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PREFACE

The first serious effort to bring together ideas about curriculum
theory was a conference held at the University of Chicago in 1947,
Approximately ten years later, it occurred to me that it would be

exarifiation culminated in the first edition of Curriculum Theory in
1961. Thereafter, a growing number of persons became interested
in curriculum theory, and they produced a larger volume of
literature than had been written before on the subject. Those
circumstances motivated me to write the second edition of
Curriculum Theory in 1968, Since 1968, professional interest in
curriculum theory has been sustained, and the number of
interested scholars has continued to grow. This continuous growth
of interest has compelled the preparation of this third edition.

Similar procedures were followed in the research effort for
this book as were followed in preparing earlier editions. A fresh
look was taken at literature describing practices and concepts
relating to theory development in behavioral disciplines related to
education for cues leading to a discussion of curriculum theory.
Next, cues were sought from efforts in theory development within
the broad field of education in the belief that curricolum theory
must be a subtheory of educational theory. A third step consisted of
noting milestones in the development of ideas about curriculum
theory. The results are presented in Chapters 1 through 4. Finally,
an analysis was made of the theoretical issues, problems, and
alternatives within identified components of curriculum theory.
These areas are discussed in Chapters b through 8 Chapter 9
tontains an cutline of my curriculum theory as it has evolved to the
present time.

I must thank several persons for assistance with this

off



publication. In former editions, Wiltbur Yauch, Gail Inlow, and Joe
Park gave substantial assistance in the development of
manuscripts. Much of their effort is reflected in this book. For this
edition in particular, 1 shall forever be indebted to my colleagues
Patricia Conran and Gregory Mullen for their patience and their
yeoman efforts in reading and criticizing the manuscript as it was
developed. Susan Chrystal, Laurel Ittelson and Maud Hall pa-
tiently helped with typing and proofreading. I sincerely thank
those authors and publishers who consented to the use herein of
materials either paraphrased or directly quoted. Proper credits are
given in the text. )

My wife, Kathryn, has been an invaluable partner in this entire
effort. Only the smallest portion of my gratitude is expressed
through dedicating the book to her.

George A. Beauchamp
Evanston, 1Hinois

viti




TABLE OF CONTENTS

E 7 vii |
1. CURRICULUM THEORY AS AN EDUCATIONAL PROBLEM 1
Curriculum Theory in Perspeciive ... ... .o vt 3
Concepts in Curviculum Theory ... ... ... .o i, 6
2. THEORY BUILDING ... . i iiiici it iaeen iy 9
Structural Elements of Theory ... ... . viiiiiiciiinnnn, I3
Functions of TReEory .. .. ovrveiiiinrarrrrariirraaerress 16
Provesses in Theory Building ... .. v iiieinnen, i9
SUMBIAYY ..\t ir ittt a s 28
3. THEORY INEDUCATION .. ... it iiiiciiiiancnnesnain, 33
Approaches to Educational Theory . ... ... ... ...l 35
Theory in School Administration ... .. ... 0 iiiiive iy 44
Instructional Theory . ... ..o i 47
Summary .. .... NP 52
4. CURRICULUM THEORY ... ... ... ..ottt 57
Theory Processes in Curvicubum ... ... ... ..o cviniiann, 57
Exemplars in Curriendum Thinking .. ....... .. ...oooiiiiann 64
Emerging Status of Curviculum Theory ... ..o ciivn oo iacnn 76
5 VALUESIN CURRICULUM THEORY ...........ocoviivhns 85
Value Interpretalions . ... ... .. ... . i i, 86
Values and the Curvicudum .. ... o i, 89
Implications for Curriculttm Theory Building .. ................ 95
SUMMATY ... i i e e e 97
6. CURRICULUM DESIGN ... ... e i e, 191
Design Defindlions ... ..o vrvniiviirin v iriavsrvarrany 13
The Elements of a Curriculum . ... i iiinniiicns 162
Cultuve Content in g Curriculum ... ... ..o 109
Trends in Pracice .. .ooooovvvinnnnn i 124
Summarvemd a Point of View .. ... ... iai i i 127




7. CURRICULUM ENGINEERING ...........oiiiiiiiniinnen.
Systems of Schooling ... ... .. ...
The Arena for Curriculum Engineering ... ... ... ...
Persenmel Fnvolvement . ... ..o i i i e
Cwrrvicaliom Planning ... ... .. .. . i i i
Curriculum Implemeniofion ... ... ... oviiiiiverinnnnrons
Curviewdum Evaluation ... ... ... . ... oo iiiiieiin,

8. CURRICULUMASAFIELDOFSTUDY .. ..t inacnnns
Curricudum Texthooks and Courses ... ... e iieronnnennan

Hesearch ... ...

