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Edmund C. Short:

(Ringing of Replica of Liberty Bell)

Ladies and Gentlemen: Welcome to this Special Commemorative Assembly
and Invited Address of Division B of AERA. -In this year of our nation's

Bicentennial, the ringing of this little replica of the Liberty Bell calls
“to mind our place historically in the long human d?gma. It remipds us, of

the principles and ideals that this nation aspires to embody and which it
is called upon to carry forward.to each new generation -~ liberty -~ justice -
the dignity of individual human beings. We are reminded ton of the enter-
prises of education of which wé ére a part and of the contribution gdu—
cation makes to each géneration. We are reminded that both AERA and
Division B have made significant contributions to the knowledge, per-
spectives, and purposes which undergird educational thought and practice
in the U.S. and elsewhere. We wish to take a momeﬂt.to commemorate

- these contributions and the work of these ofganizations. We note that
this is the 60th Anniversary of AERA and the 12th Anniversary of Division
B, Curriculum and Objectives.

We are met here this afternoon, not to pat ourselves on the bagk, bﬁt
to reflect with some sense ofvreSponsibility on where we have been, where
we are today, and where we are going in educational inquiry, especially

.that'pertaining to curriculum scholarship and to the objectives of our
educational interprises. We cannot recite all the specific efforts of
the Association or of Divisioﬁ.B which their members have made over the
years; they are too many and we would be certain to omit many outstanding
studiés, concepts, and issues that have been addressed. But we do want

to take time to review some of the origins of Division B and to recognize
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some of the individuals who have assisted in Association work. We are

not in this Association accustomed to much ceremony, so we shall be

_brief about this and then proceed to our invited address by Pro-

fessor Huebner.

1t is‘my pleasure to present to you, first of all, Nate Gage, who was
the president of AERA-in 1963-64 and who can tell us a little bit about
how AERA's divisional structures came into being, in case some of you

were not a part of that at that time.

Nathaniel Gage:

Thank you, Dr. Short. I am not a professional historian; I do have
files. I spent last Saturday afternoon in those files having an orgy
of nostalgia. I have here a letter dated October the 7th, 1964, to
Professors Goodlad and Smith. ''Dear John and Bunnie: Because neither of
you were able to get to the AERA Executive Committee Meetings on October
3rd and 4th, Lee Cronbach asked me to take notes on decisions and other
matters concerning AERA's divisions." One paragraph says, 'Your division
can have $100 to spend before next February.'" There are other equally
momentous propositions in this correspondence.

Ny.lack of training as an historian will make this presentation some-
what disorderly. Let me begin with what the by-laws of the Division on
Curriculum and Objectives have to say on the objéctives of this division.
Now this was true on April the 15th, 1965; whether it is still true, I
am not informed. But anyway,

"Article 1. The objectives of the Division on
Curriculum and Objectives are to: (1) advance
theory and research in curriculum as a field of
study; {2) maintain a high level of problem
identification and research methodology;—(3)-
encourage the use of sound theory and research
‘in curriculum practice; (4) promote the appli-

cation of knowledge of curriculum affairs to
educational issues of our society."

8
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That's all it says on the objectives of the Division.

I think the concern ;;£h divisions in AERA began under the administration
of David Ryans who preceded me by two years as president of AERA. ' The
organization, I guess, at that point was close to aboutbl,BOO members
in size, and some kind of internal structuring according to diQisions
was in the air. fhe members wére reétive; they weren't having enough
opportunity to interact with other members with similar interests. Dis-
cussions began according to my records in 1961. They continued during
the term of office of Walter Cook, who.died in- the fall of 1963 while I
waé presiden;—elect. ‘So I took over the chairmanship of the E?ecutive
Committee that fall, and David Ryans was called back from his retirement
as president of”AﬁRA-to serve>on the Executive Committee again to make a
full complement. The members at that time consisted of me, as president-
elect,; who suddenly became president ;ore quicklylthan I should have.

— David Ryans, called back from retirement, Lee Cronbach.as president-elect-
"elect, who became president-elect, -and two members at large, E. F.
Lindquist and John flanagan; and it was we who carried on the discussions
based on the noisés we were hearing from the membership and on our own
ideas. ‘Shortly, a committee on the divisional organizational procedure
was appointed with Chester Harris, who had been presideﬁt the year before
Ryans, as chairman,and four-éther members who represented four different
fields of what wereeven then lurking in our minds as the basic in;tial
‘divisions of AERA. The four other members, and I'l1l leave it to you to
guess what fields we had in mind for them to represent, were Daniel
Griffiths, John Mayor, David Ryans, and David.Tiedeman: That committee
issued a report, which I have here in the\form of a thermofax copy. I
have here, in addition to much else, a recommended initial.divisional
structure, the most interesting part of which, I think, is the rationale
9
o
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for the structure that we finally adopted. This is the thinking of
that committee under its chairman, Chester Harris. Here it is; it
is about a page and half long.

"The Divisional Planning Committee recommends that
the divisional structure of the Association be initiated
‘with the following five divisions, listed in alpha-~
betical order: Administration, Curriculum and Objec—
tives, Learning and Instruction, Measurement and Re-~
search Methodology, Student Development and Personnel
Services. Since it is possible to develop several
different frameworks as guides to divisional structure,
we present a brief discussion at this point of the
rationale for recommending this particular set of five
titles. .

Since divisions are seen as means of furthering
the objectives of the association and since the ob-~
jectives of the Association emphasize the promotion
and conduct of educational research, we believe that
a proper divisional structure should be described in
terms that are related to and emphasize the goals, the
methods, and the distinct problems of educational re-~
search. On these grounds we would reject any division~
al structure that focuses on the levels of education,
such as elementary, secondary, college, adult, etc.
Terms describing levels of education are useful for
some purposes but leave much to be desired in descrip-
tions of goals or problems of educational research.

. Another kind of framework for describing education,
is that of the subject matter in the teaching field,
such as science, social studies, arithmetic, etc.
Again, these are useful terms for some purposes but
we see the proper emphasis of the Association to be
on problems of educational research that are not
necessarily confined to one subject matter field any
more than they are confined to one level of education.
Still another possible framework would be to identify
disciplines or fields of study that presumably are
basic to the study of and/or the conduct of education. -
Thus some might propose a divisional structure using -
terms like psychology, anthropology, history,
philosophy, etc. We believe that the use of such
terms as a framework for our divisional structure
would be unfortunate in view of the strong existing
associations designed to promote the interests of
scholars in each of those fields. We are. pleased that
many members of our Association also belong to these
other associations: We would warn against any attempt
to duplicate, in our formal divisional structure, these
other associations.

The initial divisional structure that we recom-~
mend can be derived from an analysis of the major

ﬁ;) ‘ » ‘ S 10
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tasks or activities in the conduct of education. These
tasks are: administering the educational enterprise,
developing curriculum and objectives, instructing and
teaching, evaluating and measuring, and guiding and ,
counseling students. Each of these major tasks sets
fairly definite research problems that can be dis-
tinguished by reasonable persons without being claimed
to be completely independent. Each of these major
tasks is at least of some importance at all levels of
education and for most subject matter areas.

Further, these tasks often set research problems,
and for their adequate solution, demand the insights _
and knowledge"of~methods'ofwattack“characteristicwof~ R T e
the basic disciplines. 1It.is for these reasons that
we believe that the initial divisional structure that
we recommend provides not only a distinctive frame-
work of divisions for an association that is devoted
to educational research, but also divisions in which
most members can find their interests reflected. As
the Association continues to grow and develop the
adequacy of this view of the proper- framework for a
divisional structure will be tested. We urge-that
this framework be given a fair trial before being .
abandoned or attenuated by the introduction of other
principles of organization such as levels, teaching
fields, disciplines, etc."

That is the genesis of this Division.

Edmund C. Short:

Next, T call upon Vernon Anderson, who, as you can seé by your program,
was a member of the Organizing Committee of Division B during the year
1963-64. He will try to sketch for us a little bit about what was done
at that time and indicate from his own personal experience in that

process something of what was going on.

Thank you, Ed. I'm speaking for two other members who should have been
here, John Mayor and Robert Gagné, who are both on the East Coast and could
not make it for this meeting. I'll try to.give you an overview. As Nate
Gage did, I went to primary sources (I'm not an historian either). I_had.

to go to three sources of information to get the story, and it is still

Y

a little bit confusing. I suspect that Nate Gage's files in his garage

11
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contain the best evidence and probably could fill in the gaﬁs that I found.

One source was from the AERA files that Ed Short sent to me; one was from
) John Mayor's files, and one was from my own files at the University of
Maryland. I'm speaking only of the years 1963-64, and I'm speaking, I
guess, for another generation. I think I'm safe in saying that. I
haven't seen any data out on the average age of the membership. If you
‘look around the membership ;f this conference you see that probably
around thirty years separates those of us who were actively involved
in the beginning and those of you who are active now in the organization.
Perhaps that is one of the main factors for it's being such a vital
organization today.

I want to pay some tribute to those who had a part in the beginning,

talk to you a little bit about the organization, and then rgad to you
the original purpose of the division, which is not too different from the

one that Nate read.

- I would like to mention the University of Maryland's part in it be-

Ve

cause it relates both to the AERA as well as to Division B, and I think
I can do that safely because I'm not connected with the University any-
more but with the International University at San Diego. The University

of Maryland was responsible for assisting the AERA in getting underway

e with its_firset_full=time_secretary.,_a_joint.appointment.with_the_University_

of Maryland, J. R. Gerberich., I had carried on negotiations with Frank

s

one of the leaders at the time. He was Associate Secretary

[EINTNYNPRINP VRS enp etV T T 0 1 3. a8 Pttt e

Lo ‘ Hubbard who was

R ILITTR

P eyt ot et 8 v e

for Information Services at NEA and exercised a great deal of leadership in
this organization.

Persons who were most influential in the organization of the division

would be the two presidents, Nate Gage and Lee Cronbach, because those
are the years 1963 in which the planning of the organization occurred and

1964 in which the actual organization got under Wax. "C. W. Harris,

B Q R 12
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mentioned by Nate Gage as chairman of the divisional planning cummittee,
. . 7 - ) .

was another person who certainly had a part to play that was very important.

"I think the one who had the most important part directly was John Mayor.

He was chairman of the Organizrhg Committee for Curriculum and Objectives. -
That was the exact title that I get from the lette documents
that I have. And‘Robert'Gagné and I were the ot! mes . ors of this
Organizing Committee. Then there was Kenneth Hovet, whose name is not
included on your list, but who was, and ghis is authenticated, chaifman

—

of the first program committee of the Division. The University of

Maryland's participation you can see here too, because John Mayor, who at
the time was Director of Education for the American Association for the

t “‘, o Advancement of Science, was also Visiting Professor of Mathematics and

Mathematics Education at the Universigy of Maryland; Robert Gagné was our
" consultant in working with the new math programs-and research in hier-
archies. Much of that work he's published.was done at the University

of Maryland. Clayton L. Stunkard, Profgssor of Research and Measurements
at the ﬁqive;sity of Maryland was a member of the second nominating
committee fér f%éxf{rst.ﬁomina&ion. I'1l get into that.in a moment. I
was involved as Dean of the College pf Education at the time.

I'm just géing to try to generalize a bit and you'll have to take it.

for granted that I have some evidence that appears in the documents. I

.would say this Division was born in confusion and then developed into a .
' ‘ strong arm of the AERA, along with the AERA itself. And that's documented

in a number of statements that Mayor made in his corresponderce. (See

Appendix A). He talks about a fumbling start, and he says in one place

"it appears that the whole question of nominations is unclear' and again
\
he refers to the confusion of the first mecting in February, 1964, at

the AERA Conference. But, I want to read you a statement that he makes

13
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that is an extremely interesting ére-I-think. He has prepared a six page
documeﬁt from his checking into the archives entitled, "How the Division
of Curriculum and Objectives started."

"During those 18 years," and he talks about 18 years when he was
with the AAAS, "I had the opportunity to \chh quite closely the program

Ty

and the work of both scientific and educational organizatisns. “nems

to me that none of these organizations has made the significant progress

in the past twenty years that is the record of the American Educational

Research Association. This reflects growth: in membership, but much more

‘importantly, it reflects the services and nature of the AERA programs. I

believe, personally, that one of the strengths éf the AERA has come from
the division organization that we founded."

