
the luxury of indefinite, loosely structured probing of a sub· 
f • Id l"' Ject ie_ , un -ss all of the class members have the experience and r• 
"intuitive" understanding of that field, yielded by years of tr; 

d d f 
. . . . 4a1 a~ error, successes an ailures, satisfactions and dissatisfac-

tions. Pointedly, the two situations are not similar enough for 
any valid conclusions to be drawn. 

A reasonable attempt to assess the sucess of the Minnesota 
Project should be directed at recognizing that: (1) Teachers in 
Minnesota are concerned with reassessing the task of language arts• 
(2) Teachers of language arts are willing to join forces for ' 
reassessment and redirection; and (3) The project should be seen I 
as only a beginning of a long and tedious task. 

The Minnesota Project should not be evaluated on the basis of 
a comparison with the task of colleges to provide preliminary 
course work. Neither should it be considered a panacea for 
solvi~g ~he problems in the field. Hopefully, it may have made 
a begimung--a very worthwhile beginning--toward awakening tea­
chers and administrators to the need to work more intensely 
toward solving the problems in the local areas. Hopefully, too 
the project may have made its contribution--along with teachers' 
who have participated in all the other efforts to improve lan­
guage arts--toward developing more leaders and strengthened 
lines under and along which the problems might become more 
solvable. 

REPORT TWO 
By MARY K. BISSELL 

Bemidji State College, 

Project director at Bemidji 

l 

I 

l 
l 
f 

I 

r 

When we arrived at the project planning center in late August ~ 
we were convinced that in one week we were going to clarify and 
solve some of the problems we, as English teachers, faced in our ) 
classrooms. Our first hang-up was deciding where to .begin. With j 
composition? But that included related areas such as ·grammar. 
With curriculum? But that led to justification of our choice of 
teaching units. And somewhere in the questioning of why one / 
teaches what one does, someone asked, "Why teach English at all?" 
The reply was another question, even more basic, "Why educate?" I 

Those questions, deceivingly simple, provided a place to / 
begin. Writingingroups of five, we listed all the anwers suggested.i 
Some answers were full of educational jargon; some answers were ~ 
the old standards. Each participant vociferously defended his • 
favorite. The result was the following set of statements: 
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1. Education is essential to human survival. 
2. Communication is primary to human survival. 
3_ English is the study of the processes of communication 
4. All communication depends on a system of symbols. 
5. Symbols are arbitrary signs. 
6. Arbitrariness of symbols can lead to variability of meaning. 
7. Communication depends upon the mutual agreement of sender 

and receiver between symbol and referent. 
s. The process of learning is more important than learning 

facts. 
9. Students learn best when they are actively involved in 

the learning process. 
IO. Success in learning stimulates learning. 
11. Learning is a creative process. 
12. Immedi'acy and relevancy are essential to learning. 
13. To teach is to stimulate the student to demand information 

for his survival. 

By the time we had formulated the above statements, half of 
our week had passed. During our shouting, arguing, and compro­
mising, we-had thoroughly convinced each other of those thirteen 
statements. Our very involvement had changed our minds. 

The next consideration was how to spread our enthusiasm to 
other English teachers. How could we structure our discoveries 
to pass on to them a similar experience? We each agreed to meet 
for ten two and one-half hour sessions with·•selected teachers 
from our area. With time running out, we frantically tried to 
decide what we wanted to accomplish and how we could best accom­
plish it. Above all, the classes would have to actively involve 
the teacher-participants. 

In December, having held our allotted ten meetings, the 
twenty-five of us got together to evaluate the classes we had 
organized throughout the state. We also met to consider our 
future needs. 

Although our success varied from class to class, most of us 
felt that the participants had at least developed an awareness of 
the concepts we had articulated. All the classes used the same 
evaluation form at the end of the ten weeks. Seventy-five per 
cent of the participants considered this program of more value to 
them as teachers than any previous experience. Ninety-eight per 
cent indicated that this program affected the content and methods 
being used in their own classroom. 

