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Preface


THIS BOOK completes the trilogy projected by the members of the Paideia Group to expound and explain their proposed reform of basic schooling (K through 12) in the United States.

Like its two predecessors, it is a relatively short book, designed to be read easily and quickly, and published as a paperback at a price that makes it readily accessible to the public at large.

It is intended primarily for teachers who wish to apply its precepts and recommendations in their schools and classrooms. It should be of interest also to school administrators and to those concerned with the training of teachers, to school board members, and to parents interested in the schooling of their children.

Following, as it does, The Paideia Proposal (1982) and Paideia Problems and Possibilities (1983), it does not try to persuade its readers of the soundness of the program as a whole, nor does it undertake to answer questions about its implementation in practise. The program was explained and argued for in the first Paideia book; the practical questions were answered in the second.

Like its two predecessors, The Paideia Program projects an ideal to be aimed at. While calling for radical departures and innovations, it allows for approximations and accommodations in implementing the ideal it sets forth.

In one important respect, this book differs from its two predecessors. It consists of a series of essays written by members of the Paideia Group, not by a single author as before. The authorship of the essays is indicated in the Table of Contents.

The individual essays have been reviewed by other members of the group and discussed by the group as a whole. These discussions did not result in complete agreement about all the recommendations made in the individual essays. Differences remained with regard to points of emphasis and matters of detail. Since the essays in this book are intended to be suggestive rather than prescriptive, we have not called attention to these minor differences, especially in view of the fact that we do not expect Paideia schools to be all alike in their adoption of the recommendations made.

For those who have not read the first two books, a brief summary of their message may be helpful. It is given in the Introduction that follows, along with a number of observations that throw light on what is distinctive about the Paideia Program. Readers will also find there some preliminary comments about the structure of this book.

We are grateful to our colleague, Jacques Barzun, for the work he did in editing the complete manuscript.

M.J.A.



Introduction


THE OBJECTIVES OF THE PAIDEIA PROPOSAL

THE MAIN GOAL of The Paideia Proposal as an educational manifesto calling for a radical reform of basic schooling in the United States is to overcome the elitism of our school system from its beginning to the present day, and to replace it with a truly democratic system that aims not only to improve the quality of basic schooling in this country, but also aims to make that quality accessible to all our children.

In 1817, Thomas Jefferson called upon the legislature of Virginia to provide all children of the state with three years of schooling at the public expense. After three years, he said, let us divide the children into those destined for labor and those destined for leisure and learning. Those destined for labor, he went on, let us send into the shops as apprentices or on to the fields as hired hands. Those destined for leisure and learning, let us send to college.

In the middle of the 19th century, Horace Mann strove to increase compulsory schooling at the public expense from three to six years. His success in this effort was not accompanied by any rejection of Jefferson’s division of the children into those destined for labor and those destined for leisure and learning.

It was not until 1916, with the publication of John Dewey’s Democracy and Education, that the ideal of a democratic system of public schooling was first broached by a leading educator. In Dewey’s view, all the children in our nascent democratic society have the same destiny and, therefore, should be accorded the same quality of schooling.

All the children, according to Dewey, are destined for leisure and learning as well as for labor. All have the same three elements in their futures: the demands of work, the duties of citizenship, and the obligation of each individual to make the most of himself or herself that his or her capacities allow—to lead rich and fulfilling lives. Their treatment in school should be such that it serves these three fundamental purposes for all.

The period of compulsory schooling was gradually extended during the first decades of this century from six to ten and to twelve years, but the elitism of the school system, which Dewey opposed, has not been altered to this day. We still divide the children into those destined for leisure and learning (the college bound) and those destined for labor (those not going on to college). We still have a two-track or multi-track system of schooling, where we should have a single track for all, whether or not they are going on to college when they graduate from secondary school.

The Paideia Proposal, published in 1982, more than sixty years after Dewey’s Democracy and Education, made a commitment to democracy and to a democratic system of public schooling its prime objective. At that late day, the educational mandate of a democratic society was still not being discharged.

The mandate to provide equal educational opportunity for all is not discharged by giving all the same quantity of schooling. They must all be given the same quality of schooling—schooling along one and the same track, both for those not going on to college and for those going further.

Two misunderstandings of equal educational opportunity must therefore be corrected. One, already mentioned, is the mistake of thinking that the same quantity of schooling suffices even though the quality is not the same for all. The other is an even more serious mistake. It consists in thinking that equality of opportunity can be expected to lead to equality of results.