Common Denominglors . ... .vveiinir e iareraiarresriiarnes
Summaryand a Pointof Fiew . ... ..... ..ot

9. THE NUCLEUS OF A CURRICULUM THEORY .............
Curriculum Desagn ... ....... ... ... ..., e
Curneulum Engineeving ... ... o0t i
Fingl Comment

135
136
146
148
155
164
169
173

181
182
184
186
191

195
198
203
209



Chapter 1

CURRICULUM THEORY AS AN EDUCATIONAL
PROBLEM

A book on curriculum theory should stimulate
theory-building activity that goes beyond conjecture and
speculation, For too long, education in the United States has
developed as a technology rather than as a science. This is to say
that most of what we do in schools has come about more from our
experience in the practical affairs of running schools than from
well-developed theories which would give greater and more
systematic meaning to the practices. This is not to say that practical
experience can be ignored. In fact, Gordon and others explain the
value of practice or tradition for stimulating more scientific guides
to behavior:

Often, in the early days of the developmeni of a scientific area, folklore
typically provides a betier basis for guiding behavior than scientific
theory. However, history shows that once substantial effore has been
devoted to the development of an area of knowledge, scientific means
of prediction and control rapidly surpass those which tradition has
provided.}

One reason for this reliance on tradition might be that schools in
our country have been very close to the people. This characteristic
is a natural result of demand for mass education with the attendant
problems of teacher supply and school construction. Each time in
our history that a crisis has confronted the public schools, the
technology has become more complicated. Whenever a demand

Ira J. Gorden {ed. ). Cniteria for Theories of Inptruction (Washingion, .G, Association for Supervision
and Curricuium Development, N.E.A., 1968), p. 6.
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2 Curriculum Theory

for the transmission of an element of our culture to the young has
arisen, that element often has become a new school subject. And
most of the time, these subjects have been added without clear
definition of pupil needs or the changing role of the school that
demands new subjects. Examples like drug and sex education,
consumer education, and environmental education are a few that
have become popular subjects in the curriculum of the public
schools. These have grown by the additive process, with social
pressures being in large part responsible. Ours is a trial-by-error
approach to educational or curricular innovation rather than a
rational approach grounded in theory.

Contrast this procedure with areas of human effort where
practices and well-developed theories have a reinforcing
relattonship. Our scientists and social scientists have developed
theories to direct practices and to explain relationships. The
theories are modified by technology and research, but they also
tend to direct much of the technological development.

In education there has been too little employment of the
techniques of science in the development of theories. One reason
may be that such an approach appears to many to be impersonal
and devoid of values. The products of the scientist tend to be
impersonal, but as Conant pointed out, the activities of the
scientists are shot through with value judgments.? An alternative
way to state this argument is to use the philosophy of science
expression theory-determined or theory-laden. Some might wish to say
that all phenomena are perceived from a particular perspective
and what the scientist seesis necessarily limited by theories he holds
to be representative of reality; that is, “what 2 man sees depends
upon what he looks at and also upon what his previous
visual-conceptual experience has taught him to see.”

Another deterrent to the use of scientific techniques is
inherent in the scientific process. Kuhn illustrates the time-lag
problem:

. . . discovering a new sort of phenomenon is necessarily a complex

event, one which involves recognizing both thaf something is and what it
is. . . . if both ebservation and conceptualization, fact and assimila-

Hames B. Conant, Modern Science and Modern Mon (Garden Giry, N.Y.: Doubleday and Company,
Inc, 19521 p. HO7,

*Thomas 8. Kehn, The Strudure of Scientific Revolwions [2d ed., enl; Ghicagn: The University of
Chicago Press, 1970), p. 113



Curriculum Theory As An Eductional Problem 3

tion to cheory, are inseparabiy linked in discovery, then discovery is a
process and must take time,?