The rules of the game were changed at this point as far as nominations
were concerned. It's not too clear as to who changed them, but they were
changed. In the beginning this divisionaliorganizing committee seemed to
have a good deal more to say about the organization and must have been
given that right by the Executive Committee. It is evident that this
group took upon itself to establish the procedures for nominations énd
elections. .These procedures were that there was to be a nominating
committeé appointed for each division by the chairman of the Divisional
Organizatiop Committee. John Mayor appointed Robert Gagné, Cléyton L.
Stunkard and me, as chairmau, to be the nominating committee. We nominated

John Mayor and Kenneth Hovet for vice-president, George Beauchamp and B.

0. Smith for secretary.

Previous to the February 1964 meeting, when the elections were to be
held at the divisional meetings, protests came to Dr. Gerberich over
this procedure.: President Gage suggested that the Executive Committee
establish the election procedure at the February meeting, which was done.

At that point the Executive Committee took over on the elections. The

14
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Executive Committee in February set up the following procedure: the
divisional organizing chairman, in each case, was to appoint a nominating
committee of three members to nominate,at least two candidates for e=ch
pésitién with an opportunity for the members to add additionéi nominations.
Anyone nominated By three or more members was but on the final ballot.

Now, it so happens that there were seven additional candidates for vice-

president of Division B put on the ballot use they were nominated by

3 or more members. But since the 32 a. !itior names who were proposed
for the office of secretary didn't carry morc than one or two names, there
were none added, although I have not been able to find the final ballot.

On the preferential ballot.it is of course clear that John Goodlad was

IO

elected as first vice-president and Bunnie Smith, the first secretary. I

don't think Bunny minds my saying this: as one more bit of evidence of
y y say

~

the confusion, he says he doesn‘t'remember that he was the first secretary.
The organizing committee was dismissed, and the new officers Eook’ovgr
in July, 1964.

Finally, I want to read to you the purposes of the Division which I

think, if you look over the Division program, the fine program that Ed

out, at least to a great extent. This is the statement that was developed
by John, Robert Gagdé, and me.

"The Division of Curriculum and Objectives is de-
voted to the promotion of research in curriculum and
objectives. The purposes of the division are to be
accomplished through presenting research reports at
annual meetings, associating the publication of re-
search studies, identifying and encouraging young
research workers, stimulating interdisciplinary
apptoaches to research in curriculum, cooperating
with other groups and organizations active in and
concerned with research in curriculum, fostering the
interpretation of research in curriculum and ob- '
jectives for school practice, and increasing public
understanding and appreciation of the importance
and problems of curriculum research in the improve-
ment of education."

15
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That was the buginhihg of Division B.

Edmund C. Short:

In looking back, of course, some things impress one more than
others and I'll let you draw your own conclusions. But we all need
to think about where we are at the present time. I might ask in the
perspective of 1976 that we look at AERA twelve years later. I can
think of no one who is better prepared fn see where we stand now than

our Ex -—utive Officer, Bill i

William Russell:

Now that I have had an opportunity to hear thesé reports, I understand
why the Association's archival files are inadequate; we don't have many
reéords of the past. I suspect if we searched the homes of past dfficers,
the archives would be more complete. |

When Ed invited me to say a few words at this se;sion; I took ¥x¥: very

. literally. He said if I could' be brief it weuld be appreciated, and
assureinim that was a request 1 could honor.

If I ﬁhy, allow me to gcmuback to the beginning to gain a perspes .y
of where I think we are now. That-is, to 1915 when a group of eight :en
attending a meeting of the Department of Superintendents met in Cincinnati
over dinner to establish the National Association of Directors of Educational
Research. That was the predecessor to the current organization. It estab-

- . lished only t&o objectives: twa foster the establishment of independut
departments of educatiomal :research in lpcal education agencies;- Lo promote
the practical (and that was wmierscored) use of educational measufement and
aducational research. As wemzwould expect in the formative stages of the
Association's development tiwre was a school-based or practitioner crientation
in AERA. Discussions of the «xecutive board in tho;é years were concerned

16
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with the imbaiance in the type of Association members. As I review the
Association council meetings of the last few years, there is still é concern
over an imbalance, but I suspect you realize in which way the imbalance now
occurs.

The following year, 1916, witnessed the first Annual Meeting.progrém,

which consisted of a dinner attended by twelve individuals and the establish-

ment of the Educational Research Bulletin. Of interest was the requirement that
voting members submit one article a year to the newsletter or be demoted

to associate-membership. I'm sure Dick ©_hutz (current editor of the ER)

would appreciate that provision because of his continual need for manuscripts.
On the Assoéiation's tenth anniversary the minutes indicate the registrants

came to AERA to hear the latest about education. ''They use the radio in

classrooms.'" In 1930, AERA becamz a department winhin'NEA and remained there,

you may recall, until 1967. The “ollewing year, 1931, the Review of Educational
Research was established. After 25 wwars, 1940, the Association had a mem-
bership of less than SOQ members. TUr&erest increased in the Annual Meeting
each year, and there was discussion zfuet the growth of thé program was SO
large that it was becoming fragmemted. Divisional»secﬁion:meetings were

not well .attemded. The consens:s of £rihn Executive Committee at tﬁat time was
that they should reconsider the fo:fmet of the meetding. There should be fewer
sessions, the program should convomtriate on sessions of broad imlerest to

the membership, and the central “urpes:- of the conference should e to
coordinate the fields of educativtial research and development. Tiat dis-
cussion has been repeated in recent Teuncil meetings. If‘we'skip a few years
to the '60's, one can note a spirit ¢ aptimism in the field ~-- the years of
both increaéed federal support ané: of the faith of the government and others

' as a solution to very

in the "magic of educational resea: ¢} and development,'
complex problems,

As Idonsideredwhat I might say today, I thought it would be appropriate

17
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to look back at 1964 in a few quantitative terms. The distinguished members.
at this table are in a much better position than I to comment on the sub-

stantive changes in the field over the past few years. The Association’'s

budget is now approximately ten times what it was in 1964. The dues were §15,

cgmparéd with our present rate of $25. The membership was just over 3,000, apd
that was a significant increase in 1964 because of the previous year's pro-
motion involving Phi Delta Kappa members which attracted a little over'a
thousand new meﬁbers. The 1964 Annual Meeting in Chicago consisted of 59
segssions attended by 1000 registrants. As mentioned earlier, this was- the
year the first full time Executive Officer was employed by AERA. Divisions
and an Annual Meeting placement service were also established in that\year.
I will conclude by observing that many of the concerns and problems of
the paét seem to be recurring, Tor example; how do we strengthen state and
local departments of education; how does the research community communicate
with grant or fundingtqgencies; how do we improve the climate of educational
research by making our positions known in Washington; how do we correct or
accommodate an imbalance in Association membership between practitioner
orientated and research orientated members; how does the Association best
serve the membership and the field. These were all concérns that have been
expressed over the years. A couple of differences obviously'are funding
levels for educational research and development were more favorable in-l964
than they are today, and perhaps there was more optimism about the promise
and utility of educational research. I think it is certainly appr?priate
that we devote our efforts to recreate some of thpse aspécts of our history.
I appreciate the invitation to be here today &nd thé opportunity to be

associated with AERA.

18
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Edmund C. Short:

For a view from within the Division itself let's have some'remarks

from the Vice-President for the current year, Decker Walker.

Decker -Walker: ) : N

When Ed was planning this Commemorative Assembly for the program this
year, he and I happened te meet in a hotel in Chicago for an alﬁogether
different purpose. He was explaining to me hbw"impresséd he was with the
tradition that is represented on this prog%am sheet that you all have. It
wasn't fully clear to me how .impressive it was until I saw ghe docﬁmentv
itself: that's quite a list of names and represents surely the ‘most
important work done in curritulum over the period covered by the list.
Very impressive, indeed.

The remarks he °d today, however, remind me of new history or re-
vision of historyf We learned that first, that the founders of the ﬁavision
. were absent at the meeting where it was ﬁwundea, and that itvwas born in

confusion, and that during its greatest period of growth it was chamafterized
by the scandals during the nomination process. I guess that all I can
say is that, as with human reproduction, it's a goed: thing it doesn't
hinder our conscious planning or it wouldn't have gotten this far.
I want to.add one final scand;i to the whole operation, however.

I'm not sure that this was true inéthe beginning so.I won't accuée it

: of all previous ViceTPresidents in this office, but it's certainly true
today. The important offices in the Associatién are the program commiZttee
chairmen. The importamt office is not the Divisional Vice-President. The
Divisional brogram cospmittea chairman organizes sessioms, invites the in-

vited address speaker, and generally keeps the Divisiomal program moving.
19
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The Divisional Viqe—President by comparison has a relatively light job FQH

~ be filled with relative unimportant largely ceremonial functions such as Lhe
one I'm in right now. And i'm.not sure if all my predegeésorsrare

willing to admit to the same thing, but it certainly is trué today. éo

I'd like to closé’bj just thanking Ed for organizing this and the whole
program. I know he's not quite finished ye;,'and without further adieu

I'11l let you get on to Dwayne Huebner's invited address..

Edmund €. Short:

We do have a number of these past and present leaders here on the
platform, and I do wamnt to imtroduce thém tbuyou; in the order you will
find them on your sheet so that you can fol¥ow along if you will. We'll
be very brief about this so that we can move:ahead. A number of folks who
have: not been able to com= to San.FranciSCO‘have sent their regrets.

You've met Vernon Anderson and have learned of his role in the
foumding of the Division. (Aﬁpiause)

.John Géodléd, Dean of: the Graduate School.of Education at UCLA; and
our first Vice-President. (Applause). You will note that he later became
President of AERA in 1967-68. |

| B. 0. Smith, long—fimeimember of faculty of the University of Illinois
and now of the University of"South Florida, who was as we have heard the
first Division Secretary and 1ater‘was'Vice~President in 1967-68. (Aﬁplause).

George Beauchamp, Northwestern Unigersity, who was our Secretary from
1969-1972. (Applause).

0. 1. Davis, Univeréity of’Texaé at Austin, who was Vice—President
from 1971—-1973. :(Applause).

James Macdonald, Universitsr of North Carolina at Greensboro, who was
our Program Chairman in 1971-72. (Applause).

Robert Stake, University of Illinois., who.was our Vice~-President

2.0
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from 1973-75. (Applause)
Arthur W. Foshay, long-time member of the faculty of Teachers College,
Columbia University, who was our Invited Speaker in 1974. (Applause)
Ulf Lundgren, Pedogogic Institﬁte of Stockholm, who served as Pro-
gram Co~Chairman in 1974-75. (Applause)
%1liot W. Eisner, Stanford University, who p;esenﬁed the Invited
Address in 1975. (Applause)
Decker Walker, Stanford University; who is currently Vice—President
for 1975-77. (Applause)
‘There are many in the audience who have contributed to the work of
this :A=sociation and Division B as well - as have these people on the plat-
form. I think we might as wgll recogniée you too. Let me ask for certain
categczieéﬂégubeople to stand, and Qé‘ll give you some applause, too.
Every—year there are a number of active committees working on 'the nomin-
ations, program, all kinds of things. TIf you have worked on any kind of
ﬁ - committee related to Division B or the Association would you stand and
admit it. (Applause) If you have worked on writing, editing, or screening
manuscripts for any of the several As;ociation journals would you stand.
(Applause) I probably should have the people on the platform stand in
these categories too because a great number of these people, for example,
have written and served on the editorial staffs of some of our publications.
How about people who presented papers? Aresome of you out there? (Applause)
How about some of those who may have screened papers? Would you piease
stand? (Applause) I suppose there are others. TIs there anvbody clse who
has done anything for the organization? (Laughter)
It's not exactly a momentous thisy to receive a little bit of Tecog-
nition, but we do think we have had people within the Division who have served

both the organization and the broader field of curriculum scholarship well,

who hawve made whatever contributions have been made to the field since we
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began in an organized way. And we need to reflect upon their contributions
and recognize them for bringing us t¢ here we are.
I'm going to ask Arthur Fosh.. sav a quick word, now .t all of

us have been recognized. Maybe we can get a little bit of significance

out of this from some remarks from Art.

Arthur Foshay:

I was remembering that John Dewey defined the present as the meeting

point between the past and the future. 1In fact, as I recall it, he said

7

the present is made of the pastuand future. So some of us here are in
the past and some of us are in the future and éome are in both past and
future. I noticed that, for example, even the title of today's‘address
is borrowed from one of the~former addresses, the one by Joe Schwab,
given to this very Division in 1969. He begins his "Language of the
Practical," you will recall, with the electric comment that the curric-
ulum éield is MOribund; and 1 suppose that will be the source of Dwayne's
comments.

