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SPEAKING, WRITING, AND THE ARTS OF INQUIRY 

by Donald K. Smith 9 
University of Minnesota 

I. 

Let me assume that on some happy day, about two decades 

hence, there will be an official announc:~ment from the U.S. 

office of Education that English teachers have now solved all of 

the problems with English composition which plagued them in the 

dark days of the 1960's. I have set the date for this announce

ment safely after the time when, if I am persisting mortally, I 

shall have been forced into retirement. No prudent prophet 

ever chooses a day of reckoning for which he _might be held 

accountable. But on this happy day of the announcement. April 1, 

1987, we will have discovered the schedules by which all reason

ably endowed American children may learn how to speak and write 

at least one dialect enjoying the cosmetic rewards of widespread 

public reputability. They may learn also how to organize a 

speech or essay so that it resembles an act of reason rather 

than a symbolic happening, how to be reasonably clear about 

commonplace matters when it suits their best interests to be 

clear, and even how to avoid some of the best tested devices 

of tedium, such as that produced by the wedding of prolixity and 

vaporous abstraction, or the conjoining of venerable cliches 

with adolescent passion. Possibly they will also have a tested 

path to learning the difference between a Chomsky and a White 

Crested Nut<?racker, and between the Tempest and Hurricane Emma. 

But I am wandering. On this happy April day, 1987, USOE will 

proudly observe that Robert Hutchins' 6 "R's", remedial readin, 

remedial ri tin, and remedial ri thmetic have returned to the 

holy estate .of the original trinity. But what will follow? 

Will there be universal rejoicing followed by quickly organized 

May day dances devoted to welcoming the arrival of an American 

golden age? Or will there be some dour Cassandras lurking in 

the wings, angry young English and speech teachers lamenting 

the complacency of their elders, bewailing the smugness which 

equates homogenized linguistic propriety with educational suc

cess• and crying out for an attack on the real tasks of English 

education? As you may guess, I am suggesting the greater proba

bility that the latter condition will occur. 

II. 

I am in no way implying that the .problems which preoccupy us 

in 1967 should not bt. thought important. or that their solution 

will not test both our ingenuity and wisdom. But I would ask 

that you join me in looking beyond 1:he trials of 1967, and in 

looking for some additional issues and tasks which may properly 



claim our attention. And of the many issues which might well 
face us in any such "looking ahead," let me raise only one for 
public scrutiny here - the issue of whether or not those of us 
who teach speaking and writing have considered as seriously as 
we should the fact that language.is not simply an instrument 
for communication and expression, but is also, and perhaps most 
importantly, a modality of inquiry, of search, and of discovery. 

III. 

I have been brought to this question by some reflections 
about the dual functions of education which were stimulated by 
certain observations made by Sir Eric Ashby, Master .of Clare 
College, Cambridge, and by some further reflections about the 
way in which the teaching of speaking and writing relates to 
these functions. Sir Eric, in a seminar at the University of 
Minnesota last summer, made the almost offhand comment that 
educational institutions had only two things to teach: the first 

• • • t an orthodoxy, or body of traditional wisdom accumulated and 
organized by the various academic disciplines and professions;· 
the second, an art of dissent, or the effective method of ques
tioning traditioo, and transforming or recreating .it. In these 
two terms, orthodoxy and dissent, he captured the ancient dia
lectic between tradition and innovation, between man's past and 
his future, between that which seeins to be known• and that 
remaining to be discovered. 

For my own purposes, I should like to translate Sir Eric 
Ashby's twin terms into the labels "tradition" and "the art of 
inquiry." Thus I can relieve him of any responsibility for the 
uses I want to make of his formulation and at the same time 
divest myself of the topical shadows of Viet Nam and the Civil 
Rights movement, which tend to cluster around the term "dissent. 11 

The translation, however, blurs some of the muscular imagery of 
the original language. I think it useful to be reminded that 
behind the respectable academic conception of tradition lies all 
of the orthodoxies that ever gripped men's fancies, and all of 
the history of their perishability. And behind the equally 
pleasant notion of an art of inquiry stands the often angry and 
unpleasant face of dissent; for what is the final purpose of 
inquiry but that of challenging, or transforming some orthodoxy? 

Let me ask then• that at least for rrq pr-esent purpose 
you join with me in the assumption that the terms "tradition" 
and "inquiry" provide an apt synopsis of the master dialectic 
which should be fed by our educational system. And let me move 
quickly to a possible use of this construct in examining the 
status and perplexities of our current efforts in teaching the 
arts of speaking and writing. 

I think it to be the case, although not unequivocally so, 
that the major thrust of contemporary instruction in the arts of 
speaking and writing is one serving almost wholly the claims of 
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adition or traditional wisdom. Those of us who teach these 
tr ' • • d t f arts see ourselves for the most part as equipp 7ng ~tu ens_ or 
the practical business of acquiring and communicating.received 

J.·sdom of managing the dialect and the forms of public communir w , . . . 
ation in ways likely to be acceptable to society as it i~ now 

~rganized, likely to serve the individual by in~reasing his 
reputation and mobility within contempo:a:y soci~l str~cture~ 
and likely to serve to increase the efficiency with which this 
social structure maintains itself and gets its work done. We 
teach largely a rhetoric of management, how to act prudently 
and effectively in the context of things as they are. A~-s?me 
expense of spirit we offer students the lure of membership in 
the community sanctioned by their elders. We warn those ~ho 
drop out of the race to master traditional forms of the disas
trous economic and social consequences they will face -- much 
as we might warn a conscientious objector in warti'™: of the 
personal costs of isolation from the general community. And we 
seek arduously to sharpen our wisdom about the p~cesses ~flan
guage acquisition and the technology of language instruction so 
that we can be more efficient in imparting our traditional wis
dom and skill to all those who show minimal receptivity. Our 
rhetorical theory is traditional -- empirical wisdom derived 
for the most part from examining the practices which seem to 
work in the hands of speakers and writers who are thought to be 
both respectable and effective. Our artistic aspiration is the 
well-made essay, or the well-made speech. 

Our affiliations with tradition are in themselves tradi
tional. Rhetorical theory developed when western civilization 
was comfortably free from our contemporary perception of man 
and society as aspects of a continuing evolutionary process. In 
the classical or medieval world, knowledge could be thought of 
as existing outside the processes of language. Aristotle de
fended rhetoric as the art by which men who had knowledge could 
persuade those less favored to think and act aright, and_as the 
art needed for defense against false accusation. Augustine saw 
it as the skill needed to make transcendent truth immanent for 
those who might otherwise remain untouched by wisdom . And 
ironically enough, the emergence of modem science, which chal
lenged much of traditional wisdom, did little to interrupt the 
view of rhetoric as an instrument of tradition. Francis Bacon, 
who celebrated the revolutionary implications of scientific 
inquiry for transforming the substance and structure of know
ledge treated rhetoric primarily as the intellectual art he 
named "tradition," and pointed to two kinds. of invention: 
rhetorical invention which was simply an art of recall, a 
methodical search of the memory for available arguments; and 
scientific invention which was genuinely creative. 

