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Soltis' discussion of independent and dependent
validity in “The Concept of Valid Content'' suggests guidelines
for definiffon of the curriculum Tield., Soltis does not
concern himself with substantive issues. Thus, ! found
his article, by itself, iacking. Categorized within
the pamphlet &s an article in philosophical scholarship,
the Soitis paper needs a companion p-ece -- a paper which
philosopnicaliy treats substantive issues in the field.

While | do not wish to denigrate Short's catego;ies
for curricular personnel and the products of their labors
which appear under the title, HSources of Knowledge in
the Curriculum Fielg," | find them sterile because they
cescribe what is without reference to what can be. Shortls
treatment of what js in curriculum evades the problems wnich

make so much of wahat is in curriculum thought and practice

—

&

so feeble, so irrelevent, so disastrous for teachers &nd
students who must Somehow cope with the problems of education
as they attempt to enhance their field of study. In passing,
| must register disagreement with the implied hierarchy

of Short's categories for human enceavor in the curriculum
field (for which e incmrcctly apologizes). On a rating

scale of 1-6, practitioners are low, professional curriculum
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Review{by
Marian Martinello, (University of Florida)

catent for Curriculum Cofifses., Edited

A Search for Valid C for
by Edmund C. Short. Toledo, Ohio: University of Toledo,
187C.

A field of study, a bonafide discipline, is character-
ized by a set of universal issues, established modes of inquiry,_
and theoratical formulations. The field of curriculum may
tack modes of inguiry which are unigue to its explorations,

it may lack well formulated, predictive theories, but it

hardiy lacks issues oi considerabls import. It is m;

opinion that the study of curriculum can be justified to

the degree that critical issues in the-field are precisely

identified. Only then can modes of inquiry, which are

appropriate to the guestions, be sought fr;m other disciplines
!

or invented. The search for valid coantent for curriéhlum

courses must begin with & search for universal curricular

issues.

As a teacher of curriculum | am concerned with

vaiid content for the studies | undertake with my students.

Scime wontns ago, | read the pamphlet, A Scarch for Valid
15
Coatent for Curriculum lourses, with considerable interest.
i
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| was impressed by the erudite writings of its contributors.
ing

iAt the time, | was completing my doctoral dissertation. Now,

: mersed in the batties of the classroom, having to deal with
> the immediate probiems of education and schooling, | find

the pamphlet wanting. With the exception of two -er three

articles, the contents of the pamphiet fail to clearly de-

fine the issues which merit cross-cultural study and, there-

fore, fail to convince the reader thet the curriculum fitqs

-

=

is a vital area of stuay.
Carol Fisher's article, '"Curriculum Problens Facing

the Schools: Now and in the Future," defines the curricular
 tihe

questions clearly. Because it does so, it is perpaps
the articie in the compilation naving the greatest impact.

Zisher has aduressed hersel!f to the malacy of education in

our time. She asks the kinds of questions teacners are
asking, quastions born of concern about the process of

education and the peopie who are affected by that process.

4

Fisher has experienced the frustrations of making curriculum
something more than & course of study, something more
«han an idea which iooks good in writing. She is concerned

with meking curriculuis work (0 sacisfy numan interests in

becoming educated (in the broadest sense of the term) .
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The second article of substantial value to the
professor of curriculum searching for valid content for
his course waé authored by John Manan. In 'The Curriculum
Worker: A View of His Tasks and Training,” Mann states:

. . . 1 don't believe that statements about
what curricuium should be like have meaning
outside of the coniext of the specific

commi tments of specific groups cf people

who have in fact taken responsibility upon
themselves. The curriculum worker's skill
consists, | believe, not in teiling people
what a curriculum should be iike but

rather in articulating educational commitments==
his own and those of others who have taken re-
sponsibility for contyol upon themsc ves -~
and in devising the means 7or expressing and
enacting those comaiztments in programs. Kis
work is not essentialiy the application of
givens but the invention of means for
articulating and enacting.