The very opposite is to be expected. The equality of all the children as human beings, an equality that derives from their common humanity and personhood, is accompanied by individual inequality in talents and aptitudes.

Equality of opportunity for all conforms to the equality of all as human beings. The inequality of results that should be expected conforms to the individual inequalities that exist despite equal opportunity. Though all are given the same quality of schooling along a single track, all cannot be expected to move the same distance along that track. The ultimate outcomes will differ accordingly.

The measure or standard of accomplishment cannot, therefore, be based on the expectation of a single arithmetical equality of results. It must be based on a proportional equality of results—a mastery of what is to be learned by all to an extent that is proportionate to the individual measure of their capacity for achievement.

If the differential capacities of the children are likened to containers of different sizes, then equality of educational treatment succeeds when two results occur. First, each container should be filled to the brim, the half-pint container as well as the gallon container. Second, each container should be filled to the brim with the same quality of substance—cream of the highest attainable quality for all, not skimmed milk for some and cream for others.

When a democratic society is correctly understood to be one in which the people live under constitutional government with universal suffrage and with the securing of human rights, economic as well as political, for all citizens, it must then be recognized that a democratic society is not yet fifty years old in this country. It is in its infancy. The practise of it in this country is still feeble and fragile. The establishment of a truly democratic society, in fact as well as in legislative enactments, still lies ahead of us.

Not until the second decade of this century was the female half of the population enfranchised. Not until the fifth and sixth decades were the civil rights of blacks secured. In 1910 and 1912 Theodore Roosevelt called for economic reforms to provide the working classes of this country with conditions of life that would enable them to function as good citizens. Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Bill of Economic Rights was delivered to Congress in his 1944 State of the Union address.

With the advent of democratic institutions so very recent, it is not surprising that we have not yet established a democratic school system in this country. The Paideia Proposal calls for that achievement to be realized before the end of the century in order that our democratic institutions may be strengthened, in order that our economy may prosper, and in order that our future citizens may be able to enjoy the quality of life that should be vouchsafed every human being.

To this end, it is necessary for our people to have a correct understanding of democracy and of its commitment to equality of educational opportunity. It is also necessary to correct a number of other misunderstandings that affect our efforts to school a whole population for life in a democratic society.

FIVE ERRORS THAT NEED CORRECTION

First is the error of supposing that only some, not all, of the children are educable and that only some, not all, have a human right to aspire to become truly educated human beings in the course of their lives. We hold the very opposite: that all are educable exactly the same sense of the term, and that all have the human right to become educated in their mature years.

Second is the error of thinking that the process of education takes place and reaches completion in our educational institutions during the years of basic schooling and in advanced schooling after that. Nothing could be further from the truth. No one has ever been and no one can ever become educated in the early years of life. The reason is simply that youth itself, immaturity, is the insuperable obstacle to becoming educated. Education happens only with continued learning in adult life, after all formal schooling is over.

Third is the error of regarding teachers as the sole, primary, or principal cause of the learning that occurs in students. The truth here is that the primary, though not sole, cause of learning, whenever and wherever it occurs, is the activity of the learner’s own mind. Teachers are at best only a secondary cause, an instrumental aid, assisting the process by occasioning and guiding the mental activity of the learners in their charge. This was plainly said by John Dewey at the beginning of this century when he proclaimed that all learning is by doing—any and every sort of doing that involves thinking. He did not mean just the practical operations of the sort that Dewey’s followers favored in their version of what was called “the project method.” Theirs was a serious misunderstanding and distortion of Dewey’s maxim.

Fourth is the error of assuming that there is only one kind of learning and one kind of teaching, the kind that consists in the teacher lecturing or telling and the students learning what they hear said or find in textbook assignments. There are two other kinds—coaching and discussing—both more important than the first kind because their results are long-lasting, as the results of the first kind are not.

Fifth is the error of maintaining that schooling, basic or advanced, is primarily preparation for earning a living. Schooling should include that preparation, but it is the least important of the three objectives of basic schooling.

THE DISTINCTIVE FEATURES OF THE PAIDEIA PROGRAM

The Paideia Program is concerned with all twelve years of compulsory schooling as a single integrated unit, not with the elementary grades or high school separately.