I think it interesting, although somewhat peripheral to my 
immediate purpose, to observe the extent to which the. Baconian 
identification of the arts of inquiry and discovery with the 
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realm of science doTTJ_inates contemoorary thinkincr about th t f & • . . • . ,. e struc 
ure o ~ormal eaucation. We continue to see science and t h -

nology as wieldini,; the sword of in1uirv and innovation wh· lec -
• • • . . , i e the 
numanities, including rhetoric, generally tend to the hou 
t d. t. A d • f h • • - se of :a i io~. n i t e s~o:a tnreatens us with its uninhibited 
dislocations of our traditional world we tend to call out dd 
enough, not for reciprocal creative energy in the humaniti~eo ly 
b t -F "' s, u .. or greater devotion to tradition. Our imolicit equati f 

a balanced education is a oound of Shakespeare- for eve.,,,, p ond_or l . . -J oun of 
mo ec1;11ar bi?logy; the re~overy of a medieval text for every 
experiment aimed at cracki,1g the genetic code; a thrust for good 
usage the counter for every space launching. • 

But_ I don't :hink. thos 7 of us who teach speaking and writin 
are entirely comrortaole with our full time enlistment in th g 
service of tradition. For one thing, the traditions of soci:l 
structure and institutional organization which once provided a 
sedate b~ckdrop for the t:aditions of public discourse are now 
clearly ~n a state of rapid and accelerating change. The reach 
~ro~ Peri~les to Lyndon Johnson is more complicated than an 
incident in the decline and fall of western civilization• the 
~ulf_needs not~~g between Edmund Burke and Stokely Carmi~hael or 
Aartin Luther Ki.ng, or between Jonathan Swift and Art Buchwald. 
We must face those uneasy moments wh_en we wonder about our 
a~f 7ction for the homogenized culture which might be served by 
citizens all of whom spelled all common words in the same prop 
way; all of whom stopped inventing new words when old words er 
woul~ do as well, or stopped inventing new referents for old words 
or withdrew from the game of creating jargon. And we must ask• ' 
~hen w7 have taught the traditional theory and skills of rhetor
ical discourse, have we really taught our students all they need 
t? k~ow about t~e arts of language to cope with a world in transi
~ion • Is not discourse more than an instrument of tradition? Is 
it not also~ art of inqu~ry, an art which must participate in 
the work of discovery, of innovation, of transformation which is 
so clearly.the work of ?ur century? ls not the locus of discovery 
as appropri~te.ly ~ound in. the making of a poem or play, the• con
duct of a discussion or dialogue, as in a .laboratory? 

Be~o~ p~uing the sense j.n which instruction in speaking 
and writing UU.-ght serve to strengthen an art of inquiry, let' me 
try to emphasize that there are certain inferences which could be 
drawn from my comments which I don't want to be drawn. 

. . I am not t~ing to say that our current work in teaching tra
ditional :het?ric~l theo~, or the traditional skills of writing 
and s~eakin~ is either mumportant or of dwindling importance. 
Th: dialecti? of tra~iti~n and incptlry which should some day 
animate our instruction in rhetoric will not be improved by neg
lect of tradition. And I think it curI'elltly the case that the 
m?st 1;1rgent immediate task facing teachers of English composi
tion is that of recovering a firm understanding of the tradi
tions of rhetorical theory, and of the full set of instructional 
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practices which flow from that tradition. But at this time, as 
you wil~ ~call, I am trying to pass beyond current priorities and 

perplexities. 

Nor do I want to suggest that I am in any way ·producing yet 
another animadversion against the menace of the fruits of llllinhib
ted scientific and technological inquiry. The "black arts" of 
science and technology are as fully the product of human poten
tiality as any poem, play, essay or speech. They can with skill 
and imagination be brought to bear on the problem of understand
ing language, conceived as a natural phenomenon, with as much 
force as they have been brought to bear on pursuit of the elusive 
structure of matter. They will not cease, at least in· any future 
you and I can imagine, their effort to·extend man's power over 
nature. And if the fruits of obsessive scientific inquiry seem 
menacing to man, the balancing response is less likely to be 
found simply in the traditional wisdom of the humanities than in 
an effort to discover and vitalize the kind of inquiry uniquely 
appropriate to humanistic wisdom. 

Having set aside some positions I don I t want to seem to sup
port, let me .restate the question I do want to pursue. In what 
sense can we think of everyday speaking and writing, the discourse 
of the family, the marketplace, and the forum, as a modality of 
inquiry? In what sense can we ask students to apprehend a rhe
torical theory and to seek rhetorical skills, not only as a way of 
supporting the traditional ways of their society, but also as a 
way of discovery, of creative innovation? 

IV, 

My temptation is to seek an answer to this question by invok
ing a kind of peculiarly modern philosophic analysis which seems 
to me to bear on the answer. But let me defer this impulse and 
seek first the answer which might be supplied by our students. 

In the last few years I have been trying to listen carefully 
to statements made by some of the brightest and most demanding of 
the freshmen who come to the University of Minnesota as they try 
to articulate what it is they are seeking from their education. 
Much of what they ask for we think we know how to provide, but I 
seem to hear one or two recurrent notes of expectation, which I 
doul:tless distort and amplify somewhat, for which we have small 
response. Our students are saying, or seem to me to be saying, 
that they want possession of an art of discovering more honest, 
more meaningful, more satisfying relationships with other human 
beings. They want to know how to escape from the masks of con
cealment, suspicion, and hostility which infect their engagements 
with elders and peers. They want to know how to discover what it 
is that lies between man and man, the truth which is not the 
possession of one or the other, which does not exist at all prior 
to an actual engagement, which is created in the act of engagement, 
which is experienced rather than objectified, and which under-lies 
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all sense of community among l!len. They want, in short, not sim

ply the skill of managing their speaking and writiri~ in ways 

which will be reoutable and traditionally efficient, but a skill 

in discovering the symbols that mark their common· humanity with 

others, or in discovering the symbols that mark the gulf s~pa

rating them from others, or in discovering the symbols that 

define the way in which men separated by such gulfs can still 

treat each other. as human beings, and not as threatening• objects. 

Some of the students I hear go beyond this search for an art 

of personal engagement into the possibilities of human organiza-

.,, tion. They have a politician's eye for the importance of social 

organizations as the agencies through which larger communities of 

interest and ouroose are consummated, and through which such 

communities a:re given a life and force greater than that possible 

to particular moments of understanding. They want, although 

they seldom state it this way, an art of modifying, or transform

ing, or creating social institutions so that these institutions 

..-ill enrich the lives of their members rather than simply organ

izit,g and ordering their lives. They proclaim, with an excess 

of adolescent self-pity, their sense of powerlessness in the 

presence of a changing world whose economic, social, and politi

cal institutions often seem ill adapted to directing social 

change toward humane ends. 

Some of these students,- as you know, are beginning to act out 

their inquiries in strange, awkward, and often destructive ways. 

This is not so surprising if we reflect that we have given so 

little attention to teaching them how to use language to conduct 

inquiry into the truth that lies between men, or how to use 

language in the work of modifying, transforming or creating 

social institutions. If they proclaim their visions of a com

munity of love and expanding human consciousness by consigning 

everyone over 30 years of age to the seventh level of senescence; 

if they theorize with the naivete of a Prince Kropotkin caught 

between Freud and the atomic bomb; and if they invoke folk music, 

Hindu matras, erotic poetry, and hallucinogens to reinforce their 

search -- well, what is so surprising about the awkwardness of 

inquiries undertaken by the tmtaught and the self taught? Presi

dent Wilson, commenting in a recent speech on the unseemly noise 

levels achieved by relatively small numbers of student activists, 

suggested that those of us who profess for these students recall 

Job's cry, "teach me and I will hold my tongue." We might para

phrase this: "teach me an art of inquiry into the truths that 

.lie_ between men, an art of inquiry into the_ possibilities of 

human commtmity, and I will temper my inartistic and impulsive 

search." 

I cannot forego the deferred temptation to observe that the 

art of using discourse for purposes of inquiry; which I have pic

tured students as seeking, is one relevant to a genuine category 

of truth. This is of course a branch of the claim asserted by 

several generations of existentialist philosophers. both religous 
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and secular. It was put forward by lHetsche when he observed that 

it takes two to make a truth; by Kierkegaard when he pointed to the 

essential subjectivity of religious truth; and most explicitly and 

recently by Martin Buber who said that the category of the between, 

of that discoverable between man and man, and between man and God 

was. the proper object of the most significant inquiry modern man 

could undertake. At least insofar as his concern is with man and 

man, Buber's call is.for an art of inquiry conducted through dis

course. This generates his familiar concern with the ·~recess 

called "dialogue" -- a term which is at the mom~nt more fashionably 

evocative than productive of a clear sense of method. My point 

in tr,e:se brief references is largely to assure myself that (there 

is so:ae ·reality to the conception of discourse as an art of in

quiry, and that there are particular kinds of truth important to 

man, and not apprehendable through science which stand as the 

object of this mode of inquiry. Moreover, I am suggesting that 

the theoretical underpinnings of a discourse of inquiry are already 

substantial. 