We do get together. I recognize so many friends here, professional
friends in so many different contexts. Don't you? This is in some
sense a family_gathering, and I suppose that Ehe family feeling in the
Curriculum field is that which holds us together. 1'm sure that the

field doesn't hold itself together. (Laughter) I guess we'll hear more

about that this afternoon.

On behalf of my colleagues on the platform, I thank you Ed for this

recognition. (Applause)

Edmund C. Short:

I'm going to suggest that before you leave this session at the end
and head over to hear Gene Glass's addréss tonight that vou come down and

greet these peoplie in front. I'll ask them to form a receiving line so
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to speak down here in front of the dias and have you greet them.

Qur speaker this afternoon is a well-known curriculum theorist,
Professor Dwayne Huebner of Teachers College, Columbia University. ,Hé
is one of those rare scholars who reflects in his own approach to curficulum
inquiry what I think Professor Marks on Monday evening was describing when
he called for appropriate ﬁi%ture of understanding and appreciation.
Professor Huebner has acquircd commanqvof empirical and statistical tools
of research during his doctoral studiéé at the Univepsity of Wisconsin,
where he worked with Paul Eberman and Virgil Herrick; with whom he had
worked earlier during some study ac_thgnygiygrsity of Chicago. He soon
began to read in philosophy, tﬁe mystics of ghe East and the West,

theology, and religion, and by the time he joined the Teachers College

faculty in 1957 he was into Existentialism and began to acquire o)1 e o W ot 8 R

tools of philosophy and aesthetics which make his work so unique among

curriculum,scholars. His writings include: "Curriculum Language and

' and among others, ''The Thingness

"Toward Remaking Curriculum Theory;'
of Educational Content,'" a matter about which his talk this afternqon will
focus in part.

The title of Professor Hue;ﬁer's adaress, as you've already noted,
is "The Moribund Curriculum Field: Its Wake and Our Work." I pre-

sent to you an intellectual groundbreaker in the field of curriculum, a

teacher par excellence, and a truly human being, Professor Dwayne Huebner.

Dwayne Huebner:

Thank you very much, Ed. Before I get into the body of the speech,
I should say that I have prepared to go on for an hour, and if I skip
and get fuzzy alony the way it is because I am conscious of time. If
you have some bells you want to ring, ring them, or just walkout.

FEditor's Note: The version of the address that follows has been.glightly

extended and revised by the author following the oral presentation.
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THE MORIBUND CURRICULUM FIELD:

ITS WAKE AND OUR WORK
Dwayne Huebner

The field of curriculum was diagnosed as moribund in 1969 by Professor

Joseph J. Schwab.l The symptoms given were the incoherence of the curriculum,
the failures and discontinuities within schooling, and various flights from the
subject of the field. The cause of the malady was ‘identified as the "inveterate,
unexamined, and mistaken reliance on theory'--theories adopted by the field and
theories constructed within the field. Frcfessor Schwab pradicted & ''renascence’
of the field only if curriculum energies were ''diverted from theoretic pursuits"
to ""modes of operation" identified as the “practical, the quasi-practical, and
the eclectic.!..In an intellectual tour de_force, he then developed his theories... . . .
of the arts-of“thé”ﬁféétical and the arts of the eclectic. His theory of the
nature of deliberation, one of the arts of the practical, is a significant
contribution to those aspects of educational practice concerned with decision
making and -institutional governance. Even more significant is his theory of

_the eclectic procedures by which the diverse theories can be used in and for
educational practice; While maintdining both-the integrity-of-the..theories.and..........
the practical contexts. of education.?

Obviously, the soundness of the diagnoses is a function of the available
evidence and the visibility of the symptoms. In a ''field" such as 'curriculum,”
traditionally ambiguous and replete with ideological.stands, such evidence and
symptoms are zpt to be a function of the observer's interest. Schwab grants that

" his—evidence is only suggested, not cited. Indeed it is too sketchy to warrant
N consensual validation. The opposite claim is asserted in the January 1976 issue
L of Educational Leadership by Professor B. O. Smith--that the curricuium movement

' has been and continues to be a powerful force in educational progress. He claims
B that from the 'mebulous concepts" of ''freedom, openness, activity, self-expression,
peeret gd vereativity'™ have sprunga succession of innovations; and that the very ''vague-
g ness aRd ambiguity' of the concepts ''is their fert%%{ty.”S He acknowledges the

1Joseph J. Schwab, "The Practical: A Language for the Curriculum,"
School Review 78 (November 1569): 1-24. - '

-
7

! 2Idem, "The Practical: Arts of the Eclectic,' School Review 79 (August
1971). . '

3 ‘ . . . . . .
“B.. Othanel Smith, "Curriculum: The Continuing Revolution,'' tducational
Leadership (Jznuary 1976): 243-44.

Invited Address, Division B, American Educationzl Research Association,
San Francisco, April 21, 1976.

Au edited version of this paper is to appear in Curriculum Inquiry, 6(No. 2, 1976).
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ideological and slogan function of cuvricular di scourse. For me, his claim is
warranted historically That the curricu lum field has always prP made up of
individuals with strong convictions certainly mitigates against my general agree-
ment with respect to this diagnosis. From where I stand, Schwab's diagnosis carries
more weight today. The poor health of the field is evidenced by the general lack:
of vitalitry within the publications of the field and the national conferences;

by the failure of so- called curriculum specialists or leaders to make impact on

the national debate about educational programs; and by the generzl state of the
schools, at least those mlthln my ken

Professor Schwab 15 not alone in identifying the cause of the "field's"
difficulty with the use £ '"theory." Professor Decker Walker, in his fine critical.
review of the 26th Yearbook of the NSSE, takes a similar stand He claims that
the foundations.of the field which were laid in the 1920s and 193Cs were inadequats
or unsound, and that one of the:reasons was that the members of the NSSE committee
"attempted to resolve practical disputes--disputes over what should be done about
the curriculum--as if they were .theorerical disputes... " Walker, like Schwab,
makes valid prescriptions, one of which'is that curriculum discourse should be
“d15c1p11ned by actual policy debates in concrete educational situations. Without -
such focus, "curricdlar discourse lacks point." Walker grants the potential over-
51mp11r1cahlon of his claim, yet argues, and rightfully I believe, that greater
attention to the mechanisms and procedurns of curriculum pol‘cy-making would be
an expedient corrective. :

That theory is the cause of the problen is convincingly. £stabilsned. by...
~nelther Schwab HEF WATKET . "BOth §tate TEAtr fhoovaric discourse seeks to es;aollsn
truth, whereas practical discourse seeks o establish right or appropriate action.
Surely, Schwab is estzblishing or proclaizing z truth with respect to the curriculim
field as-he offers his dlagnoses and prescrintions I must acknow=cd~ed being
influenced by different traditions of late, and would not find support for their
distinctions between theorstical and practical discourse withi Lne Fositions
taken by Heidegger, later Wittgenstein, the Critical Theorists or Alan Blum.
[ would hasten to add :that I too firnd much ineffective discourse within the
curriculum field. I don't think that i+ is inef<ective beczuse it is theoretical;
it is ineffective because it accomplishcs little in this social world, it has littie
use value. The problem is the near total auronomy of educational praztice and
educational language. Fducational practiice too oftien is uncornected to the legici-
mating and LObCTlleVC powers of lnnguag", and cdutational discourse is too often
uncondl ioned by educational practice, except the practice of college classroonms
and educational conventions. The source ot the preblem is, inp part, and to use
a Piagetian notion, t%at formal educational language is no:t grounded in the schemas
of educational operations. o
' I am also less sanwuln about Schwab's prognosis. I sense n grounds for
hope of a renQSLencc Ithough I wish for a reincarnation in simpler and rore
original form. If the DUDllLdClOn of Bobbitt's Curriculum can ba interpreted as
'Lhe act of independence JB 415Llnvu1 es the newly matured from childnood and
'youth, then these past ten to fifteen ye can be considered the golden years
The end is here. Many individuals and groups with their diverse intentions, have
4 oy s . . . " . - . ,
Decker F. Walker, " tralning to Lift Ourscives," Curriculum Theorv Nesworh

$'(January 1973): 4. 95
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gathered together under this mow aged paremt, 'curriculum.” Let us now acknowledgs

she demise, and while we are gathered at this wake, celebrate joyously what our.
forebears made possible and then disperse to do our work. We are no longer ‘
members of one household. ' The term '‘curriculum" serves no longer to unify and
hold us together. The dispersing forces avre. too great; the att;action of new
associations and the possibilities of mew houssholds too compelling. The people
need our diverse capabilities, but if out energies continue to be applied to
holding together our diverse intentions and collectivities, then we will have

no energies left to serve them. A clearing away of the diverse interests and

enable us to see more clearly the original framework of "curriculum" and do and . -
speak our work more effectively. ’ B

The historical groundwori which is so necessary for us to clear away these
many interests is lacking, as writer after writer has pointed out to us for many’
vears. The few historical studies that we dc have helped us with our general -
orientation in time, but as yet we do rot have the critical histories SO necessary.’
for reinterpreting what we have been about and suggesting the work that is before -
us. - Walker does this in his Curriculum Theory Network Teviews of the 26th Yearboox
Sequel's The Curriculum Field: TIts Formative Years nelps in our orientation to-th
basic literature of the field and the early forerunners in the field. Kliebard has
helped us to see the relationship between the work of Bobbi:tt, Charters -and Tyler,
and the efficiency movement associated with Taylor in the first decades of this .
century. Cremin has called our attention to the significance of William Torrey HarTi:
as a precursor of the field, usually ignored by the curriculum person. Barry Franslyl
is developing the relationship between the curriculum field and the interest in
social control as it was expressed in the twenties. The crucial period, it seems:.
to me, is.not the past sixty years. I think that Cremin is correct, that the basi:
paradigm was established in the post-Civil War period and that the work of Harris
is extremely significant in this establsihment. He states: :

Education, Harris once expliained in a brief statement
of his pedagogical creed, is a process 'by which the
individual is elevated into the species,' or alter-
nately, a process by wiich a-self-active being is.
enabled to become privy to: the accumulated wisdom oI
the race. Andé it is the task of the curriculum to.
make that accumulated wisdom ecconomically and sys:tem~
atically available. "The guestion oI the course of
study--involving as it dees the sclection of such
branches as shall in the mosx effective manner
develop the substantial activity as well as the
formal activity of the chiid—is the most important
question which the educator %as before him."

The instrument of the process would be the textbook,
which Harris saw. as the pedagogical tool par excellence
e in a newspaper civilization where public opinion ruled
and where the cntire community needed access to similar
facts and arguments if harmony was to be achieved. The
energizer of che process would be the teacher, who would
use the recitation to get the pupil to deliberate over
what he has read and to relate it to his own life. And

20
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- the monitor of the process would be the examination,
whereby pupils could be freauently classified and then
moved individually through a carefully graded system.

All the pieces were present for the game of curriculum-
making that would be played aver the next half-century;

Only the particular combinations and players would change.5

But identifying the paradigm as originating with Harris does not reveal
the problem to which we must now attend, which is to locate those interests
which can be considered essential to the curriculunm and those which are strong
enougn to have their own autonomy, or which might more profitably be associated

with-other segments of the educational enterprise.

I find it helpful to begin with the meaning of the word "ecurriculum.'' The
word points to diverse, perhaps.even paradoxical, intentions of educators. It
i loaded with ambiguity. It lacks referential precision, pointing, in general,
only to educational programs within schools. The political significance of edu-
cational programs and the ambiguity of the word "curriculum" encourages programmatic

definitions® of the word and its frequent use in educational slogans.?

These pro-

grammatic and slogan possipilities have served to collect or bring together educa-
tors or individuals with diverse educational interests, who use it to legitimate
their programmatic interests in the content of the school. Since the 1900s the
"curriculum" family has included those interested in content, method, teacher
~education, human'development and freedom, social progressivism or conservatisnm,

educational technology, evaluation, and ecucational objectives or purposes. These
diverse interest groups have made their impact, in one way or another,. on our

ways of -practicing and speaking "curriculun." However, it seems to me that the

word can no longer hold togetner such diversizy. Mee
and departments of curriculum lack focus and "curric
has lost its effectiveness. Qur solutiorn to this o)
on our discourse by labeling it theoretical, but
_expressed in our discourse.

ings of curricular specialists
ar' discourse is losing or

em 1s not to cast dispersions
Tt out the different interests

Some of the interests which have been collectad undér the te—wm "curriculum, "
“unc

such as curriculum development, have served their <un
tion within other practices of education. Others, :u
label '"child-centered curriculum,' have distorted the
and confused our intentions by covering inherent tens

”

i O =

tion 2nd now reguire reloca-
as those which took on the
y our work is understood

'S or contradictions. Our

p
- task here is to speak clearly so the contradictions remain visibly nagging before
~us. Other interests, such as interests in society as content, have tundamentally
.altered the very nature of our work, but the linguage we use inadequately describes

the work we do or which needs to be done.

