing between process and content, partlcularly in thelr assessment
procedu;es (Plper, 1979:68-69), There is, however, clear evidence in both teacher and
.student. lqterwew data, and in classroom ‘observation of lessons by the researcher, of the - -
important role played by ]ournal wrltmg in the program in practlce, despite its lack of
any d/r,ect"role in student assessment; and while ;it" may be true that teachers have
underestimatet the lmportance attached to formal essay wrltmg and report writing in
their actual ® program in pr&ctlce by virtue of a mismatch between their assessment
procedures and thelr mtended program emphases, lt seems even more clear that students
have underestlmated tbhe enu&pasns on personal wrltmg in the. program py interpreting .
assessment prloritles +4s" ﬁrogram -priorities. On balance then it seem&@nable to”
conclude that our ’l‘ype Iggfigl"‘g’m places its maJor emphasis on formal essay wrltmg, with.
‘ somewhat less emphags oﬁ-f.p.egsong.l wrltmg, “and that our Type I program places its
major emphasns on persona1 ﬁrltm@lthough teachers may well have underestlmated the
importance of asessmenwrocedures in determining program emphaées on formal essay
writing and report wrltmg. < . N RS .
] Taking into account all of the. avallable evidence, and msofar as our case study,
programs are in faect’ representa’nve of the style types they have been chosen. to
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apeadily, 'dlstinguished from-the other-
' .,wrltmg, the mechanies of

exemByfy, it would seem that; ‘a Type lstyle is mo:
baslc style types by |ts gredter emphasns_on )

. language, partlcularly gr
'comprehensnon- and its co

dramaandrole—play. . R A S .
. A Type Il style appears “to ‘lnost readily- distT'ng"ul'shed"from the other basic style
types by its greater emphasxs on personal writing and its comparatwe lack of emphasnS
. on the mechamcs of language, particularly grammar and compos1tlon exercises. It 1s
further d1st1ngulshed from a Type I style by its greater emphasis on mterest—based
regding, . small group. d1scussnon, and drama and role—play, and a somewhat reduced
---emphas:s on- 1ntens1ve readmg, readmg comprehension,- and- -public speakmg. e
A 'I‘ype I style appears to be most readlly distinguished from the other basic style
types hy its greater emphasis on report ‘writing, editing, and oral language in general
partlcularly interviewing and language variety; and its. comparatwe lack of emphasns on
mtenswe reading. It is further distin ished from a- Type I style by its greater emphasis
.on interest-based readmg and reme:ﬁlJ reading; - and from a Type II style by its greater
emphasxs on formal essay wrltlng and the mechames\(it language.
~ . . . o ) r - . »
. Mixed Styles
) S
It would seem from the ev1dence of the exploratory case studies that the most’ common
style in current school practice in English language curriculum is the mlxed style and,’
while this is more likely to occur when we take ‘the whole school’ or- prog'ram as the unit
of analysis, it is not uncommon to. fmd it occurrl\rig w:thm the, programs of mdmdual
teachers. While thlS is no doubt partly attrlt)utable fo the uncerta " s
~ allyded to earjier in thxs report, it also seems partly to result from th 2o} o
'am‘ohgtngllsh achers Bf using a wide variety of source books and mateﬂ'ﬁIs'
underlying philosophies of some of these books would seem to be so dxvergent as to make
\their use within the same program hxghly unlnkely, there do seem tobe a good number of
Engllsh teachers whose confusion or eclecttclsnrmakes it possmle for them to take what "
they wqt from a w1de vanety of: apparently mcompatlble sources amﬁweld these dwerse -
" element¥ into a coherent program & Lo SO oy
<. The. most common form of mlxed styié encountered in the study is the mlxture-of
"content an \\p ocess emphases, or Tgpe /0 e{assmcatlon, altho%&h it is not uncommon to
, flnd Type~II mixed styles, and occasnonally mixtures of all three style types, especlally
where the tqtal school program is the’unit of analysns. :
In addition to classifying mixed styles on the basis of the1r component styles, the
earlier social education study also ldentlfled four substyles based on the apparent reasons.
for the lack of a clear focus in the curr1culum. In the first two of these substyles -‘

'




designated pluraltbt and lrdﬁﬁsltional respectively‘~’the ‘mixture . of style is largely
inadvertent, unplanned and essentially unstable. . These ‘are the types of mixed styles
most frequently encountered in the presents: study, especlally where the total school
'program in Engllsh language is the unﬁ of classxflcatlon. it
A pluralist substyle is lqrgely a lalssez-falre mlxture resultlng, from the
delegatlon of authority for the curriculum to lndwldual departmeﬁt&, or teachers, w1th
little or no overall co-ordination of - programs. It is particularly hkely‘to occur in schools
where there is a- substantial turnover of staff and the mgredlents of the mixture are
hkel,y to change from year to year with changes of staffa A transitional substyle is hkely
to occur when a school is moving from an est bhglg pattern towards a genuinely
school-based ciurriculum, or when a ‘school is endeavouring’ to lmplement i nevkpproach'
enshrlned inr official curriculum documents but somewhat out of step with the
conventnonal widsom -of the practlsmg teacher. Exé’erlmental programs, or elements of
programs, are hkely to be running alongsnde or as a component of establis rograms,
‘and there 1s often an element of confusion and uncertamty, sometlmes exacerbated by.
external constraints and internal resistancé: . .
. The o her two substyles - designated eclectic and syncretist respectively -
involve a mixture of styles whicW"deliberate and planfied for, and likely'to be rela‘tively
“stable. They are less frequently encountered in - the present study, but "do occur,
particularly in the programs of mdwldual teachers. An eclectlc substyle invglves a '
conscious and planned mixture of styles which recognizes individual differences and
preferences, \and sets out to offer alternative choices: A’ syneretist substyle also
)involves a consclous and planned mixture of styles, but it seeks to bring together and -
synthesize the Dest elements, from-a number of styles. 'I‘he eclectlc substyle offers. -
choice from'a range of alternatlvés, the syncretlst substyle seeks. to ratlonallze and‘

synthes1ze the avallable alte

el . \y : . 30

g Specific Style Types .

