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INTROOOCT ION 

In the fa 11 of 1977 John A 1 exander, then president 0f the MCTE, 
appointed a task force to explore the necessity of redrafting 
Teacher Licensure Guidelines for English/Language Arts in Mir.r:escta. 
The Task Force began meeting in October 0f 1977 and has met regular
ly ever since. Its dellberations examirr-:1 the existing guidelines, 
promulgated in 1967, to detennine whether or not those guideljnes 
are adequate, given substantial changes in the theory and pvactice 
of teaching English/Language Arts to secondary school students. In 
addition the National Council of Teachers of English.published, in 
1976, A Statement on the Preparation of Teachers of English and the 
Language Arts, a report of its colTlllittee on Teacher Preparation. 
The purpose of that report was to encourage NCTE affiliates to up
date certification requirements in the light of changing emphases 
and new knowledge. 

As a result of its initial deliberations, too MCTE Task Force 
is recomTiending a new set of 1icensure guidelines which will, when 

,modifies and/or ratified by t'he MCTE General Assembly at its Annual 
'Business Meeting, be foi-warded to the State Board of Teaching for 
their consideration. ,1,,, Board of Teeehing may either ap;,oint its 
own Task Force to deve1op new guidelines, ·using the MCTE proposal 
as a starting point, or it may choose to consider the MCTE recom
mendation directly. The MCTE Task Force has operated 'Under the 
assumption that a new Task Force will be appointed, and has formal
ly requested that the Board of Teaching take up the licensure 
regulations for the English/Language Arts at its earliest conveni
ence. The Board of Teaching has agreed to do so. fn addition, 
the MCTE group has suggested nominees for the State Task Force to 

the MCTE Executive Conmittee. 

In preparing its reconmendations, the MCTE Task Force has 
tried to solicit the opinions of all members of the profession at 
every opportunity. In 1978, at the Rochester Convention of the 
MCTE, the Task Force held an open meeting to hear individual judge
ments about the direction revisions ought to take. In 1979, at St. 
Cloud, drafts of proposals were made available and a series of open 
hearings held. Based on those hearings and conmittee deliberations, 
the draft presented at the close of this article has been prepared 
for full Council review. There will be an open hearing on the 
draft at the MCTE convention on Friday, May 2 in Room D at 4:30 p.m., 
Nonnandy Hotel, Duluth. Finally, the proposal will be acted on at 
the Annual Business Meeting in Room A at 9:00 a.m., Saturday, May 3. 

In the judgement of the MCTE Task Force, the proposed guide
lines represent a substantial improvement over the previous 
guidelines in two regards. First, the proposed revisions provide a 
much better match with the position of the Conmittee on Teacher 
Preparation of the National Council of Teachers of English. Second, 
since the proposed revision is couched in tenns of the knowledge and 
abilities which we .ould expect teacher preparation programs to 
develop in prospective teachers, rather than in tenns of 
specific courses or specific areas of study, the new guidelines 
should allow college programs .greater flexfbi-lity in the selecting 
means used to achieve the desired outcomes and provide the State 
Board of Teaching with a better tool for evaluating program effec
tiveness. Clearly, ex11111ning current teacher preparation programs 
from the perspective of these guidelines will lead most institutions 
to discover weaknesses and make changes. Professionals expect 
evaluation to accomplish exactly that pair of objectives. 

A Study of Teacher Attitudes 
Purpose of the Survey 

Before making recon-mendations regarding changes in the current 
lfcensure guidelines, the MCTE Task Force believed that a survey of 
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the attitudes of secondary English tenchers tnw~rd th1>i!" ri.-eo3r~

tion programs was essential . 
In order to determine the necessity of addino new components, 

and altering or deleting existing components, the Task Force wanted 
to determine teacher attitudes towards those program component s 
based on existing guidelines , whifh represented areas of studv be
lieved to be important during the 1960's , and components not 
included in the guidel i nes which have :nore recently been i~cluded 
in teacher training programs in English. The results of the study 
serve both as rationale for our recoll'f11e~da~ions and as i nfcrmation 
useful to those considering changes in +~acher preparation programs 

Development of the Attitude Scale 
In order to develop items for the ~ttitude scale, the Task 

