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Edmund C. Short;
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(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 drama. It reminds us_of

the principles and ideals that this n8tion 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 too of the enter-

prises of education of which we aIe a part and of the contribution edu-

cation makes to each generation. 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 moment to commemorate

these contributions and the work of these organizations. 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 back, but

to reflect with some sense of responsibility 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 Division B which their members have made over the

years; they are too many and we would be certain to omit many outstanding

studies, concepts, and issues that have been addressed. But we do want

to Cake 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.

It is my pleasure to present to you, first of all, Nate Gage, who was

the president of AERA.in 1963-64 and mho 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.

My 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 objectives 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 methodology7(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."
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That's all it says on the objectives of the 0ivision.

I think 'the concern with 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 about 1,800 members

in size, and some kind of internal structuring according to divisions

was in the air. The members were restive; 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

was president-elect. So I took over the chairmanship of the Executive

Committee that fall, and David Ryans was called back from his retirement

as president of AERA 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 more quickly than 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 noises 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 president the year before

Ryans, as'chairmanyand four 'other members who represented four different

fields Of what wereeven then lurking,in our minds as the basic initial

divisions of AERA. The four other members, and I'll 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
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for the sttucture 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,
me 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 ziince 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
termshat 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

.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 of-attack-characteristic of
the basic disciplines. It.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
must 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 see 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.

Vernon Anderson:

Thank you, Ed. I'm speaking for two other members who should have been

here, John Mayor and Robert Gagne, 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

Cage 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

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 gaps 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 of 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 read 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-

cause it relates both to the AERA as well as to Division B, and I thia

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

with_its_first_fullztime_seczetary,....a_iolat_appointment_with_the_University

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

Hubbard who was one of the leaders at the time. He was Associate Secretary
,,,,,, . .

, . . ,,,
,

for InEormation 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 way. C.' W. Harris,

12



mentioned by..Nate Gage asohairman of the divisional planning.cmmittee-,

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 Organizing Committee for Curriculum and Objectives.-

That was the exact title that I get from the lette aocuments

that I have. And Robert Gagn6 and I were the otl mou !rs of this

Organizing Committee. Then there was Kenneth Hovet, whose name is not

included on your list, but who was, and this is authenticated, chairman

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

Advancement of Science, was also ViSiting Professor of Mathematics and

Mathematics Education at the University of Maryland; Robert Gagne 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, Professor of Research and Measurements

at the University of Maryland was a member of the second nominating

committee for the first nomination. I'll get into that in a moment.

was involved as Dean of the College of Education at the time.

I'm just going 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 correspondence. (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 meeting in Febniary, 1964, at

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

1 3



that is an extremely interesting-One-I-think. He has prepared a six page

document 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 itch quite closely the program

and the work of both scientific and educational organizans.

.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 growthin membership, but much more

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

believe, personally, that one of the strengths of 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 divisional organizing committee seemed to

have a good deal more to say about the organization andmust haVe been

given that right by the Executive Committee. It is evident that this

group took upon itself to establish the procedures for nominations and

elections. These procedures were that there was to be a nominating

committee appointed for each division by the chairman of the Divisional

Organization Committee. John Mayor appointed Robert Gagne, Clayton L.

Stunkard and me, as chairman, to be the nominating committee. We nominated

John Mayor and Kenneth Hovet for vicepresident, George Beauchamp and B.

O. 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

1 4
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Executive Committee in February set up the folldwing procedure: the

divisional organizing chairman, in each case, was to appoint a nominating

committee of three members to nominate.at least two candidates for elch

position with an oppoxtunity for the members to add additional nominations.

Anyone nominated by three or more members was put 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 itioi names who were proposed

for the office of secretary didn't carry mart than one or twb 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

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

the confusion, he says he doesn't remember that he was the first secretary.

The organizing committee was dismissed., and the new officers took over

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

Short has arranged_here this year, that these purposes are being carried

out, at least to a great extent. This is the statement that Was developed

by John, Robert Gagrie, 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
apprbaches 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."

1 5
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That was the hJginning 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 to see where we stand now than

our F.,. Officer, Bill

William Russell:

Now that I have had an opportunity to hear these reports, I understand

why the Association's archival files are inadequate; we don't have many

records of the past. I suspect if we searched the homes of past officers,

the archives wOuld be more complete.

When Ed invited me to say a few words at this session; I took ,very

literally. He said if I couli' be brief it would be appreciated, and

assured him that was a request I could honor.

If I may, allow me to 7.7.:c:back to the beginning to gain a perspeJ;,41

of where I think we are now. That.is, to 1915 when a group of eight z.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 two objectives: tJN foster the establishment of independumt

departments of educatioualfreSearch in local ednrntion agencies;- to promote

the practical (and that wai-:I=m7derscored) use of educational measurement and

=educational research. As yJould expect in the formative stageS of the

Association's development there was a school-based or practitioner orientation

in AERA. Discussions of the (,xecutive board in those years were concerned

1 6
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with the imbaance in the type of Association members. As I review the

Association council meetings of the last few years, there is still a 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 program,

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 F.-hutz (current editor of the ER)

would appreciate that provision because of his continual need for manuscripts.

On the Association'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 beenre a department within -NEA and remained there,

you may recall, until 1967. Tiu,:t. :-ollawIng year, T931, the Review of Educational

Researchwas established. After 25..wazs, 1940, :the Association had a mem-

bership of less than 500 members. 7.171.7erest inereased in the Annual Meeting

each year, and. there was discussiom that the growth of the program was so

large that ttwas becoming fraglmnted, Divisional section.meetings were

not well .attended. The co.nsens of 0e-Executive 'Committee at that time was

that they should reconsider the fol'Mpt of the meeting. There should be'fewer

sessions, the program should co/rtn-fite on sessions of broad _irate:rest to

the membership, and the central of the conference should '4'q2 to

coordinate the fields of educatitiaii research and development. i-at dis-

cusSion has been repeated in recent Zowacil meetings. If we-skip a few years

to the '60's, one can note a spirit o itimism in the field the years of

both increased federal support an& of the faith of the government and others

in the "magic or educational reseal, and development," as a solution to very

complex problems.

As Iconsideredwhat I might say today, I thouglit it would be appropriate
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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,

compared with our present rate of $25. The membership was just over 3,000, and

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 members. The 1964 Annual Meeting in Chicago consisted of 59

sessions 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 past seem to be recurring. For example: .how do we strengthen state and

local departments of education; how does the research community communicate

with grant or funding-agencies; 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 concerns that have been

expressed over the years. A couple of differences obviously are funding

levels for educational research and development were mo're favorable in 1964

than they are today, and perhaps there was more optimism about the promise

and utility of educational research. I think it is certainly apprOpriate

that we devote our efforts to recreate some Of those aspects oE our history.

I appreciate the invitation to be here today and the opportunity to be

associated with AERA.

1 8
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Edmund C. Short:

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

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

Decker Walker:

When Ed was planning this Commemorative Assembly for the program this

year, he and I happened to meet in a hotel in Chicago for an altogether

different purpose. He was explaining to me how-impressed he was with the

tradition that is represented on this program sheet that you all have. It

wasn't Eully clear to.me how impressive it was until I saw the document

itself: that's quite a list of names and represents surely the-most

important 7umrk 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 history. We learned that Eirst, that the founders of the Division

were absent at the meetingwhere it was fanndea, and that it was born in

conEusion, and that during its greatest period of growth it was characterized

by the scandals during the nomination process. I guess that all I can

say is that, as with human reproduction, it's a good:thing it doesn't

hinder our conscious planning or it wouldn't have gotten this far.

I want to add one final scandal to the whole operation, however.

I'm not sure that this was true in the beginning so I won't accuse it

of all previous Vice7Presidents in this office, but it's certainly true

today. The important offices in the Association are-the program commlttee

chairmen. The imporrant office is not the Divisional Vice-President. The

Divisional program cathmitte-e chairman organizes sessions, invites the in-

vited address Speaker, and generally keeps the Divisiooal program moving.