It will be recal.led from our discussion in }«he prev1ous chapter that the typology of
curriculum style as it was "developed from the investigation of current practlces in SOCl&l
ediication identified within each of the basie styles’ three speclﬁc style types: a 'I‘ype a
style with its focus on the discipline or subject; a Type b style w1th its focus on the
soclety or the env1ronm ent and a Type e style with its focus on the 1nd1v1dua1 leamer or
.group of learners. While it has not proved possible to. 1nvestlgate the apphcablllty of this
aspect of the typology in the detailed way in which we have lnvestlgated the basic* styles,
it is nevertheless clear from the mvestlgatlon of language programs in the case study
schools that within-style differences do occur, and there is evidence to suggest that the
extended typology provndes a useful way of classnfymg them. For examplé”it is clear

? o« '... - .-k'v.’ '. 80
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' that 'subject hnghsh’ prov1des the ma]or derxvatloﬁal foqus for many®of tli'e programs in .
our case study schools, and. this is. consistent,_ wnth our speclflc style Typ’é* a. Similarly it
,mes and general studles programs, where language_'

is clear that some integrated hum
learmng is closely connected with' he soclal studies, provnde a derivational focus whlch
- s~ consnstent ‘with our speclflc stNe Type b; and é.number -of Engllsh as a. Second
in_the’ case study schools would a%ear tgbe'

' Language (ESL) and remedlal progra

- b ‘-.-_

consnstent w1th speclflc style Type c. o -
’Phus for example the language program chosen to - exemphfy a- Type I, br
__content-focused, style in our discussion’ of~ thé basic style types (Case Study School 1) is
also focused on* sub]ect Engllsh, and draws | ]ustlflcatlon apd substance from the body

" of knowledgg tradltlonally assoclated ‘With the sub]ect“or dlsclpllne. ‘It can therefore be
more speclflcally classified as exhlbltmg a Type I (a), or content (dxsclpltne)-focused,"'-b
style. Other programs in the case study schools, however, while - sharxng t'he content
focus which identifies a Type I style, are not S0 clearly focUsed on sub]ect Enghsh Thus.
the program ip remedial reading in another of our case study schools relies heavnly on the-
“use of programmed learnlng materlals which, have a clear focus on content, but- takes its
]ustlflcatlon and substance from ‘the identified needs of a- partlcular group of students E
and is therefore more approprlately classnfleé as exhlbltmg- a Type 1 (e), or. ‘content
(student)-focused style. A Typeé 1 (b), or content (society)-focused, style would appear to
be rather more rare, t one of our case study schools,_- "."a course 1n Busmess Engllsh

: BN EE ’
* within the Commerce Department, and anotlier hasa B c;turse wnth a substantidl

language component both of wh-lch would- appear to fit, reasonably comfortably within

such & classnflcatlon . ’ ! o : S
- Slmllarly the mnguage program chosen to exemphfy a Type II, or process—focused,
f style in_our 'discussion . of the basic style types (Case Study Sehool 2) has its derivational
‘Pocus also /in sub]éct Engllsh, and can therefore be raot‘e specifically classified. as
exh1b1t1ng a Type NI (a), or process (dlsclphne)-focused style.~ On the _other hand, a
number of humamtles general studies programs in the case study schools, whlle.
sharin thlS focus on process, closely integrate language development with social studies
at‘)’d. ar therefore more appropriately classnfled as exhlbltlng a Type II (b), or process
(soclety)-focused style, as.is mdlcated by tgxe followmg paragraph from one such'
program's statement of aims: o ' : S
: To this end the Humamtles department aims to provnde studénts w1th as many
opPonunltles as possible for them to participate in all modes of language behaviour.
a wide range of language situations, empHasizing the development of social
education skills which enable the student% to develop as mdependent learners and
decision makers in soclety LD :
A number of English as a Second Language (ESL) programs and remed|al programs in the

case study schools, where.students are withdrawn from‘ normal. classes for- special

o
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_ y : .
language development programswm equ‘ally consxstent witha Type 1| (c) oﬁ‘process
. (student)-focused, classxflc”étfbn. L . .. .
' As We have seen from our earlier dxsoussxon., Type III styles appear to be rare -in
currént practice, so that it is more difficult” to determme the approprrateness of the
» specxﬁc style types as’ -8 device for "classifying _thhm-style differénces for *
contekt-focused approacﬁes. The CDC/A Lang'uagell)'eVelopment Project, chasen to
'exemphfy a Type 0§ or, context—focused sa in, .our dlscussmn of basxc° style types, also’
~_has, A sti'ong focus on ‘social mteractlon and would therefore appear to, be most.
. appropriately classlﬁed. asa Type m (D), ar context (socxeh\)-f,ocused style. Two of the -
'-'s,ch in our case study sa.mple run Englxsh ds a Second Language programs in whigh the
: Es'ﬁacher glves no-formal lessons as suchj but works with thé"stfudentq in their no‘l'ma.l'~
Vg,'classt“doms in all subJect areas providing adv1ce, assxstance, and cultural medtatxon as it
,"xs requxred as well ds prov1d|ng g place where. second language learners can come before .
or after schooL or durlng lunch hours for general suppprt or. help with speclflc problems. ‘
Such programs would appear to .be appropriately classnﬁed as’” Typg I (e), oF context
(st_udent)-focused. There are no programs in our case study sqlools which cOrrently fit
neatly into a Type IIR%) ‘or context (dxsclplme)-focused,vst-yle, but' it is possxble to
_\concewe of . a 'language in the context of literature' approan%\;l:xch forms an element in .
“the mixed style of ‘two of our ‘case study school programs,-as viding the basis for .such
a classxﬁcatan5 Perhaps too a fully developed, 'language across the‘curriculum® program .
might’ warrant, a Type III (a), or context (dxscxphne)-focused, EIasxﬁcatlon. : .