The Paideia Program, setting the same educational objectives for all, calls for the employment of the same means for achieving those objectives—a required curriculum for all, with the elimination of all particularized job-training and of all electives in the upper years. The one exception here is the requirement of a second language, with regard to which an elective choice can be made.

The Paideia Program, recognizing the pluralistic character of the public school system in this country, does not present a single specified curriculum to be uniformly adopted throughout the United States, but presents instead a curricular framework within which a variety of curriculums can be soundly constructed, appropriate to the particular circumstances of different school districts.

The Paideia Program seeks to establish a course of study that is general, not specialized; liberal, not vocational; humanistic, not technical. Only in this way can it fulfill the meaning of the words “paideia” and “humanitas,” which signify the general learning that should be in the possession of every human being.

A Paideia course of study must be so constructed that it includes all three kinds of learning and teaching, thoroughly integrated with each other.

Individual differences involving inequalities in native endowment and inequalities in nurtural or environmental backgrounds call for compensatory efforts to give some children who need it pre-school preparation and, later, in the course of school years, supplementary instruction to those who need it.

A Paideia school must have a principal who is truly the principal teacher in that school, who works with the teaching staff and is their educational leader, not just the school’s chief administrative officer.

THE WHAT, WHY, AND HOW OF IT

Readers of the two previous books will remember the three-column diagram that depicts the proposed framework for the desired twelve year course of study for all the children in our schools.

That diagram is reproduced on the following page, for examination or re-examination, because the central purpose of this book is to elucidate the elements mentioned in the diagram, to explain how learning and teaching move from one column to another.

We are here concerned with the what, the why, and the how of the Paideia Program: what is to be learned, why it is to be learned, and how it is to be learned with the help of teachers. The effort entails a radical reform—the restructuring of schools, the allocating of their funds and their facilities, the reorganization of their schedules, and their personnel.

What is to be learned falls under three categories: (1) kinds of knowledge to be acquired; (2) skills to be developed; and (3) understanding or insights to be achieved. We are also concerned with why it is to be learned, the reason in each case being the way it serves the three objectives of basic schooling—earning a living, being a good citizen, and living a full life.

How teachers can help their students learn what is to be learned comprises three different methods of instruction: (1) didactic teaching by lectures or through textbook assignments; (2) coaching that forms the habits through which all skills are possessed; and (3) Socratic teaching by questioning and by conducting discussions of the answers elicited.

[image: image]

The second kind of learning, aided by coaching, is more important than the first, because well-formed habits of skilled performance are more desirable than the verbal memories produced by didactic instruction—the kind that enable students to pass examinations in various subject matters. The third kind of learning—understanding enlarged by Socratic questioning in seminar discussions—is even more durable.

The three chapters of Part One describe the three methods of teaching just mentioned. They also provide guidance for teachers in applying them.

For teachers to be able to use all three methods effectively, schools must be restructured, their schedules must be arranged differently from those in current practise, and their physical facilities must be put to use differently. In other words, administrative reorganization is needed to facilitate the program of teaching and learning here set forth.

In short, this book is a detailed explication of the three-column diagram. Being a static representation, the diagram cannot possibly reveal the dynamics that are indispensable to an effective execution of what it calls for—the flow back and forth of teaching and learning from one column to another.

However, words can help to do what a diagram cannot. They can describe the dynamics of the Paideia Program. Describing the dynamics, the essays in this book stress the three related and interactive aspects of the various matters with which they deal.

The importance of this cannot be overemphasized. Failure to appreciate it will lead to a serious misinterpretation of the titles of Chapters 4 through 13 in Part Two. A superficial glance at them might lead one to think that each of these chapters deals with the subject or subjects named in Column One as they are now taught in our schools—subjects about which knowledge is to be imparted by didactic teaching.

Most of these subjects are not now taught as extensively or as effectively as they should be. But the Paideia Program would not be content with a more extensive or a more effective treatment of the subjects named in those chapters. What is called for in those chapters goes much further than that. The knowledge to be acquired with the help of didactic instruction must be made secure by the skills to be developed by coaching and by the understanding to be achieved through seminar discussions on the one hand, and guided practice on the other.

Readers who reflect on what has just been said will thus not make the mistake of supposing that the titles of Chapters 4 through 13 refer to the conventional array of subjects as they are now taught didactically in our schools. Rather, those chapters suggest as strongly as can be done in short compass the modes of learning and of teaching that must be pursued to yield the educational results at which Paideia aims.