1 9
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The Divisional Vice-President by comparison has a relatively light job to

be 'filled with relative unimportant largely ceremonial functions such as the

one I'm in right now. And I'm not sure if all my predecessors are

willing to admit to the same thing, but it certainly is true today. So

I'd like to close by just thanking Ed for organizing this and the whole

program. I know he's not quite finished yet, and without further adieu

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

Edmund C Short:

We do have a nuMber nf these,past and present leaders here on the

platform, and I do want to introduce them tn-you, in the order you will

find them on your sheet so that you can follOw along if you will. We'll

be very brief about this so that we can movezhead. A number of folks who

have not been able to come to San Francisco have sent their regrets.

You've met Vernon Anderson and have leP-rned of his role in the:

founding of the Division. (Applause)

John Goodlad, Dean of7the 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-time member 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 later was Vice-President in 1967-68. (Applause).

Geot.ge Beauchamp, Northwestern University, who was our Secretary from

1969-1972L_ (Applause).

0. L Davis, University of'Texas at Austin, who was Vice-President

from 1971-1973. (Applause).

James Macdonald, Universit7 of North Carolina at Greensboro, who was

our Program Chairman in 1971-72_ (Applause),

Robert Stake, University of Illinois, minnwas our Vice-President
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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 Institute of Stockholm, who served as

gram Co-Chairman in 1974-75. (Applause)

N. Eisner, Stanford University, who presented thalinvited.

Address in 1975. (Applause)

DecAer Walker, Stanford University, who is, currently Vice-President

for I9775,-77. (Applause)

'Thare are many in the audience who have contributed to the work of

this..L=sociation and Division B as well.as have these people on the plat-

form. I think we might as well recognize you too. Let me ask for certain

categcries of people to stand, and we'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. If you have worked on any kind of

committee related to Uivision 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 Association 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)

Houvabout some of those who may have screened papers? Would you please

stand? (Applause) I suppose there are others. Is there anybody else who

has done anything for the organization? (Laughter)

It's not exactly a momentous thig to receive a little bit of Taeog-

nition, hut we do think we have had people within the Division who have served

both th organization and the broader field of curriculum sebolarsidp

who havz 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 tc- .41iore we are.

I'm going to ask Arthur Posh . snv n quick word, now dll of

us have been recognized. Maybe we can get a little bit of s:ignificance

out of this from some remarks from Art.

Arthur Foshaz:

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

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

the present is made of the past and future. So some of us here are in

the past and some of us are in the future and some 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 field is Moribund, and I 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 the family feeling in the

Curriculum fLeld is that which holds us together. l'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 plw.tform, 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 address tonight that-you come Aown and

greet these people 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.

Our speaker this afternoon is a well-known curriculum theorist,

Professor Dwayne Huebner of Teachers College, Columbia University. ,He

is one of those rare scholars who reflects in his own approach to curriculum

inquiry what I think Professor Marks on Monday evening was describing when

he called for appropriate mixture of understanding and appreciation.

Professor Huebner has acquired command of empirical and statistical tools

of research during his doctoral studies at the University of Wisconsin,

where he workedlAwith Paul Eberman and Virgil Herrick, with whom he had

worked earlier during some study at the University of Chicago. He soon

began to read in philosophy, the mystics of the 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 th'e-tritital--

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

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

Classroom Meanings:" "Curriculum as a Concern for Man's Temporality:"

"Toward Remaking Curriculum Theory:" and among others, "The Thingness

of Educational Content," a matter about which his talk this afternoon will

focus in part.

The title of Professor Huebner's address, 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 e;scellence, and a truly human being, Professor Dwayne Huebner.

Dwayne Huebner:

Thank you-very much, Ed. )3efore I get into the body of the speech,
I should say that I hame prepared to go on for an hour, and if I Skip
and get fuzzy allon tlif.e way it is because I am conscious of time. If

you have some beil:s you want to ring, ring them, or lust walkout:

Editor's Note: The version of the address that.follows has been.slightly
extended and revised .by the author following the oral presentation.
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THE MORIBUn CURRICULUM FIELD:

ITS WAKE AND OUR WORK

Dwayne Huebner

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

Joseph J. Schwab.1 The symptoms given were the incoherence of the curriculum,

the failures and discontinuities within schooling, and various flights frbm the

subject of the field. The cause of the malady was identified as the "inveterate,
unexamined, and mistaken reliance on theory"7-theories adopted by the field and

theories constructed within the field. Professor Schwab predicted a li-enascence"

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.R--In an intellectual_tour_de_force, he then developed his_theories

of the arts of-the-practdcal 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_ecl.ectic_procedures by which the diverse theories can be used in and for

educational praCiihili-Maihtaining-bo'th-the-integrity-oi-the-theories_and____
the practical contexts, of education.2

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 apt to be a function of the observer's interest. Schwab grants that

his-evidence is only suggested, not cited. Indeed it is too sRetchy to warrant

consensual validation. The opposite claim is asserted in the January 1976.issue
of Educational Le4dership by Professor- B. 0. Smith--that the curriculum movement .
has been and continues to be a powerful force in educational progress. He claims

that from the "nebulous concepts" of "fzeeddm, openness, activity, self-expression,
--and-trearivity"-have 'sprung-a:succession of innovations-; andthat. the very "vague-
ness aqd ambiguity" of the concepts "is their fertility."3 He aclnowledges the
1.

1 Joseph J. Schwab, "The Practical: A Language for the Curriculum,"

School Review 78 (November 1969): 1-24.

2
Idem, "The Practical: Arts -of the Eclectic," School Review 79 (August

1971).

3
Othanel Smith, "Curriculum: The Continuing Revolution," Educational

Leadership (January 1976): 243-44.

InVited Address, Diliision 3, American Educational Research Asociation,
San Francisco, April 21, 1976.

An edited version of this paper is to appear in Curriculum Inguiry, 6(No. 2, 1976
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ideological and slogan function of curricular discourse. For me, his claim is
warranted historically. That the currieulum field has always been 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 6videnced by the general lack'
of vitality within the publications of the field and the national conferences;
by the failure of so-call.ed curriculum specialists or leaders to make impact.on
the national debate about educational programs; and by the general state of the

. schools, at least those within my ken.

Professor Schwab is not alone in identifying the cause of the "field's"
difficulty with the use of "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 1930s were inadequate
or unsound, and that one of.thereasons 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 .theoretical disputes...."4 Walker, like 'Schwab,
makes valid prescriptions, one of which.is that curriculum discourse should be
disciplined_by actual policy debates in concrete educational situations. Without
such focus, "curricUlar discourse lacks point." Walker grants the potential over-
simplification of his claim, yet argues, and rightfully I believe, that greater
attention to the mechanisms and procedures of curriculum policy-making would be
an expedient. corrective.

That theory is the cause of the
problemeis,S9PYPc);JIg:3Y_es.tablished-by_-_-7--

-neith.er-Schwab-hor-Wall:---86th-th'at. theoretic discourse seeks to establish
truth; whereas practical discourse seeks to establish right or appropriate action.
Surely, Schwab is establishing or proclaiming a truth with respect to the curricul.:M
field as.he offers his diagnoses and prescriptions. I must acknowledged being
influenced by different traditions of late, and would not find support for their
distinctions between theoretical and Practical discourSe within the positions
taken by Heidegger, late-I-Wittgenstein, the Critical Theorists or Alan Blum.
I would hasten to add that J too find muCh ineffective discourse within the
curriculum field. I don't think that it. is ineffective because it is theoretical;
it is ineffective because it accomplishes little in this 'social werld.,_it has litt'euse value. The problem is the near total autonomy of educational practice and
educational language. Educational practice too often is unconnected to the legiti-
mating and descriptive powers of language, and educational discourse is too often
unconditioned by educational practice, except the practice of college classrooms
and educational Conventions. The source of the problem is, in part, and to use
a Piagetian notion, that formal educational language is not grounded in the schemas
of educational operations.