It would seem then that the typology, both in its bas:c and extended form, isa L
useful device for. class:fymg schoo rograms in English language that xs consxstept with
curreht practxce in thé ]umor seﬁldary school and relevant both to the thegretlcal
issues underlymg language learnmg and the conﬂlctmg pressures xmpmglng on the;'_school

curriculum ~de§elopers, but- also to schools anxtous to 59th"1k the bases\of tae )
language programs and the dxrectxons they would wxsh them to také, l_,_ g
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. ' H

ﬂed for reseal:ch studxes deslgned 4o map current practice and to place it. iﬁ
':'th" context of ci 1culum change. il‘he present study set out to prowde such a map of.
' fcurrent practxce Enghsh language currxculum in the Jumor secondary school. . _/‘.;,,r' ,J.‘
- The mvestxgatxon ‘was carned out in two stages. The. fxrst age volved
exploratory case 'studies- of the }.Tnglish l%x; iiag)
* Wales, Vlctorxa, and_the Australian Cap;ﬁt}ﬂ Te__ &1
’_of approaches to the cumculum in English ;aﬁguage 'ln the Junior secondary school’as. :
i ’possible. T'he Second stageqnvolved a more detaxled follow—up mvestxgatxon of Enghs

§ms m elght of those schools 1dent1f1ed as bemg repre'sentatwﬁof the
. broad rhnge _'_':’-of apprbaches encduntered m ghe Jmtlal XD e ]
quantxtatwe and quahtative methods were used in gathermg ‘ ¢ :
cumcululﬁ = the jdeal curriculum, _or what ought to_ be taug -él}g plannéd currlculum‘%’il
g or_ what it is ‘intended’ to teach; “and the operatwe cumculum, or what 1s actually‘
percewed to be taught in practxce from the perspectwes of -both teachers and students B

. as mediated and mterpretgl by the outsnde observer (the researcher) ’

Any attémpt to understand current practlce in I:.nghsh language currlculum must be'
v1ewed in the context of the rap?dly ch’angmg ideas about language and..language learmng .' .

which have revolutxomzed ‘English. language curriculum dWents over the past decade.-°
Far from providing a. braVe new world in the English lspguagey ropm, however, the'_.'
bewildemng array of new 1d.s, coupled with-cressing :‘t‘ y ty press'hrw for'ﬁ
: accountablhty, ‘have .produced a growmg uncertamty d‘*&confusxon among English'
R language teachers concermng both. their ®le and ,their effectxyeness whxch p’rovndes a,
perslstent underlying theme to the study of current practy:e. S ;
b thle there . is - somg dnsagreement bgtween teachers and 'de'nts in their C -
percept ons of the 1dea1 cumcugxm m;En.ghsh langpage there is much cfoSer agreement
heir ceptlons of the opérative curnculym, .and thxs general concurrence “of

i ence that the pictur;e of current prdbtlce emerglng from

-ane, at least msofar as our case study schools are

"

erceptions: gives ug som

- the data is a reasonably aceur

) concerned. Teachers d&nd.stud are. gencrally in agreement on the major emphasxs
. given to’ narrative wrxtmg’comp‘osmon é}terc;ses,,mténswe readmg (that is, the eﬂataxled
".’study of set books), ‘and readmg co'mprehensxon in: the- atwe cumculun"n Enghsh
language m the jumor secondary school and the relative lack of emphasns on’ oral

'language, partxeularly mtervxewmg and language varxety. The greatest dxscrepancies '




sk

m formal

eeas som’gvhat less emphasnz ]
' 'stu' jee as somewhat more emphasme‘ . than tbelr

esay wmtlng and grammai?, ; '

‘ teadhers do. Teachers on the whole see ,the operatlvé ‘curricul 1n"Eng’llsh language m,s.w:

. the junior secondary school as- commg closer to meetmg ther%oals and e)ipectatlons -

‘thgﬂ students do and as embodylng falrly faxthfully ‘the 1ntended emphases of thelr

pianned. currnculum. .. . 'F' '; @ 9»‘" T ‘»» o
Among the moré quaﬁtanve features of curren‘t practxces 1n Engllsh language

curriculum in the jtinior secondary 'school revealed by ~the study are: the borlng nature

‘for both students and tnachers of much of the work done in the English. language

- chggmm, the gener@ umnspxred -and- unlnsplrmg nature ot- mua\School—wrltmg- the: ._—‘f

tq}nant role of commerclal textbooks in det,enmxmng much of what -is dane m"the;

"\'.Engllsh E‘ 8 classroom, the downwﬁrd presure of . publlc texammatlons or. ‘
_’, r,eqml:ekrne : e Year 12 lev* on the" currlculum in the Jumoﬁepondary school, the
. Béneral- J4® _y reference point in current llngulstlc theory and research as a baSis . *

‘ ;T}
'a\fsr practlce, sebneern with the meehamcs of language whlch seems to be la;gely -

unrela d to tfe editlng process, af. almost exclusxve.emphasxs on structural elements m

doming e‘ in the Enghsh language currlcultﬂn m ‘the junior secondary ﬂ:hool- although 1t
.is dlso true that thls generahzed pﬁ;ure obscures a good deal mﬂ' varlatlon in practlce;.a

beth. béﬂv)e hgol&an‘d between individual cl'i = ,' ‘within schdols. IR ,
g ’ In explonng thxs vanatlen an. unportant ainT™ f: ' ‘§tudy:}1:a§‘__been'to.‘fn;(g,stgate :
the applgablhty to the curnculum in Engllsh languag’e }ﬁiﬁgo?’iﬂ"@ulum style o

&developed durlng an earlléi,mvestlgatlon 1nto current pmebi’cesc
Australlan schools {Piper, 1979):: "That st ldantiﬁed thrdeudn
current approaches to’ gme @brrlculum ;.n soc ducatlon m Aust-yal:an sghools. a Type l'
stqu‘ with 1ts ‘ocus on. content, a Toype gIIﬁ'style, »w1th its fdjéus gn proce.ss, and a )
»’I‘ype ut style,,wlth its focus on the context in whlch the learmng?akes place. :
a The presem study generally conﬁgd'ned the exlstence of 'I‘ype I an’l‘ype lIstyles in.
“the practlces of the case study schools, and found ev1dence of a Type II style 1n one of

;y ;&c# Bducatlom tht-:

<§fyles ev1dent in

gy m Development C‘@ntre'g @ f.an§uage
|
¥ le type encountered {h*the §tgdy was’
%‘%f and II styles.. i '

g

the pmjects operatlng within . the Curr
Development Ero;ect, although the comm‘bn
-a mnted style, most ffeque‘htly a mlxturef _ﬁ ‘
- "The. * evidence - of the case st)grams suggests that a 'I‘ype l, or’

lshed\from the oth@asnc style types by
-'1ts greater emphasis on formal essay wrltlng, the "mechanies of _language, especially

content-focused style. is most 'l'eadll_y d1st1n
grammar and: composltlon exercxses, 1ntens1ve rea/dlng, and readlng comprehensxon, and
its relative lack of emphasls on small group drscussxon ‘and drama,and role—play.
A 'I‘ype II, or process—focused, style dppears to be most readlly d1st1nguxshed from
’ . , o - .
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the other basic style types by its g'eater‘ emphasns ‘on’ personal mlng‘ and 1ts
comparative lack of emphasls on the mechanics of langu:}age, part1cularly gragmmar and
. composition exercises. It ls\further d|st1ngmshed from a Type [ style by its greater
- emphasis on interest-oased reading, small group %cussxon, and drama and rolerplay, and
a soPnewhat reduced emphasis on 1ntens1ve readmg, readlng: cgmprehensnon, d pu‘bhc‘ )
-speaking. . S - - , «»g ‘
) A Type I, or coﬁtext—focused style appears to be most readily dlsungulshed from
"the other basic style types by lthgreater emphasis on regort wrltlng, edltxng, and oral
‘language in general, partlcularly uﬁervxewmg and langugge Vanety, and 1ts comparanve‘
“lack of” enmls on intensive readnng It is further dls;téjngulshed from a. Type I style by
its greater emphasis on 1nterest-based and. gl L ing‘~ and frof. a Type II style by
3 is on ' Toechanics of langu& aitiBugh
these ar%t emphasxzed to the e:gtent they “the! Type I, or content-focused, style. .
Ig,he eglier social educatlon tudy also ldentlﬁed ‘three speclﬁc style types .
“oceu ing thhnn each of the basic styles: a Typé?a style,“vxth 1ts focus on the d1sc1p11ne .
or subJect‘ area° a Type b style, with its focus on the soclety or the env1ronment° and A a
Type R style, with its focus on the 1nd1v1dual learner .or group of learners. While th1s '
extensnon of the typology was not mvestlgated as thoroughly as the bas1c style types,
there is ev1dence to suggest that: w1th1n-style djfferences do oceur in English language '
pragrams, and that the-extended ty ology prov1des a. useful way of classxﬁymg them. For
‘example, jt, lS clear that sub)ect Enghsh' provfdesﬁa major derlvatlonal focus for many of
‘the. programs m the case study sehools, and this is con§1s'tent with speclﬁc style Type a. -
. Slmuacly,xt is clear that some mtegrated humanities and genera‘f’ studies prggrams, where
: languageq%eammg is closely connected with soc]{&du on, prov1de a deriv;atlona} t\?cus’
whlch 1s¢aons1stent w1th our speclf@ style Typé' b, ‘ﬁ’d‘ a'number of Engllsh 8 d Sec&
d.:anguagé (ESL) and remedial programs m the&case study Schools would appear to be
consxstent w1th specific style Type. c. CoLrT g Eeme s e &

N -

5-uhe mne specific style type’s of the extended

Table T4 provxdes a summa!:y :
typology;* together w1th some typical 'rogram emphases as they have Occurred in our, =y,
case study schouls and the CDC/ACT Language Development Pro]ect B’ecause of "'the
/ .elatwe ranty of Type I styles in the case study schools, the Type IlI (a) programs llsted
'-t*}be;mble are hypothetlcal based on elemmts in }\he mlxed .wy’les of two of our cdse .

sl:u&y’Schools. ' . . : - - ; Y

" While the study has been prlncially a mapping exercise,- it does have 4some
lmportant implications for research and development, for ‘school practlce and teacher
education, and for pelicy. In cons1der1ng these implications, the first questlon that arises
is the extent to which the findings of the study are applicable beyond the immediate
sample of case study schools. The study itself of course cannot prov1de the answer to

such a questxon' nor was 1t designed to do so, In 1nvest1gat1ng current practlces in
. [ ]
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English language eurriculum in the juftior secondary school it Has sought to provide not so
much generahzatlons as a series of working - hypotheses which are consistent with a
_ ; y of iield observatlon but require further testing ar?d repllcatlon in a

. variety o _uatlons 1f their ‘wider apphcablhty is to be demonstrated These worklng ,
.hypotheses gn be summarized as:

-1 that style typw snmllar to those ldentlﬁed by the study will be found in the Engllsh
language programs of other schools and other school systems; -
2 that the characteristics of these style types will be similar to those revealed by the
___ present. study,_and e U :
3 that: these differences in style type will have nmphcatlons for the Enghsh language ‘
'. education that students recelve s1mllar to those evident in the case study schools.

v

w

F EN - " - "Implications for Research and Development

SRS ; :
{ .
The |mpl|catlons of .. the study\ for research and development are prmctpal.ly the

#monstratlon -of need, and th@pphcatufl gml;e concept of curriculum style to an area
o .:';he curriculum other: than social educat i _ "%\’_uncertalntles and conmsed directions
P ﬁ school which have been_ underllned

25 4 }:nglnsh language cumculum in the junior¥gggs
_'":by the study identify it as a prlohty area for eurr) culum research .and development, Jﬁ
particularly given its central lmportagce both to. learning, and to living. Of partlcula
" importance here are the detailed analys15 of the |mpllcatlons of modern llnguls“tlc g
research for classgaom prdactice; ‘the investigation of means whereby these insights can
" be lncorporated into classroom practlce, and the development of curriculum frameworks
and supporting materlals whlch ‘make use of these msnghts |n facllltatmg improved- .