Force turned to the existing guidelines for the English major: 
Minimum Requirements for Preparati on of Teachers in Cer tain 
Fields 

These requirements shall constitute 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 preparation indicated in each of the fields. The 
standard requirements for credits in professional education 
shall apply except where requirements are specifically men
tioned. All new requirements are effective September 1, 
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, 1 itera ture, 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 pub 1 i c address and (2) 
oral interpretation or play production and 
di rection, addition to such demonstration of 
speaking proficiency as the individual institu
tion may nonnal1y consider appropriate . . Thts 
major should include the following areas : 

( aa) Expository writing. 
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(bb) The nature of language, and the histori
cal development and present structure of 
English language,. especially as used in 
the United States. 

(cc) Development of English and American 
Literature; intensive study of at least 
one major English or American author; 
theory and practice of literary criticism; 
analysis and interpretation of the various 
literary genres; literature for adoles
cents; literature of the 20th century and 
of at least one other century. 

(2) A teaching minor in English or language Arts of 
at least 18 semester (27 quarter) hours, includ
ing academic instruction in 1 anguage., 1 i tera
ture and composition beyond the freshman English 
requirement, plus academic instruction in speech 
as defined in the major English or language Arts 
(c} (1). 

Each teaching-training institution differs in the specific 
courses it requires students to take in order to meet these guide
lines • . Therefore, the Task Force refers to the items on this survey 
a·s "components," so as not to imply that these items are equivalent 
to specific course offerings, although, at many institutions, many 
of the i terns name content that comprise course offerings. The Task 
Force also examined a number of books and articles on current theory 
of English instruction and curricula, particularly the MCTE state
ment mentioned above. 

In early discussions and in a letter sent to the Board of Teach
ing, the Task Force also noted that language arts curriculum theory 
of the 1960's stressed knowledge of the history and development of 
literature, .rhetorical and literary critical analysis, arid the study 
of language. More recent theory defines English less as~ body of 
knowledge and more as those responding, composing, speaking, listen
ing, inferring processes involved in producing and understanding 
discourse: The Task Force also noted that many curriculum theorists 
and supervisory personnel felt that secondary school English
Language Arts teachers are often not familiar with current theory 
and research related to composition and reading instructi1ln. ~inally, 
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members of the Task Force were aware of the public's and, to some 
degree, the media's popularized conception of English as "the 
basics," i.e., traditional granmar, spelling, reading of tradition
al literary texts ("Silas Marner," etc . ) and "correct" usage, a 
conception that historically predates either of the two conceptions 
described .above. 

Given this background, analysis of existing secondary curricula, 
and the current guidelines, a large item pool was developed. Out of 
that pool, 35 items were selected. The Task Force believed these 
items represented the existing guidelines, current instructional 
offerings and various conceptions of English instruction. The word
ing of the items was then analyzed in order to eliminate any implied 
positive or negative bias. In addition, the arrangement of items in 
the list was randomized to avoid clusterings which might produce ten
dencies to respond to items as collections, rather than individually. 

Using lists of all the secondary English teachers in Minnesota, 
a random sample was selected. The staff at the computing center of 
the State Department of Education ran a computer program which 
ramdomly selected a sample of 1150 names from its list of 4600 
Minnesota English Teachers. Teachers were asked to rate each of the 
it~ms according to its relative importance in preparing . English 
teachers; on a scale from "l" ("least important") to "5" ("most 
important"). The attitude inventories were mailed to the selected 
sample along with a self-return envelope. Based on one mailing,_ we 
had a 53% return rate. Of the 609 who completed the survey, 224 . 
(37%) taught in grades 7-9; 25 (4%), middle. school; 267 (44%)' 10-12, 
and 93 (15%) 7-12. 263 (43%) had tuaght for 1-9 years and 348 (57%) 
had taught for 10 or more years. 181 (30%) had a least a BA or BS; 
203 (33%) had a BAS plus 30 hours; 130 (21%) had a Master's degree, 
and 99 (16%) had a Master's plus 30 hours . . ThiS data suggests 
that the sample fairly represented the different grade levels, years 

of preparation and level of preparation within the overall popula
tion. 
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Table I : Mean Ratings for Teacher Preparation Components i n 