I am also less sanguine about Schv.ab's prognosis. I sense no grounds for
hope of a renascenCe, although I wish for a reincarnation in simpler and more
original form. If the publication of Bobbitt's Curriculum can be interpreted as
;the act of independence ilighp 'distinguishes the newly matured from c'nil.dhood and
}youth., then these past t7797o fifteen years can be considered the golden years.
The end is here. Many individuals and groups, with their diverse intentions, have

4
Decker F. Walker, "Straining to Lift Ourselves," Curriculum Theory Network

5.(January 1975): 4.
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gathered together under this *now aged pareint, "curricUlum." Let us now acknowled

the demise, and while werare gathered at this waRe, 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 are:too great; the attraction of new

associations and the possibilities of-new households too coMpeliing. 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
--C011ectivities that have been gathering over the past seventy years or sO might

enable us to see more clearly the original framework of "curriculum" and do and

speak our work more effectively.

The historical groundwor 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'

years. The few historical studies that we do have helped us with our general
orientation in time, but as yet we do not have the critical histories so necessary

for reinterpreting what we have been about and suggesting the work that is lpefore.,

us. .
Walker does this in his Curriculum Theory Network reviews of the 26th:YearbOo.

Sequel's The Curriculum Field: Its -Formative Years helps in our orientatiOn tothe
basic literature of the field and the early forerunners in the field. Kliebard has

helped us to see the relationship between the work of Bobbitt, 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 'Hartp

as a precursor of the field, usually ignored by the curriculum person. Barry FranlYi

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 seeMsr.

to me, is.net the past sixty years. 2 think that Cremin is cerrect, that the basiz

paradigm was established in the post-Civil War period and that the work of HartiS

is extremely significant in this establsihment. He states:

Education, Harris once explained 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.which. a-self-active being is
enabled to become privy- tothe accumulated wisdom of
the race. And it is the task.of the.curriculum to.
make that accumulated wisdbm economically and system-'
atically available. "The question of the course of
studyinvolving as t.t does the selection of such
branches as shall...in -the mast: effective manner .

develop the substantial activity as well as the
formal activity of the .child-is the most important
question which the educator h-as before him."

The instrument of the process would be -the textbook,
which Harris saw.as the pedagogical tool par excellence
in a newspaper civilization where public opinion ruled
and where the entire 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

2 6



-24-

.the monitor of the process would be the examination,
whereby pupils could be frequently 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 over the next half-century;
only the particular combinations and players would change.S

But identifying the paradigm as originating with Harris does not revealthe problem to which we must now attend, which is to locate those interests
which can be considered essential to the curriculum and those which are strong
enough to have their own autonomy, or which might more profitably be associated
with-other segments of the educational enterprise.

4.

I find it helpful to begin with the meaning of the word "curriculum.' Thewor.d points to diverse, perhaps.even paradoxical, intentions, of educators. Itloacied 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
.definitions6 of the word and its frequent use in educational slogans.7 These pro-grammatic and slogan possibilities 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, teachereducation, human-deVelopment and freedom, social progressivism or conservatism,
educational technology, evaluation, and educational objectives or purposes. Thesediverse interest groups have made their impact, in one way .or another,: on-our
ways of acticing and speaking "curriculum." I-iowever, it seems to.me that the
word can no longer hold together such diversity. .1,eetings of curricular specialists
and departments of curriculum lack focus and "curricular" discourse is losing orhas lost its effectiveness'. Our solution to :his problem is not to cast dispersions
on our discourse by labeling it theoretical, but to sort out the different interests.expressed in our discourse.

Some of the interests which have been collected under the term "curriculum,"such as curriculum development, have served their function :.1nd now require reloca-tion within other practices of education. Others, ..Lich as those which rook on thelabel "child-centered curriculum," have distorted the way cY.:.r work is understoodand confused our intentions by covering inherent tensions or contradictions. Ourtask here is to speak clearly so the contradictions remain visibly nagging beforeus. Other interests, such as interests in society as content, have fundamentallyaltered the very nature of our work, but the language we use inadequately describesthe work we do or which needs to be done.

Lawrence A. Cremin, "Curriculum-Making in the United States,"
Teachenr-College Record 73 (December 1971): 208-10.

6
Israel Scheffler, The Language of Education (Springfield,

Charles C. Thomas, 1960), pp. 19-25.

7
B. Paul Komisar and James E. McClellan, "Me Logic Of Inquiry," in

.Language and Concepts of Education, eds. B. Othanel Smith and Robert H. Ennis(Chiago: Rand McNally E4 Co., 196.1j,. pp. 1957215.
.
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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 knowthat that which is studied is ndt simply-what is

written down in a syllabus. Dewey warns us of this limitation in Democracy 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.

A 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.

stated:

In 1870, before the National Educational Association in Cleveland, Harris

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.10

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.
With 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.11

Harris moved very quickly from this concern for "culture", or the "wisdom of the
race" to its embodiment in.books, specifically_the_text,boyhich particul_arite

8As pointed out in the Oxford Dictionary, the meaning of the word "curriculum"
is derived from its Latin root and refers to the running of a course. In the early

1800s it took on the meaning of a course of study or training at a school or uni-
veristy. In many-ways, the historical problem would be much easier if the root
meaning--course of study-'-had been retained in educational discourse. To trace

the embellishments and.uses of that word over the past seventy years would itself
be a major task--a task complicated by the expression "field of curriculum."'

9Iftn-Dewey, Democracy and Education (New York: Macmillan Co., 1916:

Paperback edition, 1961), p. 19..

10
William 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.

11
Ibi d., pp. 21-22. 2 8
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the course of study. In a later essay, delivered at the 1S96 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 '

over the steps of the author'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 sometimes 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
round 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 theprinting press, and seems, to claim that "culture," the "wisdoM of the race,'"is stored or made accessible in books. He fights against the rote memory of thecontents of books, and makes a case for students' interpreting
textual material:-To,day it could be said that he argues for a hermeneutical approach to.the text.He distrusts the teacher's ability to mal:e available the "wisdom of the.race" bythe oral- method, which he associates with Pestalozzi and Rousseau. If Harris hadnot been extremely important in the formation of village and city graded schoolsas Superintendent of St. Louis from ISO'S to 1SSO, and U.S. Commissioner of Educationfrom 1889 to 1906, we could more easily dismiss his rhetoric.

The course of study, embodied in the text, is.. a.selection of the cultureor the "wisdom of the
race,..preserved.and presented-to-the student for his inter-pretation and use. Underlying Harris' orientation is the nchnology of the bookwhich shapes his conception of education and indeed his educational method and',school organization. Print technology was part of the substructurethe economicsystem--that made possible his curriculum paradigm, his educational method, andthe graded school organization. Harris associated culture and the wisdom of therace with the printed word. Interestingly eneugh, in his defense of the kinder-garten methods established in St. Louis, he acknowledged the sigmificance oflanguage, as it is learned in the home, and the significance of play far childrenfour through seven, particularly as it is shaped by Frocbel's methods. Play stopsand work begins at the age of seven for Harris. At that age confrontation with'the text.begins. To quote him again::

12
William Torrey Harris, Horace lann (Syracuse: C. W. Eardeen, 1896), p. 26.Originally an address delivered before the National Education AssoCiation at itsmeeting in Buffalo, 1896.
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By language the child arises from an animal individuality
to a human indaality. By realizing his meMbership in
society and car-÷7T-tring his deeds to the general standa:d,
he develops aier spiritual. individuality. This..:Ls
the object oft:He '.:1-ndergarten.-play and :lames. When ir
iS-achieved, mthod of play givespte to=he met
of work; the sc.mbaqic.yields te.Loi:ntion; the kinr:.
;74rten metkods.7.= '711e methods of e i..aary sahool.l3

7.

There_,Ire two threads L7 .ris which are a-t:=11 to aar work. The Earst
tt4:t con=ern for the ccurL zPf tudy_of educational institutions is concern
tontent:,..;_and that is derived from conceptions of "cul.: -e"Hbr

ITZA1L ',/isdom of the race." Ha-77 is- as he wrote about and shaped prima r. post
znr: y education, seemed to .!..ee culture as that which was availahl=: ilab-.0oks

edge as it was unthinki747,1777:! known before Piaget and Wittgenstein:).