Many of you would also be quick to observe that the questions 

of method or art in using discourse for purposes of discovery are 

also substantial. Since I am always tempted to believe that 

ancient rhetoricians really discovered most worthwhile truths, 

whether they knew it or not, I need to suggest that medieval and 

renaissance instruction in dialectic and disputation is a natural 

progenitor for the discourse of inquiry. But such a claim would 

be more than a little inconsistent with things I have already 

said, and might be untrue as well. Some of you may be equally 

tempted to suggest that the creation of a poem, or play is an art

ist's modality of discovery, and a significant aspect of the work 

of creating and transforming human values; that we have for a long 

time understood that the literary creations of our students could 

be important to their understanding of language as discovery -

especially if we don't load too many burdens of syntactical and 

semantic propriety on such acts. You may also want to observe 

the way in which a certain kind of study of literature classifies 

the sense in which l_anguage is an instrument of inquiry, and fos

ters this mode of thought for students. Such suggestions would 

be relevant to the gen~ral thesis I have been developing, but one 

step removed from my narrower question about the relationship of 

everyday discourse to inquiry. 

Closer to my immediate target would be current efforts to 

teach students about language and the communication process with 

reference to the three ordinary language problems. The first is 

the problem faced by two or more people who want to find symbols 

they can hold, or use in common as evocative of shared perceptions, 

experiences, or perspectives. The conduct of a dialogue which 

seeks this truth which may lie between man and man requires a 

shared understanding of the nature of language itself, of the ways 

in which words which seem to be held in common often mask funda

mental differences of meaning, and of the gestures which may lead 

to understanding rather than freezing men in rituals of verbal 
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;:.'.)stility. ;.ie stil.i .:.ive for tile most ~,.1rt .1n a.r. a.:::e :>f ·::r·dli

-::ional rhetoric in wnich, when a tneolo~;.ia., announces that "3od 

is dead," c.1 host ot peoµle must read tne phrase in TiITB magazine 

L'11."! pr-educe tnc furii,lUlc:iry _;iu.Llic .t't!S~ur1st::~; The~ ls 1:he denun

ciation -- "if .. ~od is dead, i-lr. f.lthizer, it is heretics like you 

who killed hi:;-,;" or, the dialectician's triumph -- "If God is 

dead then he must have lived, and since he is by definition 

immortal he cannot have died; therefore your conclusion is a self 

contradiction;" or the exercise in consequence -- "If you can say 

that, then you must also be saying that there is no such thing as 

evil. Then you are arguing for free love, Communism, nudism, 

drug addiction and hill billy music. 11 In the midst of such clamor 

we can scarcely discover the few who, understanding the elusive

ness of meaning, and interested in an art of discovery might ask, 

"Why did you say that, and what do you mean?" 

Second, there is the problem of two or more people who, having 

found a common language, have uncovered not simply the bonds of a 

common humanity, but also the symbols which mark the gulfs of 

temperament, values, or purposes which separate them. Such people 

have available the traditional rhetorical weapons for attacking, 

or exposing, or humiliating those who differ. But they h3ve need 

for an art of inquiry into the ways in which men who are separated 

can maintain mutual respect and discover a modus vivendi which 

supports this respect. Our traditional language habits tend to be 

ill adapted to this art of inquiry. A perceived conflict usually 

generates statements which intensify or escalate the conflict, 

"A" is quick to assert that "B's" different value is association 

with a certain crassness in "B's" character, or .with "B's" habit 

of reading the wrong journals, or with his perverse pride in the 

presence of overwhelming evidence and reason. The rejoinder in

vites "B" to lose any doubts he may have had about the wisdom of 

his original position. Thus we are led to the folk wisdom that 

intelligent people avoid discussion of religion or politics at 

social gatherings because differences of opinion lead not to 

increased wisdom, but to disgraceful verbal warfare and long term 

enmities. The art of converting conflict into an occasion for 

wisdom is assuredly a problem not only of human intent or motive, 

but also of verbal management -- the selection of statements which 

foster inquiry and discovery rather than hostility, 

Finally, there is the rhetorical problem of men who need to 

adjust organizational arrangements; the verbal labor of adjusting 

the definitions of an organization's assumptions, roles, and role 

expectations so that new tasks can be managed without abrading the 

sense of indentity felt by the organization's members, or without 

waiting for death or retirement to make possible a forgetting of 

the past. We have clearly entered a period of history in which 

organizations and institutions llRlSt seek constant renewal, but we 

bring to this period habits of treating organizations as relatively 

immutable entities which safeguard the wisdom of the past, and 

bring security to the members who find a defind role within the 

group. We need people who can perceive their membership in an 
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organization not as the achievement of a received position and sta

:us, but.as an o~lig~tion :o participate in an on-going inquiry 

into their organization, aimed at continuous modification of its 

assumptions, purposes, and internal arrangements. We, require the 

men and women who understand the way in which organizations are 

the. produ:t. of ~iscourse, and the available methods for seekin,g 

their modification or transformation. . J-

There is a body of theory about .i.anguage and the conduct of 

discourse already at hand which bears upon all of these problems: 

the theory and problems of meaning, of conflict indentification 

and resolution, of dialogue and discussion methods and of the 

relationship of institutional assumptions and role.definitions to 

communication foI'lll.5 and practices, But there is as yet little 

agreement a~ to what it is about lang_uage•. that we might teach 

students whi:h w~uld affect their behavior in.using discourse for 

purposes.of inqw.ry, or about what kinds of experiences with dis

course might foster the skills of inquiry or about who should 

teach this, and when, and by what routine;. 

In short, my look for the future turns out to be no more than 

this claim: that our students already ask for and need a kind of 

instruction in speaking and writing whose theory and art is ill 

served by traditional rhetoric; that the theoretical and informa

tional founda:ions fo: a rhetori: of inquiry are already at hand; 

and :hat the instructicoal practices aimed at nourishing the use 

of disc~urse for purposes of inquiry are already being explored. 

~t remai~s f~r those of us w~ose special_ responsibility includes 

instruction.in.the ~s of discourse to begin making decisions 

about what it is w7 nu.ght teach about discourse as inquiry, and 

when, and how we might teach these things. 

I think our exploration of this dimension of English instruc

t~on _ will be bo!h difficult and urgent. I have experienced the 

~ifficult~ at first hand. For oore than two decades I have sporad

ically tried to teach small groups of students how to be oore cre

ative in discovering and managing the barriers that' separate inen 

from one another, and how to be oore inventive in modifying or 

reconstructing social_ organizations. I am not certain that· I have 

helped very many of them. But .I am certain that I h·ave seen men 

and women who had su:h skil~; that there must be some understanding 

and a method underly~g their art, and that this understanding and 

method may be teachable. That the search for this method is ur

gent seems to me ·apparent. The -students we teach today will never 

knoi:1 th: com:orts of a society whose traditions endure through 

;heir.life time: TI_iey sens 7, and quite accurately, that the world 

in which they ll .. v7 is changing, whether they will it or not, and 

they seek possession of an art which will help them live with and 

shape that change. We owe them the response that professional 

teachers must always make .to those needing instruction 
..t.. ..,. '..... * .. • 

. Dr. Donald K: Smith i; a fir;fes.sor in the Department of Rhe-

t?ric • an? Associate Vice President of Academic Aff • Uni·ver.:. 
si ty of Minnesota. - - airs• 
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VILL11I':Y RI:VE"ALED: 0-P, S:CEDG SHAKESPI:ARE WHOLE 

by George Soule, Carleton College 

Shakespeare• s perfect reader has yet to be born. When we 
read and t~ach his plays, all of us are aware of how much we still 
nave to learn. If we make the assumption that Shakespeare wastes 
few opportunities, that seemingly irrele~ant passages.and ch~r
acters usually turn out to be relevant, indeed essential -- if we 
make this assumption we find over and over again that passages 
we once puzzled over• suddenly come to life. And if we often have 
trouble understanding the full suggestiveness of Shakespeare's 
verse or have trouble grasping what a character is like (or why 
;1e is emoloyed at all)~ how much more often must we fail as 
readers to notice more purely dramatic effects. When we read, 
character and language are immediately before us; dramatic effects, 
though implied by the text, may pass unnoticed. Th~ remedy I 
~ropose is a simple one. We must always.try to conJure up a . 
rough model of the Elizabethan sta~e -- its th~t ?latform, its 
Generalized background, its splendid_cost~mes, it~ ;nner an~ 
upper acting areas. (Perhaps recalling Minneapolis s Guthrie 
Theater will do.) Once we have called forth this image, we should 
make sure that we "see" the plays we read. In this way, we 7an 
experience the whole of a Shakespeare play. Powerful dramatic 
effects that once were lost on us can regain their full force. 
The result will be a richer and more enjoyable experience, for 
us and for our students. 