Rank Order 

Components : 

1. Methods of teaching writing 
2. Methods for diagnosing and assessing writing skills 
3. Methods for diagnosing and assessing reading skills 
3. Methods for teaching usage, spelling, punctuation 
5. Methods of teaching literature 
6. Knowledge of "traditional" grarrmar 
7. Literature for adolescents 
7. Sentence-combining activities 
9. Characterisitics of literary genres (novel, short 

story, poetry) 
9. Methods of individualizing reading programs 

11. Methods of teaching listening skills 
11. Methods of teaching speaking skills 
13. Theory of composing and revising processes 
14. Advanced composition 
14. Public Speaking 
16. Methods for diagnosing and assessing speaking skills 
16. Cognitive and social development in adolescence 
18. Knowledge of phonetics 
19. Methods of teaching film, television, media 

20. Knowledge of social uses of language 
20. Oral interpretation 
22. Language development in adolescence 
22. Historical development of American literature 
22 . Application of literary cri tical analysis 
22. Minority literature (Black, Indian, Chicano) 
27. Theater arts (play production and d;rection) 
27. flction writing 
29. Poetry writing 
29.- Theory of language arts curriculum 
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Mean 

4.5 
4.2 
4.0 
4.0 
3.9 
3.8 
3.7 
3.7 
3.6 

3.6 
3.5 
3.5 
3.4 
3.3 

3.3 

3. 2 
3.2 
3.1 
3.0 
2.9 

2.9 
2.8 
2.8 
2.8 
2.8 
2.7 
2.7 
2.6 
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(Table I - continued) 

Components: 

31. Creative dramatics and role play 
32. Historical development of British literature 
33. Knowledge of transfonnational gra1TW11ar 
35. History of the English language 
35. Rhe tori ca 1 t~eory 

Discussion of Results 

Mean 

2.5 
2.3 
2.1 
2.0 
2.0 

The five components receiving the highest ratings were: 

"methods of teaching writing," "methods for diagnosing and assess
ing writing skills," "methods for .diagnosing and assessing reading 
skills," "methods for teaching usage, spelling, punctuations," and 
"methods of teaching 1 i terature," suggest teachers be 1 ieve that 
methods components in these areas are of the highest priority . 

Our speculations about the reasons for the high rating of 
these components is that theory and research infonning these compo
nents is, in contrast to some of the other components, constantly 
changing. Teachers may believe that it is important to keep 
abreast of current instructional techniques that apply directly to 
their teaching. Many teachers who have never taken a writing 
methods course may now, given the increased interest in new methods 
for teaching writing, believe that it is important to be familiar 
with such current methods. 

We also speculated that teachers' experiences may have in
creased their awareness of individual differences in students' 
reading and writing abilities. The practical pr~blems presented by 
such differences, and the new public laws holding teachers account
able for developing programs for "mainstreamed" learning dis11bled 

' students, may have led respondents to conclude that prospective 
teachers need better preparation in diagnosing and providing for 
such differences. Finally, we were fairly certain that the high 
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ratings for usage, punctuation, and spelling, as well as for 
"tradi ti ona 1 gram.a i"," ( i tern ii6) , were produced by the pub 1 i c 
demand for and teach~r responses to the call for great.!?r emphasis 
on instruction in the "basic skills." All of these inferences, 
however, are open tc question without some additional data on 
teachers' attitudes towards secondary Englis~/Language Arts 
curriculu~ and instruction. 

Turning to those five items rated lowest, "history of the 
English 1 anguage," "rhetori ca 1 theory, 11 "knowledge of tranfonna
tiona l gralll!!ar," "concentration on a major author," and "histori
cal develooment of British literature," it is interesting to note 
t hat four of these corit"onents are presently included in the 
required guidelhes. These components received relatively high 
priority in the 1960's, when the present guideline-s were being 
formulated. 