From culture to conterrt TL. course of study the direction of : wark,
:,:een by Harris. Although he-7.77aferredto the wia.,:lom of the race.as primarily

-that which was to be found in be2ks, his attentionto the language of young thildrm
and play and games as appropriat: content of the k±ndergarten 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 discdurse
about "culture" and that different interpretations of content since the turn of the
century are, in part, contributions to the discourse about culture. That the
curriculum person seemed to get caught in a distinction between cultureand socLetr,
a distinction which became-reasonably well fixed by the language of Parsons and
other positivistically inclined social scientiSts, has contributed to our recent
malaise.. Differing interpretations of culture have confused our sense of direction
.and our discourse, because-they have not been framed as problems of the course of
study or content, but .as pibblems of the purpose of schools. .We have confused
discussions about possible content with discussions of purpose. We need to be
able to discuss content in such a way that we can recognize its form and its
potential educational value. When we have done this, then we can consider whether_
we want that particular content in a particular school. However, by-subsuming_

-.7---dis-coUrse about centent under discourse about purpose, we have seldom reached
clarity about the form or potential value of the content. In other words, the
continued clarification of our notions of content has been hampered by the
intrusion of ideological, or political, -discourse into curriculum discourse.

The second thread, which shows itself in Harris. and siar.15 to me to be central
to our work, is the way in which this culture is made accessibleHor made present
for specific students. Although the expression "making kesentilihas an uneasy
qualtiy, I have consciously chosen that expression. I wish to make a distinction
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 technology thread,
which we like to*.think follows from the scientific developments during this
century, or the few remaining years in the last century, specifically as they
were applied to education, and schooling. However, I am more inclined to believe,

13William Torrey Harris, The Kindergarten Methods Contrasted with the
Methods of the American Primary School. Publication facts unknown. Available
in the .Teachers College Library.
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that the opposite is the r::se, the sciantific interests follow from the-
technical interests which edl.:4 '.;ts hame had far years.14 The development of
the so-called scientific u;--; - in .--..iucation can be seen as -..xtension of
the educator's interes=in ::!s or tedmiques for education.
As with, the development- of L.,t indeed any body of
ment of the human condition, ---. ec:--ranicipation, is possitl.if these bodies
of knowledge are used reflex..v.1/ 7727=pret one's actions anC 'Aistory, and not
simply as instruments of conti-r-l. thread will also be- pick:i-up shortly.

The other components of urriculum as identified by Cremin--the
nature of the student, the funcn cf,:t.r.e teacher, examinations, and school
organizations--are not, for me, 711-7 the worL ofthe curriculum person,
although they necessarily impin work in school settinzs. Rather,
they deal with the interest of ,:dutors in- the rights and freedom of .the
individual, the nature of educa.:-_. r-lationships, social conrtal, and the
management and evolution of soc:

Dewey also spoke to the i 17)c.± the course of study in.avariety of
places. I have chosen to refer-7:: .sr.zort essay on the "Theory of the Course
of Study" in Paul Monroe's 1919 2f. the Encyclopedia of Education because
he so neatly summarizes'his of the issues.15 He writes, during a
transitional period, about the f "subjects" of the school are not se.t

.

and fixed, but that new subjects 'teen and should be introduced.16 He recog-
nizes, as does Harris, that "The as rePresent selections and formulat'ions of
.what is regarded as most importa7 the experience of the race, and hence most'
necessary for the 'sake of the. society." He speaks of the studies from
the external or social perspectiAre,

. well as from the Perspective of the experi-
ence of the student. Dewey did.7nor. 7-zest =a: we select content oy studying
the diild, but rather suggested..-hz:z .sclected from cu;ture, was to be
for:ted to be useful to the child_. s7a-tes, for example-, that "The child's
present experience and the subject- 77:77.-:-eT of instruction, instead of existing
as- two separate worlds, one wholly .-_-_-schalogical, the other wholly logical,
represent two changing or dynamic lirs cf One continuous social process."17
This, of course, is his progressive z...2:77.,I.:::azion .af subject matter. In a line,.
which almost foreshadows an extensiot. work, he states that "Children
must begin naturally with simple whetter in cooking weaving, woodwork,-

14:
Twenty years ago James Conarrt called attention to the possible origins of

science in the empirical interests of the practical artisans or craftsmen. He
hinted that soience developed as a way to reduce the degree of empiricism in the
practical arts. This hint seems supported by education. See james B. Conant,
Modern Science and.:-..Modern !...an (New York: Columbia. University Press, 1952).

1S
John Dewey, "Theory of the Coue of Study," in Encyclopedia of. Education,

Vol. 2, ed. Paul Monroe (New York: Macmillan Co., 1919), pp. 21S-222.

16
For an insightful dis_cussiL77-1.olthe problems of curriculum change as Dewey

saw it in 1901, see John Dewey, "7.-- Situation as Regards the Course of Study."
Proceedings of the DepartmeiTr of E.17;er-intendence, National Educational Association.
Delivered at the Annual Meeting held Chicago, Illinois, February 26-2S, 1901.

17
Dewey, "Theory of the Course. tif Study," p. -220.
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or whatever." Instead af Piaget's genetic
epistemological perspectieTEe eof

course, he uses a scial. historical
perspective--recapitulation--terethe genesis of social knoNledge in the Ladividual. He continues,

operations agree of necesssity in their main features of crude mater
simple tools and tethniq4Les of men in less developed, the earlier per.s. ofsocial life."I8

Dewey agrees with Harris with respect to the first thread of ou.:xthe selection and formula:don of content from the "experience of thee-races."He does not agree with Hal.r.ris' marrow interpretation of culture, and .ap,re-mnchesit.from a significantly (4-fferent view. But he does not introduce the mmudy of=the child as another source of content. From the perspective of today' .e.ecould .say that Dewey suggested the need for the study of the child for the. -seed aspect.of our workto produce knowledge that could beeused technicallytaa:elmemake
the culture present or accessible for specific students. The foreshae=---,-cl ofPiaget is significant. Piaget, looking az the .hypothetical-deductive -eemathe-matical knowledge in the child, has described the structure of cultural: ftIrms insuCh a way that they become useful or usable fom individuals of diffe===. agesPiaget's work does not offer us a new interpretstion

of cultureof krmuleedge,Rather, he extends present interpretations into their biological or se1=Luti-motor ground, and asks that we see the hidden form that thiSknowledge has,a form which we have taken for granted. In a sense he points to Polanyi'ssubsidiary aWareness. Dewey's concern for eccupations has somewhat the samequality. In the idea of occupations, he establishes the claim that adultformsof social knowledge have their genetic sources in the occupations of primitivepeople, and that we need other educational technologies to make them availableto children.

I have used these portions. of Dewey to support my claim that in our workwe have two threads to which we must attend. The first is the identification ofthose segments of the culture, the "wisdom of tEe race," which can become thecontent of the course of study. The second is the identification of the tech-nologies by whi_ch :tb5,5 _content can be made accessibloor made present to parti-cular individuals. Thefirst-is a problem of describing the what, the second isidentifying the know-how by.which that "what" is presented for "study." This isthe core of our work. If curriculum has any meaning left today, it is in heidentification and the making present of content to personS.-

Before we can see cleariyhow the other diverse interests associatedcurriculum since the turn of-tha century relate to these vo,o.threads of our work,it is necessary to point- our an inherent-tension which has clouded our visi.ameconfused our LTe-tentions, and distorted our communication and discourse Th a..s- .the basic tens-Lon between the: interests of the individual and the social interstswhich have impazt upon that individualthe phenomena of social control. As. etht-cators we feel 'the caughtmess of this tension. On the one hand, we proclain .dignity of the person, by speaking of self-realization, individual freedom, or-individual potential. On the .other, we recognize the commitment to a social order--its needs, requirements,
andL-realities. Over the years this conflict. has *Mannresolved, presumably in a variety of ways.