Every subject calls for more than one kind of learning and teaching, and most for all three kinds. Column Two lies at the center of the Paideia scheme—in the execution of the program, not just in its diagrammatic presentation. The range of skills to be shown there must be possessed by students to enable them to engage actively in the learning shown in Columns One and Three.

Part Three deals with the structure and organization of a Paideia school and with its distinctive features. They enable one to tell whether a particular school has adopted the Paideia Program or to assess the degree to which it is moving in that direction.

As Chapter 14 points out, the subjects in Chapters 4 through 13 must be so scheduled that all of them fit into the school day and the school year, with due differences, of course, from one grade to another in the twelve-year span. In other words, the subjects should not be allotted equal time in all twelve grades. That is manifestly impossible.

Readers should also notice that the three kinds of teaching and learning run concurrently through all twelve grades. No matter what time is given to didactic teaching, enough must be left over for coaching and for seminar discussion in every one of the twelve years, though the relative amounts will differ in the lower, middle, and upper grades.

Three subjects only will not occupy the whole twelve years: the study of a foreign language, an introduction to the world of work, and training in certain manual arts. The foreign language, for example, may be accorded four to six years; training in the manual arts, a similar time; and the introduction to the world of work may be accomplished in a single year, or two at the most.

The study of a foreign language may require instruction five times a week, but the rest need not occupy more than one or two class periods a week. This holds true also of physical training which, though required through all twelve years, need not be given every day of the week.

The Appendix contains a list of recommended readings. They are intended primarily for use in seminars, but they are no less useful in appropriate subject studies, where, however, they will tend to be regarded in the context of the subject itself—mathematics, history, literature, or whatever—rather than as works of general interest and significance, and where consideration of them will be in terms of the give-and-take proper to didactic teaching rather than a seminar discussion. They can also serve the purposes of the coaching sessions that develop linguistic, mathematical, and scientific skills.

M.J.A.



PART ONE
The Three Kinds of Teaching and Learning




1
The Conduct of Seminars


THE SEMINAR

PLATO’S DIALOGUES, in so many of which Socrates appears as the interlocutor, do not portray him as a seminar leader. Nor do they describe the kind of seminar discussions that should play so central a part in a Paideia school.*

In questioning those with whom he talked, Socrates sought for answers that would clarify ideas—the idea of justice, of love, of piety or virtue. He did not assign books to be read for a seminar session in which he would ask questions in order to achieve an understanding of what had been read, nor did he raise issues for the participants to argue about.

Nevertheless, it is no misrepresentation of Socrates as a special type of teacher for us to use the adjective “Socratic” as describing the method of teaching for the kind of learning shown in Column Three. Questioning students about something they have read so as to help them improve their understanding of basic ideas and values is a procedure that can appropriately be called Socratic.

In Plato’s dialogues, Socrates never teaches didactically, for he persistently claims that he does not know enough to do that. Nor does he coach anyone, except indirectly, to help them become more skillful in the use of their minds. He describes himself as an inquiring teacher, one who asks questions and pursues answers to get at the truth. He called his method of teaching something like midwifery because he viewed it as assisting the labor of his companions in giving birth to ideas.

The materials for seminar discussions may be either books or other products of human art. If books, they must be books that present ideas or broach issues, not books that are catalogues of information or direct expositions of factual knowledge. Discussable books are the very opposite of text-books; these last are essentially undiscussable, because they are designed as instruments of didactic instruction.*

Here, as in other chapters, it is important to keep in mind the difference between the lower and upper levels of basic schooling—the pre-departmental and the departmentalized grades.

At the lower level, where the classroom teacher engages in all three kinds of teaching, seminar-like discussions should occur much more frequently than at the upper level, perhaps every day, though only for relatively brief spans—at most a half hour or so for the very young, and a little more for those who are older.

Such seminar-like discussions at this level need not require much, if any, assigned reading in advance. They may be based on other subjects being taught in a given class. They may be about a story told by the teacher or some other material presented orally by the teacher, as in kindergarten or the first grade. From the third or fourth grade on, they can be based on short and simple reading assignments. In any case, they will differ from other work by being conversations in which teachers and students engage in an informal manner, exchanging opinions and even arguing with one another about what has been said or read.

At the upper level, seminars should occur less frequently, once a week or at most twice a week, depending on the character and length of the book to be read in advance. They should never run less than ninety minutes and should usually run for two hours.

