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point at the sDecial terminology of grammar:

• . • Whatever is decided about how or wtlen to teach
grammatical terminology, two point s should always be
clear to both student and teacher: One, til<:lt until
words are in discourse, grammatical classification is
impossible; and two, that when we are teaching grammar,
we are ~if we are scholarly at all) merely describing
the practices of certain groups of people who soeak our
language .126

The continued dissatisfaction of the public and the

educators witt;, the results of language instructicn, though

sometimes a bit unreasonable or inconsistent with tne facts,

seems to be due primarily tC) individual teachers' inabili ty

or unwillingness to incornorate into daily classroom proce-

dure those elements of language learning shown to be effec-

tive by modern linguistic research, as well as educational

research in general. Pooley stated what he thought to be the

main problem in the prescriotive method of teaching, and

what he thought a general remedy would be:

••• Traditional gra.mmar te8ching has been conducted
largely by deductive instruction. The student is given
a definition or a rule, he learns it by memory, he ~

shown applications of it in the writing of others, and
ultimately he is exnected to anply it to his own writing.
The weakness in this method is the difficulty of estab­
lishing the final step, the student 's application of a
princin1e to his own writing. In inductive teaching the
procedures are reversed. The student is led to use a
certain part of speech or sentence structure to express
ideas ••.• It is grammar learned in this manner which
contributes to growing skill in composition.1 27

126LaBrant, We Teach English, p. 211.

127Robert C. Pooley, "What Grammar Shall I Teach?"
The English Journal, XLVII (September, 1958), 331-32.
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Fries stated that:

used by English teachers, he added:

As has been mentioned before, these situations seem

129Pooley, "English in the Coming High School,tf p.

128Fries, "Educational Pressures and Our Problems, 11

f or the students' develoDment of proper language habits lies

••• vnly as Englisn teachel's know the .English lan­
guage sufficiently to diagnose, the speech habits of
puoils, to see how those soeech habits pattern in reSDect
to the practices of our social dialects, are English
teachers equinped to deal with these oroblems of their
Drofession;128' -

Tl1us it can be seen that much of the responsibility

So long as we interoret this task as the mere teach­
ing of grammar out of textbooks and usage drills out of
workbooks, we deserve to have it taken away from us; for
anyone can teach drills and exercises. 129

cates, not just English teachers but all teachers. Tne Eng­

lish teacher, however, does {or should) assume more than an

average amount of resDonsibility, since he is {or, again,

should be) a specialist in the field of language usage.

'wi th the teac hers, and as much of the material above indi-

p. 13.

Pooley considered the first task "of the secondary school

teaching of communication, which means the arts and the

the method of teaching English usage which is too often

which is the function of teachers of English" to be "the

responsibilities of shared expression." As a criticism of

288.
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to be due primarily to one thing: the teacl1ers have not beeI,l

properly trained to fulfill their mission. As Hach stated:

Colleges, too, particularly teacher-training insti­
tutions, must accept some resbonsibi1ity for many of our
graduates' deplorable composition because many of them
have not prepared prospective teachers, even English
majors, to teach composition.130

Neville has been aware of this problem for many years and

even in 1940 made a proposal to remedy the situation:

••• I know that the teacher must be able to do these
things [to say, hear, read, and vlrite a plain thing in
a plain way] before he can teach his pupils to do them,
but I also know that he will never accept the responsi­
bility until teachers in trainirg in liberal-arts col­
leges and in colleges of eclucati"n assume a more intel­
ligent attitude toward tl1e teclching am learning process,
and until a course in English as a functicn of school
life is part of the preparaticn of aJ.1 prospective teach­
ers regardless of their specialties.l31

In a later article Neville made more sDecific recommendations

which should, if accepted and practiced, greatly enhance the

development of students' linguistic abi1i tie s in a very real

way. He stated that teachers of English:

••. must advocate that all preparing teachers be
given satisfying and thorough courses in speech, in
wri tten comnosi tion, and in tl1at Ii terature which is
significant for the children they are to teach. 132

He went on to explain that if all teachers were thus prepared,

then:

130Clarence W. Hach, "Needed: A Sequential Program in
Composition," The English Journal, XLIX (November, 1960), 537.

131Neville, "As We Review Unification," pp. 486-87.