'_]L«anguage learning in Australlan cl 's‘.i' h‘; B no

The demonstratlon g{ ile o wabllxty of the concépt of currlculum style and the

pology. derived "fror# to an 8 of ﬂme curnculum other than that in which it was )
&lopeﬂ 1s important in that |t‘§ends the. boundarles of the concept and its- pqte' Jﬂ"‘
usefulness 495 a device for classxfylng th&ud&r ?rrlcuNm in Austraihan ,gchools ;,»
extensnon of the concept to the English language areagwhas, moreoven, forced sbm
".rethlnklng of the concept ltself, and of its. relatlonsh' b it the .more - theorétlcal lssues“
- which underpin practice amd the unconscious epnstemqr"_'""_ and ldeoldglcal assumptlons,,
which determine. much of what teachers ectual.ly do in' the classroom. lt seéms -
easonable to assume: that its extens to other areas of the curficulum Would require a
‘ } klng of the. bas\as 6f the’ concept, .0 that ltS status must still‘,be that of a

- 8°

cumculum but tIIl lnlneed of further testing and development IR

®

Classmcatlons e more or less useful as practicak devnces for orderlng the ’

complex events of-reality so that they can bﬂ more effectively mvé’stlgated and
v P _ . _

- . ] .
1.
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_ understood, rather than as the embodlment of any 'nat;ural' order. Ultlmately, of course, .
style is ldlosyncratxc; ~and whlle the typology goes some way towards providing a; ;
.;conce)ptual framework w1th1n which these’ ldlosyncracles can, be groupéd and ordered

.there are many possnble dimensions - of difference whidh it does not account for. Clearly e
. there will be occasxons on which |t is preferable to discuss style on an 1dlosyncrat1c bams,

. as is frequently the (:ase in llterary‘ and art crltlclsri'f. There w111 also be occasions when

"neither the typology nor the idiosyncratic approac ;wlll be qu1te adequate to the task"-
f and there will Be a need to go beyond the categorlesrbrowded by the typology ‘to analyse
px;ograms m terms of some other dlmensmn of ‘dxfference. more yapproprlate to the

1cular purpose. Hopefully there will also be occ‘asx—o‘ns when the typology prov1des a
- useful analytlc tool, not only. for researchers and developers, but also for schools anxmus
. j’ to rethmk the base? of theig®nglish language programs_' and the d1rectlons they woul
hke them 'to take. ~ g : s , , o g
* The study alsa raises - some 1mportant questlons for curr1culum researc jet
partncular the nature of the Vanables to- be lnvestlgaated in mappmg curriculum’ change.
If dlfference!s m style ‘type are as 1mportant ‘as they would appear & the ggsence of
m changes in

L
R

currlculum change‘may reside less in changes in currlculum content_

focus, ‘less 1n what lS taught than in how-it is taught agd’how it is learned Thus studies
X of curf' culum cha@ge whlch have looked prmctpally at” changés in topic areas may Be -

m1551ng the dlrectlons of sngmflcant 1'hange, or l.mputmg change where little real cha?lge .

has taken place. Sugh studles may also be,&xssmg the subtle shifts of emphasxs*brought: i
: “about by the use u partlcular textbooks Ql‘ ma,terlals, of’ by tbe adoptlon of partlculaﬁ' =
.': assassinent prOCedures. Whethenu ins uments §uch asrthose used in the present study

- could be Yefined to a pomt where tﬁ&: large scale ‘mappmg of curncalum *ohang could

accl!raiﬁeiy reflect these subtlgtl is a moot_ pomt' but they dQ provide a startm; pomt _
._:'cfor tacklmg the prolglem.,__ - _;_‘. LA 8 ;’"n e T S

2

Increasmgly Austrahan';éducatlon is movmg away from the rlgldly cent.rallzed control -0 '
the school currlculum whlch once characterlzed it; and 1ncreasmgfly peclsmns relatmg to«a,
the currlculum are made at the school level. All too frequently however schools have .
failed to grasp’ the - opportumty offered to -them to 'develop a %lculum which 1s .
genuinely school—based{as distmct from teacher—based or subject dep: ent-based; and
many of those who have tried have found that they lacked the resources to carry the task

"‘ ‘through to0'a satisfying concluslon. Whlle it is'only a modest contrlbutlon to the massnve 5

* task of curriculym renewal, the concept of cumculum style and the typology developed _
'from it could pru'v’nde a focal point ‘hround whlch schools eould orgamze their thinking o
and thelr planning, at . least in- the areas of soc1a1 edueatnon and English lang'uage.




; Perhaps mote importantly, by enabhng schools to é}anﬂne,!thelr owh pract'lcé in relatlon
to the rangé of styles identified by the study, ‘_ _‘typology offers:: a framework mthln
whlch- c.urrlculum decisions ¢an We: more clearlyv-'

"" nceptuahzed and more’ consm&ntly '

vxewed m’terms of thelr theoretical 1mphcatlons. : 77_1'“ e ,
The relaflonshlp between theory and practwgahas a:lways been A tenuous one in -
- education. The ev1dence"(§ the stuﬁy suggests that it 1s -the practlcal pedagogy “of the
classroom rather than theoretlcal consnderatlons, eltﬁer hngu1st1c or pedagoglcal, ‘that B
determlnefs curriculum emphases in, Enghsh ;language. of partlcular 1nterest in thxs
) regard is the role. played by assessment pr&acedures m“’determlmng, and: somet;mes )
d:stortlng, currlculum .emphases in- the " English language ‘curriculum in the Jun;or;
secondary school. One: aspect of tlﬂ‘already noted is the downward pressure of public
+exam1natlons at &ue Year 12 level on the currlculum in the junior secondary school. This
of cdux'Se isa problem not excluswely relateld ‘to the c‘urrnculum in English. language. As

chn Blackbum hasf‘observed more generally‘ of the currlculum in t.he Junlor secondary
. 3 -
R e R S% L _
¢ . Once prxmary " schooling’;: whis all- thﬁ'most peoﬂe - got.’ ‘We have extended
-~ _‘compulsion. into the - &econdary phase, for most stud into the tenth year of-
schooling, without- fdndamehtally changing the -orientation of "the compulsory
 secondary years to accommodate this fact. This orlentati"gn has two aspects. The
3 ~mf1rst is that gbility 6f bn academlc kid d1splaged in, bookish remains the only’
A 1dusly valued kind.of ablhty. The *secondiis that the erarg'1 secopdary phase
8. tinues to- be viewed- as’ pant. obt’he’ seigctjve .process for h1gher ‘aca emic
. 4% st;udles. (Bla;kburn, 1981: g8)* - g Ce, B Y ®