At the lower level, the children ordinarily do not move from one classroom to another in the course of a day. But the classroom in which they are coached in skills or in which they receive didactic instruction is not suitable for seminar discussions. These should occur with all the participants—both teachers and students—sitting so that they can face one another as they talk to one another.

Seminar discussions, even at the lower level of basic schooling, cannot be carried on in a room in which children sit in rows from front to back and the teacher stands or sits in front of the first row. Fortunately, many modern classrooms are equipped with movable chairs which permit the teacher to arrange the kind of configuration needed for carrying on a conversation. Elsewhere, a special room so equipped will be needed.

For students in the upper grades, special rooms must similarly be furnished with a hollow-square table and movable chairs for seminar discussions. Just as they move from one classroom to another for didactic instruction in different subjects, so they will move to the seminar room for Socratic teaching.

Let us consider what seminars are and what they are not. What they are can be described in a single word: they are conversations, conducted in an orderly manner by the teacher who acts as leader or moderator of the discussion.

Conversations differ from quizzes in which teachers ask students questions in order to test reading done and to put scores against their names in the grade books. Conversations are not concealed lectures in which teachers ask questions for rhetorical purposes only, answering the questions themselves rather than patiently soliciting answers from students. Conversations are not the kind of question-and-answer sessions described in Chapter 3, which should always follow a period of didactic instruction to make sure that students are actively using their minds to understand the unit of organized knowledge that the didactic teacher is presenting at that time.

The role of the Socratic teacher in a seminar is that of a good conversationalist who primes the pump of discussion by asking leading questions and pursuing the answers given to them by asking more questions. The Socratic teacher thus leads the discussion, but he also acts as moderator in the sense that he or she must exercise control over it; he has the duty to keep it on the track and keep it moving along that track.

It is often difficult to both lead and moderate, to ask leading questions and to watch closely in what direction the conversation is going. For that reason the ideal seminar should have two leaders, or moderators, one of whom will talk while the other listens and vice versa. One leader may play the more outspoken role for one hour, perhaps, then the other takes over, or both exchange parts more frequently, though they should never fall into a dialogue before a silent audience. An experienced Socratic teacher can conduct a good seminar alone, and that is likely to be the most common situation in a Paideia school.

DIFFERENT KINDS OF SEMINARS FOR DIFFERENT KINDS OF BOOKS

The primary goal of Socratic teaching, whether in a formal seminar or not, is to bring out and then clarify the ideas and issues that are raised by something that has been read or otherwise experienced jointly by the leader and the students. A secondary goal of such teaching is to make clear the book or work of art itself.

A seminar leader who wants only to reveal his superior knowledge by telling the students what is in a particular book or play or other work is not a Socratic teacher. He is only a disguised didactic teacher and whoever does this does not need the time and the paraphernalia of a seminar. He might as well stand up in front of the class and lecture.

The ideas and issues raised by good books are more permanent and more interesting than those that are raised by inferior books. In fact, the best books—great books, as they are called—raise the most fundamental and lively issues of all.

The best seminars occur when a leader or leaders join with students in examining the issues and questions raised by great books. In the upshot the issues should become clear; but it should also become clear that each participant, leader or student, has a responsibility to face those issues as they affect himself or herself.

In such a seminar the leader is not a teacher in the ordinary sense. He or she is merely the first among equals in a joint effort to reach a goal that is shared by all.

Books differ, and so do seminars that deal with them. Imaginative literature—fiction, drama, poetry—constitutes one main type of book. Expository literature—science, history, philosophy—constitutes the other main type.

A seminar about Shakespeare’s Hamlet, for example, is different from a seminar about Aristotle’s Ethics. An able seminar leader conducts the two seminars in different ways.

With both books, the first task is to understand what has been read. In the Ethics, the first step is to examine the statements that Aristotle makes, the conclusions that he draws, and the advice he gives, more or less explicitly, about how to live our lives. In Hamlet the first step is to make sure that all the participants understand what happens in the play and why it happens when it does.

In the Ethics, only after the points that Aristotle makes are well understood is it appropriate to begin discussing whether his conclusions are true, or whether his advice is good. Similarly, in Hamlet, only when the language and plot of the play are well understood is it appropriate to consider what relevance the story has, if any, to our own lives.