132Neville, "Let Us Be Sensible," p. 140.
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••..Every teacher would know about the skills and
techniaues for reading in his particular area and would
teach them; • • • Every teacher who called for wri tin?
in his area would know something about written composi­
tion; therefore, he would be qualified to direct the
writing activities of his students. Every teacher wouM
have a fairly good literature background and would see
the importance of literature as a motivating force in his
courses. No longer would the teacher of English be the
sole custodian of student litera.ture experiences. Every
teacher would be able to speak clearly and effectively
according to the dictat es of con temporary good usage and
would be an example to his students. 133

Zahner made a statement that seems'to be a fit ending to this

particular discussion as advi ce to any teacher:

• This seems to me to be the conclusion of the
whole matter: try to teach them so to control language
tha t experience, reali ty as it is given us to know it,
is not mutilated in its precarious passage through
words. 134

There was one general remedy suggested in much of the

literature on this topic which this writer noticed in Darti-

cular. It is considered as "general" since various writers

obviously had various attitudes about it. Various aspects

of the idea have ap~eared before in this study, and so it is

no new idea. Stated in general terms, the remedy is this:

Since the use of the English language is not confined to the

English class, but is a "condition" of each student's school

life, as well as his home life, why should the instruction

and guidance of its proper usage be left to only one period

133Ibid.

134Zahner, "The Teaching of Language," p. 458.
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English."

communica tion with others. This may be called 'lall-sChool

shows that language is learned by exa,rrnle, not by instruction

or drill, every adult, particularly every educator, has a

135Pooley, "English in the Coming High School," p. 286.

136~., p. 287.

.
per day, in the hands of only one of the many teachers with

w110m the student h as contact? Rather, sine e the researcn

• Somehow we must find the pattern for bringing
things together into meaningful wholes rather than sepa­
rating them out into more and more specialized segments.
In short, a revolutionary rebuilding of the secondary­
school curriculum is called far in which the foundaticual
principle is not what subjects shall be taught but what
total educational experiences will be of greatest profit
to the various kinds of students who come to high
school. 136

Pooley, in his article on the future American high

generations is an example that will aid the student in devel-

resfjonsibili ty to see that the examDle he sets for t11e younger

oDing his facility to understand and to be understood in his

the previously mentioned elimination of the grade placement

school, for esaw as a second great chang e (the firs t being

system) "a sweeping curriculum revision based on the nrinci-

pIe of unifying rather than of diversifying educatic'nal exper­

ience."135 He went on to state that:

the idea of "all-school English," but it clearly expresses

This suggestion is not, of course, specifically advocating
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one of the purposes of such an English program.

Samnson may not have originated the idea of all-

school English, but he was a strong advocate of it and did

much to further the cause. He stated:

••• Teachers seem to think that it is always some
otl1t:r person's work to look a;: ter English. But every
teacher is ~ teacher of English because every teacller
is a teacher in English. That sentence should be writ­
ten in letters of gala over every school doorway.
Teachers are very specially the :.;fficial guardians of
the English language. We cannot give a lesson in any
subject without helping or neglecting the English of
our pUDils. 137

SamDson's concern that every teacher take great care in see-

ing that each student's language abili ty grows apace with

his knowledge in other areas is ~ore understandable in view

of the immense significance which he said English holds for

all other areas:

.•• UDon the foundation of a sound education in
English any future fabric of art, language, science,
philosophy, Commerce or mechanics can be firmly erected.
Without that foundation nothing can be firmly erected.l38

Another publication of about the same time as Samp-

son's book elaborated upon the subject. This publication was

not compiled by one person, but represented the thoughts of

committee of learned people. It was stated that:

• • • The teaching of English as the instrument of
thought and the means of communication will necessarily

.137Sampson, "English for the English," p. 28.

138 .Ibid., p. 120.
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affect the teaching of every other subject. Whatever
view is taken of specialisation in schools, it is evi­
dently desirable that the general education of every
teacher shall be sufficiently good to ensure unceasing
instruction in the English language. The teachers of
all special sUbjects must be responsible for the quality
of the English spoken or written during their lessons.
In every department of school work confused and slovenly
English must be regarded as the result of a failure on
the Dart of the teacher .1.51.)

It \\rould appear" however, that such recommendations and state-

ments have been mainly overlooked by the average teacher and

administrator, and, most important of all, by teacher -train-

ing institutions. This seems true'in view of the continuing

necessity for energetic action on the part of such advocates

of all-school English as Neville, who has proved the impor-

tance and nracticality of all-school English in his work at

the John Burroughs School in St. Louis. Neville stated that:

••• When we establish as a fact that English does
complement and improve teaching in all areas, we shall
be able to emphasize another salient fact which is that
English is the core of the curriculum, the social foun­
dation orall education, including the soci al studies •
• • • We are not primarily preparing all All1erican youth
or any American youth to earn a living. We are prepar­
ing them to be better human beings--and above that there
is no higher calling. 14U

Other leaders in the field of English teaChing have

emphasized the need ei ther for other teachers t acceptance of

l39Henry Newbolt (Chairman), The Teaching of English
in England, a Report of the Departmental Committee Appointed
by the President of the Board of Education,etc. (London: H.
M. Stationery Office, 1921), pp. 23-24.