Mann examfﬁés a number of critical problems which

are central to the’curriculum QCFSOR;S‘aéZTVTtY ana,
therefore, curriculum as & f}ézd of study. He examines

the piace of belief, 5;_;onvictio#, ‘n the curriculum field.
He examines the use of power-in-curriculum. He understands
that being is believing is behaving®is what curriculum is
all sbout. He recognized that curriculum is a vehicle for
attacking the problemg of our tires. He understands that
curriculum is nore proce;s than product. And more. fle
offers some cackving ideas for exploring vhe valid convent

of curriculum studies with students, for exploring the

valid contentof curriculum with the people who seek

————




relevance in their ‘education, in their interactions with
self and others.
i Mann's article and the piecec by Fisher deal with
® the issues yhich justify the existence of curriciulum as —-
a field*8f study. They are of interest to all students N
of curriculum whether they be primarily practiticners or
i theorists. ’ - ) . -
Although Kliebard's scholarly treatment of héstorica} }
perspectives on curricuiar issues is siightly out %f'focbs ;
for s<udents of curriculum like myself who are less L
concerned with justifying the field as & legitimate area
of stucy than with grappling with the problems of “burning’
schools by making curriculum work—ggg, 1, nonetheiess, found
£
his article of interest. Kliebard exarines some gross
misconceptions as to teaching and learning which have
. plagued the curriculum fieid and curvently contribute
to the disastrous state of educztion which refiects the
wrong priorities for people in the troubled Seventies and
beyond.

s in the pamphlet are of only

i)

The remeining arcicl
limited interest. | do not mean to-cdiscourt them; they
may appeal to some readers. Wooton's ''A Survey of Curriculum
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Courses _ and Content' is an administrator's compendium of

current practices and trends. Roberts'-‘'Communicating

]

Curriculum: An Anlysis of Curren. Texts' is a guide to

published material., While Roberts makes sowme useful comments
about misplaced emphases in curriculum study, | find the
problgm oT_textbook selection for curriculum courses a mundane

matter which seems to be out of place among treatments of

more basic concerns refiected in the articles by Fisher and

Mann. Perhaps this is because | Tind it difficult to live

with the notion.of course structures and textbooks for
curriculum. 1| would prefer that students examine philosophical
writings as suggested by Mann and the manifestions of curri-
culum which are evidaat in accounts of iearning through living
to be found ‘in the auto?iographies of real peopie. Such
writings might better help students.search for their own
perspectives on curriculum as process :ha9,zhe so-called
textbook on curriculum. 1% as Roberts claims (and | would
agree) most textbooks are immorz! because they try to be &ll
things to all men, then | wouid have preferred a’ more imagina-

tive expioration of the-guestion of readings for curriculum .
study than Roberts offer. indecd, are readings the

primary sources of insight into the field?

Lt B
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Soltis' discussion of indepéndent and dependent
validity in "The Conceﬁ} of Valid Content" suggests guidelines
for definition of the curriculum field. Soltis does not
c;ncern hiﬁself with substantive issues. Thus, ! found
his article, by itself, iacking. Categorized within
the pamphlet as an article in philosopnical scholarship,
the Soltis paper needs a companion piece ==~ a papér which
philoscpnically treats substantive issues in the field.

a
While | ¢o not wish to denigrate Short's categories

for curricular personnel and the products of their labors

which appear under the title, "Sources of_Knowledge in
the Curriculum Field," | find them sterile because they
cescribe what is without reference to what can be. Shortls o
treatment of what js in curriculum evades the problems thch

snake so much of what is in curriculum .thought and practice

so feeble, so irrelevant, so disastrous for teachers and
sggdeqts who must somehow cope with the problems of education
as they atterpt to enhance their field of study. In passing,
| must register Gisagreement with the implied hierarchy

of Short's categories for human endeavor in the curriculum
field (for which e indwrectly apologizes). On a rating
scale of 1-6, practitioners are low, professional curriculum

&




scholgrs high. Cen;ain}y, the significance of the work

of the practitioner is differeﬁt from the significance of

the work of the theorist. But being differént does not

necessarily- mean that they are at opposite poles on a

quality continuum. Contrary to Fisher and Mann, Short ¢
. —

seems to think that practice requres less rigorous study

than theorizing. To the degree thaé he is right, we are

in g?ave trouble because, ?n myfview, curriculum is the

product and process of the interbehavior of student and

. tfacher. The point here is that rather than perpetuate
what is, we need to consider how to elim;nate the boundaries
uf the boxes-we currentiy use to confine curriculum people,
how to educate in order to free practitioners to be theorists
and theorists to be practitioners., T :
As a whole, Shortis pamphlet leaves much to be
desired. The collected a;ticles lack continuity, a unifying
theme. Perhaps this is due to Short's contention that*in
identifying the body of knowledge which clisprises the
R curriculum field, Halmost any related information that
has been generzated is worthy of consideration.'" | think

the field is done a disservice by lack of ,attempt to define

its boundaries. It is unfortunate that Mann's call for




curriculum people to stand up and bé& counted jon what they
beljevewas not explored as an organizing theme for the

" ) pamphlet., It is only wheh one is lacking in conviction-

that anything gqes; OJ; biggést problem today is that
_ ¢ e i -
they believe.