g £4 !
- 'Another, ‘and perl‘p,ps&.mpre mmdlous, aspec’t-ls the role playe"a by, dzs's'eGSment i
ocedures in determining st'@dent perceptlons %f curriculum emphases whlch, as we have ,
seen 1n oupﬂ‘_vpé H&caée stu&y progratn.; may not ~be the 1ntended or eVen the actual
emphases ﬁhe progr -m-pr.actice. Slnce 1t 1sx«the surface features of. language that
arg most easgmeasure‘d 1Q}s\l’otsurpr151ng fhat these are: the. reatures most frequently 4
vassessed espeq1ally whepe schoo‘}n or system requlremen‘fi eneourage thlS form of
. {sesment' d' tm:ge?fore the features percelved by students + and sometlmes teachers =
"4s the, most i’mportant. If‘*these pl;gceduaes Broadly mirror program emphaSes, no great
~harm is done. 1f, on- the other hagd, they d1stort program emphases - }*requent’ ]
complalnt by teachers m the ‘ohSe study ‘schools - .then it becomes a case of the tail .
_-waggmg the dog. it seems at. least posrble that in .such cqes,a cleaner artj 1CIH ion of
v the theoreticat underpmmngs /f ‘the program would ‘ake it easier to develo : S '
procedu_ry’ more J4n line with program pl‘lOl‘ltleS and_to argue their Justlflcatlon. A
i _tlng polnt 'for suéh reappraisal could be ani analysis of curriculum style,-since it is a
',v.nable asumptlon that dlfferen&s in currlcul:ni\s(}re 1mply differences }in‘

A Y

school::

¥ For a further analysis of this issue see also Collins and Hughes, 1982.
W . [ -, ¢ . . . .~ .
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evaluatlon style, and hence in- assessment procedures, if only because they 1
’gdifferent learning dutcomes. l ' : o S
ety Pel'haps the most 1mportant 1mp11cat of the study for practice, however, 1s the
: evxdence 't provxdos of the confhctan pressurgs ‘on the English language currlculu _"‘
he' {secondary school: - a theme WIt#.WthI we began ths rep’t, and which tM
§ - _tl_cenof ‘the study has orchestrated. wnﬂb it~ may not be possnble resolve thes
: confhdtmg pressures, it is possible to choose mon~g them, and to throw the  weight of@ ’
school behind a co—ordu‘ted approach to the : and this lea(k us-on to a consrderatlon of
the pohcy 1mpllcatlons Q«the study. - - ; c
! , A Y

- P . Implicatio:rfs_;(o

.o GO

P —a&

_Few schools, it seems, have ‘a, co-ordlnated ‘langueg it hcy, partncularly one which
" recognizes the role.of languagvg in learmng m all sdb]ect areas. - While such ideas*have”™
had w1despread .eurrency in the educational debate in Australia for more than a decade
now, they appear to have made little penetratlon of sehool practice. The Language
Acréss t Curnculum program outhnefL' \9_,Chapter 5 is_exceptional among the case

.,.v‘

study schools- and it, by its ow essmen}.;h

i

as had only limited success to date.
~ This in turn has 1mpllcaﬁmfor pollcvat the system“level. 'I‘he ldeas tHat have
revolutlonlzed English languamurrlculum documents over the last decade (see- Chapter
1) do not appear to have sparked a similar revolutlon in scho8) practice. The problem .
would seem to lie less with the ‘ideas themselves - although these do sometlmes meet
with considerable re51stan¢e from classroom teachers, as we have seen in our sample .
.interview in Chaptér 2’ than with their 1mpl|.catlons and apphcatnons in the c1assroom. St
We._are rémlnded‘k of Chrnst (g¥and Rotherys conclusnon from the1r survey of Englnsh ’5%
_ ' t teachers had msuffncnent understandlng of  th 'w:
theoretlcal and researc{M R - of the syllabuses, ‘and so had great dlfflclll& in’ .
1nterpret1ng them ‘and a them' (Christie and Rothery, *1979:206). This has
1mp11catxons ‘not only for the ;di’gﬁngnts themselves and the way in which they are'
prepxed, presented' and dxssemlna );but also for teachep educatnon, both pre-aﬂnce .
-and in-service, and-the nature and extent of the support services likely- to be requlred if -
system goals aret{) be reflected in changed practlc& in the schogis. It seems unreahstlc .
to expect that schools,fcag‘_‘gehreve the task of currfoulum renewal in " the Enghsh
: lang'uage ‘drea without mgood é& ' jmore support than- they are recex,vmg at the moment.
Thns in turn has lmphcations for pohcy at the natlonal level. It is ironical that ‘at a
time when 1mt1at1ves are: beuls taken towardsy, he‘development of a hatlonal languag'
-pohcy (Australia, 1982), a 'maj onpl im ve in curnculum»developn'{ent the
English language area is being abank p@ w:th"he windmg down of the Ohxxulum ..

DcVelopment Centre's Language.weloﬁhent Pré’fec Whlle the Scope of ‘a natlonal ot

ot




. of abandomng a functional and operatlonal cu;-nculum development proJect ‘which- conld
help serve those ends. : S . .

-

language policy would need to be much wider than Engllsh language, and much wnder than
schoohng, it is clear that hnglish language, by virtue of its undlsputed domlnance in the
economlc, social and educatjonal life of the community, must provide the cornerstone
for any such pohcyr and that any ﬁttempt to lmplemen\silch a policy must corie to
" terms with the school curriculum, .and curr?:nt practices in Engllsh language teachlng,
both as mother tongue and second language, in Austrahan schools. If the- pohcy is to be
more {han a catalogue of pious intentions it will need to face up to the magmtude of the
task of implementationt underlined by the evidence of ‘the study, and the dubieus wisdorn

. -

L General Conclusion . } .., w

' . . 4 ° : PR |
In seeklng-for patterns of meamng in the.eurrnculun; in Engllsh language the study has
deliberately stopped short of evaluative Judgment Its intention -has not- been to
deml@gate that one style is superlol: :40. another, but that styles are different, and will
have different consequences for the kind of learning that studénts recelve. There@e oﬁﬁ‘,

] . course implications in the.data of the study for evaluative Judgment -buts- it is for t i

practltloner to determine their relevance for his or her own prao.tlce. o . .