SLawrencc A. Cremin, "Curriculum-Making in the United States,"
Teacners follege Record 73 (December 1971): 208-10.

6Israel Scneffler, The Language of Education (Springfield, Iil.:
Charles C. Thomas, 1960), pp. 19-25,

7B. Paul Komisar and James E. McClellan, "The Logic of nquiry,"
Language and Concepts of Education, eds. 3. Othanel Smith and Robert H.
(Chiago: RandecNglly & Co., 1961, pp. 195-215.
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My central thesis is that we accept, as the core of our work, that which
is entailed in the root meaning of '"curriculum'"8--that we attend to the course
of study. We must, of course, be careful not to become entangled in the historic~
ally limited meanings of that term, or to refer only to that which was written
in a syllabus, for we all know.that that which is studied is not simply .what is
written down in a syllabus. Dewey warns us of this limitation in Derocracy and
Education when he reminds us that '"We never educate directly, but indirectly by

means of the environment.'"9

Our problem is one of exploring the nature of the course of study--of content
--and of eliminating the interests which do not bear directly upon this content.
& return to Harris and Dewey will help focus our problem and place in perspective
the interests of some of those who hovered around this work. -

In 1870, before the National Educational Association in Cleveland, Harris
stated: . —

The state of human nature only exists as a product of
culture....To achieve his destiny, to become aught that
is distinctively human, he must be able to combine with
his fellow man and sum up the results of the race in
each individual.l1O

It is not necessary for each member of the human family
to repeat in detail the experience of all his predecessors,
for their results descend to him by the system of combina-
tion in which he lives, and by education he acquires them.
¥ith these he may stand on top of the ladder of human
culture, and build a new round to it so that his children

. after him may climb higher and do the like.ll

Harris moved very gquickly from this concern for ''culture' cr the 'wiscom of tne
race' to its embodiment in books, .specifically the textbook,. which particularize

LR IS

8as pointed out in the Oxford Dictionary, the meaning of the word "curriculua”
is derived from its Latin root and refers :to the running cf 2 course. In the early
1800s it took on the meaning of a course of study or training at & school or uni-
i

if the root

veristy. In many ways, the historical preoolem would be wuch T
se. To trace

meaning--course of study--had been retained in educational
the embellishments and uses of that word over the past seve
be a major task--a task complicated by the expression "fiel

iy gJﬁhh"Dewey, Democracy and Education (New York: Macmillan Co., 1916:

Paperback edition, 1961), p. 19.

1OWilliam T. Harris, The Theory of Education (Syracuse:. C.W. Bardeen,
1893), pp. 17-18. - The paper was originally read August 19, 1870, at the meeting
of the National Educational Association in Cleveland.

Mi1pid., pp. 21-22. 28
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the course of study. 1In a later essay, delivered at the 1896 NEA meeting in
Buffalo, he concisely sums up his view:

-+ the proper use of the printed page is the greatest of
arts taught in the school. How to get out of the printed
words and sentences the original thought and observation
recorded there--how to verify these and critically go ~ - - A
over the steps of the zuthor's mind--this is the method
of discovery and leads to the only real progress. For

. .real progress comes from availing oneself of the wisdom
of the race and using it as an instrument of new discovery.
The other method sometires commended of original investi-
gation without aid of books forgets that mankind have
toiled for long thousands of Years to construct a ladder
of achievement, and that civilization is on the highest
Tound of this ladder. It has invented school education
in order that youth may climb quickly to the top of the
rounds which have been added one by one slowly in the
lapse of the ages. The youth shall profit vicariously
by the thought and experience of those who have gone
before.12 .

He associates the origins of Western schooling with the establishment of the
printing press, and seems to clain that "culture," the '"wisdom of ihe race,"

is stored or made accessible in D0Oks. He Fights against the rote memory of the
contents of books, and mzkes a case for students' interpreting textual material
Today it could be said that he argues {or a hermeneutical approach to the text.

He distrusts the teacher's ability to make azvailable the "wisdom of the tace" by

the oral method, which he associates with Pestaloz:zi and Rousseau. If Harris had
not been extremely important in the formation of village and city graded schools

as Superintendent of St. Louis from 1868 to 1830, and U.S. Commissioner of Education
from 1889 to 1806, we could more easily dismiss his rhetoric.

The course of study, embodied in the ze 1s a selection of the culture
or the "wisdom of the race,! preserved and presented- to the student for his inter-
pretation and use. Underlying Harris' orientaticn is the tzchnology of the book
which shapes his conception of education and indsed his educational method and

t ol the substructure--the economic
System--that made possible his curriculum paradigm, his educational method, and
the graded schoal organization. Harris associated culture and the wisdom of the
race with the printed word. Interestingly enough, in his defense of the kinder-
garten methods established in St. Louis, he acknowledged the significance of
language, as it is learned in the home, and the siznificance of lay for children

e

 four through seven, particularly as it is shaped by Frocbel's methods. Play stops

and work begins at the age of seven for Harris. t that age confrontuation with
the text begins. To quote him again: "’ P

12,.. ... . . . ? ;
William Torrey Harris, Horace Mann (Syracuse: C. W. Sardeen, 1896), p. 26.
. . ) ﬁ‘_.*. . » . . N . .
Originally an address delivered before the National Education Association at its

neeting in Buffalo, 1896.
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By language the czild arises from an animal indivicual:ty
to a human indZrirmality. By realizing his membershiy in
society and co=fo—ing his deeds to The general standzzd,
he develops a*:z;nﬁr spiritual individuality. This...%s
the object of =ie Xindergarten-play and zames. (hen iz
is’achieved, the msethod of play gives pimce to —he metin S
of work; the swmboilic yields tc e —wmvention; the kincar:
furten metitods.=s tihe methods of the T.mzary school.ls

There =zre two threads - .. '7is which are Caprzidl to €Or wWork. The Zirst
Lnogihgt conmzern for the cour: f tudy.of educaticnal institutions is ° comcern
Lo egntent;iand that this zc-ts is derived from conceptions of “culwf 2! or
TR “sisdom of the race." Ha- -5, as he wrote about and shaped primar .ad post-—

- ub,
le =
L

preeas o y educazion, seemed to 4 culture as that which was avallaou I hooks

\A
v, _edge as it was unthlnhl:J, vknown before Piaget and Witzgenstein)

From culture to content t¢ course of study 2= the direction of - - woTkK,

g seen by Harris. Although he: =ferred.to the wizdom of the race as zrimardly
that which was to be found inm bcxks, his attentiorTo the language of young whildren
and play and games as appropriat: content of the Kindergarten seems to be an anti-
cipation of the difficulty curriculum people have always had with respect to the
word ”culture.” I shall argue that discourse about educational content is discourse
about "culture' and that different interpretations of content since the turn of the
century are, in part, contributions to the discourse about culture. Tha: the
curriculum person seemed to get caught in a distinction between culturevand societ)y,
a distinction which became.reasorably well fixed by the language of Parsons and
other positivistically inclined social scientists, has contributed to our recent
malaise. Differing interpretations of culture havc confused our sense of direction
-and our discourse, because. they have not been framed as proolens of the course of
study or content, but as préblems of the purpose of schools. -We have confused

. discussions about possible content with discussions of purpose. We need to be

i -able to discuss content in such a way that we can recognize its foram and its
potential educational value. hen we have done this, then we can consider whether.

: . We want that particular content in a particular Sunool However, by ‘subsuming __ _..___
f“”fi'““—dlscourse about content under discourse about purpose, we have seluom reached

i clarity about the form or potential value of the content. In other words, the
continued clarification of our notions of ccntent has been hampered by the
intrusion of ideological, or p011L1Cal,~4Lsco T5¢ into curriculum discourse. :

The second thread, which shows itself in Harris. znd seems to T2 to be centrs
to our work, is the way in which this culture is made 2ccessible jor made present
for specific students. Although the expression "making present' has an uneasy

v. qualtiy, I have consciously chosen that expression. I wish to mzke a distinction

b
' between having content in the presence of the young and expecting that they will
somehow 'master'" it. Response to ''content made present'--to culture--can indeed
be rejection--or reinterpretation. This is the educational teChHOIO’} thread,
which we like to'.think rfollows from the scientific de cvelopments during this
century, or the few remaining years in the last century, specifically as thev
were applied to education and schooling. However, I am more inclined to belie

1"!ﬂlllllarn Torrey Harris, The Kindergarten Methods Contrasted wit
Methods of the American Prlnar) ‘School, Publication facts unknown. A
in the Teachers College Library.
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that the opposite is
technical interests whl

the so-called scientific poswox

the educator's interes= in t'w  .a

the scienmtific interests “ollow from the
nad Zor years.ld Tha development of
ziucation cmn be seen as o - xtension of

.¢s or tscrmiques regul -2 for education.

As with the developmen= of o :r indeed any body of ;xu'ledge, enlightam-.
ment of ths human condZtion, ~. } . Q:f-manicipation, is possitlx if these bodies
of knowledge are used Teflex “zals Tro T—=ETpret one's actions anc istory, and not

u".::.'

simply as instruments of contral.

thread will also be picksi- up shortly.

The other componsnts of i-risi’ “urriculum as identified b» Cremin--the
nature of the student, the func:.on ¢F xe teacher, examinations, and school
organizations--are not, for me, - ar7 -7 “he WOTk OF the curriculu= person,
although they necessarily impir. z: .s work Zn school settincs. ather,
they deal with the interest of ~zdugitors im the rights and “reedom of the
individual, the nature of educz- . ro.ationships, social con==ol, and the
ranagement and evolution of soc. ¢ izszitutions.

Dewey also spoke to the - :lew ci'the coeurse of study in .a variety of
places. I have chosen to refer + = shorrt essay on the '"Theory of the Course
of Study" in Paul Monroe's 1919~f\1timn,:f the Encyclopedia of Fducation because

he so neatly summarizes his view

ze of

the issues.1> He writes, during a

.

transitional period, about the ¥ :t “the 'subjects' of the school are not sez
and fixed, but that new subjects .avs: Teen and should be introcuced.l6 He recog-
nizes, as does Harris, that "The - zuo Tepresent selections and formulations of
what 15 rega rded as most importar: experience of the race, and 7ence most’
necessary for the sake of the futumie 27 socliesy.' He spazks of the studies from
the external or social perspective, 2~ well as from the berspective oI the experi-
ence of the student. Dewey cidnoo fusgest That we select content by studying
Lue child, butr rather suggested hos --ntent, selected from cuizure, was to be
formed to be useful to the child. He stares, Jor exampley that "The child's
presenu experience and ti er oI instructien, instead of existing
as two separate worlds, one wholly 7sychological, the other whollv logical,
represent two changing or dynamic 1:mizs of cne continuous social process. 17
This, of course, is his progressiws & matter.  In & lipe
which almost Lorccﬁacowa an oxtensicn e states that "Children
must begin naturally with simple opesmm—==wns, whetser in cooking weaving, woodwork,-

1“Twenuy veaLs ago James Cona

science in the enolrlcul interests of he practica he
hinted that sme’lcc developed 2s 2 way to reduce t the
pr ctical arts. This hint seens supported by educa ant,
Hodern SClcngL and dodern Man (New Yor:: Columbia

15, . — - -~ -~ -

Jonn Dewey, "Theory of the LDu*fﬂ of Study,'" in Encveclepedia of Fducdtion
Vol. 2, ed. Paul Monroe (New York: Mol an Co., 919), pp. 213-222,

) .. . - .

For an insightful discussizn o the proolems or curriculun change as Dewey
saw At in 1901, see John Dewey, "7~ - Siruation as fegards the Course of Study.!
Proceedings of the Department of © ‘perintendence, Naticnal Zducational Association.
Delivered a2t the Annual Me eeting heai -n Chicego, Illinois, Februarvy 26-28, 1601.