8
Dewey, "Theory of-the Cburse of Study," p._221.
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In 1901, s'-eakir7;of the conflict duri the -la:it two generations elfeducarional Dewey expressed the he that ze,i2ecacors "were nearingthe close of the tine of tentative, blina,
experimentation thatare close to the etportulmity of .plannina our --rk on the basis of a cohere.,philosophy of experie= and of the relation..: rf soh:Lr -T. studies to that eq.:72taence,so that we can take

u.:1:ste...ri'ly and-wisely t:e effort. of Changing
the...schrE)'.Ol.'=on.-ditions so as to make-7.27233a claims:ttat crn.nnd tie :.-Isent ofintelligence..19Thus, -he based his hat.e:for-the resoIcricn of checomf2i= on a unifiedcal position- In the teeni and twenties the scientifli azvement in educzalca-offered hope- that this conflict could be -removed by -the. 7=acesses of science_In the. -forties,

some .e-.Er-cators hoped it could.be resolved through democrat-3:Jcinvolvement of all parties. In the 1950s, Tyler, in effect, proposed that-theconflict could be resolved by an adequate: managenent systecm; priority among-thediverse interests
coulf:boestablished by-defining objectives and screening themthrougho. "philosophy" of education and an articulated Ts7cho1ogy of learning.In the late fifties and_ early sixaies, the hope was expressed that this tensiancould now be solved_by-attention to systems analysis, or bT the powers oftthenew-found technologies._ In the late sixties and early seventies, the hope:that.the conflict could be resolved...was shattered. petalled attention to the haatazyof schooling and critical studies of the relationship between the sc:hool andsocial-economic Order suggested that the conflict was inherent in the process .cifeducation. TFIe two most recent critical studies to point eut the,manifestaaionsof this conflict are Bowles and. C.f.:i, Schoolinr.,, in Capitalist America,20 andSharp and Green's
fascimating studh.- t).f. English progressive primary eaucatica,Education and Social Cartrol.21

An intellectual resolution to this conflict between the interests of t.iieperson and thie controlling interests of sbcdal groups is not to be found in a.schoma or an interpretation
that hides, czl:er, or see;:s to overcome it.nition that the particular conflict, even if no: immediately visible- to eitherparty, is a manifestaticn of an essential

tension between those with tower andthose without,, enables that conflict to be used educationally for both. Dialec-tical thought, which sees the .historical sources of the. ..mmediate conflict,relates it to. the other social-economic
benditicns, and,u:ses it to pro.ject newPossibilities for the -lowerful -and the

*--az ahi. carability. Thepractical resolution of the conflict is mot to be found in technical or- managerialprocedures which assume- that conflicts ear be hea:ed ;reater technicalsophistication, more stecili,e iefinitions ef outeomes, or newl-i .defilDadeducational arts. These too frequently nereiy confirm the existing distributionof power, taking the shaper- of discipline, -trades, credentials, labels, ard ser=eonly the unquestioned
iIII:resas of the iblIcti7e which ams or uses the techndqu'.or arts_ If the educator-

recol7nizes treat: conf:cts of feiterests in schools and.classrooms are manifestat-rons of underll:trz; scArial contradictionsand social-economic origi=s, -than they can ba. aec:.:rted
asan -impetus to thanze.through political actiml,.not eduratiomal action._

19
Dewey, ,"Situation Regards the Course of Study,"Ttp. 164-65.

2C)amuel Bowles and Eerbert. Gintis, Schooling in Ca7italist America(New York::: 'Basic Books, Inc., .L976).
21
Rachel Sharp and Anthony Green, Education and Social Control (London:Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1975).
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Lther :::ediatoe, in any way, betwee-T. presumed interests of the
student and the :.iL.:ur.esse ::::.. interest of social we should struggle to keep
these inherently 7.7tontractozy interests distinc..---Z. and separate. Cui...LiculUm
during the past deca,..7.1e of:this century -lest tl-Le vision of its work, in part,
because it could solved by appropriate educaticoal
pracz:Lce.;s

Az-:.-we look rOack over diverse intere= .;,..ssociated with curriculum in
the Liature of; the puz-.---.z ,years, for= :_-7:17:stions or concerns should direct
our intaintion: interested parti.:3 handled the inherent contra-
dict-is-nit -between the co=-,-H_--T-2- soci al interp-- and the liberating or emanci-
pating'.'thrusts which dwe211.7:,.-ach person? c.2) ...:;:ave the interested parties
provideCL:new interpTretaici-cn:. -di- content of., calt: .e? (3) Have the interested
parties contributed to .ti:r.t5 LT1..-evelopment of new 1---,1mologies by which content is
made present to persons c±--::"Thring circurnstanres? (4) Have the interested
partie:confused our wor:-; 'by oainting to other ''.._.,..men5icns of the educational
totalL-r7 which should be .s:sco.i.ated with other =Tactical educational concerns?
A brief .look at the study af e D.e.on as relat=Eto the literattL-ne of curriculuz
will' illustrate these po-Latz .

.As pointed out earz, aewey::.s -concern for-the child, although he did not
so express can b:e: .retrnsptively, as a- contributio.n to the technology
of curriculum.. In the .enterprise, child study can be interpreted as
the search for scientifically .basetis -technical know:ledge. The child. study- and
child centered curriculum-::-Truve=ent, however, distorted the concern for content
and the zeinterumetation otE culture. It did so .07 ignoring the contradiction
between child .and.-establiShed .social interests arid romanticiting the child:. A

quick and superficial iudgmenz- woUld :point to the influence of Kilpatrick in
this distortion. If. nnie-- -cont=xlict-L----r. is an inn'erent one, in which specific
conflicts are to be an,a7C;Tted lec..---Ically and. synthesized "Politically, then
the taking on of thisr_fionterest: in C.ee-- welfare af the student as a curriculum con-
cern weakened both .-orT- work and th::. uoli_tii-of 'work that is: to be done. Interest
in th.e welfare of the 2s=dent -need.nlet, not, be taken- over those
who work at -the idencation. and. To=sent,.,:,...-c-r. of culture as educational.,content.
We sboW that interest :by the 1.-ay useful to .the child-
cented ratr of the -e=ly' af this century had other- impacts
upon- the curric'r r L'instance,. aoic tudy movement associated ..with
Pres-rott's work 2a -4"-orzie.; was t: .t.Te.= by which teachers and. .educators
could reflect--uTon...ti-- of their ff.Tehavior on young people. lit :made

the: detang ois iaf -awareness of the adult_
Studring the f oE_--tudying oneself. The ccttrol-
ling' interes= which xte :3-.choang ..ifstorted this s el f-rellerve
qua LIrty of chz--=d szudt, do_es or .rii,".:afo.--Tuent theory and behavior -=oaifi-
catiarr, and increased too adUlt ,iontrol 'of the student'. r;',Urks
suchi..ras DematiL-se s. -22 -that_ IP.T-cc-- t-young r- I ati onshiu in
histtrric.al perspecti.,------e:=T-s-t- the n_-:cator--- mal...-'-zzaining the priority of self-
refLection as a major- ad....---cat_ional significance of- child study. 23

'122 Ll oyd ':emause, "Thze::Zvolution of Childhood." The History of Chi ldhood
(New York-: Psychology 'Prea.-:s, 1974).

'23See Josiah Royce,
(January 1S91).: L5-24 .