- too many curriculum people don't know what
To the extent that we are unggrta?ﬁ'abéqt out beliefs

~. _.in our chosen area of professional endeavor, we violate

- ' - the curriculum- field.

In summary, the seartch for valicé content for curriculum

courses is not greatly advanced by this publicition. iiere

: and there throughout the pamphlet appear some insights .into

the acute curriculum problems we face and for which we
- intend to prepare inquiring scholars and practitioners.

- : in defense of his pamphlet, Short states in-his forward

: that the collected articles only claim to raise questions,

not to answer them. | could-accept this if | honestly
- e, -_—— - ‘i

thought that a consistent attempt had been made to bring

the cross=-cultural curricular questions into high relief.

As a problem~beset curriculum person, | must demand more

than the pamphlet offers. | must demand. the best analees,

the most provocative and compleis treatments of the problems

| face daily as a curriculum practitioner and inquirer,

- student and teacher. | must demand that the search for valid

it
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content of the curriculum field come before the search for

content for courses and that the quest engage me with some

grand idé%s for experimentation in my field of study. It

4 &

would be unfair to say that A Search for Velid Content for

Curriculum Courses has not helped me advance my search for

such content, KNohétﬁéiess, I. feel compelled to add that the

pamphlet's contribution to my quest has been slight.
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- : : Reactions to Marian Martinello's Review--

2 - ———

by T . s
- Ronald Maerténs, Associate Superintendent
S Independent School District No. 316 - .
—— -— Coléraine, Minnesota 55722
> Martinello imposes several interpretations upon the

" materials she has reviewed which may not be warranted. First,

- after asserting that ''the study of curficéulum can be justified

‘to the degree that critical issues in the field are précisely .

identified," she claims that the articles in the pamphlet

do not savisfy her view of what constitutes the domain of
avisfy her vig -

b

curriculum inquiry. Rather than the focus she prefers, the
) ) &

[

articles explore the more standard kinds of researchable

- ‘ 3 ¢
problems and the more conventional disciplined modes of
inquiry. Before reviewing the pamphlet, it seems Martineilo

viould have mage a greater contribution to the thinking

about curriculum as a field of study if she had provided a

rationale for ner novel viéw of the domain of curriculum, énd!

if she had shown how such issues in fact define the field.
Moreover, there is a danger in accepting the definition

- : of the domain of curricuium which Martinello stipBates.

This danger is wellfgxprezsed by Kliebard on page 33 of the

. pamphlet when he states, ''Issues tend to arise de novo, usually

i
lﬁ
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cloud of dust.

-

Sometimes these

Z

12

_in the form.of a bandwagon and then quickly disappear in a

issues have their countér=

parts in an earlier perioa, but this is rarely recoc-izad,

The field in genéral is characterized by -an ur,

cal

* =

propensity for novelty and change rathér than funded knowlédge

or a dialogue across genérations.'’
the kinds of transitory issues identified by Kliebard through .

the application of disciplined modes of inquiry?

i

The

Is it possibiertq resolve

pargicuiar issues of the f?ela‘ﬁay’suggest where the emphasis

in research should be placed, but they would not appear to

4
e

const

xtute résearchab’ .

sroblems

in andfdf themselves.

Rather

than application of formal modes of inquiry, such practical

issues rquT?ejudgment based on knowledge of alternatives and

their consequences.

Secondly, Martinello states that only two or three articles

in the series ''clearly define the issues which merit cross-

cultural study"

and that theréamﬁh!et,

thérefore, does not

exhibit evidence “to convince the reader that the curriculum

field is .a vital area of study."

"inter- d|5C|pl|wary“ ‘when she uses the term "cross~cu1tura1?”