7 " I E y I 44

Dewey, "Theory of the Course o Study,'" p. -220.
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or whatever." Instcad of Piaget's genctic epistemological perspecci= -3f
course, he usSes a scorial historical persbective--recapitulation--rto "
the genesis of sociaz knowledge in the individual. He continues, ' ¢ simpls
operations agree of necessity in their mzin feztures of crude materzi: wd
simple tools and techniguz=s of men in less developed, the earlier perficés of
social life.'"18

Dewey agrees with Harris with Tespect to the first thread of owr work--
the selection and formularion of content from the "'experience of the-~ —ac=. "
He does not agree wizh Hzrris' narrow interpretation of culture, and agirrmaches

it. from a significantly ¢ifferent view. But he does not introduce the z=udy of
the child as another souzce of content. From the perspective of today wi could
Say that Dewey suggested the need for the study of the child for the swcomd aspect
of our work--to produce knowledge that could be wused tecnnically--to Zelz-make
the culture present or accessible for specific students. The foreshaduwizg of
Piaget is significant. Piaget, looking at the Qypothetical-deductive zms mmathe-
matical knowledge in the child, has described ©he structure of culturz’ Torms in
Such 2 way that they become usefu] or usable for individuals of differ=e=mt ages.
Piaget's work does not offer us a new interpretation of culture--of kamwiedge .
Rather, he extends present interpretations into their biological or semsori-
motor ground, and asks that we see the hidden form that tnis’ knowledge has,

a form which we have taken for granted. In a sense he points to Polanyi's
subsidiary awareness. Dewey's concern for occupations has somewhat the same
quality. 1In the idea of Occupations, he establishes the claim that adult forms
of social knowledge have their genetic sources in the Occupations of primitive
people, and that we need other educational technologies to make them available
to children. '

I have used these portions of Dewey to SUDLOTT my claim that in our work
we nave two threads to which we must attend. The first is the identification of
those segments of the culture, the "wisdom of the race,'" which cen become the
content of the course of study. The second is the identification of the tech-
nologies by which this.content can be made accessible or made present to parti-
cnlar individuals. The first 'is a problem of describing the what, the second is
identifying the know-how by which that '"what" is Presented for "study.'" ‘This is
the core of our work, If curriculum has any meaning left today, it i
identification and the making present of content to persons. -

¢ interests associated with

Before we can sece clearly ow the other divers
curriculum simce the turn of the century relate to these two threads of our work,
1t 1s necessacy o point outr am inherent tersion which has iclouded our visizn,

confused our izzentions, and & storted our communication and discourse. ThHEs As

the basic tensimn between the interests of the individual and the social inzzrests
which have impact upon that imﬁividual~-th@.phcnomcna of social control. As edn-
cators we feel the caughtness of this tension.  On the one hand, we proclaim e, -~
dignity of the Person, by speaking of self-realization, individuai ireedom, or
individual potential. Oa the other, we recognize the commitment to a social order
--its needs, requirements, and realitics, Cver the years this conflict has Zeen
resolved, presumably in a variety of ways,

,lsDewey, "Theory of-the Course of Study," p. .221.
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In 1901, s wakinz of =—he conflic:t durs the "last <wo generations of
educazional hls::ty>“ JCwey expressed the hc.  that g 'were nearing
the close of the w=ma of = nTative, blind, =- oirical cxpgr;ncnuat‘on, thao we
are close to the C”DO*’UﬁlLV of nlhnnln our  srk orn <he

zasis of 3 coheress.
philosophy of experierm—e and of the relucticrn. =7 Sczzr i studies to that a.mwg.encs,
so thzt we can take = stead2ly and wisely t-= crLo** of Lﬂaﬂg;ng the schmol —on-
ditioms so as to make rveal =he claims -thot e nduna e nesent of Lquel¢1g3 z. 118
Thus, he based his hoz= ZorTThe resoluricn of The corlist on a umified childeophi-
cal position. In the r=ens =nd twenties the sclenti==z —pvement in educzricn
offered hope that rhis tonZZict could be removed by —h2 mrocesses of sciemce.

In the forties, some €31eators hoped it could be resvived through democrazic
involvement of al} parzZes. In the 19505 Tyler, in offerc, Proposed that the
conflict could be resoived by an aucqu & managenment System; priority among ‘the
diverse interests couls be .established Dy de: ing otTectives and screening them
through a "philosophy" of sducation and an artizulated psychology of learﬁang.

In the late firties anc. early sixzies, the hong was expressed uhau this temsiom
could now be Solved, by attention to sysLﬂws énalysis, oxr ow the Dowers of-zhe:
new-found t°Chnolog1es In the late sixties ang earl" seventies, the hope that

the conflict could be resolved was shat tered, De;al7ed at:enL101 to the histary
of schooling and critical studies of the ;EIGL’OWSUIP between the school =t *im
socizl-economic drder suggested that the conflict was inherent in th2 procuss o=
education. The two most recent cxitical ;LuaLes to point cut the.manifestorions
of this conflict are Bawles and Ci“:is, 1007*1~ in L*Dluﬁl St Amexica,lC and
Snarp and Gre=an's fascimating studys of c””CaulGH,

Education and Sociai CC:ITOL.zl

47
)—!,

An 1nt:_LecLuuﬂ resoluticn o thi

pegaon and the Con;*o;ling interests o ina
scn ena or an 4nuerp*et&tAon that hides A=cog-
nition that e particular conflice, ev lther
party, is a manifestation of an essent: T and
those without, enadles =hzs conflict ¢ . Dizlec-
ticzl uhougn*, which szels the historica iate conZiict,
r2lates it to the othe= sociz] onomi <t ¢ oroject new
possibilities For the zowerful d tr , "z capabilisw The
Practical resolution of the coms-g T to de Tound Ln technical or managerizl
Procedures which assuze tmas i ¢ nodied w rea teennical
scphistication, more sTocifi newly defimed
educational arts. These ¢ ng distributfon
of power, taking the shaps ed ébels, azd sexrwe
only the unauestioned Int=xzests of . which mms or uses the Techmiquss
Oor arts. If the educato= recognices =h— conZlicts of Izterests in schcols and.
classTooms are manifestatSons o= underiz=zs soczl contrzZicrions with hisstorical
focvrted as zn impetus to Change

and social-economic 0119-“J, Then they zen be
through political action, mot =iucatiozzl ac

lgDewey,_”Situation E=" Regards the Course o Study, "™ -=p. lod-85.

20Samuel Bowles and “Lroﬂru Gln;ls Schooling in Caritalist America
(New York: ‘Basic Books, Inc., 1& 276) .

2lpachel sn

Sharp and Anthony Green Education and Social Control] {Loncon:
Routledge and Xegan o

Payl, 19735).
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Father thas -ediatiz, in amy way, Detweex tihe prestmed interests of the
student and the =z presscz interzst of social :rs =5, we should struggle to keep
these 1Mnerent1y ¢Dntraﬁ.kt0:y interests distinc? <nd separate. Curriculum
during =he past jix deczries ofthis century lest <he vision of its work, in part,
becawse it assum,M;tnat‘ *= cco-rradicrion could &2 solved by appropriate educatiozzl
pracrices.

Ax we look pack over whe diverse intereszs: mssociated with curriculum in
the Iit=rature o:’;he‘pﬁ~. mar@RTy years, four musstions or concerns snould direct
our imtmintion: [I) How Tawe ~1=~1ntere5;ed parz.xs handled the inherent contra-
diction:z between the com——= lims social interss= and the liberating or emanci-
patimg taTusts which dwell - = emach person? {2) <ave the interested parties
providec.new interretat=um: «f content of cult=re? (3) Have the interested
parties wontributed to thw S=mwalopment of ne« t=zihnologies by which content 1is
made present to persons oF #iFFering circumszanmss? (4) Have the interested
parties.confused our wor: by mminting to other “.Zensicas of the educationral
totaliTy which should be assch~“ked with other T—macticzl educational concerns?
A brief look at the study of the person as relatzd to the literature of curriculuz

will:illustrate these poimts.

As pointed out eariier, Dewey's -concern for -the child, although ne did not
so express it can b= seem, retrospectively, as & contribution to the techno logy
of curriculum. In ‘the educaticmal emterprise, child study can be interpreted as
the search for scientifically kasest wechnical kncwledge. The child study and
child centered curriculum-movement, however, distorted the concern for content
and the Teinterpretation of culture. It 3id so br ignoring the contradiction
between child antt established social inwsrests =ud romanticiczing the child. A
quick and superficial judgmen:'wouli;“orzg to tha influence of Kilpatrick in
this disvtortion. If == cont—adictSz=z is an inferent one, in which specific
conflicts are to be ameitrzed £falec—Ically and svnthesized politically, then
the taking on of this fmteresc in ti= welfare of the student as a curriculum con-
cern weakened both cu— work znd the politiz=” work that is. to be done. Interest
in the welfare of the s—udent need wot, —a ~izould not, be taken over &'~ those
who work at the iden—"="cation and Twesent.: "=r of culture =s educationzl .content.
We siow that 1nteres~ by the way we Tszke & - useful to &im. Howewer, the chlid-
cent=red curriculuon thyuvsts of the e=zly = tThis century had otiver Impacts
upon the curricwlim. For InStancs, Th2 i€ study movememt associated with
Prescott's work iﬁfth';:¢m£,&olk g5 waf T TeEZms By which tnarhers 81d educators
could reflect-upon thy —=inwnce cf’th;i:t; oT Om young peopl It made
possZble selfr:E:\ scorin &xis the demgern—ag o selT-awareness of the adult.
Studying the £xild: besime, :ﬁflex*wzly,.a w=y 0X =tudying oneself. The ccitrol-
ling Interestz= which doxtmrazre schoaling € IZstorted this self-refleczive
qualizy of ciz=Id stucy, ===t does of r=inforcement theory and behavior-modirfi-

fh

catiom, and ;:rreasee HEommssipiiiziies of zAulz =ontrol of the student. “Works
27 o .

such::as Demaisse s»~- Fmt fwsrs thoT place the mZalt-young relationship in

nistorical pezspectiv=msnist the =fmcator in mafztaining the priority of seli-

reflection as a magor'uaw:atlonnl significance o= child study.23

22Lroyd DJemause, "ThexiEvolution of Chilchood," The History of Childnocd
(New York: Psychology Fress, 1974).

23 : . " - . - . .
See Josiah Rovce, "Is There .a Siience of Education,'" Educsti.mzl Review 1
(January 1891;. 15-24.
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as care forhe child's development, his czeac=

-forms onr lived-out philosopiies, wseli

-about curriculum, this ideologlical tack hides zhe gue tion.v¢ T how

Iz,

In tezms of our work, the child studyr mowvsment and the burgeoning child
develzpment literature manifest one intersst wizich telongs to our work and two
which .do noz.. Direct scientific knowledge of e cnild cam be a technical
resou=xce for-the relnterpretat*on and presentzzion of culture--educztional

conterst to the child--as Piaget's work so hleﬂvwv demonstrates. e zre in

need of more studies of genetic '‘culture," par;:‘aw-na Piaget's conc=rns for

the stientific and logical. Those child study int=zests wirich show Tthemselves

*, hls power, and self-
realization zan be fostered more directiy =y o Tizical movements which T zently
took the form of child advocacv. The educ:t who Tistakemly considers. Zove

and sensitivity to people a cuxzriculum iss—e =ifuls our wozk emd defuses the
political struggle for jUStlce. This 1nL?'es— Tnads to be disassociatec.from

the traditions of cuzriculum and associzted with other humzn rights moveoments.
Although I see the knowliedge about the child or The young serving our imterests

in the more .effective "=sking present' of zultursz for the studem:t, it c=m also be
used techniczally by socZal interests for further control and m=mipulation of

the student. The correcrive ™ this controlling-tendency is not to assume thaT
the good intentions of =& cur=iculmm perscn amd aducator-——his presumed. altruism
—-will prot=ct the child. We Trave no stromg c=s= for nop.usAtnls. In Zzct,

‘there are tizose who have claimed that incrzased mational spemding for the
behavioral sciences is, IT not directly motiveze= by the nesd for sacial control,
at least indirectly motivated by this need. The increased ssecializztion of labor
in educatiom which presumably produces rore knosledge abour the child, in effect
increases ‘the numper of experts who study che ¢=£1d, fazlsely promises that such
expertise will Tiberate the child, reduc=s ‘the stoial demans Tar fzi—mess and
justice.dn the schools, and prchably obst—ucts the developmsnt of those sociall
interest groups which could sexwe in the child's iInterest as advocztes in ecu~
cational conflict and governance. The m==usal, z few years agd, In same black
communitTies to permit educators 1o urties study The calldren in hos= wcommuni-
ties, is a case in point.

understanding It beiongs mors properly 1y The huménities, noc T
Any new.knowledge is humanistic--serves 2z . sturce af self-unferstamss
reflexively. The study oTf-the chiid "nd siTesx=icn o his cevelcomanT

.sheds as:much light on the =adizlt and L aS upam the chilZ"s wo=Td;

angl social-polizical orienc=tioms,

The second interest mssociated with nild study is an “m—er

and thus Turctieons as an .asmect of IiZewral -ox liberzting--educacion.

mother interest has Deen assoolztad with curriculum over the paa fifey
)ears-—{ne interest in aspecis o social 1ife zs potemtial educational content,
which has broadened our interprezation o:tcoqtﬂnt‘ end consequently oux inter-
pretaton::of culture. However, The interest in social content has alsc distorted
our work .Im two ways. The f¥rstidistor:iion is that the argumen: about social
content has been cast in ideclog=cal terms as an argument aboux the function of
rhe school. In specific social-kistorical contexts this argument is a mbgwssarr
and crZtical part of policy nﬂﬂ<*~g and hence legitimate discourse whi
and accompanies the politic: 0% educaiiznal gowernance. Howvever, s

content is to be made presamc Zi- the szudent, @mi how it is relited —= otd

equally appropriate forms =% wiucimional contemt..  Esth the Dpolicy climmification
problem and the technical prumblem mre hidden by Feologs T

ieological comporents. 142
second..distortion is that zie argument has beemcastsin curriculum liTsratrme
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as a philosophical argument between the perennialists—assantialists and the
reconstructionists-experimentalists. This does a dissarvi—e to cavelopnents
in modern philosophy and social thought, as well as tc the clavificatiom of
our work as educators concerned wit: conzent.