Educators have been concerned with empirical data of all kinds,
but they have been unable to make use of the conceptual processes
of science in the development of theories. Some explanation may
be found in the rapid growth of education in a growing country in
which schools have been faced with one crisis after another. The
contradiction between the practices of crisis hopping at a survival
level and the time consuming that and what discovery processes of
theorizing is self-evident. Another explanation may be found in
the lack of ability and interest of educators in theory-building
work. Explicit rationales for the operations of schools are urgently
needed lest chaos be created by diversity in practice, Herein lies
another difficulty for educators who are always searching for a
model, or paradigm, that works in their particular situation. But
paradigms are rarely replicable from one field to another in their
original form. Skills and procedures need to be developed for their
application and adaptation. In any case, the day seems to be past
when the development of theory in education can continue to
ignore the procedures of science.

CURRICULUM THFEORY IN PERSPECTIVE

However, the central theme of this book is not educational
theory but curriculum theory. Any educational theory would have
to account for all the known components of education including
curriculum. We probably should distinguish between education
and schooling because most curriculum practice is a function of
schooling. That is, a curriculum is developed for a school, and the

processes of planning it and implementing it take place in the
environment of the school. On the other hand, theory
development m curriculum functions at a broader level than
curriculum practices. It has to do with knowledge production in
professional education. Hence, curriculum theory is a sub-theory
of educational theory. . " )

All theory is interdisciplinary in the sense that theories are
developed by using many common rules and processes and by
borrowing and adapting paradigms among fields. To the extent

$1bid., p. 55.



4 Curriculum Theory

that theory building has been more vigorous and experienced over
a longer period of time in the basic disciplines, all theories derive
from the established disciplines. Figure 1 depicts a cluster of theory
relationships; in essence, it is a theory microcosm of which
curriculurmn theory is a part. At the top of the figure, three basic
content categories of theory appear; they consist of the humanities,
the social sciences, and the natural sciences. Within these three
categories, the various established disciplines, such as English,
snciology, or physics, have developed theories designed to explain
and predict relationships within their respective provinces of
knowledge. Scholars in the disciplines were first in developing
theories. They borrowed paradigms and procedures from one
another, and in turn, those who would develop theories in areas
not classified as disciplines likewise borrowed and adapted from
the basic disciplines. This is why we can say that all theory is
interdisciplinary. :

Emerging from these broad categories of theory are theories
in the applied areas of knowledge. These are shown at the second
level of the figure, with architecture, engineering, education, law,
and medicine used as examples. Theories in the applied areas of
knowledge draw their primary authority and information from the
basic disciplines. However, it is true that a field such as engineering
will draw primarily from the natural sciences, law from the social
sciences, and so forth. Even though theoriesin applied areas derive
greatly from the theories of the disciplines, they may not be
considered to be sub-theories to the discipline theories; they do not
support, or they are not an integral part of the disciplines.

Beginning with the applied areas, however, each group of
theories is undergirded by a series of sub-theories. In other words,
theories in architecture, engineering, education, law, or medicine
normally would be supported by a structure of sub-theortes. The
chart does not include sub-theories for architecture, engineering,
law, or medicine. The illustrative sub-theories for education are
administrative theories, counseling theories, curriculum theories,
instructional theories, and evaluation theories. These will be
discussed in later chapters, but for now it is sufficient to make the
point that substantive theories tend to be supported by clusters of
sub-theories.