Again, we sp1c:.ilated that while theorists would argue that 
knowlP:dge of tr,u,~formational qranmar provides students with a 
kriowl edge of a mm·e competent gramnar, is of use in understanding 
the development of syntactic cor;,picxity, and of use in construct
ing composing exercises such as se<1tence combining activities, 
teachers rated it low because they were exposed to training that 
assumed that transformational granmar would be taught rather than 
used as background knowledge, or that did not explore such appli
cations. Similarly, we wondered if the low ratings for components 
related -to the "historical development" of British and American 
literature might reflect a shift in the prevailing modes of 
literature instruction in the secondary schools. For example, 
teachers who viewed.- h1structfon in literature as directed at 
fostering students' critical understanding of and response to 
texts might rate historical approaches ·or majo~ figure courses 
lower. 

We thought the low nting given to the history of the English· 
language component resulted from the general fatlure of this 
materi,11 • to win ~n, p-hat . in most secon~ary schQOJ. ,~ra.ms, but 
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it seems possible that the general lack of interest in historical 
approaches might explain this result as easily. The most perplex
ing of these ratings is the low rating given to "rhetorical theory." 
In light of the relatively high rating received by "theory of 
composing and revising" one would have expected a somewhat better 
rating for this component. Coupled with the relatively high rat
ings given to "knowledge of phonetics," one begins to suspect that 
terminology may be confusing respondents on some survey items. 
Perhaps phonetics, perceived as phonics, is profiting from the 
general concern with reading, and rhetoric suffers from being 
associated with demagoguery. As noted previously, while such 
speculations are tantalizing, what they suggest is that more in
fonnation would be helpful. 

In sulllTiary, the .only things the ratings make clear are that, 
for experienced teachers, methods components in writing and read
ing are of paramount importance in the preparation of English
Language Arts teachers and that components relating to the 
historical development of British and American literature, inten
sive study of a single author, and the history of the English 
language are less important. These results suggest that the 
current guidelines may not be maximally helpful to those designing 
and evaluating teacher preparation programs for English/Language 
Arts licensure. 

At the very least it would seem that the guidelines should be 
revised to require increased attention to methods of teaching read
ing, writing, various gralllTiars, usage, spelling, punctuation, the 
diagnosis of reading and writing problems, and the assessment of 
reading and writing development. In addition, the results of the 
study suggest that training programs have yet to make the case for 
training in transfonnational gra11111ar and the history of the English 
language, and that some examination of the approaches used in 
studying major literary figures and the history of British and 
American Literature is necessary. Subsequent analysis of differen
ces between the _views of junior and senior high teachers about 
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literilt"" conponents will clarify the probla, bat will not solve 
it. In our opinion, these lower ratings suggest a careful 
evaluation of existing courses rether than revisions fo the guide
lines. It seemed to the COIW!littee that n!Yitaliz1ng courses in 
language and literature study could do much to improve the appli
cability of such courses in teaching secondary school English
Language Arts, especially for junior high teachers. 

A 11 of these .results are made s0111eWhat IIOn! utiders tandab le if 
one exc111ines another set of c0111parisons. The study revealed some 
'hnl)ortant diffe"""ces 'bt!t.een the views of junior- and seniffl' high 
teachers as they rated the importance of various canponents. Since 
thue resul t5 may be suggestive for those charged with eva 1 uati.ng 
and designing pl"ogra111s leading to lie.ensure, WI! felt they should be 
part of this report. As part of the initial analysis the reseachers 
had frequency tables P'\111 WAich c:oa~al"ed ratings for .arious sub
groups of tilt respondents. The computer analysis provided non
parametic tests of significance (Kendalls-Tau). The results sug
ges~ that whne no significant differences realted to experiences 
or level of training existed, differences related to grade le~e] 
taught were worth exploring. Intuition suggests this would be 
likely as well. Since there was overlap for those who were teach
ing at both the junior and senior high levels and since the number 
of respondents at the middle school level was small and the 
licensure requirements for such teachers ;s different, the experi
menters ran a simple t - ~ton the differences between those 
teaching exclusively at the junior high level and those teachi~g 
exclusively at the senior high level. 