The goal is the same in both cases: to bring out the basic ideas or issues that Aristotle, on the one hand, and Shakespeare, on the other hand, force us to face if we read their books well. But the conduct of the discussion—the kind of questions asked—is bound to differ.

In the Ethics, or any other expository book, the questions asked by the leader tend to be linear, forming a sequence with an established aim in view. Hamlet, however, like other works of imaginative literature, cannot be approached in that fashion without missing much that is essential.

The “secret” of Hamlet really is a secret, and there is no one line of questioning that will arrive at it. Rather, the seminar leader must circle round and round the play, seeking for an opening here, for an opportunity there, for a point that it would be helpful to make at this stage of the conversation.

For this reason, seminar discussions of imaginative works often seem more chaotic, less orderly, than discussions of expository works. At the same time, the discussions of imaginative works are often more moving and affecting for all concerned.

The important questions that arise in a seminar, it cannot be repeated too often, are the questions to which there is no “right” answer. Many other kinds of questions must be asked, of course. In the Ethics, to take that example again, there are questions of fact that a good leader will ask. What, in Aristotle’s view, is the definition of virtue? Why is courage a virtue, foolhardiness not? What are the characteristics of a happy life? Is happiness the same as pleasure or contentment? If not, why not? These are questions to which there are right and wrong answers, because Aristotle says one definite thing on each of these subjects.

Similarly for Hamlet, there are questions to which there are right answers, and it will be useful to ask them. Why does Polonius warn his daughter Ophelia against Prince Hamlet? When Hamlet comes upon Ophelia in the gallery, has he overheard Polonius and King Claudius plotting to enable the younger pair to meet and talk? When they meet, does he know they are being overheard? And so with scores of other factual matters.

Those questions are very different from such others as the following. Does Hamlet love Ophelia, or only desire her? Does he believe what the Ghost of his father tells him? Why does he pretend to be mad? Is it, as Polonius suggests, because he is in love? Why is Hamlet so concerned about his mother’s marriage to the king?

These are questions to which there are no definitive answers, and for that very reason they are important questions.

Turn back once more to the Ethics. Are there any rules of conduct that, if followed, will lead to moral virtue—in other words, how does one become virtuous? How does one teach someone else—for example, how should a father teach his son—to be so? Can virtue be taught at all? Is it ever appropriate to say, “I am happy?” And what of your own answer to that question? Is it the same as Aristotle’s? Who is right? Such questions should be asked toward the end of the seminar, at the point where it is fairly clear that all the participants understand the book, but are puzzling about its meaning and relevance to human life.


OEBPS/images/9781451602203.jpg
MORTIMER J. ADLER

THE
PAIDEIA
PROGRAM

An Educational Syllabus
Essays by the Paideia Group

Preface and introduction by
Mortimer J. Adler







OEBPS/images/img01_8_1.png
COLUMN ONE COLUMN TWO | COLUMN THREE

&

ACQUISITION OF | DEVELOPMENT OF [ENIARGED UNDERSANDING,
(ORGANIZED KNOWLEDGE | INTELLECTUAL SKILLS. oF

~ SKILLS OF LEARNING |  IDEAS AND VALUES

by means of by meons of bymeans of
DIDACTIC INSTRUCTION| COACHING, EXERCISES, | MAIEUTIC OR SOCRATIC
LECTURES ANDReSPoNsEs| N QUESTIONING
TEXTBOOKS | SUPERVISED PRACTICE AND
AND ACTIVE PARTICIPATION
OTHER AIDS
in three oreos inthe
of operations inthe
subjectmatter of

[LANGUAGE, LITERATURE, | READING, WRITING, | DISCUSSION OF BOOKS

AND - [SPEAKING. LISTENING |(NOT TEXTBOOKS) AND
cnd Acuites | THE FINE ARTS

CALCULATING, _|OTHERWORKS OF ART
MATHEMATICS | PROBLEM- SOLVING AND
AND OBSERVING MEASURING | [NVOLVEMENT N

NATURAL SCIENCE | ESTIMATING | ARTISTIC ACTIVITIES

HISTORY, GEOGRAPHY,| EXERCISING GRITAL | %7608 v
AND JUDGMENT
SOCIAL STUDIES

THE THREE COLUMNS DO NOT CORRESPOND TO SEPARATE COURSES, NOR 1S

‘ONE KIND OF TEACHING AND LEARNING NECESSARILY CONFINED 0 ANY
ONE CLASS