17. There a S:ence of _Education," 'Educati_hal Review 1
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In terms of our work, the child stv mrenent and the burgeoning child
develnpment literature manifest one interest ,t_ich belongs to our worl: and two
whichdo Dirett scientific knowlede of tne child can be a techninal
resource for-the reinterpretation and presentator of cultureeducational
-content to-the child--as Piagetls work so zleariy demonstrates. We are in
needof more studies of genetic "culture," para:l-LLing Piaget's concerns for
the acient5-Fic and logical. Those child study interests-wich .show themaelves
as care .. fOr-tthe chiqd's development, his creattrit his power, and self--
-realization zan. be fostered more directly -ty roal -.1mvements which rznently
took the fotm of'child advocacy. The educator who mailstakenly considers. l:ove
and sensitivity to people a curriculum work :and defusesthe
political struggle for justice. This inttest. Tnes. to be disassociatedfron
the traditions of currizIllum and associated wit: other human rights movements.
Although I see-the knowiledge about the child or the young serving our interests
in the more effective "taking present" of culturt fOT the student, it can also..be
used. technir-nlly by soc":-..al interests for -further control and. mazipulatima of
the student-- The norrec.-tive ta-this controlling:tendency is mot to asamme thxt
the good intentions of --iT,e-cur.rinullam person amideducator---his presumedaltruism
--will prott the nbild- We have-no strong C=sca fox hop:int:tails. In fact,
-there are t.l.lose who have claimed that incr-.2asedi.imma..-tional s7peadIng-for the

behavioral..sniences is, df'-not- directly motiv: by the
. nei---1t for sfl-r-- control,

at least indirectly mot±vated by-this neei; Theinnreased.azecializa-Lion. of Labor
in education whiCh-presu5lablY TToduces more knolge about:the child, in effect,.
increases-the number of experts who study the Crild, falsely,promises that such
expertise Will liberate the ohijd, reduces7the s:onialdemarfor fi ess and
justice_in the schools, and probably obstructs tr.e development of those sociaL
interestrgroups- which could serve in the child's interest as advocates ia edu,
cational conflict and governance- The .,:Fefusal, a -few years ago, in. azme blaOk
communities to permit educators ta stndy the children in :,_.--.c.communi-
ties, is- a case in point_

The second interest associated witI study is an interest in- self-
understanding. It belongs -mareprabe-ly -.13 the hnmanizies, not to tht curriculum-
Any new:knowledge is humanisticserves .a E. szurce af self-unntr_stanLing---,iifused
reflexively. The study of-the Child .-hd his deveIcrmeht zdialts
sheds .as-J.much light on the adclit and :Ls as a.or. the chi..21d-rs

:forms our Lived-out philosTati ar:d.socaal-politIcal cr'-ehtatioms,
and thus funnzions as an _:_u.,_7aect liberatingeducation.

-Another interest has been asstiated with a=riculum over the paa:t fifty
years--,the interest in aspents of_sociaIdife.asTpotential educational:nontent,
which has broadened our intetpretution of-content, and consequently our:inter-
pretation:of culture. _HOwever, the interest in social content has also distorted
our work..±n two ways. The first:_distortion is that the argument about- sonial
contehz-has been cast in ii-iPtillotircal terms as an argument about- the fUncnion of
the sdhaal. In specific socialistorizal contexts this argumentis a 7pezassar:r
and cni:tical part of policy-makirg and hence legitimate discourse whica .p-r.cedea
.and accompanies the politics of t:ducatianal gowernance However, as d-''aco.r---e
about curriculum, this idcolog=ica-1 tack -hides the question_as -t:9howszciall
content is-to be made prr,=ieJ7-.1it szudent,:arhow. it 15 reld:tit ether
-equally appropriate forirs-zfe-Lalcazzitnal .contemn_ Zoththe
problem- and the technicalem rarehidden-by-aleological-_.compohent The
second_distortion is that-rfre 'argument. has teen-Lrast:in_nurriculum atore.



-13-

as a philosophical argument between the perennialistsessentialists and. -the
reconstructionists-experimentalists. This does a diseivice to de:ielopments
in modern philosophy and social thought, as well as tz the clarificaIiahofour work as educators concerned with. content.

13.

Bobbitt called attention to the social as educational cantent, andattempted to develop a technology by whicl: mhis content. =aid be made plresent
for students of different circumstances. The technolos7 -4.,as not refined until
recently, partly because of the ideological and pseudoilsophizal issue. Niththe adveat of systems analysis and videomachnologies, th e. teChnology of social
content is aEain being worked at, as the diverse compery based movenexpts
indicate. Philosophical support for the Lirterest in the. -Locial. as "culmu.L."--
as contentwhich was earlier developed cr.the foundation:: of 'Linton's antHro-pology by Smith, Stanley and'Shores in the:it valuable and r;Leservedly well-known1950 volume,24 is today found, for exzmpla, in Alfred 5chv-71-7's The Structuresof the Life-World,25 an application af the --ethods of phen:.)henolegy to the socialworld. Schut:: makes the distinction bethr the knowledge structures of every-
dayness.and those of the sciences and Lo,Ltiral. systems. If culture is interpreted
as the "wisdom af the race," it seems quite evident that cbat wisdom ex'..i.=.$ nntonly in symbolic structures, but in all sorrs of traditiona; and instituticms.
Given-this awareness, the problem of cchtnn is one of as.---..how Eirezsi.e
traditions are made educationally accessible 70 persons aiffertagstances. In one sense, then, social contm7t2 whether that conszr7carive5such as Bobbitt, or reconstructionists sudh as Smith, Sta-al:_ey.and a,;4113pjto the reinteraretation of contentof culture_ ignced anfaysisrbut present ilythat of Smith, Stanley and ELlaras_ is -the,E,rtLem e:f1Lnw:c7z1=rein its variou.snanifestations; evolves anE 71ne ,rariperencji-7tasemazement:
so -similar rin ...snme ways to the smnial activiry amalys of lobitz,
this aSpect, and

.. thus errs on the side of tht status-..reua t-1:nterests Of7-t-lie.,,cOLlec-
tive. Social content requires adistin_Unn similarto Ittac idr s.ym-bol ic content by Schw ab 26 the .syntax or: .stale i qzriry the: syntaz, cfterm or fluid inquiry.

The social content made present to the :..mudent..-isriently- stag -towhich one must adjust--the synt..a:: of stable --7r,uiry--rati--...er-risian a
political possibilities reouirming-historical
term syntax of social life. The ct that ear:a person in an historical .a-ntis hidden '.y the language of socialization and leanni=7: 73T1,7_e '..nherentcontradictz--.nn between social interests aril th interests. of taTyo:::ng,
power-based resolution in favor of domina= nollcczais, a-a t:11problemour work--by framing the probis= as

24
B. Othanel Smith, William 0. Straal Fun&ameTtalsOfCurricullum Development (Yonkers-on-theds-on-.: L953). amusing the word "culture" differently tha:a.-they

lfred Schutz and Thomas Luckmzmi-The StrIloture21.
Translated by Richard Zaner and H. Tristram Engelhardt, Jr... .(Evansto=::
Northwes:tern University Press, 1973)...

26
Joseph Schwab, "The Structure of the -Natural ScEnce:-,,":in. The '_-:t=ctureof Knowledge and the Curriculum, eds. G. Ford.. and..Lv..zrnee Puno. (Chizago::'Rand McNally Co., 1964).
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Another interest which became attached to-"curriculum," with significant
impact on thc thirtieis and forties, was the concern for curriculum change.
Caswell's important .,;,ork in Virginia in the thirties, and Miel's excellent
1946 Changing the C=riculum, are exemplars of this interest, although the
interest can be traced back forty or fifty years earlier. Caswell and Miel,
and their many colleagues 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 content in Schools
and the way that that.content was made present to students, was out of tune with
what was known and valued by educators. They addressed themselves to how parti-
cular schools and particular teachers could vitalize the educational program of
a school and make it _more appropriate to the setting, the time, and the clients.
This is an interest 'that received, and continues to receive, major attention in
the literature ,associated with curriculum. From the perspective of today, in-
formed in part by the post-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 preoccupation within the
existing field, has pulled us away from :our work--our concern for making content
present to studemts. The interest'in Curriculum change is a concern more
directly related to the ,lifeeof institutionshow-institutions Maintain vitality,
flexibility, and_zesponsiveness. By placing the responsibility for curriculum
changeinstitutinnal vitalitywithin the traditions of curriculum rather than
within the traditions:, of administration and school governance, the problems of
content were separatetd from the problems of budget, personnel, policies, resources,
and the logistics:of schooling. Those concerned with content had to be concerned
with institutipnal v...tality, yet often lacked responsibility for economic, logis-
tical and othaz gove=ance matters. Content and program would be contained in
discourse over- objecrie,es, often unrelated to discourse about budget, personnel
and othet poltcy-matters. Policy-making became an administrative responsibility--
and was frequently uninformed by the nature of content. The interests in super-
vision and cureeimulum development have confused cur workour Concerns for content.
Educators though:: that they were doing curricelum work when they brought about
change within a school, whether a change in organieation or a chaeee in program.
However, these interests in institutional development, institutional flexibility,
and the social organization of schools to maintain responsiveness are more appro-
priately seen as interests in institutional governance, and ould no be more
effectively associated with or seen as functions of admin.istration o- public
policy-making.