Does Martinello mean

1f so, xs she saying that the field of curriculum is not a

bl s 100 sl pod b 0
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ta’ area for study unless its issues are worthy of inter-
disciplinary study? If this were true, how could curriculum
be a discip]iﬁe and have a domain of its own? Is its chief
claim to autonomy that it is a field which deals only with
inter-disciplinary issues? ) | A -

Thirdly, Martinello imposes an interpretation on Fisherfz

article that is questionab]el This artic!e has the greatest
impact, she says, becduse it has 'defined the curricular

questions clearly.' In reality, what Fisher's article does

is size up the curricular context and raise questions of a

=

moral nature about Ehg_é;ﬁposes—%nd pfoggsses of education.
It may imply some Brefe?red pract}ces, but it does not contain
specific a]ternati;es regarding curricular objectives, content,
program designing, instructional practices and the like. nFisher
has really examined only one curriculdr issue, '"What substan-
tive values shall a curriculum cmbrace? Much work would have
to be done in this area alone, to say nothing of the issues
in many other areas, in order to turn her aﬁa]ysis into
useful operational guidelines.

Perhaps Martinello feels that both Fisher's and Mann's
works arc particularly relcvant because they identify and
analyze aspects of the cu;?iculum worker's agonizing situation

which she believes to be a central concern, but neither of

ST
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these articles provides a course of action equal to the demands
of this reality. Both scholars are essentially inquiring

into certain dimensions of the curriculum problem and giving
birth to some new conceptualizations-which may (or may not)

) ' ___
bgiuseful‘in developing more effective ways of dealing ;ith -
the reality that now exists. Just because they have raised
fundamental que;tions &oes,not mean that the work of Fisher
and Mann "justify the existence of curriculum as a field of
.study' any more profoundly than the work of other curriculum

scholars. They would probably be the first to admit that

their seminal inquiries are only a part of a larger search

L4
-

for knowledge that is needed before currigulum workers can
invent and implement better curricula. Although they would

affirm Martinello's demand that ''the search for valid content

" -of the curriculum field" should precede 'the search for con-

tent for courses," they would resist the temptation to
pro;7de solutions to practical curriculum problems in the

absence of more complet:knowledge.
One last interpretation of Martinello's requires some
comment. In his article, Short does not seem to imply any

hierarchical system of rating scholarly work done by workers




-~

in his six categories. In fact, he draws attention to scholarly -

5

work often given little status, as in the case of personnel

in the first category- (teachers, curriculum directors and
supervisors, and administrators), and attempts to show how
basic such work may be to the generation.of fruitful scho]ar~;
shié in other categor?as of research. |f there Is any
hierarchy implied here, it may be that the study of practice
isrfundamenta]-to afl other study and that éathering data

about curricular practice is not only. a legitimate, but -

an essential, part of curriculum scholarship. Short does

‘not seem to mcke & qualltétive judgmant, as Rartinello .

=

charges, between the relative worth or amount of rigorous
thought requived of those who conduct practice and those who

conduct: research in all six categories.
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‘curriculum. It s through such analysis and criticism that

Response
by : . ;

Edmund C. Short
College of Education
Pennsylvania State University |

Any serious effort to identify strengths and weaknesses
in curriculum scholarship must be greeted with gratitude; there

5 -

is too little public exchange of this kind on the field of ?

a, knowledge base for curriculum practice gradually becomes® J
more refined and useful. Martinello's critique of this

L

series of papers must be recognized as-a contribution toward

~attaining scientific knowledge of cne dimension of the curri= ?tiﬂ"'—_—"‘\,,

chJmﬁfield.‘ For this reason, her work is worthy of our .
attention and compels a thoughtful response.

The critique's central contention appears to be that
the pamphlet gives little direct a§§istance in dealing with

the problem to which its title says it is addressed--the

matter of selecting content for curriculum courses. The

“'Lts,(sciqntific knowledge'!s) facts and theories must
stand a period of critical study and testing by other competent
and disinterested individuals, and must have been found so
persuasive that they are almost universally accepted. The
objective of Science is not just to acquire information nor
to utter all non-contradictory notions; its goal is a consensus
of rational opinion over the widest possible field.'" :John .