Table II: Significant Differences - Junior High vs. Senior Hi gh 

Items Rated Higher by Junior High Teachers 

7-9 
Methods - usage, etc. 4.1 
Cog.-Soc. Dev. · 3.3 
Lit. for Adolescents 3.9 
Method-Diagn.-Assess. Reading 4.2 

Items Rated Higher by Senior High Teachers 

Item 
7-9 

Advanced Comp. , 3.0 
History of Eng. Language 1.8 
Rhetorical iheory 1.8 
Theory of Comp. & Rev. 3. 1 
History of Amer; Lit. 2.5 
Appl. Lit. Crit. 2;5 
Methods-film, etc. 2.8 
Char. of Lit. Genres 3.4 
Theatre Arts 2.5 
Methods-Diag-Assess Writing 4.0 
Major Author 2.0 
Theory of Curriculum 2.5 
Methods-Diag-Assess. Speaking 3.l 
Minority Lit. 2.7 
History-Brit. Lit. 2.0 
Public Speaking 3.l 

10-12 
3.9 
3.1 
3.6 
3.9 

10-12 
3.5 
2.0 
2.1 
3.7 
3.0 
3.1 
3.1 
3.7 
2.8 
4.3 
2.2 
2.8 
3.3 
3.0 
2.6 
3.3 

.05 

.04 

.00 

. 00 

.00 

.04 

.oo 

.00 

.00 
~oo 
.00 
.01 
.01 
.00 
.00 
.01 
.05 
.00 
.00 
.03 

These grade· level differences do include both the highest and 
the lowest rated items. The chief explanation for these differen
ces seems to be that teachers differed on items reflecting differ
ences between junior and senior high instruction. The junior hig:h 
teachers are more likely to be teaching adolescent or transitional 
literature and devote more attention to reading skills, (both of 
which require a background in cognitive and social development) 
than senior high school teachers. High school teachers would be 
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more likely to be teaching survey literature courses involving 
literary critical analysis and devote more attention to writing 
skills. 

The rather JUbstant1a1 differences between junior and senior 
higft teachers' ratings of reading and writing related items, it 
should be noted, indicate that both groups assign relatively high 
priorities to these categories. The other areas of substantiar 
difference _help to explain the lo.er ratings assigned to litera
ture study components. 

THE TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATION 

Constoeration of the results of the study, the task force's 
deliberations and study of relevant materials, and various discus
sions·and open hearings with colleagues have culminated in the 
following f'eCOlllllendation, presented to the Minnesota Council !)f 
Teachers of English for its approval. 

TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR APPROVAL IN ENGLISH/LANGUAGE ARTS EDUCATION, 
A PROGRAM SHALL BE DESIGNED TO EFFECTIVELY PROVIDE CANDIDATES 
RECOMMENDED FOR LICENSURE WITH KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS IN THE FOLLOWING: 

Teachers of English/Language Arts must know: 
1. the processes by which students develop in their ability to 

acquire, understand and use written and oral language fr0111 early 
childhood onwards. 

2. the relatinns between students' learning of language and 
the social, cultural, and economic conditions within which they are 
reared. 

3. the interest areas and ranges of reading, listening, and 
viewing abilities of students. 

4. how to select materials and arrange instruction in reading, 
writing, speaking, listening, and viewing to meet their responsi
bilities to adjust instructi011 and to the needs of students on all -
ability levels, especially those identified as exceptionally able 
or .disabled. · 

5. a variety of reading philosophies, strategies, and tech
niques, and how these are used to construct developmental basal 
reading programs. (Readiness experiences, phonetic implications, 
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vocabulary development, scope and sequence, mastery, criterion 
referenced testing . ) 

6. not only the ways in whic~ literature may be enjoyed on a 
personal level, but also how to encourage the expr~ssion of enjoy
ment of literature through oral fonns such as readings, drama and 
song. 

7. that one of the end results of readi ng is enjoyment of 
literature, and that this derives largely from the variety of 
experiences and viewpoints encountered (for example, those of non
western authors, various ethnic groups, and writers from particular 
historic periods in English and American literature), and the 
felicity of the styles in which they are expressed. 

8. the value of intensive knowledge of an author through 
study of two or more in depth . 

9. linguistic, rhetorical, and stylistic concepts that 
furnish useful ways of understanding and talking about the substance, 
structure, development, and manner of expression in written and oral 
discourse. 

10. the activities that make up the process of written and oral 
composing. 

11. the varieties of oral discourse ranging from interpersonal 
conmunication to task-oriented group work and i nfonnal and fonnal 
public speaking. 

12 . the process, materials, and supportive services to help 
students improve their listening efficiency. 