The "curriculum field" as it has been constituted over the past one hundred
years, is not moribund- It is, for all practicnl purposes, dead. It did not die
because it depended orttheory rather than practice, although it might have diag-
nosed its sickness sooner if there had been greater correspondence between its
language and its practice. It died becnuse the increasing diversity of interests
that it tried to carry during those hundred years could not be held together.by
a single focus. There can be no renascence, because .the field,as,eit now constitutes
itself, has no unity orr integrity. We mic(nt speak of a possible reincarnation if
we discover some interests that now have autonomy, or can be readily associated
with other practical interests, and return to our roots, which are to be found
in the original meaning of the word "curriculum." Perhaps the word is unimportant.
Our work is identifying educational content, and finding ways to make it_available
to young.peopla-
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This work requires an awareness of how content is related to culture, or

traditions, and how the meanings of content and culture have changed as our

predecessors attended to new or different 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 about culture

as content, This work also requires awareness that choices of educational

content are policy matters. Discourse about content should indeed be.: framed

with the care that policy debate requires, as Walker suggests.

15.

The second aspect of our work is 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 available for students, not great

truths about the human being.

This technological thread Of ou,- work has developed greater power and

significance during the past twenty years than any other interest associated

with the "curriculum field." Unfortunately, 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, and about the inherent tensions

between the individual and the collective interests, the technical tools now

available--in the form of method, evaluation,, and media--areieasily co-opted

by collectives interested in social control. Educational technology can serve

either the interests of the person or the interests.of a collective. The

specific form this contradiction takes in a specific situation can be used

politically. Whether it serves the interests-of.the person or the interests

of the collective depends upon the educator'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. Firsc, let me call upon Eric 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 stating what I take Professor Huebner to assert regarding

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 disagree 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.

(3) The root cause of the field's failure to generate usable products

is the long-standing preoccupation in Curriculum with the pursuit of diverse

interests which, though they impinge on the proper=i4ork of Curriculum, are not

part of the essential core of that work.

(4) The core of work in Curriculum should consist in two threads: (a) that

marked out by the concept of course of study or content (concepts entailed by

the root meaning of 'curriculum') and (b) the ways or technologies of making

content accessible or pre,sent 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 either to

other fields in Education or to fields outside Education: teacher education,

human development and freedom, social progressivism vs. conservatism, 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 as 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 disputes we run the risk

of hiding or covering over the need for two different kinds of action: (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
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to reconcile the irreconcilable or ,o melltorate irremediable tensions between

different role bearers or social groups_ 3uch policies put the field of Cur-

riculum at the service of those who are±mterested in maintaining the status

quo through social pacification.

*

If.we interpret the terms mtistaken reliance on theory' strictly, then I

agree with Professor Huebner ttat the imeffectiveness. of the field is not to

be 'explained . by reference to amy such reliance, mistaken or not. Thus, for

instance, acneptance of the trattx:rif behavtorism, even when followed with the

recommendation that curriculum objectives be specified behaviorally, is not

the kind of factor-which explains vity_thmse who do the actual curriculum

building see:little .Value in-as1tn74' professors of Curriculum how best to

determine and to justify the contettof-curricula Rather it is the failure

of the professoriat to relate the abstract:-principles, concepts, rules and_

generalizations (of some normative: theory of education) to particular cases Of

curriculum development--in other- -mms,, the absence of effective practical-

deliberation--uhich .is the kem.e-mt In the explanation of the uselessness'.

of Curriculum "theorizing". ITitIlircriculum theorist does no more than dis-

cuss and analyze concepts and ..,014,im t principles, yet expects the practitioner

to use Such work as the basis for currimulum building, then the charge of "mis-

taken reliance on theory" is 'indeed appropriate. But here the interpretation

of that phrase has to be rather imose: /theory' means simply 'abstractions'

and 'mistaken reliance' expresses-the fact that a developer should not be ex-

pected to rely upon or to directITzase abstractions or principles_which have

not been exraicateoi, broken down, cc-- somehow juxtaposed with Particular cur-

riculum premrriptions.

Now I take it that up to this =Int Ftofessor Huebner and I are still in

agreement. my disagreement is ;;;zitit the -rest of his (diagnosis and with his

recommendations, az understand them.

Professor Euebner suggests that the energies which have been spent on what

he takes to be non-essential 1...gaes for the field of Curriculum could have been

profitably redireated towards, zr focused on, the articulation of content al-

ternatives and tibe modes of presemtation of content. I agree with him here

only to the exteut that there arewriters who have attempted to make scholarly

contributions to) fields like ethics, political theory, and the psychology of

learning, while-mislabeling their work as Curriculum work. I have not tried

to survey the ltterature, but zny guess is that there has been very little work

published in Curriculum which belmmgs squarely in 'philosophy, psychology, poli-

tical science, or even in somemell-defined specialItzed area of education.
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What we have had a great deal of in.Curriculum is work which attempts to apply

to the educational domain some uf the key concepts and principles of other

fields. 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 failures do not Rive us sufficient

reason for concluding that the issues in which such admittedly incomplete or

ineffective practical deliberation consists should be classified as non-central

and transfered out of the field. It is here then that my disagreement with

Professor Huebner begins. Let me sketch out the rest of my argument.

Practical deliberation is a skill at,which-some are,hetter 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 procedures which when followed will produce the

correct answerevery time.(In our case--the set of correct curriculum prescrip-

tionq Nevertheless, some kind of practical deliberation occurs whenever there

is curriculum development, but nearly all such deliberation could be vastly

improved. The reason why curriculum makers in the schools aren't very good

at practical deliberation is because their role (as teachers or curriculum

'coordinatorsqdoes not provide time and opportunities to practice the appli-
.

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 opportunities and incentives for

doing so. I consider the fundamental problem to be political or organizational,

not a, matter of conceptual hyperextension or dilution, as Professor Huebner

seems to suggest! I think that if professors of Curriculum 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 have been dealing all along.

I do not believe that the recommended radical conceptual surgery--the re-

striction of the proper concerns 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 s basic corileptual 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 Pt the concept of curriculum since the latter is vague and too general.

(Instead of stipulating n narrow definition for the concept of curriculum, Huebner

opts for dropping it in favor of the concept of course of study which he 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 concept of curriculum to the

concept of content would still leave us with the complexities of providing good

reasras for this or that content alternative. Unless we engage in such delibera-

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

ponsibly developed technical resource:

Finally, I think there is evidence in Huebner's paper that in the pursuit

of what he takes to be the &ore work of Curriculum, he is unable to keep out

some of the issues which he would like to reapportion to other 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 required to 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 requires the

transfer of policy issues to other fields, how then are we to produce the udis-

coursesabout content" with the requisite care?

Let me conclude with a 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 which he presumably is

largely sympathetic. This is not the place to discuss phenomenology, but I should

point out that if the notion of practical deliberation cannot be part of the

conceptual inventory of phenomenology, then there has to be some other way of

arriving at justified (or, should I say, "essential") curriculum content. If

I understand phenomenologists, they have a rather uncommon answer to this problem.

The phenomenological method, which involves a special kind of "intuiting" or

"seeing", can be used to discover "essences"--and in our case this would include

curriculum 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 anplied ethics or political science for us.
But I think the very nature of practical deliberation precludes such specialization.
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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 context in which it's developed to begin with. If

he is talking about curriculum as a field of research, I could go a

long way-with him. If he is talking about curriculum as development then

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

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

curriculum research, I think he would find a great deal of support for

what he's saying. I'm not going to criticize 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 said and some may not be.

This is the age of the great-retrenchment. We are told that our

national commitments are overextended, that the influence of the government

on our lives should be reduced, that the great corporations have too much

power and should be broken up, that 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 retrenchment; 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

with content and the problem of bringing the content into relationship to
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the child in accordance with the requirements of modern technology and

current 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 ways of inducing curriculum change or to educate

the 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

organization of content? If so, that is what the Twenty-Sixth Yearbook de-

fined as curriculum.