" Ziman, Public Knowledge. New York: Cambridge Univérsity

TR, | {
Press, 19 p. 9 16 ) i
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reviewer wishes it had substantive prescriptions that cogld
! 7 be tried and tested or, at the very least, some provocat}ve
; and suggestive analyses of the problem as it exists for her.
| She recognizes that the intent of the papers was not chiefly
to provide such immediately aaplicable guidanée, but the
reasons it could not and, | think, ought not to have.
attempted this were perhgpéanot clear to her. . .
Urgent 3s ihe*needffor improvement in curriculum
ébursesi ﬁay be, no oﬁe can suppose all such courses have the

same objectives. In fact, Wootten's survey (pp. 73-82) suggests

that a bewildering variety of purposes exist for those courses

now taught. The internal structure and treatment provided -

- . _by a cou};e must vary with both its cgg.particular'objec{ives

and with the function the entire course is. intended to serve

in the:!arger professional preparation program of which it .
is dwpart. Without knowing such details, one yould be unable

tokz;ke direct s;ggestions for course content that would suit

the circ;mstances. Even if one wished to prescribe course

content for some mythical ''average'' course, it no doubt would

- ~ ‘prove useless to everyocne who happenzad not to agree with the

~

rationale given for it or with the objectives stipulated.

- If copied directly without thought or adaptation, it might

prove exceedingly ill-advised., It seems to me quite desire~




able to leave oéen all questions of what kind of courses are
appropriate, and';onsequently, what kind of content goulﬁ .
be useful in them until people involved withethem have
seriously wrestled with what they think should be accomplished
ghr0ugh S%Ch courses and why such goals are best foritheir
’ pgrticulé§ students,

" If none of this kind of hels was going to be' given by
this-series of writers, why did they bother to say anything?
| think the answer lies chiefly in a belief that the route : i

;

toward decision-making on curriculum course content lies not !
so much in speculative efforts to hit upon '"right' content
or fun;tion bu} in increasing conceptual control over the
varjables that are relevant to such decision-making. We gener-
ally use the term 'knowledge' to indicate whatever limited

conceptual control we have attained at a given point in time. .

| think what prompted the writers to present what they did

present was ‘thei? devotion to getting a fix on whatever
relevantxCUrriCUlum-reIatediknowledge mightabé at hand-or
might be -augmented by their own immediate §Cho]arl§ input.
Wnether any of them pinned down any such knowledge of value
remains to be tested by thosc who rcad the pamphlet and

attempt to verify the utility of the several 'bits'' of know-

ledge it alleges to have identified, - .




What makes even more difficult any attempt to evaluate
the ultimate value of anything said in the papers is the -
obvious fact that not all knowledge that might conceivably

LT
be brought to bear on the problems of selecting curriculum

course content could be presented or even alldﬁed%ﬁo in ihese
brief papers. It was the editor who chose the scope of the .
sampling of such knowledge to’ be treated, and his choices may n
have produced work by the writers which at first may seem

some distance from the requirements of the very practical
question addressed by the pamphlet, or seem to ignore much
that may be relevant or more central in some people's minds.

| do not defend what is Bere as sufficient. knowledge with
which to cope with this question. Indeed, | know only too
wel® that there isn't enough appropriate knowledge;avai1able,
here or elsewhere, to be Eertain that this problem can be
resolved satisfactorily; thus the need for a coéfjguing search
for .more knowledge. The primary assumption, therefore, benind

‘5
the entire venture is that research~-basic research in curriculum==

—

must precede any application of that knowledge to the solution

of a practical problem, even one in the field of Cufricu‘UM.z

20ne should not Le confused by this talk of developing
(or seeking) solutions to a practical curriculum question and
the matter (one step removed from this) of seeking knowledge
upon which solutions might be built.

We recognizé, for example, that if we.wish to select a
means of using geothermal steam to heat a.city, we require




Martinello is right when she calls for a shaping up of
the boundaries of the curriculum domain, the identification of
the basic quest?ons of the field, and the creating and testing
of concepts ané conceptual frameworks within the scholarly

3

discipline of curriculum study.” These are pferequ?siteé to
producing any knowledge that may have utility in dealing with

very practical problems on the front lines of curricalum practice.