" Styleis a way of viewing the world as much as it is a mdde of behavnour. if we
v1ew learnlng pr1nc1pally as a cumulative process, quantltatlvely built up by the
acqunsntlon of more and more bits of knowledge, ~we -are likely to adopt a
content-orlented v;ew ‘of the curricylum and to develop a Type I style. If pn the other °
hand we 'view. learnmg prmclpally &n‘orgamc process, qualltatlvely developed through
domg and grownng, we are llk y to.a lopt a process-orlented view of the curriculum and’
to develop s 'I‘ype I sty’le. If again we view learmng principally as an adaptwe process, _

: .experient;ally learned t&response to changnng%ntuatlons and clrc%stances, -we are llkely .

-t6 adopt a cont xt-orlented v1ew of the curriculum and.to .;levelop a TYpe I style. And
if we have an <€clectic v1ew of learning, or are amblvalent in our‘lews, we are llke‘ly tb
adopt a less uniform view of the currie and to developa mixed style.

0. ‘The aifm is not to reduce currnculum to a smgle preferred style, but to enable the

M

-;practltlongr to 1mpro,ve.the quallty of or her own preferred style by developnng a
~deeper understanding of it, and of its relationship to other styles; ard that is the point,_!
at whlch critical self-evaluation and genuine currlculum renewal become possible.

. »
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The Instruments Used in the Study:
! 1 The Teacher Questionnare I ’
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. ‘ AUSTRALIAN "COUNCIL FOR EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH
fi*&T?dfﬁf o LA@EUAGd LEARNING anoaacr '

e s T T TEAQH;R QuserONNAIRE S

Direct1ons : foi-'-‘-Completing the Questionnai're"
. A -v,’ﬁi:_ It S . : .
Informat1on g1ven in respons o,“t;_.‘h ,-,-quest1onna1re w1ll be used sblely for
: o N,
.reportmg on current practlcesa ,mv?ng 1:sh language teach1ng 1n Austral1an

5chools, -and w111 be treated w1t’ﬁ~"absolpte conf1dent1al1ty. . In reportmg
the’ fmdings of the study, no 1nd1v1duai .or School w:l.ll bé 1dent’1f1ed by

4

- Yo

name. . . . . _
The quest,1onna1re is concerned w1th the relatwe emphas1s g1ven in
your Engh;h language programs to ‘a number of broad aspects of Engl1sh
language 'iearnmg. ‘For each broad aspect please CIRCLE the number l 2,
R .

or.3 accordmg to whether the part1cular aSpect'-
AL

1 rece1ves A LOT OF EMPHASIS 1nﬁur Engl:sh langua'ge program, 'N, .
2 rece1ves SOME EMPHASIS in you

g,ghsh languagq pregram, but not a lot, ,
B3, rece1veﬂI'ITLE OR NO EMPHAEIS in; Y ORT Englrsh language progl:am :
1k . ¥

-

.

ﬁﬁ‘questmnnau'e also recogmzes;a ;o:entlai &mfhct between the tgaoher's

QIn est1mate of the emphas*s y}uch should be g1_w:en to’,a part1cular aspect°
e enéphasls it is given in th‘e qﬂat&d progr ";. and the emphasﬁ 1t

.actually rece1ves in the clas§room.. U0 T e Ty i

] " We have therefore prov1ded for an!wers to be g1ven 1n thre&olunmsQ

labelled ‘Ideal Program, Program as Y’lanned; a.nd Progran\ in Pract:;ce, should

e

-

o .. -

make these . d1st§nct1ons 4in your resp0nses.,

eal Pro ram we are not seeking to invite fanciful or utop1an

respon‘s but to allow you to record the emphas1s you would g1ve each of
. these aspects if you had the freedom and the opportunity’ to teach ﬁe soft
of program you&heve is required. e : : R .
.? © ' By prov1d1ng a d1st1nctxon betweeh P__gram as Planned and Pr%gam 1n '_.\

“Practice we are recognizing ;hat, for many teachers, there is often a gap’

3.
j)btween what is planned and what actually happens in the classrooxﬁ’ and

prbv;uhng “the - opportumty for you to ‘record such a d1st1nct1bn if you
: e

perCeJ.vp 1t 1n‘your pract1ce.
‘, o . Howeve,r,_ the pi'ovxs;l.ox\f .of thé . three columns is J.ntended to fac1litate &
your redp ﬁses, not to ﬁp,hcate them, and if for any or all of the*




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

aspegats you do mot perceive these’ distinctions to ex1st please f;Lll in your
re-sponses dn the fh'st column only and igndre the second and th1rd -colum,

S1m1lar1y, 1f you perce1ve a distinction between your 1deal and your planned‘

‘:pro&am,‘ but. not be;,ween your planned /program and your /program in pract1ce,

then f111 ‘in the first two columns only and"ignore the thu'd column.
You are remJ.nded that the 1nvest1gat1on is confined to upper gnmarz

“and” lower secondary schooling (Years 5-"10) and is a gtudy of actual pract1ces

--1n English language teachmg wé ,qpuld fthenefore ask that you respond on
_,___the baus of,the actual program(s) ‘you- are- ~teach~1ng -whether-or. -not-youa ‘.'_‘"

s

1?5pon.s1b1‘e for the. nature. of the prograf and whether or noﬁ—you age in‘°*

Eng,,l1sh/Ldnguage Arts . '. N

Wp&t)y W1th its emphases - . A C e
¥ where there is-a conflict in your responses ar151ng from thetfact that :
you are teachmg more than one program, “of at=more thgn ‘one. yéar level, = ‘,
pleasg.,zmswer in relat1dn to the program/year leve'l ‘in, wh1ch you currently
’ spend most’ tzeachmg time. S N e 2 . g'
PNV % T . 3 o
'Jl . ) : . : ) r . s ) B e 7 ) e ) ’ . l.
. - . THANK YOU FOR' YOUR TIME -AND CO-OPERATION. ' oo B
) - ; . . » ) o ] L
t '. . . ) N + - ' ' ..
Sugr . ey . .
. 3¢ N . A ) @; P
. C b o ’ B
. . ] v - ') . .,* , . q . (
. e;"ia Vg . ' ° L *
3! o7 - L
» . PLEASE COMPLETE 4 3
b . . e a f N ) v
Pr1mary/Se¢ondary. T il - R oot
Year Level(s) taught ,,'w S
: s T N ° . 9, Q . P o N
SubJec}(s) taught ) LA oo T ',

'

English as a Second Language D = L e 4
‘ . ) s’ . oo . ‘0
. Lo . . :
Initial- Mlgrant Engllsh DW c L eereeaas T .
Remd.lal ) ..D X . eie -Y . @ Yesedenans s -"“ ' l
. e « N . e h .
IR . ) ! ?
T . ) g ~ - —e
e . Do N R
B ‘&: . - <A
* f’ u' ° i i v TEI b
Tee ‘. . » ' i ‘
2 e 2 ~ T “ ,
S N : -. ‘94 ' .__‘.. ' ’ v N
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1 A LOT OF EMPHASIS : - : .