13. the workings (phonological, gra11111atical, semantic) and_ 
uses of language in general and of the English language in particu
lar; and the processes of development and change in language. 

14. the relationship of film, television, and media study to 
instruction in reading, writing, speaking, listening and viewing. 

15. characteristics of media genres and media production 
techniques. 

16. the influence of cultural, political, and economic forces 
on media and individuals' response to media. 

Teachers of English/language Arts must be able: 
1. to diagnose by identifying and interpreting student pro

gress in reading, writing, speaking, listening and viewing. 
2. to help students improve their skill in responding to and 

using oral, written and visual language. 
3. to incorporate the teaching of reading, writing, speaking, 

listening and viewing skills so they all support and reinforce each 
other. · 
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4. to help students use, identify and weigh facts, implica
tions, inferences, and judgements in spoken and written discourse. 

5. to help students practice the speaking and listening 
habits which show respect for each person's dignity. 

6. to motivate students to read for pleasure and to teach 
them that reading is a life-long activity. 

7. to use techniques that can promote content area reading 
improvement . 

8. to use readability fol"IIIUlae to analyze instructional 
Nterials. 

9. to use the various methods ~f 1ntt rpre~tion ~~~ c~tti~t 
approaches in teaching literary genres. 

10. to guide students in producing oral and written discourse 
that satisfies their own distinctive needs and improves interperson
al conmunications. 

11. to respond specifically and constructively to students' 
oral and written discourse. 

12. to employ vocal skills includi ng a pleasing voice, 
accurate pronunciation and articul ati,m, e;ffective use of tob'l®• 
pitch and stress. 

13. to he·lp students identify and employ various writing and 
speaking strategies and structures. 

14. to compose effective written and oral discourse in a 
var iety of fonns and .to describe their own composing processes . 

15. to help students acquire a wfde range of effective 
language options in both the spoken and written lantuage, includ
ing skill in using "standard" English. 

16. create writing and speaking activities that develop 
students' awareness of the differing dell'llnds made on speaking and 
writing by different contexts, audiences and purposes. 

17. engage students in writing and speaking using a wide 
variety of types of discourse ranging from the expressive mode to 
persuasive .and infonnatfve modes. 

18. to help students learn to listen effectively by selecting 
the level of listening (marginal, 1ppreci1t1w, attentive, critical) 
appropriate to a given situation. 

19. to identify and explain proble111s in students' syntax, usage, 
mechanics, spelling, punctU&tion and handwriting as well as devis
ing activities to help students develop these skills. 

20. to assist students in media production and provide instruc
tion in media techniques. 

21. to help students understand and critically respond to 
aedia in tenns of their historical development; cultural, political 
and economic forces; ·and financial or cmmerical determinants. 
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THE MINNESOTA WRITING ASSESSMENT 

By 
Donald D. Fogelberg~ Ph.D. 

-Minneapolis, Minnesota 
A paper presented at NCTE, San Francisco 

November 1979 

What is the Minnesota Writing Assessment? 
The Minnesota Writing Assessment is one part of a comprehensive 

program of assessment of educational progress in Minnesota which 
also includes reading, math; social studies and science. Assessment 
of student. perfonnance has always been part of the educational pro
cess, but criterion referenced assessment on a state wide basis is a 
fairly new approach to infonnation gathering and reporting. 

State assessment in Minnesota is modeled on the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) which began survey work in 
the late 1960's. The .goals of state educational assessment are 
essentially the same as those of national assessment. The goals are 
to 

1. make available on a continuing basis comprehensive infonna
tion on the educational achievement of young ... 
(Minnesotans). 

2. measure and report changes in the educational achievement 
of young ... (Minnesotans). 

3; conduct special 'probes' or special surveys into selected 
areas of educational achievement .. . such as 
(writing). 

4. provide data, analysis of the data and reports for various 
audiences. , .. 

5. aid in the use of ... (state assessment) technology at . 
.. (district and school) levels. 

6. further develop and refine the technologies necessary for 
gathering and analyzing ... (achi.evement data-).1 

1 and A About the National Assessment of Educat'klnal Pro ress. 
Denve-r:- Nationa Assessment o Educa-tional Progress, 19 , p. 1. 
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