Bobbitt called attention to the social as educatZonzl content, and
attempted to develop a technology by whick whis content. cauld De made present
for students of &ifferent circumstances. The technology was not refined until
recently, partly because of the ideologiczl and pseudo-r¥ilsophical issme. With
the advent of systems analysis and video-zechnologies, The technelogy of social
content 1s again peing worked at, as the civerse compet=m=y based movemsnis
indicate. Philosophical support for the Imterest in the ssclal as Mculturst--
as content--which was earlier developed cz ‘the Soundaticmz of Linton's znthro-
pology by Smith, Stanley and Shores in theiz valuable and Zeservedly well-known
1950 volume,“4 is today found, for exzmbls, in Alfrad Schuzs's The Structures
of the Life-World,?5 an application of == =ethods of ghemumenoicsy o <hne social
world. Schut:z makes the distinction betwsors the knowlezdgs structures of every-
dayness and those of the sciences and logical systems. If culture is inzerpreted
as the "wisdom of the race," it seems quite evident that that wisdom exXIELS not
only in symbolic structures, but in all Sorzs of traditions and institutions.
Given this awareness, the problem of corTenT 1s ome of &$icims how &iverss
traditions are made educatiomally accessibis =o persons Ziffering cirtym-

stances. In one sense, then, social contamt, whether that of consermmiives

such as Bobbitt, or reconstructionists such as Smith, Stanley and Shores, added

to the reinterpretation of content--os culture. Igncred 22 3odbicy's an@lysis,
but present im that of Smith, Stanley znd Saor=s,. is ~he z76Tlen of Bow mxlrtoTe,
in its various manifestations, evwolves and chamses “he campsTaney Bases mowement!
'so 'similar in =ome ways to the smcial activizy zmaly=ts ef Bobiits, o= dgmores
this aspect, amd thus errs on ths side of the stmtus mue Foterssts o e collec-
tive. Social content requires = distinztion sigilar to Her ldentifed = sym-
bolic content by Schwab20--the SPNtax o stakls Inquizy =mE the svntex o long-

term or fluid inquiry.

The social content made present to the -—udent is. Irzguently swasthlizg to
which one must adjust--the symrzy of stable iy T Than a field »f
political possibilities requizing historica} Iticzl sizils--the lo i
term syntax of social life. The Zact that 1z an kistorical asent
is hidden dy the language of socizlization “nTe 2gain, The tnhexent
contradictfon between social interests amd of veung, and irvs

power-based resolution in favor of dominar— c~coT ©5, hom kidden. the camzent

problem--our work--by framing the prodiim =3 oscphizal.
24 . i rre s o e —_— i
B. Othanel Smith, William O. ctaliaery, J. Hazlen. Somss, Fundame m=ls Gf
Curriculum Develonment (Yonkers-on-the=fudson= Wozld Emak Go.., 1953). = am

using the word '"culture! differently thaw they did.

25, — - cal

Alfred Schutz and Thomas Luckman, The Structures of —%e Life-Worle.
Translated by Richard Zaner and H. Tristcam Engelhardt, Jr.. (Evanstorme
Northwesitern University Press, 1873).

6 . — . ; o ]
, Joseph Schwab, "The Structure of The Natural Sciue S, in The So—ermure s
of Knowledge and the Curriculum, eds. G. . Ford. and Lzsrenss Pugmo. (Caticzgos

Rand McNally & Co., 1964).
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Another interest which became attached to-"curriculum," with significent
impact on the thirties and forties, was the concern for curriculum change.
Caswell's important worX in Virginia in the thirties, and Miel's excellent
1946 Changing the Cizriculum, are e\ePplars of this interest, although the
interest can be traced back forty or fifty years earlier. Caswell and Miel,
and their many collesagues interested in curriculum change, did much to stimulate
the involvement of teachers, laity, and students in the developments of new edu-
cational programs. Their work recognized that educational conten: in schools
and the way that that content was made present to students, was out o tune with
what was known and valued by educators. They addressed themselves to how parti-
cular schools and particular teachers could vitzlize the educational program of
a school and make it =more zppropriate to the setting, the time, and the clients.
This is an interest tha:t received, and continues to receive, najor attention in
the literature ‘associzated with curriculum. Fron the perspective oi today, in-
formed in part by the pest-Sputnik era during which new content was developed
by people and groups outside the traditions oF curriculum, I would say that the
concern for curriculum change which has become a major nreOCCUpaglon w#ithin the
existing field, has puLlea us away from our work--our concern for making content
present to stud;rts. The interest in curriculum change is a concern more
directly related to thz life of 1nstl;utlons--how;nstzthglons maintain vitality,
flexibility, and. tesp0n51vcness By placing the responsibility for curriculum
change--institutZonal vitality--within the traditions of curriculum rather than
within the traditZons: of administration and school governance, the problems of
content were separatzZ Irom the problems of budgez, sersonnel, policies, resources,
and the loglstlcs of zchooling. Those concernsd with content had to be concerned

iyl n

with institutional vZrsiity, vet often lacked respensipility Zor eccnenmic, logis-
tical and othex govemmance matters. Content and program would be conzained in
discourse over objectives, oftern unrelated to discourse sbour budga:z, rersconnel
and other polimy matisrs. Policy-making became an zéministrative responsibility
and was f*eque tly uninformed by the nature of contsnt. Tre interests in super-
vision and curziculum cevelopment n‘"e conZused cur work--our concetns for content.
Educators thought thaz they were doing curriculuam work when they crought about
change within a school, whether a2 change in orzarization or z change in program.
However, these interests in institutionai development, institutional flexibilicy,
and the social organi:zation of schools o maintain responsiveness aTe more appro-
priately seen as interests in imstitutional governance, and would ncw bé more
effectively associated with or seen as functions of administration or public

policy-making.

one hundred

The "curriculum Zield" as it has been constituted over the past
years, 1is not moribund. t is, for all practical purposes, cdead. It did not die
because it depended on theory ratncr than practice, although it might have diag-
- nosed its sickness sooner if there had been fFeater correspondence betwesn its
language and its practice. It died beczuse the increasing diversity of interests
id to

c
s
that it tried to carry durirg those hundred vears could not be he
a single focus. There can be no renaoco“uc, because the fie S,
itself, has no unity or integrity. We nigzht spesk of a £0Ss1ib

we discover some interests that now hu» autononmy, Or can ac re
with other practical ’ntc1eqts, and return to our roots, which

in the original meaning of the word '"curriculum." Perhaps ti i
Our work is idemtifying educational content, and finding ways to make 1tmav 1‘aale
to young people. T
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This work requires an awareness o NOW content is related to culture, or
traditions, and how the meunings of content and culture have changed as our
predecessors attended tO new or differ=nt content for the schools, and will
continue to change. Identifying aspects of culture which could be educational
content requires greater precision of the language used to talk apout culture
as content, This work also requires awareness theat choices of educational
content are policy matters. Discourse zbout content should inceed b& franmed
with the care that policy debate requires, as ialker suggests. '

The second aspect of our work 1s making content present for or accessible
to students. This is primarily a matter of educational technology. The various
sciences which have become associated with education, such as learning theory, _
child development, cognitive psychology, are most appropriately seen as technical
tools for making the valued content present Or @vailable for students, not great
truths about the human being. ' . '

This technnological thread of our work Aas ceveloped greater power and
significance during the past twenty years than any other interest associated
with the "curriculum field." Uniortunately, so-called curriculum people have
been quite willing to associate technology with media and developing system
theory, rather than to interpret it as the necessary technology by which our work
is given useful form. [If the history of the curriculum field were written with
a materialistic bias rather than an idealistic bias, the impact of educational
technology on what we have been about could more readily be seen. Without
adequate clarity about educational content, &n out the inherent tensions

and
between the individual and the collective inteTests, the technical tools now
available--in the form of method, evaluation, 2an¢ mediz--areseasily co-opted

by collectives interested in social control. Educational technology can serve
either the interests of the Person OT the interests .of & collective. The
specific form this contradiction takes in @ specific situation can be used
politically. Whether it serves tne interests oT the person or the interests

t
of the collective depends upon the educacor's political commitments and his
skills of dialectical analysis and political action.

Edmund C. Short:

| Thank you, Dwayne. Two of our members have agreed to respond to

Dwayne's address. First, let me call upon Fric Straumanis of Denison University.
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. THE SCOPE OF OUR WORK: REPLY TO DWAYNE HUEBNER 1

Eric Straumanis
Denison University

Let me begin by statine what I take Professor Huebner to assert regardiné"
the status of the field of Curriculum. After that I shall indicate the points
on which we are in agreement and then I shall argue some of the issues on which
we apparently disasgree or on which I think clarification is needed. Professor
Huebner either explicitly makes the following claims or gives evidence that he
would agree with them, ' ‘

(1) Unexamined and mistaken reliance on theory is not (contra Schwab)
the cause of the ill health of the field of Curriculum.

(2) The reason for the near-total ineffectiveness of the field is, not
any gap between theory and practice, but rather the failure of Curriculum
theorists to generate intellectual products which can be utilized by curri-
culum developers and users. A

(3) The root cause of the field's failure to generate usable products
is the long-standing preoccupation in Curriculum with the opursuit of diverse
interests which, though they impinge on the prover work of Curriculum, are not
part of the essential core of that work. ‘

(4) The core of work.in Curriculum should consist in two threads: (3) that
marked out by the conceot of course of study or content (conceots entailed by
the root meaning of ‘curriculum' ) and (b) the ways or technologies of making

content accessible or present for specific students. These two threads are

taken by Professor Huebner to be much narrower than the wide and indeterminate
domain marked out by the concept of curriculum.

(5) In order to reveal, isolate, and effectively pursue the core work in
Curriculum, issues such as the following will have to be relegated elther to
other fields in Education or to fields outside Education: teacher education,
human development and freedom, social progressivism vs. oonservatism, evaluation,
educational objectives or purposes, individual rights, the nature of educational
relationships, social control, the management and evolution of social institutions,
curriculum change and curriculum development.

(6) The worker in Curriculum should not only avoid directly or primarily
addressing non-central issues such as the preceding,‘but should also prevent
the core work from becoming essentially affected’ by "ideological disputes"
such 3s those over the nature of the distinction between culture and society,

- and the proper reconciliation of individual and collective interests. When work
in Curriculum is permitted to become shaped by such disoutes we run the risk
of hiding or coverlng over the need for two different kinds of actlon: (a) the

provision of technical resources or services, and (b) direct political advocacy.

This hiding or covering over takes the form of Curriculum policies which attempt




. tical science, or even in some:well-defined specialXzed area of edqcationtm
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to reconcile the irreconcilable or %o meliorate irremediable tensions between
different role bearers or social groups. Such policies put the field of Cura
riculum at the service of those who are Zimterested in maintaining the status

guo through social pacification.