2 QSOME EMPHASIS '
..... ]
.3 GITTLE OR,NO EMPHASIS . . .
\ Ideal Program a<9~ Program in
Program .Planned ' Practice
: [ —
A WRITING ; e -
1 Narrative writing . . ) 1 A3 1 2 3 1 2 3
2 Report writing K 123 123 1 2°3
3 Formal essay writing . 1 2.3 1 23 1.2 3
4 Personal writing P 1 23 1 23 1 2
5 Editing - h l 1 23 123 1 2
B MECHANICS T -
1 Grammar .. - 123 123 12 3.
.eg. parts of speech, phrases, . = -~ . T _
clauses; subject and N L “
predicate etc. ‘ .
2. Spelling L 123 123 1°23
‘eg. rules, -lists; spelling
games, et<T . .
3 Composition exercises 123 1.23 172 3°
.eg. sentence correction, paragraphing, ' : :
punctuation etc. : '
. r . : - ‘ .
C. READING . ‘ _ .
} - ot ¢ .
‘1 - Iiitensive reading .Y . .1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
eg. set, books, ? Sy
. S
2 Extensive reading - 1 2 3 1 2 3 ¥3 3
eg. wide reading schemes \ :
Interest-based reading 1 23 1 2 3 1 2 3
4 Remedial reading . 1.2 3 1 2 3 1.2 3.
.5 Reading comprehension . 1,2 3 1 2 3 1 23
i.e. comprehensién exercises on * .
written material
. ' S
. . o - ’ .
a . PLEASE TURN OVER

ERIC
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A LOT OF EMPHASIS ~ . : ‘ g
2 " 'SOME EMPHASIS. - . S ‘
3 LITTLE @R NO EMPHASIS *

. }4{

} ‘Idéal Program as Program in .

. i ' : '° Program Planned Practice’
3 ‘W : 4
.D  TALKING AND LISTENING - _ B “ e R
~ 1 “Small group disqyssion" AR 1 2 3 1 2 3
"2 Drama/role-play ' o 1.2 1
3 Public speaking - 12 1 2
eg. debates, prepared talks etc, s e :
4 Interv1ew1ng ’ 1 2 3 1 2
Ts Listening comprehension A2 "1 2. 1 2
i.e; comprehension exercises omn s .
spoken ma;e&1h1 R SUEU A C
6 Language variety' : ; 172 3 1 273 1 2 3
~ eg. accent, ‘dialect, reglster etc. ' ‘
[ | . .
\
PLEASE RETURN TO ME DURING THE NEXT.
* TWO DAYS . " '
.~ . : * &
- [ -
- THANK_YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND CO-OPERATION
Kevin Piper ; ; , ) .
Senior Research Offlcer . L : T
Learning and Teaching Division : .

96

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



" APPENDIX II

.The Instrumeht}s Used in the Study
~ .2 /Cne Student Q-Sort Cakds
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The student Q:sort'cards were designed to parallel the items on the‘teachen-'

questionnaire, and consisted of 19 cards with the iteris worded as follows:-
LS : . . . -t o - * hd ' . ’
Al WRITING STORIES - ~ L -
AZ  WRITING REPORTS oo

A3 WRITING ESSAYS

R ) ﬁ4 - WRITING ABOUT YOUR OWN THOUGHTS AND FEELINGS :'
‘. . ~‘ e :
Bl GRAMMAR . : o .
e.g. parts of speech (nouns, verbs, adJectlves, etc )
G phrases and. clauses -
* subjectand predicate etc.’ SR R .
. B>  SPELLING R v R S
e.g. .- spelling liste . -
’ spellingqrules I L ; : .
. ‘spelling games, etc. .' ' < o ! '
) . \ o. - " ) . .
B3  COMPOSITION EXERCISES N . S ‘
e.g.’ sentence correctipnu ; '
, : paragraphing . .
. . punctuation, eté.
{.. . ‘. . . ‘ L
Cl .” STUDYING A" SET BOOK -
L 'feve;ybody in the class studies the same book)
“:'.C2  READING.A LOT OF BOOKS S
» N e e e . .
P el books borrowed from the library *°
‘-, e . ‘ ’ v
' ,C3 'J“REAleGvBooxs WHICH INTEREST YOU AND WHICH YOU CHOOSE FOR YOURSELF
A of GETTING HELP WITH DIFFICULTIES YOU OR YOUR CLASSMATES HAVE WITH
READING o o ot
-~ . . ) . .' \ /‘,. .
Joes READING COMPREHFNSION S v
' (answer1ug quest1ons on a passage you have been asked to read)
: . = f f‘" '
. ! /o , ‘/\“. 99 . :‘. . " ~" a . ‘ . “. .’.‘
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DI - DISGUSSING IN SMALL GROUPS: v

- N . ) IN il
P2 , ACTING . o~ ' - 4 o :
’ eig. . class plays . ) v < :
. ;role play, etc. o St _ o N
D3 PUBLIC SPEAKING S : :
- & v M b
: .e.g. . debating . :
o B - . ..
prepared talks, etc. o - o
“ e o ) R T -
D4 - INTERVIEWING A ST O
. . R | - \\
D5 | LISTENING COMPREHENSION . . .
* (answermg questlons on somethmg you have been asked to llsten to)
’ : . s, !
D6 BANGUAGE VKRIETY R . !
. e.g. ,- d1fferent accents, - ;] . »
' .' different dialects . Y it
' different way$ of talking in d1fferent s1tuat10ns
- 7, N u." .
. ¥
, S
. . |
. £ ’
@ - <. - ]
. .
o TR
b1 N h
. .
b ' a2 .
. A
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