One example of such an effect comes immedia:-ely :-o. mi~d. F?r 
a long time, perhaps influenced by the closeup_in Olivier s_mov1e, 
I pictured Hamlet walking out alone to utter his famous soliloquy, 
"To be or not to be." I saw the audience's attention riveted on 
the meiancholy prince identifying with him, suffering with him 
alone. But one day I' looked at the stage directions. I sud~enly 
realized that Hamlet was not alone -- Ophelia had not left with 
her father and the King she was on stage somewhere for the aud
ience to see. The effe~t of her presence is hard to pin

1
down. 

I don't think we are to assume that she overhears Hamlet s 
musings. But clearly she di~erts some of the audience's atten
tion from Hamlet and prevents the audience from being caught up 
completely in his words. Would an audienc 7 be more. aware of the 
treachery she represents or of the expression of naive concern 
that might play on her face? I don't know. But I do know that 
whatever its effect, Shakespeare's scene is. decide.dly different 
from the one I had envisioned for so long. 

A clearer case of what we may miss was pointed out by a 
student of mine. In the last scene of Richard II, Bolingbroke 
ties up the loose ends of the plot, acts both firmly and merci
fully, repudiates Richard's murder, and proposes a trip to the 
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~oly Land. That Bolingbroke is triumphant is clear. But we also 
get the impression that his acts are weighing upon him, either in 
his conscience or in his fears for the future. This impression is 
much stronger when we visualize what is happening. Unnoticed(by 
a hurried reader, Richard's coffin has been brought in. Charac
ters refer to it twice -- the last words of the play are "this un
timely bier 11l -- but unless we are sensitive to matters other than 
speech and character we will not sense the full effect of its 
ominous presence. We cannot know for sure how the Lord Chamber
lain's r~n played this scene. but I think it is safe to assume 
that they did not drop the coffin on the sidelines but carried it 
to the center of the stage. It would thus have been inesc~pably 
present in the audience's sight, and their impression of Boling
broke's triumph would have been correspondingly qualified. 

In Richard III, which critics agree depends on simple and pow
erful effects, ooaudience can fail to note Richard's tremendous 
power and subsequent decline. His sentiments, his uniquely collo
quial speech, and (of course) his actions make such an impression 
inevitable. But a reader may not be aware of other ways in which 
Shakespeare communicates Richard's rise and fall. A quick look at 
how Shakespeare's plays were staged may help us to understand more 
of Shakespeare's art; Bernard Beckerman in Shakespeare !!!,_ the 
Globe distinguishes between actors' entrances made from the stage 
doors at the back corners of the stage and entrances made from 
behind the curtain in the center of the back of the_ stage. "In 
all likelihood," Beckerman concludes from a study of plays pre
sented at the Globe, "actors regularly entered through the center 
curtain• and when they did, they could begin speaking immediately 
upon entrance. But when the entrances were made through a stage 
door. I suggest that conversation was held back for the several 2 seconds needed by the actors to move into the acting area proper." 
Beckerman goes on to talk about the "suddenness" of the unprepared 
center-curtain entrances, and I think we should recognize in such 
suddenness a way of forcing an audience to shift its attention 
quickly to a new speaker. If we look at the first six scenes of 
Richard III, we find that Richard begins the first with a solil
oquy (a device which obviously centers the audience's eyes on 
him), does not appear in one (Clarence's death, I.iv), and enters 
in the middle of the other four. One of these four entrances 
(II. i) has a bit of the preparation which to Beckerman may typ-
ify an entrance from a stage door, but all the rest come as a 
com?lete surprise to the characters on stag~ and to the audience 
as well. Richard, blustering or "fairly bubbling" (as one critic 
has put it), begins speaking immediately. Even if Beckerman's 
speculations are wrong, I think it is clear that Shakespeare has 
given Richard a series of tremendously powerful entrances, a 
series which I believe to be unique in Shakespeare's work. 

Once on stage, Richard continues to impress us with his tre
mendous force. Beckerman thinks that Elizabethan staging was 
conventional and ceremonial, the actors often arranging themselves 
more or less symmetrically about a high-ranking figure. 3 Though 
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Beckerman's view may be too schematic, it is obvious that each 
scene that Richard intrudes upon has already built up a natural 
focus. Anne an?. ~he corps: (I •. ii), Queen Eliz~beth flanked by 
four lords (I. 111), the sick King Edward (II. i), the Queen and 
the Duchess of York (II. ii)-- all may be supposed to hold the 
center of the stage in such a way as would be appropriate to 
such a formal play as Richard III and as would seem proper and 
orderly to an Elizabethan audience. But whenever Richard rushes 
in, he immediately takes at least part of the center of the 
stage, thus usurping the dominant position in the ceremoniously 
ordered group in a way which would visually suggest what the out
come of his plans will be. For example, in Act II, Scene i the 
Queen has talked with concern and restraint to the four lords 
who now probably stand two on each side of her. Richard enters 
at top voice ("They do me wrong, and I will not endure it") and 
immediately goes (strides? lumbers?) to the center of the group 
(line 42). He complains loudly, and then either points at or 
moves back asking each one (at least of the Queen I s friends) in 
turn: 

When have I injured thee? when done thee wrong? 
Or thee? or thee? or any of your factions? 
A plague upon you all! 

(56-58) 
We should remember too that Richard gets the last or penultimate 
word in all of these early scenes. He is alone on stage to 
utter tremendous soliloquies at the end of the first two scenes 
in which he appears (I. i,ii) and is apparently with no more 
than one other speaking character in the next three (I. iii, 
II. i, ii). 

Shakespeare evidently is losing no, chance of impressing 
Richard upon us. Perhaps he uses such simple devices, not only 
so that we feel Richard's power, but so that we become aware at 
the back of our mind that this power seems mainly based on the
atrics, not on the solid virtues and popular support that 
Richmond possesses. At any rate, Richard does fall, and in the 
process Shakespeare slowly takes away most of the dramatic de
vices we have examined. Other characters begin to be dominant: 
in Act I, Queen Margaret steals some attention from Richard as 
she wails behind his back; Buckingham begins to do the dirty 
work; citizens begin to worry; rumors of Richmond's landing be
come stronger and stronger. And in the later acts of the play, 
Richard's entrances and exits are shorn of most of their earlier 
effect. He is allowed one more blustering mid-scene entran.ce 
(his second appearance in III. iv when he pronounces Hasting's 
doom), but no more. 

A further dramatic effect remains, perhaps the most powerful 
of all and thus appropriate to the pl.ay's- first scene. The play 
opens with Richard's famous sol.iloquy in which he comes to tell 
us that he has been plotting against Clarence. Suddenly Clarence 
appears. Richard shifts his tone to one of gay and ironic sym
pathy, and Clarence is led away to the Tower. Richard is left 
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alone for an ironic comment or two before Haihings enters to tell 
how sick the King is. Richard ends the scene as it begari with a 
long and vigorous ~<l'~liloquy. The effect of the scene is, I think, 
to bring the audience close to Richard and thereby to make the audi
ence see Clarence and Hastings almost through Richard's eyes. He 
begins the scene. perhaps standing far forward on the stage, con
fides in us, and then turns to talk, with a hypocrisy which is per
fectly obvious to us, to Clarence, who appears as if on cue to il
lustrate Richard's lecture. Richard is again alone until Hastings 
appears to give him just the information he needs to begin his 
villainous course. Here at the beginning of the play we are given 
the impression that we are almost alone with Richard, that he 
stands between us and the story which is about to unfold and which 
he is about to enter. 