“more input for our decision-making than knowledge of the heat
energy potential of the specific supply of steam. Knowledge
of such other things ¢s the heat energy requirements of the .
city, the properties of ‘various conveyor pipes, total labor :
costs, and the city's ability to pay; must also be available.
- it is futile, nonetheless, to attempt to solve this practical
probiem without precise knowledge of the thermal properties of
such steam. This knowledge becomes the central ingredient -to
a decision, without which decision cannot be made, though it
is by ao means -the only knowledge to be considered. .
Similarly, in selecting content for a curriculum course,
one needs all sorts of knowledge~-knowledge. of purposes,
student entry levels and goals, time and resource constraints, -
capabilities of instructors, and the like, as well as basic
knowledge of the phenomena to be dealt with -in the course.
I we do not have prec.se knowledge of curriculum we cannot
appropriate some-of it for teaching in a.curricuium counse - i .
even iT we have availatle the knowledge of other elements
that impinge upon the decision. The creation of the technical
knowledge upon which the problem of selection might be solved
— is quite a different matter from determining a solution to
- the problem in a given context, These two steps are distinct,
and dealing with the practical one must follow upon the heels
of the one focused on gencrating the requisite technical
kncwledge. Curiously, what may be even more confusing than
failure to distinguish problem-solving from research is the
fact that in the study of curriculum the basic knowledge
generated includes not only substantive content available for

W
C
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Admitting this, however, | must reiterate what has already
been pointed out, that identifying everyday problems of
Eractice that require solution is an entirely different,
although related, matter érom identifying researchable
questions that can be attacked with tools of disciplined”
inquiry.

It is to questions of the kind to which formal methods
of research are applicable that the articles in the series -
are devoted, .not to }ssues for which immediately useful
s;!ztions to problems of practice must be prévided.: Notice,
for example, that the historical mode of inquiry used by
Kliebard is Airected not to an immediatel; applicable
solution to the problems of setting objectives or of differ-
entiated programs. Rather, his work is one small contribution
to the on-going examinatior of two major concepts that have
risen and been used in the field. The historical mode of

inquiry cannot appropriately be applied, in and of itself,

use in curriculum courses but also as one aspect of this
content those generic guideiines for selecting content that
may be critical in the problem-solving phase.

BSeefearly portions of lan Westbury, "Curriculum: A
Discipline in Search of its Problem,'" School Review, Vol. 79,

0




to practical matters requiring judgment and reasonable justi-'

fication. Philosophical analysis, as illustrated by Soltis'
work, is similarly not applicable to such problems. The
identification and ordering of curriculum knowledg;, as urged
by Short, is again not an approach Whigh can direétf? provide
assistance for coping wité prac;iéal curriculum problems. }
contend that such research, commanding any and all modes of
disciplined inquiry, together with their accumulated residue

of knowledge are, however, essential for the improvement of
practice. It is to this domain of knowledge and its associated
processes of knowledge creation that we mus} turn if we are

to provide the concepts and generalizations most appropriate .
for our stu@ents to kndw if_they are tnen to be able to 7

develop adequate solutions- to the changing problems of
i

curricular practice.

&~ =
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”E1sewhere, | have reviewed the matter of creating and
utilizing curriculum knowledge, insofar as it has been studied
to date. Clues to possible redirection of research are identi-
fied in view of the interrelation between knowledge needs
expressed by users and capabilities of different types of
research approaches. See Edmund {{. Short, ‘'Knowledge Production
and Utilization in Curriculum." Plper presented at the annual
meeting of AERA, New York, February, 1971. (ERIC: ED 055 023)
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What Martinello recognizes as a funéamental weakness
in the papers is not so-much due to their irrelevance to
the world of curriculum but to th;ir character as research
documents which necessarily does not allow them to be focused
directly on practical problems. :Her point raises the s%rious
question, nevertheless, of how to get research to be more
closely or more quickly resultant in ideas that matter to
people facing the real world of curriculum. The place to
start, | would say, is to determine precisely what problems
of curgicular pfac;ice are the ones requiring solution. |If
they are purely technical in natu;; and not just matter;
compelling a choice among substantive alternatives, one may
turn to the technité] 1iterat;re of curriculum and select
the technological knowliedge which provides apprOpr}Bte
Yhow-to-solve-this~type=of~problem' answers. -|If a problem
is a recurring one, no doubt some kind of technological
knowledge will $e found that offers guidelines for action
appropriate to the solution of the problem. [f no such
technological knowledge is available, or if the applicability

of what exists* is questionable, then there is need for know=

ledge to be developed that matches the need.