L . *: * -~

If we interpresl the terms "mistaken reZiance on theory' strictly, then I
agree with Erofessor Huebner ﬁmxt bhm Lme¢£ect1veness of the field is not to
be explained by reference to any surh reliﬂnce mistaken or not. Thus, for
instance, acteptance of the tmuth «f behavZorism, even when followed with the
recommendatian th=mt curriculum objecztives be specified behaviorally, is not
the kind of factor which explains witv. thmse: who do the actual curriculum
building see:1ittie value £n~askim§ profiessors of Curriculum how vest to
determine and to justify the conterz of curricula.. Rather it is the failure
of the professoriat to relate the ;ﬁmtracttprinciplés, concepts, rules and .
generalizations (of some normatiwe ‘theory of education) to particular cases of
curriculum development-~in oth=r wrrds, ‘the absence of effective practical .. .vs
deliberation-~%hich is the kex =l=zmemt #in the explanation of the uselessn3557
of Curriculum "theorizing". If ifme Cirrriculum theorist does no more than dis-
cuss and analyze comcepts and =bmiract mrinciples, yet expects the practitiomer
to use such work as the basis for curriculum building, then the charge of "mis-
taken reliance-on theory" is #indeed appropriate. But here the interpretation
of that phrase has to be rath=r Ivose: *theory' meams simply !'abstractions!
and 'mistaken reliance! expresses the fact that a developer should not be ex-
pected to rely upon or to directly mse abstractions or princiolesﬂwhich~have.”“”4u_.“LQQ
not been exlicated, broken down, or somehow juxtapesed with varticular cur-
riculum pre=criptions.

Now I take it ithat up to this moint Professor Huebmer and I are still in
agreement. My disagreement is wifth the rest of his diagnosis and with his
recommendations, as I understamt them.

Professor Huebmer sugpgests tthat the enerpgies which have been spent on what
he ‘takes to ‘be non-essential issues for the field of Curriculum could have been
profitably redirected towards, or focused on, the articulation of content ‘al-
ternatives and tihre modes of presemfation of content, I agree with him here
only to the extemt that there are writers who have«attehpted;to make scholarly
contributions to fields like gthics, political theofy; and the psychology of

learning, while mislabeling their work as Curriculum work. I have not tried
to survey the liiterature, but my zmess is that therec has been very little work

published in Curriculum which belamgs squarely in phllosophy, psychology, pOll—'
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What we have had a great deal of in.Curriculum is work which attempts to apply
to the educatlonal domain some ¢f the key concepts and principles of other
‘flelds. True, the bulk of such attempts have to be considered failures in the
sense that the normative principles or factual generalizations from other
fields were not interpreted down to that level of practice where the curriculum
developer operates. But in my view such fatlures do not give us sufficient
reason for concluding that Phe issues lnvwhich such admittedly incompléte or
ineffective practical dellbefatlon consists should be classified as non-central
and transfered out of the field., It is here then that my,disagreément with
Professor Huebner begins. Let me sketch out the rest of my argument.

Practical deliberation is a skill at.which- some arembettef‘than others.
‘Though it is a skill which can be learned-and can be taught, it cannot be en-
capsulated in some set of simple'proéedures which when followed will produce the
correct answerevery time.(In our case--the set of correct curriculum prescrip-
vtions) Nevertheless, some kind of practical deliberation occurs whenever there
15 curriculum developmént but nearly all such deliberation could be vastly
imoroved. The reasch why curriculum makers in the schools aren't very good
at practical 4qllperatlon is begguse their gglg (as teachers or curriculum
'coordinatorsﬁjﬁgoes not provide time and opportunities to practice the apoli.
cation of abstract principles, The reason why writers in the field of Cur- ,
riculum ‘aren't very effective in completing a series of deliberations down to
the level of specific curriculum prescriptions is because their (usually pro-
fessorial) role does not provide them with the opportunitles and incentives for
doing so. I'consider‘the fundamental uroblem to be politicrl or organizational,
not a,métter of conceptual hyperextension or dilution, as Professor Huebner '
seems to suggest! I think that if professors of Eurriéulum could have regular,
institutionalized and meaningful political access to curriculum development,
“then they would soon find ways to anchor down to practice the abstracts elements
in practical deliberation with which they havé been dealing all along.

I do not believe that the recommended radical conceptual surgery--ﬁhe‘re_
striction of the proper_uoncerns of Curriculum to content and modes of“pre-
sentation--will enable us to avoid confronting the issues the pursuit of which
Huebner thinks has diluted the field and thwarted its autonomy. Before explaining
why‘I don't believe this, I want to touch on a basic co@?ptunl issue,

Professor Huebner seems to adopt the position that one way to reduce the
number of different kinds of issues treated in the field of Curriculum is to
"slice away at the concept of curriculum since the latter is vapue and too peneral
(Instead of stipulating a narrow definition for the concept of curriculum, Hucbner

‘l",obts for dropping it in favor of the concept of course of study whichihe takes
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to be equivalent to the concept of content.) But this position tacitly pre.
supposes that the boundaries of the concept which names the field of study
should also serve to circumscribe the inquiry limits of that field, I think
such a presupposition is false--shifting from the conéépt of curriculum to the
concept of coﬁtent would still leave 'us with the complexities of providing good
reas:a8 for this or that cbntent alternative. Unless we engapge in such dflibera-

tion we would be failing to provide the practitioner with an aware and res-
»”

ponsibly developed technical rescurce: ' o,
_ “Finally, I think there is evidence in Huebner's paper that in the pursuit

of what he takes to be the core work of Curriculum, he is unable to keep out
some of the issues which he would like to reapportion to othér fields. For ‘
‘instance, near the end of his-paper Huebner talks about "method being grounded

in the intersubjective relationship between educatee and educator" and that |
we may be féquiredfto produce "technologies grounded in the characteristics of
the student." Yet earlier in the paper such interests or issues as the nature

of educational relationships and human development were listed as candidates

for relocation outside the field., Even more surprising is Huebner's concession
that "discourses about content should indeed be framed with the care that policy
debate requires . . ." But if the rebirth_of the Curriculum field réquires the
transfer of policy issues to other fields, how then are we to produce the "dis-
courses -about content" with the requisite care?

Leﬁ me conclude with % consideration of a brief methodological remark which

~ Huebner makes near the beginning of his paper. He says that he would not find
support for the distinction between theoretical and practical discourse in the
positions of the Continental phenomenologists—.views with whiéh he presumably is
largely Sympathetic. This 1s not the place to discuss phenomenology, but I should
point out that if the notion of practical deliberation cannot be part of the
‘conceptugl inventory of phenomenology, then there has to be some other way of ‘
_arriving at justified (or, should I say, "essentiél")_9urriculum~content. ~if
I understand pnenomenologists, they have a rather uncommon answer to this problem,
The phenomenological method, which involves-a special kind of "1ntuiting" or
"seeing", can be used to discover "essences'--and in our case this would include
curficulum content "essences", -If Professor Huebner believes that there is such
a method and that it can work in Curriculum, then it is no longer surprising that

he recommends detaching the normative, theoretical and deliberative superstruc-

ture from the field of Curriculum.

,*I am not suggesting that we preempt the developers' practical deliberations
- but only that we ourselves cannot avoid deliberation. It would perhaps make things
. simpler and easier if others could do applied ethics or political science for us. =
- But I think the very nature of practical deliberation precludes such specializatiod,;
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Edmund C. Short:

Our second commenter is Bunnie Smith.

B. 0. Smith:

At this late hour I don't feel I can do justice to the paper. I

. don't know whether I agree or disagree with Dwayne's paper because I

don‘t understand the contéxt in which it's developed to begin with. 1If
he is talking about curriculum as a field of research, I could go a
lbng“way‘with him. If he is talking about curriculum as development then

I might have much more reservation. I don't know in which direction he

is moving or if he's doing both. TIf he's circumscribing the domain of

curriculum research, I think he would find a gréat deal of support for
what he's saying. I'm not going to criﬁicize the paper; I'm going to
talk about what he evoked in my thought as I read the paper, and some of
the comments I make will be relevant to what he sa%d and some may not be.

* i raea . e

This is the age of the gre;t'feﬁrenchment. We are told that our
national commitments are o§erextended, that the influence of the government
on our lives should be reduced, that the great corporations have too much
power and should be brokén up,_thaﬁ the influence of the media is too
much with us and should somehow be neutralized, that the schools have

undertaken too much and that their claims should no longer exceed

their means, that the state should no longer require school attendance

beyond the age of fourteen, and that the program of instruction should be
reduced to the tools of learning at least in the elementary years. Professor

Huebner's thesis fits this spirit of retrenchmént; it tells us that the

-curriculum movement of the last hundred years has gradually taken on more

than it can carry and has fallen by its own weight.

I further understand that his thesis calls for us to return to a concern
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the child in accordance with the requirements of modern technology and

currert conceptions of knowledge and human development. This means that we

must strip off the concerns that so many extrinsic interests have brought

into the curriculum movement. It would no longer be the business of curric-
ulum specialists to find Jéys of inducing curriculum change or to educate

theé teacher for such change. These are matters that belong to those who

are concerned with school administration and management. Likewise, evaluation,

ideological considerations, and pedagogical method should be relocated in

"other domains. We come down, then, to the proposition that the course of

study is the primary, if not the sole, concern of those who are interested

in curriculum as a field of study. I do not know what Professor Huebner
means by "course of study." Does it include objectives, content, and
érganization of content? If so, tﬁat is what the‘Twenty-Sixth Yearbook de-
fined as curriculum.

Professor Huebner has chosen to develop his thesis in the context of
history. 'We desperately need a history of the curriculum movement, an
anélytic aﬂd not a mere descriptive history. There is much advantage in
this approach--it enables us to assess our present status objectively; it
simplifies our situation by facing us with the roéts from which our con-
cerns grew; and it gives us a new perspective for going on from where we
are. I think that his éqalysis of what has happened to the curriculum
movement is essentiaily correct. And I do not disagree with his dissa;is—
faction with the claim that theoretical preoccupation has killed the move-
ment. Not many ever dealt with theory anyhow!

Nevertheless, I have an uneasiness stemming from the fear that the

‘"history of the curriculum movement may itself become a-preoccupation,

emphasizing the broad context into which we have drifted and neglecting

‘the persistent themes that have dominated courses of study.
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The possibility of mere history can be obviated by giving attention to
the persistent themes themselves. Let me mention two or three to illus-
trate what 1 meén. Almost from the beginning of formal education, the
more perceptive teachers have been concerned with the problem.of sequencing
the content. ‘One can find implicit concerns with this problem in almost
every prominent educator from Plato to the present. Comenius emphasized the

importance of beginning with the concrete and simple and moving to the more

- abstract and complex. Their concern is found again in the recapitulation

theory of G. Stanley Hall, and ‘in Dewey's notion of the psychological and
the logical. Iﬁ is implicit in Piaget's studies of cogniﬁi&e development,
and in thlberg's stages of moral development.

Again, consider the utility ofAcqntent. This theme has run all the wa§
thrqugh educational history. I suspect that the question of utility has
been answered typically in germs of what is profitable to the dominant

social. group. But in recent decades, '"utility' has taken on a much broader

" meaning. It is now possible to consider it not only from the standpoint of

what is to the advantage of the individual, but also to.the society, taken
distributively as well as an entity. Vocational content is typically thought
of as advantageous to the individual, but it is also beneficial to the society.
Distriﬁutively becausg it can raise the gross national product from which |
everyone benefits; as an entity because it strengthens the society relatively.
to qther soéieties. There are many basic questions here. We talk about
citizenship, family membership, and so on. Does content make any difference
in these? "My own hunch is that it does not. Do we as a profession want to
determine -the use of what we teach? Suppose we could do just that; what

kind of power would this give us? I think we'd not want it.

Still again, attention has been- given to kinds of content almost from

the beginning of schooling. We are accustomed to thinking of content in

terms of its relationship to the various aspects of our world. Thus, we
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think of the physical sciences, biological sciences, and so on. The content
also has another dimension. It can be divided into typeé such as con-

cepts, laws, law-like statements, rules, and so on. These types are not dis-
tributed evenly over what we call the subjects. Méthematics, for instance,
contains no empirical laws; neither does history, although we bootleg such_

laws into history courses when they are notﬁing more than law-like propositions.