One would naturally expect Shakespeare to continue to use these 
dramatic devices in his later plays, especially when he came to 
draw other villains. Curiously, Iago is not given nearly such 
powerful staging. He clearly manipulates much of the action, and 
his soliloquies often end a scene, but he is usually seen with 
someone else, he never completely dominates a scene as Richard 
dominate$ one ( I. i), and he is never given a powerful mid-scene 
entrance. The closest thing in the tragedies to the treatment 
given Richard III appears in King Lear. One of the most startling 
moments in all of Shakespeare must ~the beginning of the second 
scene of that play. 4 Edmund has been introduced only briefly, 
and the audience has had time to forget him during the long scene 
between Lear and his daughters, when the stage is .cleared and 
Edmund appears again; this time speaking incisively and wittily, 
"Now, gods, stand up.for bastards!" (I. ii,22). This entrance is 
as powerful as some of Richard's and the scene develops in a .way 
very similar to the opening scene of the earlier play. In both, 
a villain describes himself frankly and forcefully to his audience: 
in both, he talks hypocritically to two other characters, speaks 
briefly in the short interval between the conversations, and closes 
the scene with a soliloquy. Edmund is even given a po~rful stage 
device that Richard. does not quite possess. If in the scene from 
Richard III characters seem to enter and exit to suit Richard's 
convenience, Edmund has exte11ded this power .to. the point that he 
appears only to have to wish for• an encounter and that encounter 
is provided. Gloucester enters at a most convenient time for 
Edmund to get down to the business of his trickery. Later, Edmund 
begins to think he can summon characters aimost like an author of 
plays. "Tut," he.says, "I should have been' t-hat I am, had the 
maidenliest star in the firmament twinkled on _my bastar<.lizing. 
Edgar--" he begins, but breaks off as Edgar -himself enters, prob
ably at a stage door--· "and pat he comes like the cat_astrophe of 
the old comedy ••• " (I. ii, 141-1.45) ~ Perhaps Edmund here is 
somewhat amused at his author-like powers. ije uses them with more 
assurance later on when he must get Edgar to run away: 

briefness and fortune• work! 
Brother, a word; descend: brother, I say! 

~ Edgar. 
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My father watches; 0 sir, fly this place ••. 
(II. i,20-22) 

Edmund, giddy in his power, calls hyperbolically for Edgar to 
descend supposedly by means of a stage machine. And Edgar enters 
The result of these devices is partly to create a somewhat ,comic • 
tone in these scenes; Maynard Mack notes that Edmund's reference 
to the catastrophe "sterilize [s] its power to annoy." 5 But 
as in Richard III, the devices also set Edmund up as a char-' 
acter of real I if somewhat unusual, power. 

The question remains as to why Edmund is given such strong 
dramatic treatment, while Iago, who is if anything more villain
ous, is not. Part of the answer lies, I think, in the difference 
between the two plays. King Lear is the story of an old man, 
slowly learning that he Isnot ague-proof, that the gods will 
not heed his commands, that ,man is in one way .a "poor, bare 
forked animal" (III. iv 112), that mortality smells, and 
finally that such knowledge is a necessary prelude to the deep 
and consoling love he finds briefly with Cordelia. Something, 
the play implies, can come of nothing. Though his attitude is 
different from Lear's, Edmund represents a pessimistic view of 
man and the gods much like what Lear must come to on the heath. 
Because ideas like his are so important a part of Lear's spir
itual progress, their representative is given heavy dramatic 
emphasis. On the other hand, one can hardly speak in the same 
way of Othello's spiritual progress. It is more accurate to 
call his jealousy (mistrust may be a better word) a disease 
from which no good can possibly come. As a result, I think we 
react to the two plays differently. In Lea~, Edmund and his 
point of view are presented powerfully so that the audience 
will be taken through what Lear himself must undergo. In 
Othello, Iago is not emphasized so strongly because the audi
ence is not asked so much to suffer with Othello as ·to look on 
in horror as he is moved to smother his ~ife. To these differ
ing purposes, Shakespeare's dramatic devices are perfectly 
appropriate. 

Nobody should be surprised to find that Sha,kespeare's art 
is complicated or that he utilizes all the resources at his com
mand. But in order to realize how fully he communicates-with 
his audience, we must do more than explicate his verse and dis
cuss his characters. We must try to recapture his superbly 
theatrical effects and to see how they contribute to the plays 
in which they appear. In short, we must try to see these plays 
performed in the theater of our mind. 

FOOTNOTES 

1. Act V, Scene vi, Line 52. References- to Shakespe~re will be 
to the Complete ~• ed. Hardin Craig (Chicago, 1961). 

2. (New York, 1962), p. 180. That Richard III could not have 
been written for the Globe should not keep us from speculating 
that something like later theatrical practice existed a few 
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years before that theater was built. 

3. Beckerman, p • .L7l. 
\ 

4. It is startling even if one knows Lear well. Edmund's speech 
contrasts sharply to the domestic discussTon which has gone before. 
Moreover, I think even the most self-consciously analytical student 
of Shakespeare becomes caught up in watching the great scenes of hi: 
plays so that the effect on him will be much like the effect on an 
uninitiated playgoer. 

5. "Engagement and Detachment in Shakespeare I s Plays," in Essays 
~ Shakespeare ~ Elizabethan ~ in Honor ~ Hardin CraiJJ;, 
ed. Richard Mosley (Columbia, Missouri, 1962), p. 281. 

Dr. George Soule is Associate Professor of English, Carleton 
College. In the summer of 1965 he served as Director of the 
NDEA Institute for Advanced Study in Rhetoric-Composition held 
at Carleton. 1 
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CURRICULUM PLANNING AND THE SMALL HIGH SCHOOL 

by Anna Lee Stensland, 
University of Minnesota - Duluth 

I. 

The prevention of stagnation, fragmentation, and generally 
noor teaching in our Minnesota high schools is dependent upon 
active curriculum planning and evaluation. An isolated teacher. 
absorbed in his own course with no knowledge of what his students 
experienced before they came to him and no concern about what 
comes afterwards, is a poor teacher. no matter how intelligent or 
talented he may be. The school without some plan or guide to 
place in the hands of the new teacher is negligent in its obli
gation to that teacher. But the individual who suffers most tn 
such a situation is the student. He is confused by concepts for 
which he has no background• he wastes his time by having to re
peat material he has already learned. such as grammar lessons he 
repeats every year of his high school career. 

Under the tutelage of psychologists like Jerome Bruner, 
English teachers have been urged to sit down with scholars in the 
field to determine the sequence and structure of literature, com
position. and language. The theory is that the child in learning 
a subject should do at a different level the same things which 
the scholar does at his level. Another argument for sequence is 
the need to see relationships. If a child is taught pieces and 
parts of information without seeing connections, he more easily 
forgets what he has learned. 

It is the school involved in the ferment of curriculum experi
mentation which is alive. James Squire, in discussing the 
National Study of High School English Programs, observed that it 
is a special concern in curriculum in a high school - a Great 
Books program, a humanities program or the spiral curriculum for 
example -- which seems to distinguish the vital faculty from the 
static one. l 

II. 

But what of the curriculum work in the · small high school in 
Minnesota, the school with 500 or fewer students and a comparably 
small faculty? 

In the spring of 1966 the writer mailed questionnaires to 233 
senior high schools in the state. The choice of schools was an 
\lllSophisticated one: every other senior high school in the 
Minnesota Educational Directory. Names of English teachers we?"e 
furnished by the office of the Language Arts Cc:nsultant in the 
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Minnesota State Department of Education. Since there appeared 
to be no way of identifying the grade level of the classes the 
teachers taught in the schools, the name of the teacher receiving 
the questionnaire was chosen at random. T~e questionnaire h~d 
two main purposes: (1) to discover something about the En~lish 
department and the teachers in it! and ~2) t? learn someth 7ng· 
about the literature program. This article is ,concerned wit~ 
the first purpose, especially the information on those question
naires from schools under 500 students. 