There were other worthwhile results. For some participants, 
the meetings provided the impetus to try new student-centered 
activities in the classroom. For many, the class provided a 
chance to share with eager listeners some of the creative activ­
ities they had tried. The week between meetings gave partici­
pants a chance to experiment with their ideas. The success of 
these classroom tests confirmed what we were doing at our weekly 
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meetings. What we did proved that teachers, too, learn best when I they are actively involved in the problem solving process. 
We must overcome our present fear of expressing our p;oblem and needs to our administrators. We must convince them that wes ' need school time to work on curriculum. We must accept the challenge to develop for each Minnesota school a plan of study I which can effectively meet the needs of its varied students. And j we must accept the reality that any curriculum must be continuan reevaluated and modified as student needs change. It is proper YI that this curriculum should be developed by the people who are i the classrooms and know firsthand the problems involved. Fina11~ I we must establish a greater degree of cooperation with our area ' colleges. If we are going to move away from a literature-center d curriculum, then colleges must adapt their course offerings so e ~ that new teachers are adequately prepared. These needs require that we develop local leaders who are knowledgeable and articulate_' 

REPORT THREE 
By MRS. RUTH LYSNE 

English teacher at Faribault High School 

I 
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and Project director at Waseca I 
The opening of school the Fall of 1967 filled me with conflict-( ing emotions. I was anticipating teaching in my classes a reor­ganized curriculum based on the concepts about the study of commun.. ications which had been developed at the week-long planning ses­sion by those of u.s who were to direct the Inservice Train"ing· Program for the State Department of Education at various locations! later that fall. I was also a_bit nervous at the idea of me, with only seven years of teaching experience and no Master's degree, directing thirty teachers, some of whom might have advanced degrees· and a lifetime of experience, in a program designed to develop [ them as leaders in curriculum development in their own sthool ~ systems. What sustained me and reinforced my belief in the valid­ity of the concepts we directors had formulated at the planning session was what happened in my classroom during the month pre­ceding the start of the Inservice Training Program in the Fall, I and what continued to happen there as I directed the program. } For the first time in my teaching career practically every student in both my high ability and low-average ability English 12 sec- ~ tions seemed to be actively involved in language study, and I could see some measurable improvement occurring in the language behavior. This was occurring for many formerly uninterested boys simply because they were actively confronting the material offered; them. What had changed in my classroom was not so much the materials for reading, listening, viewing, or discussion, but the way in which I perceived their use by the students. I had given 
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,. "whys" for teaching what I had taught we • • Th· s l·ntense and painful exam1nat1on. i 

in the last six years 
resulted in the change an of the focus of English 12. 

After five days of agonizing soul searching, my group at the 
Trai·n 1·ng Program had come to two major conclusions: 1nservice 

The fundamental concern of English is th 7 s 7udy of the 1. process of linguistic communication. This is 7he most significant aspect of the human's total education, for . his economic, educational, social, c:1ltura~, and esthetic survival depends upon his communica7ion_skill. Therefore, upon the study of linguistic communication depends the survival of man himself. Concepts about the proc8ss o~ communication, then, should be the nucleus of the English 
program. 

Because the responsibility for deciding the role and focus z. of English education now rested with us, the classroom teachers rather than being prescribed, the concepts about communic;tion were more meaningful to the group ~embers, and each member was able to work out impl~mentation·of _ the concepts for the classroom wi7h relative ease. Ironi­cally, while searching for the maJor concerns of Engll~h, which most of us had interpreted as a search ~or appro priate subject matter, we realized that more i~portant _ was the searching process itself. The appropriate subJect matter for the English classroom se 7med to be the study of the process of search. We experienced a growing . awareness that discovering both how to fo:mul~te qu~stions and how man uses language in problem solving 1s of impor­tance. These kinds of discoveries' _also gave the m~mbers of the group insights as to how in~ividu~ls truly inter~a­lize concepts by working them out inductively •. The_rapid flow of suggestions concerning how to set_up situations to stimulate these same kinds of discoveries ~bo:1t the thinking process and the part language plays in it offered vivid proof of the creative powers generated_by such situations. If we could generate the s~e k1n~ of crea­tivity among the teachers in the Inservice Seminars and also in our high school students, the attitude of many toward "'English" and English education might be altered. 
sustained by what was happening in my classroom as a result of my experience at the planning sessi~n, I planned to set up the fonnat of the Inservice Program following the_pa~tern of ~y pro­cedure in the classroom. The fol~owing de:cr1pt1on of this classroom procedure will provide 1llustrat1ons of the m~thods I think to be most effective and the concepts I feel are important to the students. These kinds of attitudes I hoped would be de­veloped at the Inservice Program by the teachers themselves_. 
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