l4uNeville, "The Art of Plain English," p. 76.
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a proportionate share of the responsibili ty for the language '

education of their students (such as Mersand 141 ) or for a

closer working relationship between the English department

and the oth er departments in a school. With regard to tIl e

latter suggestion, LaBrant, quoting the previously mentioned

"Arkansas Plan," wrote:

••• "In the very nature of the subject, English
occupies a unique position in the school. It will func­
tion best in co-operation with other departments. The
basis for this co-operation is faculty study. Decision
in the matter of which cue to follO\,.' and what problem
to take from another department' is difficult and cannot
be wc\rked out in aclv ance. A closer contact of the Eng­
lish group with other departments is highly desirable
and is implied in the report of the .English committee.
When schools decide that they want this new English pro­
gram, they must realize that certain changes in depart­
mental a tti tudes should come. Selection of units of
work will come through careful faculty and administra­
tive study of the problem. ,,142

Although Carpenter, Baker, and Scott advocated that

every teacher be responsible for the language development

of students, especially in the area of composi tion ("Is it

the business of anyone teacher to give instruction in comoo­

sition? Is it not rather the duty am privilege of all?u143),

they also presented some of the main arguments against such

l4lJosep11 Mersand, "What Has HapDened to Written Com­
position?" The English Journal, L(April, 1961), 231-37.

142LaBrant, "New Programs in Arkansas," pp. 650-51.

l43Carpenter, Baker, and Scott, 2Q. cit., p. 230.
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an idea and some of the reasons such a 9lan might not be

successful:

First, what is everybody's business is nobody's busi­
ness. The Droper results would--through indiff erence,
indolence, or sheer lack of time and strength OIl the
part of teachers and pupils--simply not be secured at
all. Second, there is, sad to say, good reason for be­
lieving that in far too many cases some teachers do use
better -English than others, and that a great number do
not use good English at all. Third, even if all teachers
were equal in this capacity, all would scarcely be equal
in the peculiar characteristics that distinguish the
good teacher of composition.144

Much of this argument is not valid now, however, since these

factors could be controlled to a great extent in tIle teacher-

training institutions. If prospective teachers were trained

to accept language responsibilities tile atti tudes which pre-

vail today Vlould no doubt greatly change, since much of -che

reluctance on the part of other teachers to take these

responsi bili ties st ems from the ir own feelings of inadequacy

in language usage. Carpenter, Baker, and Scott went on to

propose, however, that:

• • • The teachers in a secondary school should by
solemn comDact bind themselves to foster in every way
the use of good English in all classrooms. Under this
agreement they would discourage slovenly or incorrect
pronunciation and slipshod expression, and would abso­
lutely decline to receive papers in which errors in
spelling, punctuation, and grammar are conspicuous, or
to approve oral recitations in wtlich the English is
plainly bad. The dangers are: (1) that teachers will
not take the trouble to meet together and discuss the
matter carefully, to see just what they had best do;

144Ibid., p. 231.
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(2) that, because the pressure of time keeDs them from
doing all they want to do, they will decline to do any­
thing; and (3) that some teachers who have hard and fast
(and perhaps unscientific) ideas as to what is t1correcttl
will strain over the minute and unim~)ortant errors in
idiom and let slip the opportunity to scotch t~e really
vicious practices of thought and speech.l45

Again, the proper preparation of all teachers would answer

the "dangers" menti oned above. As st a ted previously, an

all-school English program was successfully carried out at

the John Burroughs School and proves, at least, the possi-

bility of such a program with properly oriented faculty and

administrators. This remedy would seem the most nractical,

the most promising suggestion to cure the language ills of

the country, yet at the same time, least likely to come about

in the near future. LaBrant 1 s challenge to all educators,

made in 1940, is still very anplicable today and should be

heeded:

American education is making deSiJerDte efforts to
produce a citizenry broadminded, generous in sympathy
and understand ing, critical in its thinking, active in
problem solving. The undertaking calls for the best
that can be dane. This is no time for narrow classifi­
cations, for wrangling over the questi::.m of whether this
is your job or mine. It is, on the other hand, a time
for every individual in a school system to contribute
his best to the education of children. "The old order
changeth" and with it we too must change.146

l45~., pp. 231-32.

l46Lou LaBrant, "Library Te acher or Classroom 'Ie acher?"
~ Phi Delta Kappan, XXII (February, 1940), 291 •



CHAPTER III

SUM.MARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1. SUMMARY

Instruction in the use of the English languaf'e, pos­

sibly the most important single purpose of the school cur­

riculum, is also an area beset wi th many problems. Many of

these proble'ls, both of method and of ccntent, are the result

of the misunderstanding in the ~)ast of the true nature and

structure of English. This study lias investigated the devel­

opment of English grammar from the early Latinate form to

the present structural linguistic attitudes with the inten­

tion of discovering which basic co ncepts have changed, which

have not, what modern research S)10WS to be the truth about

our language, and how t"i s evolutionary process has aff ected

the tea ching of English in schools tod ay at the secondary

level. This was ci c,ne by reviev.; ing and analyzing a re1)resen­

tative sampling of textbooks of various periods in the his­

tory of English grammar, several authoritative books on the

subject, and a wide variety of lJeriodical articles.