Of the original 233 questionnaires, 1.25 were returned which 
contained answers complete enough to be used. Of the 125, there 
were 73 from schools reporting fewer than 500 students, 37 from 
schools between 500 and 1000. 9 from schools between 1000 and 
1500, 3 from schools between 1500 and 2000, and 3 from schools 
over 2000. It is mainly with the

2
73 questionnaires from ~chools 

under 500 that this report deals. The other 52 are considered 
as a group occasionally for comparison. There is no assumption 
that these particular small schools are necessarily typical of 
all small schools in Minnesota, but it is quite likely that if 
problems are prono~ced in these 73 schools, the~ probably also 
exist in some of the other schools of the same size. 

III. 

The first obstacle which these 73 small schools face in plan
ning curriculum i~ a very limited number of full-time teachers. 
Four schools, in fact, -report no full-time English teach 7r on 
the staff. Serious ~ur~iculum work, it would seem, requires at 
least one teacher who can give his full time and energy to the 
field. Considering the new materials in linguistics, rhetoric, 
reading, and literature, how can one adequately direct curriculum 
planning and teach. ful.1 time if his interests and concerns are 
divided? One wonders whether the school which cannot afford at 
least one full-time English teacher is not too small to exist. 
The position of the fifteen teachers who find themselves the 
only full-time Englisrr teacher in their schools must also be a 
lonely one when they attempt the sort of soul-searching which is 
necessary for curricuLum evaluation. 

The contributions of the part-time English teacher can be 
most valuable, but his interest and time are naturally divided, 
and in many of these small schools they are divided three ways. 
Two English teachers, for example, report also teaching mathe
matics and serving as their school's principal. Teaching Eng
lish• serving as the school librarian, and directing the school's 
fore~sics and drama program is an all too common division of 
energies. The problem of part-time teachers, however, cannot 
be considered one exclusively confined to the small school. One 
school of 500 to 1000 enrollment reported one full-time English 
teacher and seven part-time English teachers. But, in general, 
the larger schools have more full-time teachers. 
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A further obstacle to curriculum ?lanning in these s~nall 
schools is either the complete absence of a chairman or the 

feeling of the chairman that his position is so unofficl.a.J that 

it carries little responsibility a.,J no authority. James 
Squire describes the department chairman's job in a good high 

school as that of "providing vigorous, intellectual leadership 

stimulating ideas, organizing for curriculum development, con

ferring with teachers, visiting classes, opening classrooms to 

visitation among teachers, assisting in placement and evaluation 

of ~ as is often found, merely servicing the department in a • 

most passive sense -- distributing books, passing out papers 
filling out forms." 3 Of these 73 schools, 29 have no design~ted 

chairman and eleven teachers note that the chairmanship in their 

school is unofficial or has been assumed by a conscientious tea
cher. Such remarks as "I get the mail"; "it is only a conveni

ence"; "it is assumed"; or "probably the only full-time teacher" 

appeared all too often. In comparison, among the 52 schools of 

over 500 enrollment 38 reported department chairmen, twelve 
reported no chairman and two reported that the chairmanship is 

"in name only" or "falls to the senior English teacher." 

The 30 schools which have an appointed chairman do hold more 

meetings of the department than those without a chairman or with 

an unofficial or assumed chairmanship. Those with a chairman are 

also more likely to be involved in some sort of curriculum plan

ning. Too large a number of those with a chairman, however, are 

doing no planning, in a few cases because a curriculum has re

cently been adopted, but in some cases for other reasons: "We 

tried but found it almost impossible to make this gtri.de from 

'scratch"'; "We planned with the State department but no changes 

have been made." 

An overwhelming number of these small schools (50 ~f 73) 

report that they have no curriculum guide or course outline of 

any kind. A couple of schools report following the 1956 state 

department guide. By contrast, among the 52 schools over 500 

enrollment, 27 schools or one half report that they have some 

kind of printed curriculum (dittoed, mimeographed, or commercial

ly printed) to place in the hands of their teachers, twenty-three 

report no curriculum, and two report using the state guide. 
Also one-half of th~se larger schools, 26, report that their 

departments are involved in some sort of curriculum work, while 

26 reported no such work in progress. 

Thirty-two of the respondents from these 73 schools are 

department chairmen, either officially or unofficially. An en

couraging note is that the majority of these chairmen do have 

English majors. A rather surprising discovery, however, is that 

so many of them have fewer than five years of experience. Four 

of them, in fact, are in their second year of teaching. 

All of the department chairmen have far too many obligations. 

The number of students and classes must be considered in con-
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junction with other- responsibilities. Tw0-of the de"?artment 

chairmen wno aave only three classes are also their school's 
librarian, a third has some elementary school music, s;,eech,,- the 

class play and two study halls ?.nd the fourth is the high school 

principal, in addition to teaching two math classes •. l\n English 

department chairman who teaches only one E1;glish class ~.En?lish 

12), and two math classes plus being the high school P:incipal 

is indeed in a questionable situation. De?artment chairmen who 

have fdur classes listed such added duties as "all extra-curric

ular speech activities, two class plays" or "study hall, assis

tant principal, cheerleading advisor, senior class play." 

The frustration of teachers in many of these situations is 

evident from their answers to the questionnaires. A teacher who 

teaches two English classes and junior high school music, plus 

supervising grade school music, explained her problei:15 in even. 

filling out a questionnaire about her program: She is an English 

minor who taught English for the first time last year. The 

school's one full-time English teacher is in her first year of 

teaching• the home economics teacher has one English class and 

the biol~gy teacher another. My informant said frankl~ that 
she did not know what is going on in her school's English cur

riculum. Could any one of the teachers in this school know? 

IV. 

One might argue that some of these schools are too small and 

should consolidate, but the small high school is probabl~ a per~ 

manent phenomenon of education in Minnesota. Under the induce

ment of state and federal funds, such small schools have found 

ways to cooperate, at least on the·administ:ative ~evel, through 

the Research and Development Councils. Is it possible that sev

eral small schools in an area which have similar kinds of student 

bodies might cooperate at the department level to plan curric
ulum? The directors of UMREL (Upper Midwest Regional Education 

Laboratory) have suggested that they are open to proposals from 

several small communities which might like to work together on 

curriculum plans. 

Clearly, several factors are necessary for such cooperative 

curriculum planning: (l) principals who want better English 

curriculums and will find the ways to free teachers for such 

work· (2) English teachers who are not so':)burdened by the sheer 

duti;s of the day that they.have no time to think and.read; (3) 

teachers who are dedicated enough to take some of their free 
time once they have been given some, to work on curriculum, and 

(4) department leaders who feel that they have both the author

ity and the backing to ~ake revolutionary proposals. 

It is not the intention here to suggest that all small high 

schools in Minnesota are doing a poor job of teaching English, 

nor that all larger schools are doing a good job. There are a 

few brilliant examples' of relatively small schools that are 
21 



somehow managing the time I energy I and money to do both curr· 
planning and experimentation. (Minnesota Cowicil should pe~c
haps I serve as a medium ':hrough which the methods and pl~s of 
these ~chools could be dispensed to other small schools whose 
faculties are ready for such woric.) But .. as a group these 73 
small Minnesota high schools appear to be burdened by. serious 
obstacles which are impeding creative curriculum work.'• 

11 

Sidney Sulkin in ~ Challenge of Curriculum Change says 
1 

The strong schools _ are_ stronger today than they were 10 to 15 
yea:s.ago 1 whe~as the schools that were in a relatively weak 
position early in the 1950 1s have responded to curricular chan 
relatively less _or not at all, with the consequence that the d{;_ 
ference ~etween the strongest _and the weakest of .the country's 
sch~ols 1.s probably greater today than it has been at any time 
duri~g the last 15 years. " 4 Richard Corbin I past National Council 
president, however, recently reported that some of the best ex ' . . . . per-
1.mentation is going on not necessarily in the_ well-to-do sub-
urban community with the best trained and best paid staff but 
rather in the schools which have reached the frustration ;oint.S 
If one can read tone from answers to a questionnaire clearly 
many Minnesota teachers have reached the frustration 

I 

point. 