.....
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This type of technological knowledge needed to build
- substantive alternatives of the kind M;rtine]lo seems to be
seeking is little recognized and seldom generated, To my mind,
the development of such technological knowledge in curriculum
is absolutely e;sential if viable solutions to practical
problems are to be found. To devige solutions to these isSues
without the use of this kind of knowiedge‘is to have no

x

assurance whatsoever of the consequences of acting upon the

]

proposed solutiens. With sound technological knowledge,

however, there can_be some confidence of the outcomes of putting

alternative sol;tions'intp effect. This is by definition

what technological knowledge must be capable of'doing.5
The pamphlet uncder discussion clearly does nét come to

grips with this kind of knowledge. There are intimations of

its existance, but in effect the scholarly efforts exhibited

in the papers are aimed at a narrower range of concerns then

those requiring the generation of alternative solutions to

SFor an example of this kind of technological -knowledge -
see Marcella R. Lawler, "Guidelines for Developing Strategies
for Introducing Planned Curricular Jnnovations,' pp. 13-47
in her edited collection of articles, entitied, Strategies
for Planned Curricular innovation (New York: Teachers College
Press, 1970). Other examples are cited in the reference

iven in footnote 4 above.
give ootn ove .
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practical problems. These inquiries have been directed to

exémining or generating the building blocks from which

technological knowlédge in curriculum may be developed. The

metgo;s wsed in these inquiries are the usual ones. A

convenient research question._is sele ted to which a parti-

cular ﬁode of inquiry can 3egi;3mately be appliéd. Basic .
curriculum knowledge is then generated which meets the test

for knowledge claims applicable in that discipline. The

results of this work_ are set forth for others to verify and

&

to Eynthesize with already verified knowledge. In some cases,
large webs of knowledge i? a given dimensién pf the field are
identified. Sometimes on; sthy or a series of related studies
overturrs a whole pattern of knowledge and permits a new
conceptual scheme to be launched, for further testing. On the - —
other hand, when it comes éo gen;rating technological know-

ledge in currizulum, selected basicrcurriculum knowlédge from B

within this accumulation of the resu{ts of many disciplined
studies is combined with knowledge from other pertinent sources
{child psychology, 5ocietal values, change processes, etc.)

¥

and structured into a totality that focuses on a particular

kind of practical problem in the field. |Its purpose is to

provide guidance for choice or action. Its method is creative

E
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and synthetic in character. More than one technology can be

created 'to meet a given need; therefore, each body of techno-
logical_knowledge is applicable only under certain conditions.
Users of this technological knowledge must not only translate
it into alternative solutions to a particular problem but
must do so within the limits impos;d by the creators of the
knowledge which was chosen to be uti}izéd. Determination of
the appropriZte technological knowledge to use in a key factor
here. What Martinello implies in her remarks is that a user
of such knowledge is likely to become frustrated if, in the
search for appropriate knowlédge of this kind, nothing appro-
priate to the particular problem and to the particular condi-
tions of the problem seems to be available. | take her to
be putting for;h a c¢ry for more technological knowledge that
is geared to commonly found practical problems In the field.
In this plea | concur and recognize her basic criticism of
the pamphiet.

In assessing efforts at creating both basic and techno-
logical knowledge in curriculum, | am tempted to think that
many curriculum researchers are not aware of the differences

between these two types of knowledge, their distinctive methods

e o b
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of generation, or the relation each has to the other and to

s
=

practice. |In the whole sequence from recognition of a problem,
to seeking sources of knowledge ko use in its solution, to

the creation of the various contributing pieces of knowledge
found invthese sources, and ultimately to the research metho-
dology necessary to create and validate such pieces of know=-
ledge, therelis doubtlessly much yet to be understood about
these procesges by many curriculum scholars. Ordinarily,

those who set about to do curriculum research héve an insuffi-
cient grasp of the point in this entire sequence at which they
are attempting to make their coEtribution. They may even mis- ——
take the tasks and the techniques necessary to produce the
results they seek for those more appropriate at another

point in the sequence. Considerable assistance in sorting

out what is what has reﬁently been provided by Schwab,6 but

{ﬂ

mo-e help along these lines must yet)appear.

6Joseph J. Schwab, The Practical: A Language for Curriculum,
Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1970,