P.rofessoi^ Huebner has chosen to develoP his thesis in the context of

history. We desperately need a history of the curriculum movement, an

analytic and 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 roots from which our con-

cerns grew; and it gives us a new perspective for going on.from where we

are. I think that his analysis of what has happened co the curriculum

movement is essentially correct. And I do not disagree with his dissatis-

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 I mean. Almost from the beginning of formal education, the

more perceptive teachers have been concerned with the problem of sequencing

the content. .0ne 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, anddn Dewey's notion of the psychological and

the logical. It is implicit in Piaget's studies of cognidiVe development,

and in Kohlberg's stages of moral development.

Again, consider the utility of content. This theme has run all the way

through educational history. I suspect that the question of utility has

been answered typically in terms 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.

Distributively because it Can raise the gross national product from which

everyone benefits; as an entity because it strengthens the society relatively,

to other societies. 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 ide'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 types 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. Mathematics, for instance,

contains no empirical laws; neither does history, although we bootleg such

laws into history courses when they are nothing 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

of these things we can do with these knowledge forms. I would hope that

as we build up the history of the curriculum movement that these sorts of

themes will not be.neglected.

In general, I concur with Professor HOebner's emphasis upon clean-

ing house. As Woodrow Wilson seid about the university when he was presi-

dent at Princeton: "The sidesimows have run away with the main circus."

Perhaps a better analogy wouldhe that we have had too many acts going on

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

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, one aspect of it is the.study 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 study, 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 rather than time all6cated. Curriculum

research will likely give less time to the old belief that organization of
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the curriculum--subjects versus core; child-centered versus subject-

centered; and the like--determines what is learned. I can only wish that

Professor 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

house. But I have no right to fault him for what he did not do. His

analysis surely gives us a new perspective on where we are and have been.

For 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 wittrour respondents, will you. please

_
see them here up Eront... Thank you for aLtending.
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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

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-whichl. shomld belong and...-which I should support. Without

'hesitation,_he recommended the. Associationlof Supervision and Curriculum

.11..evelopment-andltheNat±onal Association o:E. Secondary School Principals.

Since 1951 Laave-iheen a dues paying membe=of these organizations but

mot a particularly amtime member.

As'I recall I also:asked about the American Educational Research

Association, the title of which appealed to me, but found-no enthusiasm

on the part of Dean Fowlkes who was then an active educational researcher

and a promoter of educational research at the University. Not long after

that.my responsibilities brought me to Washington where for 18 years I served

as a member of the staff with education responsibilities for a scientific

ociety. 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 the record of the American Educational Research

Association. This reflects growth in membership but much more importantly

it reflects the services and the nature of the AERA programs.

I personally believe that one 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 University.

According to my files, proposals for the establishment of the

Divisi. Is of AERA were discusaed at the February and October meetings of

the Executive Committee in 19:61. Tj.._,LproposaIs for amendments to the

Bylaws which permitted the establishment of the Divisions were outlined

at the Executive Committee meeting and were presented at the annunl business

meet±ng 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.

1963 plans 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: September meeting of the

Executive Committee for establishing rave major Divisions and subsequently

other Divisions and for obtaining 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 historicAl record

is worth repeating especially because it demonstrates so well how a

professional organization in a somewhat fumbling manner attempts to be

efficient in Tlanning organization and administration and at the same time

being entirely democratic. I have no criticism of these fumbling methods

because in my opinion they represent substantial and important progress.

The Division Planning Committee, according to my records, was appointed

by N. L. Gage on March 19, 1963 as authorized by the AERA Executive Committee

in the preceding February. Each of the five members was to be chairman of--

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 Development and Personnel Services. In March

1963, in my letter of acceptmnce I named lour-persons who7might serve ora

the organizing committee for Curriculum and Objecti. es. These personsluiere

Myron Atkin, Vernon Anderson, Robert Gagne and Willard Jacobson. In aag-tter

of July 16, 1963 from Gage, Anderson and Gagne were appointed. At that.

time, Anderson was Dean of Education, University of'MaryIand; Gagn4 was

Director of Research, American Institute for Research, Pittsburgh; ancLII

'was Director of Education at AAAS. Gage's letter also suggested plans

Organization of the Divisions,, definition of purposes of the Divisions,

scope 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 and_how much machinery should be set up for

defining the basis for approval or dis4pproyal -f Division.Tietitions. This

is illustrative of the early concerns of the Divisional organization whidi

turned out eventually to be fairly'easily zesolyed. A letter from Cronlinril

expressed concern about the desirability Oftadvision partipation in program

planning, and how this could best be arranged.. Other questions raised were

the machinery air getting the Divisions started, whether therewould bea'

standard set of rules for all Divisions,-W-hat(Changes were nem-es:sexy 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 organizing committees, a stateMent of policy for the Division

of Administration: This statement certainly became the model for the

statement policy for the Division of Curriculum and Objectives; and I

belieye for the other Divisions as well. Based on the Griffith model a

statement Of purposes of the Division Of Curriculum and Objectives was

5 0
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mailed on October 18, 1963 to Harris as Chairman of the Divisional Planning

Committee.* On October 31, 1963 a letter from Tiedeman, Chairman of the

Organizing Committee for Student Development and Personnel Services to

Harris contained a number of excellent suggestions, many of which were now

in effect. Some of:these were:

I. Getting Divisions started.

Have first meeting as 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. Divisiyns will have to get into financial game. Special

assessments should be permitted. A budget should be required.

D. Divisionsmay establish their own criteria for membership but

one who is not a member of AERA may be a member of a Division.

Divisions should be encouraged to keep requirements minimal so

that interest may operate 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
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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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 membership processing.should be primarily done by and

for the Association. Associational loyalty 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 can be a little united on the basis of interest.

In November and December 1963 there was considerable exchange of

correspondence trying to decide how to get the Divisions started in 1964

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

could'be elected at the February, 1964 meeting 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 correspondence on requirements for

membership in the Divisions. Ryan proposed that the ballot for election

of officers of the Division be mailed following the February (1964) meeting.

That turned out to be the way that it was done. At one point Gerberich

suggested that two members, not the 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 reviewed in this paper shows that these decisions are based

on discussions and correspondence with input from many members of the

organization. The a'ctions called for by Gage were:

1) thnt the chairman of each organizing committee have 30 signatures

on a petiticin for the establishment of the Division by February 1;

2) that at this time there be no consideration (of Divisions) other

than the original five and that the procedure for the nomination of officers

be established at the February 1964 meeting of AERA;

3) that the vice-president 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 of Curriculum and Objectives was held

at 8 A.M. on Friday of the regular AERA meeting in the Lincoln Room. The

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 set up. Nominations were solicited from

the membership of the Divisions and sent by Gerberich to the Chairman 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 were obtained later so that the number of ballots

submitted for the Curriculum and Objectives Division was 415. These 'slips

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 Gagne,

Mauritz Johnson Jr., John Goodlad, David Krathwohl. Among these Gagne'

and Johnson were nominated ly!sts., the others by three. The nominations

for secretary included only 'two,7clie=sons out of-32 who were nominated by

two people. The, other 30 were named in a single nomination ballot. The

two individuals receiving two vol-,=.-s for secretary were George Jacobs and

Galen Saylor. This information with the total list of nominees was then

submitted to Gerberich.

My correspondence file on establishment of the Division has no

further information. My conclusion, without records to confirm it, is

that after the officers had been nominated and elected in the mail ballot

of the AERA office the Division organizing committees were discharged, and

the new officers took hold.

It was a very distinct pleasure and honor for me to have this part

in the organization of the Division of Curriculum and Objectives. I feel

among my professional contributions this was one of the more important.

It was a privilege to work and correspond with leaders in educatinal-research

at that time such as Gage, Cronbach, Chester Harris, Gagne and Vernon

Anderson This in itself was adequate compensation for all that rmight

have done. And is it not from associations like this that the principal

benefits of a professional society are derived?

Prepared by request
John R. Mayor
Division of Human & Community ResourCes
University of Maryland
January 29, 1976