FOOTNOTES 

1James R. Squire, "National Study of High School English 
Programs: A School for All Season," English Journal, LV (March 1 
1966) 1 283. 

2 A110ng the 73 schools reporting enrollments under 500: 

I. Number of full-time English teachers. (73 schools) 

II. 

III. 

IV. 
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No answer O l 2 3 4 5 8 - Teachers 
1 4 15 26 18 6 2 l 

Number of part-time English teachers. (73 schools) 
0 l 2 3 4 - Teachers 
21 25 18 6 3 

Do you have a department chairman? (73 schools) 
Yes 
30 

How 
A. 

No Unofficially No answer 
29 11 3 

often does your department meet? 
With a chairman (30) 

Seldom 1 occasionally 
or when needed 

10 

No answer 
1 

Yearly I hi-yearly 
or quarterly 

8 

Mon:thly or 
weekly 

2 

v. 

VI. 

3el.c!or.-,, occa.:;ionally 
or· .-then needed. 

10 

Ho answer :.iever 
;.,o a 

a,'1 l.mo:'ficici.l cl:ai r:~an o:-- 110 ,mswcr 
l 43) 

Yearly 1 bi-y~ar.:y 'io::ithly or 
or· quarterly weekly 

3 2 

Are you doing 
A. Without a 

any curriculum planning? 
chairman or unofficial (43) 

!fo Yes No answer Half-hearted 
29 6 6 2 

B. With a chairman (30) 
Ho Yes No answer 
13 14 1 

Do you have a printed curriculum? 
Yes No State curriculum 
14 50 7 

Half-hearted 
2 

No answer 
2 

Among the 32 re.srondents who are de2artment chairmen: 

I. Education 
Masters Bachelor's Minor Less than a minor 

Major 
3 25 3 1 

II. Teaching experience 
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 
15 10 4 3 

III. Number of classes per day 
6 5 4 3 Classes 
3 21 4 4 

IV. Number of students per day 
below 70 70-95. 96-120 121-150 151-160 Over 

160 
2 8 9 9 3 1 

3squire • "National Study 1
11 in E. .!!_, LV 1 282-83. 

4college Entrance Examination Board,~ Challege of Currie
~ Change 1 p. XIV. 

5Richard Corbin, The Teaching ~ Writing in ~ Schools (New 
York: 1966 )1. p. 103. * 

Dr. Anna Lee Stensland, Executive Secretary of the MCTE, is 
Associate .Professor of English at UMD, Duluth. 
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ponum 

;-ii th this issue we inaugu.rat:e what we plan as a coIJtinuing . 

feature of the ,4innesota English Journal, a forum for the ex::i;es

sion of opinions on matters of interest to teachers of Engli~h 

and the language arts. We hope the first entry in the Forum will 

,H'ovoke SOP.le replies, and we stand by to provide equal space in 

su\Jsequent issues. i·le'd like to hear from vou about 100dular 

scheduling, aLout the so-called text book ~volution (Hillel 

JJiick 's article in the SatEve.Post of October 7 suggests to the 

,.:eneral public that not much is going on in the texts used in 

:,igh school i::nglish classes), about integrating speech and the 

,;nglish curriculum. How about teaching simplified or condensed 

versions of classics? Or getting IOOre variety in the selection 

of texts? tmy ideas about Donald K. Smith's proposal to search 

out ways to teach about discourse as inquiry? or Anna Lee 

Stensland's description of small schools' frustrations?· Send 

us your polemics, lampoons, ironic commentaries, clarifications, 

modest proposals -- anything, short of invective. 

Minimum Requirements for Preparation of Teachers in Certain 

Teaching Fields 

These requirements shall constitut:e minimum programs of 

preparation in the teaching fields to be set up by the colleges. 

Each prospective teacher shall have at least the amount of prep

aration indicated in each of the fields. The standard require

ments for credits in professional education shall apply except 

where requirements are specifically mentioned. All new require

ments are effective September l,1968 unless otherwise specified, 

(c) English or Language·Arts. The prospective teacher of 

English or Language Arts shall have: 

(1) A teaching major in English or Language Arts of not 

less than 36 semester (54 quarter) hours to include academic 

instruction in language, literature, and composition beyond the 

freshman English requirement in (aa), (bb), and (cc) below, plus 

academic instruction in speech in each of the two following 

areas, (1) theory and practice of public address and (2) o~al 

interpretation or play production and direction in addition to 

such demonstration of. speaking proficiency ,:a::; the individual 

institution may normally consider appropriate. This major 

should include the following areas: · 
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(aa) Expository writing 

(bb) The nature of language, and the historical develop,-.: 

ment and present structure of the English language, especially as 

used in the United States. 

(cc) Development of English and ~rican Li:erature; J.~

tensi ve study of at least one major English or Am:rican ~uthor, 

theory and practice of literary criticisi:1; analysis and interpre-. 

'tation of the various literary genres; literature for adolescentS, 

literature of the 20th century and of at least one other century. 

OR: 

( 2) A teaching minor in English or Language Az:s ~f at 

least 18 semester (27 quarter) hours, including academic instruc

' tion in languege, literature and co1:1f'ositio~ be!ond the freshm~ 

English requirement, plus academic instruction in speech as de 

fined in the major in English or Language Arts (c} (1). 

THOSE NEW REGULATIONS 

by Gerald Thorson, St. Olaf College 

f. 
• f the ~n....,.ification of 

Before long the new regulations or !a;<>• -- • . , __ 

teachers of English in the secondary schools of Minnesota Wlli 

be in effect: the official date is September l, 19?8• To many 

this date is none too soon, for there are few.who wi~l.deny the 

need for more realistic laws stipulating who is qualified to. 

teach Englisn in the classrooms in the state. Not everyone will 

agree that the regulations finally adopted by the State Boa:d of 

Education are the best 1 or the only, ones for the prese~t s~tu~

tion. Yet most will agree that this nove by the Board is signif

icant. 

Essentially these z,egulations will bring about an i~crease 

in the minimum ;reparation of the teaching major in English and 

they will put more English majors into .the classrooms. By. a~sur

ing better-trained teachers and IOOre __ teac::hers trained specifical

ly to teach English, these new ~gul~ti~n~ wi~l upgrade the teach

ing of language, literature, and composition in the schools. 

Perhaps the ct\ief effect of these. reg1;11at.ions will be to 

reduce the number of teachers of English in. the, state who have 
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never been trained to teach English. That non-qualified ·pers 

h b h . E · • • ens 
ave een teac 1.ng nglish 1.s known to all, even. though it has 

seldom been mentioned in connection with these new regulations. 

'-fo longer will it be possible -- as it has been, or is now 

for that ~atter -- for someone with a year of Freshman English: 

a course in fundamentals of speech, a course in journalism and 

a course in the American novel to teach English in the sec~ndary 

schools. Now he will be required to have at least a minor in 

i:.:ng~ish, and that minor will have to include instruction in co.:::

pos1 tion, language, literature, and speech. Furthermore anyone 

with this minor preparation will receive only temporary ~ertifi

catiori in English. As a result, superintendents and princi~als 

are going to find it more expedient in the long run to dem~d 

that the English classrooms be staffed by English majors. 

Improvement in the quality and breadth of the preparation of 

the English major will be less noticeable. This is true because 

the new minimum standards are not radically different -- exceot 

in quantity -- from those that have been generally required of 

the teaching major in English in the state's colleges and uni

versities. At some colleges the teaching minor has for some 

time required more semester hours than those now stipulated in 

th: new. regulations. This has been less true of the teaching 

maJor simply because the colleges, concerned with the total 

education of the students in their teacher education programs, 

have not thought it educationally wise to demand an excessive 
amount of work in any one area at the expense of a broad prep

aration in the libe:al arts. At the same time, however, college 

departments of English have been profoundly concerned with the 

content and the quality of their programs of teacher preparation. 

II. 

Perhaps a brief review of what took place before the en~ct

ment of the new regulations is in order, especially for those 

new to the English classrooms in Minnesota. At least such a 

review can indicate the nature of the discussions, the back

ground of the new regulations, and the concern for excellence 

i~ :he teacher-preparation programs at the colleges and uni ver
si ties. 