In reviewing and analyzing the related literature the

first aspect considered was proof of the existence of a lJrob­

lem or problems. The increasing number of people attending

college has brought out the f act that the abili ty to use tIle
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English language properly or with facility 1S greatly lacking

in many high school graduates. This same fact has made

itself evident in the business world, also, and it has even

caused serious concern at the ton level of our national gov-

ernment. The criticism has been c0ncerned mainly with the

content of. the English prograJIl and with the methods of teach-

ing. The problems of teaching English have been credited to

textbooks, administrators, the communities, colleges and

universities (teacher-training institutions in particular),

and on the teachers themselves.

Secondly, the history or the evolution of English

grammar was traced from the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-

turies during which English grammar, when it was taught,

was taught according to the rules of Latin. When English

did not fit the rules, the language was blamed, not the

rules. Though the Latin influence still remains in some

asnects of the traditional teaching of English today, the

scientific movement in education, which became a strong force

in the nineteenth century, gradually weakened this influence.

At· the turn of the century, wi th the emphasis on the practical

aspects of education, a functional concent of grammar teach-

ing developed and expanded to influence writers and educa-

tors. It seems doubtful, however, that many teachers changed
~

r their traditional methods, probably due in part, at least,

to the simultaneous increase of duties and pupils. One of
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the main points of this section was that the conceDts of Eng~

lish and even English itself have continued to change through

the centuries, desnite the best efforts of the traditional­

ists to "fix" them.

Quite logically, the discussion of the evolution of

EngliSh grammar and methods of teaching were followed by a

discussion of the current situation. This included mention

of the way s in which the language is Ie arned, which seemed

to be synonymous in many cases ''lith ways in which. the lan­

guage is used. Both these catagories culminated in the area

termed "general social interaction. 1I A question which was

concerned in this discussion was "Whose responsibility is

it to develoD the student's language abilitiesl" The answer

to this, for the school program, was that ~very teacher has

a share of the responsibility. Other areas in which there

seems to be a lack were discussed, such as teachers' methods~

the use of textbooks, repetiticn of material, and the gap

between what is taught and what should be taught.

The status of structural linguistics in the current

situation was considered. along with the results of modern

linguistic science. The scientific facts indicated little

or no practical value in the tradi tim al method s of teach­

ing grammar,though these facts have found little favor with
~

a majority of the writers of English grammar textbooks, the

most conservative books being those for college classes.





73

f 0110"''':

II. CONCLUSIONS

2. Tne efforts of traditional or prescriptive English

Englis!l program would appear to outweigh any disadvantages

by far, as was shown by the nrogram at the JODn burroughs

4. Language habits are learned, for the most part, in

School in the 1940 t s. The only problems involved are those

of initiating the program in a given school system al:d, more

1. English is a dynamic language, and therefore is

3. PrescriDtive methods, such as parsing, workbook

prospective teachers would need adequate language training.

The conclusions which are drawn from this study

important, in the teacher-training institutions, v,There all

constantly changing.

DurDoses in English language education, and, in many instance$,

grammarians to "fix" the language by a rigid set of rules

is spoken.

have had little effect on the language itself or on how it

the home and in the elementary school. Thus, the language

guidance.

drill, and the like, are nearly useless for all oractical

detrimental to the learning situation.

Droblems encountered by the secondary school teacher are

fairly deeply ingrained by the time students come under their
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5. The findings of research in linguistic science

have been largely ignored by most teachers of English and

writers of frammar textbooks, and by teacher-training insti­

tutions. Teachers, even English teachers, have not received

trc~ining which would enable them to adequately cone with the

language problems of their students.

6. Teaching methocl is one of tne most important fac-

tors in determining the quality of a language program.

7. Teachers of English sbol.ld not have all the

resnonsibility for students' development of language abili-

ties, but rather, through a radical revision of the present

standard curriculum, every teacher should be responsible for

the linguistic development of each student he teacnes.

PreDaratirm for th ~_s resDoDsibili ty should be provided by

every teacher-training institution.

8. The Englistl language is unc1eniably a condition of

the lives of every student and teacher and must be trea. ted

as such.

9. Written composition should be an integral part of

of 10nstruction in the use of the English language.any program
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