These forms of knowledge function differently in our behavior; we can do

"different things with them. Harry Broudy has called our attention to some

bf these things we can dp with ‘these knowledge forms. I would hope that
as we build up the history of the curriculum movement tha; these sorts of
themes will not be neglected. .

In generél, I concur with Professor Huebner's emphasis upon clean-
ing hou§gim As Woodrow Wilson ‘maid about the university when he was presi-
dent at Princeton: '"The sideshows have rum away with the main circus."

Perhaps a betiter analogy weuld-be that we have had too many acts going on

under the main tent so that we lost sight of the feature performance. I

-agree that it is time to move some of the acts out and to get on with the

main show.

But before we do this, we had better be clear about the main show.
To me,f;néraspecﬁ of it is the §tudy of content in all its dimensions: its
classification; its forms; its utility; its relation to experience, and to
ways of teaching and learning.

Students learn what they étudy, and I suspect that John Carroll is
correct when he says that the amount of learning is dependent on the amount

of time spent in studying. If these two hunches are correct, I suspect that

future curriculum thinking will look more to the exploration of content in

~all its dimensions and to time spent vradther than time allocated. Curriculum

research will likely give less time to the old belief that organization of
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the curriéulum——subjects versus core; child-centered versus subject—
centered; and the like~-determines what is learned. I can only wish that
Profe#sor'Huebner had given us the benefit of his rich.experience and
knowledge on the question of content itself and less on the need to clean
hougéfwwﬁut I have no right to fault him for what he did not do. His
analysis surely gives us a new perspective on Qhere we afe and have been.

TFor this I feel much indebted to him, and so should we all.

Edmund C. Short:

If there are those who would like to have a conversation about some

of the things that have been said or witixrour respondents, will you please

- see them here up front. Thank you for actending,
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Appendix A

HOW THE DIVISION OF CURRICULUM AND OBJECTIVES STARTED
John R. Mayor

In 1951 when I became the elected chairman of the Department of
o - ) .
Education of the University of Wisconsin with much more experience and

training in mathematics than in education, I asked the then Dean of the School

of Education, John Guy Fowlkes, to recommend several professional educational
organizations to which:I showld belong and which I should support. Without -
 hesi£étion,“he recnmmeu&ed~the,Associationwof Supervision and Curriculum
Development -and: the Hatfonal Association of Secondary Schéol Principais.
Since 1951 I haveribe=n a dues paying member of these‘organizations but
mot a particularly actiiwe member.
As'I recall I aliso asked about the American Educational Research
on the part of Dean Fowlkes who was then an actiQé%educational researcher
and a promoter of educatioﬁai re§earch at the University. Not long after
" that my responsibilities brought me to Washington where for 18 years I served
as a member of the staffvwith education requnsibilities for a scientific
gociety., During those 18 years I had the opportunity to watch quite closely
the program and work of both scientific and educational organizations.. .It
seems to me that none of these organizations has made‘the significant progress
in the past 20 years that is thé-record of thé American Edqcational Research
Association. This reflects growth in membership but much more importantly
it reflects the se;vices and the nature of the AERA programs.
I personally believe that‘oﬁe of the strengths of AERA has come from

the Division organization, and I am glad that I had a small part in the

development of the Division organization more than a decade ago. This

paper has been prepared at the request of Professor Edmund Short, Pennsylvania
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State Uhiversity.

According to my files, proposals for the establishment of the
Divisi. 1s of AERA were discussed at the February and October meetings of
the Executive Committee in 1961. The=x. proposals for;amendments to the
Bylaws which permitted the establishwent of the Divisions were outlined
at the Executive Committee meeting and were presented at the annuzl business
meeting in February, 1962. Then in May, 1962 the active members voted
better than 10 to 1, namely 772-70, :to amend the Bylaws in this manner. In
1963'p1ans were outlined at the Executive Committee meeting and presented
at the annual business meeting in February for appointing a Divisional
Planning Committee. Plans were outlined at the;Septem§gfkmeeting of the
Executive Committee for establishimg Five major Divisions and subsequently
other Divisions and for obtainiﬂg from active members their expressions :
of interest in one or more of the five major Divisions.

This paper will review briefly the activities in establishing the
Division of Curriculum and Objectives. I believe this historieal record
is worth repeating especially because it demonstrates so well how a
prqfessional organization in a somewhat fumbling manner attempts to be
efficient in planning oxganization and administration.and at the same time
being entirely democratic. I have no criticism of these fumbling methods
because in my oﬁinion they represent substantial.and important progress.

The Division Planning Committee, accoréinghgd my records, was appointed
by N. L. Gage on March 19, 1963 as authorized by the AERA Executive Caéﬁittee
in the preceding February. Each of the five members was to be chairman oE?£
a Divisional Organizational Committee as follows: C. W. Harris, Chairman,
Measurement and Research; David G. Ryans, Learning and Instruction; Daniel

E. Griffiths, Administration; John R. Mayor, Curriculum and Objectives;
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David D. Tiedeman, Student Davelopment and Personnel Services. .In March
1963, in my letter of acceptmnce I named ‘four persems who might serve om
thé organizing committee for Curriculum and Objectiweé. These persons w=Te
Myron Atkin, Vernon Anderson, Robert Gagné and Willard Jacobson. In a IEtter
of July 16, 1963 from Gage, Anderson and Gggné were appointed. At that
time, Ande;spn was Dean of Education, University of Maryland; Gagné was
Direétor of Research, American Institute for Research, Pittsburgh; andiIt
‘was Director of Education ét AAAS. Gage's letter also suggested plans ZFar
Organizatioﬁ of the Divisions,. definition of purposes of the Divisions,
sco;e and procedures. | .
. '&
A somewhat earlier communication from Harris to the Divisional Planning
Committee members and others expressed concern about the number of Divisions
which might be formed in AERA agﬁmpow much machinery should be set up for
defining the basis for approval or disapproval of Division petitions. This
is illustrative of the early concerns of the Divisional orgamnization which
turned out gygntually'to be fairly easily —esolved. A letter from Cronbach
expressed concern about the desirability off Diivision participation in program:
planniﬁg, and how‘this could bes; be arranged. Other questions raised were
ché machinery for getting the Divisions started, whether there would be::a
standard set of rules for all Divisions, -what «hanges were ﬁEnEssary in the:
AERA Bylaws. Also perhaps of greatest concern was how officers should be
elected for the Division. Under date of September 11, 1963, Griffith sent
to members of the Divisional Planning Committee and to chairmen of the
Divisional drganizing committees, a statement of policy for the Division
of Administration;. This statement certainly became the model for the
statement’ﬁolicy for tﬁe Division of Curriculum and Objectives, and I
believe for the other Divisions as well; Based on the Griffith model a

statement of purposes of the Division of Curriculum and Objectives was
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mailed on October 18, 1963 to Harris as Chaipman of the Divisional Planning
Committee.* On October 31, 1963 a letter from Tiedeman, Chairman of the
Orgénizing Committee for Student Development and Personnel Services to
Harris contained a number of excellent suggestions, many of which were now
in éffect. Some ofztﬁese were:

I. Getting Divisions started.

Have first meeting és soon as officers exist.
II. Operating rules.

A. Have officers appoint an elections committee which is responsible

for nomination and certification of election.

B. Have balloting handled through Washington office.

C. Divisions will have to get into financial game. Special
assessments should be permitted. A budget should be required.

D. Divisions.may establish their own criteria for membership»bﬁt
one who is not a member of AERA ﬁay be a member of a Division.
Divisions should be encouraged to keep requirements minimal so
that interest may operaté as the main criterion of membership.
The use of membership for the certification of competence is not

to be encouraged.

*The Division of Curriculum and Objectives is devoted to the promotion of
research in curriculum and objectives. The purposes of the Division are

v to be accomplished through presenting research reports at annual meetings;.
facilitating the publication of research studies; identifying and
encouraging young research workers; stimulating interdisciplinary approach
to research in curriculum; cooperating with other groups and organizations
active in and concerned with research in curriculum; fostering the
interpretation of research in curriculum and objectives for school practice;
and increasing public understanding and appreciation of. the importance
and promise of curriculum research in the improvement of education.

The Division is to be comprised of active members of the American Educational
Research Association who are concerned with research in curriculum and

objectives.
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IITI. Changes in by-laws

A. I don't worry about how many Divisions there will be. Limitation
will come in the competition for time in the program. As long
as the Association rides herd on time, Divisions will be of manageable
proportions.

B. I think that membéfship processing should be érimarily done by and
for the Association. Associational loyglty should be kept together
as interests divide the members. However, if there is a common
test as now, and if divisional membership.is primarily on the
basis of interest, I think that'the Association can remain of good
health and people caﬁ be a little united on the basis of interest.

In November and December 1963 there was considerable exchange of

correspondence trying to“deciée how to get the Divisions started in 1964

and at what time the officers might be elected and whether these officers

gould‘be elected at the February, 1964 meeéing of AERA or whether the

: election would have to be delayed so that those interested in the Divisions
would have the time to petition for establishment of Divisions and to make‘
some of the decisions including nominations.for officers. There was also
at this time a considerable debate in the correépondence on requirements for
membership in the Divisions. Ryan proposed thaﬁ the ballot for election
of officers of the Division be mailed following the February (1964) meeting.
Thét turnedlout to be the way that it was done. At one point Gerberich

' suggested that two members, not fﬁé chairman of the organizing committee,

serve as nominating committee for the Division but this was ruled out later
in favor of nominations coming from the membership. In a letter of January
16, 1964 Gage listed actions and decisions for the Executive Committee

regarding the organization of the Division. The correspondence which
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has been briefly reviéwed in this paper shows that these decisions are based
on discussions and correspondence with input from many members of the
organization. The actions called for by Gage weref ps

1) that the chairman of each organizing committee have 30 signatures
on a petition for the establishment of the Division by Febrhary 1{

2) that at this time there be no consideration (of Divisions) other
than the original five and that the procedure fpr the nomination of officers
be established at the Eebfuary 1964 meeting of AERA;

3) that the vice—presidént for each Division of over 200 members
serve on the Executive Committee of AERA;

4) that there be a one-hour meeting for each Division at the February

meeting of AERA in Chicago.

- The open meeting for the Division cf Curriculum and Objecﬁives was held
at 8 A.M. on Friday of the regular AERA meeting in the Lincoln Room. ihé
chairman of each organizing committee was invited to chair these open meetings.

At the February 1964 AERA meeting of the Executive Committee and the
Board the election procedure was seg up. Nominations were solicited from
the membership of the Divisions and sent by Gerberich té‘the Chairﬁaﬁ of
the Divisional Committee for tabulation. Gerberich sent to me on April 10,
1964 216 nomination ballots. He announced that April 28 was}the cut-off
date. Additional slips wefe obtained later so that the number of ballots
submitted for the Curriculum and Objectives Division. was 415. Thesé'slip;
nominated 53 different individuals for vice-president of the Division and

32 for secretary.

The organizing committee chairman was asked to send to Gerberich

promptly the names of all nominees who received at least three nominations.
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For the Division of Curriculum and Objectives these included seven
persons: Robert L. Baker, Arno Bellack; B. Bloom, Robert Gagné,
Mauritz Johnson Jr., John Goodlad, David Krathwohl. Among these Gagné
and Johnson Wereimominated'bywsix, the others by three. The nominations
for secretary included oni&'bﬁOﬁpﬂIsons out of-32 who were nominated by
two people. vThe‘other 30 were named in a single nomination ballot. -The
two individuals receiving two votm=s for secretary were George Jacobs aqd
Galen Séylor. This information with the total list of nominees wés‘chén
submitted to Gerberich.
My correspondence file oﬁ establishment of the Division has no
further inforﬁation. My conclusion, wifhout records to confirm it, is
that after the officers had been'nomihated and elected in the mail ballot
of the AERA office the Division organizing committees were discﬁarged, and
the new officers took hold.
It was a very distinct pleasure aad honor for me to have this part

in the organiéation of the Division of Curriculum and ijectives. I feel
among my professional contributions this was one of the more important.
'It'wéé a pri&ilege to work and. correspond with leaders in educatinal~researcﬁ~
at that time.sﬁch as Gage, Cronbaqﬁ, Chester Harris, Gagné and Verﬁoﬁ |
Anderson. This in itself was adequate compensation for all that I'might
have done. And is it not .from associations like this that ﬁhe principal
benefits of a professional .socifety are derived?

Prepared by request

John R. Mayor

Division of Human & Community Resources

University of Maryland
January .29, 1976