In this movement toward improved regulations the Minnesota 

Council of Teachers of English has made a significant contribu

tion. When, during the first year of _its existence, committees 

were set up, one of these was the Committee on Standards and 
Certification. Over half the members of this committee were 

from the colleges and universities; four of these were depart

ment chairmen; and one of these, Dr. John McKieman, College of 

St. Thomas, was the chairman of the committee. For two years 

this committee met to outline a proposal for the preparation of 

t}).e tea·cher of English. This proposal, presented at the annual 

meeting of the Council in April, 1963, was approved by the 
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members -of the Council. 

In the meantime, the State Advisory Committee on 'Lc>nguage 

Arts and Related Humanities, under the direct ion of Dr. Harold 

B, Allen, University of Minnesota, also undertook a study of 

teacher preparation. This committee, since its membership over

lapped with that of the Council committee, made use of the work 

that had already been done by the Council committee. In Novem

ber 1962 and again in April 1963 the Language Arts committee 

made proposals to the State Board of Education for new regula~ 
tions. These proposaJs, while they were similar to those adopted 

by the MCTE, containeC1 ~orne essential differences. Later, when 

the State Advisory Committee on Teacher Education presented its 

views on the preparation of the teacher of English, this commit

tee's proposal was essentially that of the MCTE committee rather 

than that of the Language Arts committee. 

In February 1964, when the chairmen of the liberal arts col

leges met in Minneapolis, they supported the proposals of the 

Teacher Education committee and made known this support to the 

Stat!il Board of Education. When the Minnesota Association of 

Department of English Chairmen was founded in April 1964 in St. 

Cloud, this group also supported the recommendations of the 

Teacher Education committee. They did not support the recommen

dations or the Language Arts committee because oftheexclusive use 

of the term language arts to replace the common term English, 

its prescriptive and~~guously stated requirement in speech, 

and, most importantly, the interpretation of the regulations 

which translated into specific, mandatory courses what were in

tended to be elaborations of three major areas of study. Opposi

tion to this proposal, therefore, was voiced to the State Board 

of Education. When the Language Arts committee subsequently also 

proposed an amendment which would, in effect, allow a student to 

be certificated to teach English if he possessed a specific pro

gram in speech, the English chairmen again stated their opposi

tion. 

As a result, in October 1965, the State Board of Education 

voted to delay action on the proposed regulations. In December 

' of that year Dr. Allen called a meeting of representatives of 

college departments of English, college departments of speech, 

and the Language Arts committee to discuss the proposals. The 

, result was the statement which was, in October 1966 1 approved by 

the State Board of Education, effective September 1, 1968. 

III. 

To state, as has been done, that the new regulations came 

about because the college English departments had "abdicated 
, their responsibility" toward providing teachers for the secon

dary schools, is sheer nonsense. In the majority of the colleges 

in Minnesota most of the students who prepare a major in English 



have also been enrolled in teacher- education ?rograms, and ~he 
prirnar-y e-Ffort in these departments has been devoted to their 
preparation -- too often at the expense of thos.e majors planning 
to enter graduate school or some other vocation. • 

It was not alarr:i over the possibility of new state re;:ula-
t ions that has involved the college Enilish departments wit it the 
secondary schools. This interest and concern .has been of lone 
standing. Back in the early 1950's departments of English we~ 
coo~erating with departments of Education in the supervision of 
stu:lent teachers, visiting the classrooms where their majors 
w':re doinf t~eir student teaching. Members of these departments 
did not, 1t 1s true, lobby for new regulations or even form an 
or~anization to discuss their views. After all, the post-war 
years brought other problems as they sought to strengthen the 
programs on their own campuses. But there was discussion and 

' , 
tnere were those who expressed concern over various aspects of 
teacher preparation long before the State Advisory Committee on 
Language Arts and Related Humanities became involved in the 
subject. 

Back in 1955, for example, at the invitation of Sister M 
,Joselyn, chairman of the department of English at the Colleg; of 
St, Scholastica, the private liberal arts colleges of Minnesota 
participated in the first of what has become an annual Conference 
for English Majors. Although this conference has not been di
rected specifically to the preparation of the future teacher of 
English, it has tended to focus attention on the quality of the 
pre?aration of the English major and has served to bring the 
various departments together. Back in 1957, when the National 
Council of Teachers of English held its annual conference in 
Minneapolis, there was no lack of cooperation, either in the 
planning or in the participation, among members of the college 
English departments. In 1959, I presented a paper at the thir
tieth annual conference on teacher education at the University 
of Minnesota on the subject-matter preparation of the teacher 
of English. When the Minnesota Council of Teachers of English 
was organized in 1960, representatives of college departments 
were among those who participated simply because their interest 
in the teaching of English on all levels of instruction in 
Minnesota was a very real one. 

IV. 
Why, then, once the State Advisory Committee on Language 

Arts and Related Humanities made its proposal for changes in the 
regulations, did so many years elapse before new regulations 
were adopted by the State Board of Education? Why did the 
College English departments seem to "interfere"? That there has 
been discussion, even controversy, over the regulations cannot 
be denied. But controversy is not to be deplored -- indeed, it 
should probably be welcomed. For any subject is more likely to 
be ~iewed from a broader perspective, to evoke a greater degree 
of interest among a large group, and to result in a more refined 
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statement of purpose when that subject has passed throu,:;h a con
troversial discussion. 

The progress toward new regulations may have been slow, but 
the discussion has been necessary. To simply increase the num
ber of hours of the English major and to include in that major a 
rigid list of mandatory courses of study would be detrimental to 
the teacher education programs in the state, for no program can 
attain the quality of excellence required if its creativity, its 
urge for experimentation, and its concern for individual differ
ences among students are stifled. The aim of the college depart
ments is -- and has been -- to send into the classrooms of Min
nesota teachers adequately prepared to meet the demands that 
will be placed upon them. If quality in teaching is desired, 
then the new state regulations must permit those institutions 
preparing teachers of English to realize their goals. 

* * * * 

• 

Dr. Thorson is Chairman of the Minnesota Association of 
Department of &nglish Chairmen. In 1960-61 he served as Pres
ident of the MCTE. 
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Would you dare put an ordinary paperback thru this test? 

This simple test will p_rove to you how 
PERMA-BOUND, the paperback with 
durability "built-in", can solve the prob
lem of rapid deterioration of paperbacks 
in your school or library! 

Bend any PERMA-BOUND paperback 
as shown above; the adhesive spine will 
not crack. Because we have completely 
removed the original glue. We then 
carefully apply a special adhesive which 
is remarkably resilient. You can repeat 
this bending test hundreds of times with 
the same book without fear of pages 
falling out. 

While you are about it, try to tear or 
wrinkle the plastic-laminated hard cover. 

You can't. It's tough and durable. This 
plastic coating protects the covers from 
soiling, while enhancing the original 
artwork. Hard binders boards prevent 
dog-eared corners. 

Now open your PER MA-BOUND wide. 
A revelation? See hor. the pages lie flat, 
without stress or pul . Now you can even 
see the inside margin. 

Convinced? Then follow the lead of 
16,000 schools and libraries all over 
America. Send for your free catalog of 
over 4000 "most wanted" PERMA
BOUND titles. Or, let us rebind the old or 
new paperbacks now in your possession. 
It pays! 

-------------------------------------, 
PERMA·BOUND 
Hertzberg-New Method, Inc., Dept. 
Vandalia Road, Jacksonville, Illinois 
0 Please send a FREE SAMPLE of a Perma-Bound 

without obli•ation. 

••BUILT IN" D ~~e;s:v!t~tl~~taloas of Perma•Bound paperbacks 

URABILITY O Please send information on how we can have D . paperbacks now in our possession Perm■-Bound. 
Every paperback In 

PERMA-BOUND binding 
Is GUARANTEED for 50 
circulations or 2 years, 
whichever comes firs, 

NAML.._--'---------------
TITLc._ ____________ _ 

INSTITUTIO,~-----------
ADORES,._ ___________ _ 

PERMA-BOUNDS are eligible for purchase 
with federal funds under Titles I, II, Ill. 

CITY ________ STAT~---
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