Theories in the Theories in the Theories in the
Humanities Social Sciences Natural Sciences
Theories in Theories in Theories in Theories in Theories in
Architecture Engineering Education faw Medicine
Administrative Courseling Curriculum Instructional Evalustion
Theoties Theories Theories Theories Theories

Enginecring
Theories

Curricuhwom theory in perspective.
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6 Curriculum Theory

Our focus of attention in this book is upon curriculum
theories; therefore, in the diagram, solid lines have been used to
identify and to show direct connections between supra- and -
sub-theories of curriculum, Most attention, therefore, must be
spent upon theories in education, curriculum theories, design
theories, and engineering theories. Although theories in law or
engineering may contribute to administrative theories or
curriculum theories, they are of secondary importance to this
discussion since all of the groups of theories listed at the third level
are sub-theories to theories in education, Similarly, at the fourth
level in the chart, administrative theories, counseling theories,
instructional theories, and evaluation theories are of secondary
importance 10 this discussion. They may influence curriculum
theories, and they may influence the sub-theories of curriculum,
Again, the chart does not include sub-theories for administrative,
counseling, instructional, or evaluation theories because our main
line of concern has to do with the theory domains boxed in by heavy
lines. What Figure 1 does is show vividly how curriculum theory is
an educational problem. Curriculum theory is a necessary link in a
series of events which in combination explain education.

CONCEPTS IN CURRICULUM THEORY

The specific dimensions of curriculum theory reside in the
concepts and derived generalizations that are unique to the field of
curriculum, At least in the very early stages of his work, a theorist
must concentrate upon the identification of the most important
concepts in his field. In this way, he delimits the subject marter of
his field of work. When relationships among concepts are
established as generalizations, the scientific theorizer begins to
form a classification scheme for phenomena within his field. This
state of affairs is what Braithwaite referred to as a natural history
stage in the development of science.® Perhaps this is the stage in
which curriculum theory is at the present moment because those
who exhibit interest in curricalum are striving to define their basic
concepts and to establish relationships among them.

Chief among the problems for the curriculum theorist,
however, is the establishment of precise meanings associated with‘

*Richard B. Braithwaite, Scientific Explanation {New York: Harper and Row, 1960), p. 1.



Curriculum Theory A5 An Eductional Problem 7

l/’the basic concepts of curriculum. The words have been chosen, but
the meanings to be attributed to them are diffused. The important
term for curricalum theory is curricuium. From a theoretical point
of view, it is impossible to develop subordinate construcis, or
relationships, with other components of education, until ground
rules are laid down through meanings ascribed to the basic term
curriculum,

In my opinion, there are three ways in which the term
curriculum is most legitimately used. An individual, for instance,
may legitimately speak of a curriculum. A curriculum is a written
document which may contain many ingredients, but basically itisa
plan for the education of pupils during their enroliment in a given
school. It is the overall plan that is imended to be used by teachers
as a point of departure for developing teaching strategies to be
used with specific classroom groups of pupils. A second legitimate
use of the term curriculum is to refer to g curriculum system as a
sub-system of schooling. A curriculum system in schools is the
systemn within which decisions are made about what the curriculum
will be and how it will be implemented. A third legitimate use of the
term curriculufi is to identify a field of study. Persons most
concerned with curriculum as a field of study are yndergraduate
and graduate students enrolled in professional education work at
colleges and universities, professors of curriculum, and
curriculum theorists.

There are other interpretations associated with curriculum,
but they are difficult to relate to the three so briefly described here.
For example, curriculum and instruction frequently are depicted

. as interchangeable terms. At other times, instruction is conceived

lto be part of curriculum, or curriculum is thought to be

,;subordmate to instruction. When terms are intermingled in this

| way, communication is complicated, and it is difficult for anyone to
jdevelop research designs that can penetrate the profuse number of
'variables involved.

With so many uses and interpretations of curriculum as the
basic concept in the field, it is easy to imagine the confusion that
reigns among subordinate concepts. The probiem for orgamized
thinkers in the area is to search out the relationships that need to
be established and which will lead to explanatory and predictive
generalizations, In the process, operational constructs can be
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developed that will clarify many of the subordinate concepts within
curriculum.

All of these matters constitute the specific dimensions of
curriculum theory as an educational problem, and thus they are
the subject matter of this entire book. The plan of presentation in
this book essentially follows Figure 1. The next chapter containsan
examination of basic principles of theoretical work derived from
those disciplines related to education. Chapter 3 is a discussion of
theory developments in education. Chapters 4 through 8 contain
detailed discussions of the more specific dimensions and problems
of theory building in curriculum beginning with developments in
curriculum theory, followed in order by discussions of values as
determinants in curriculum decisions, curriculom design,
curriculum engineering, and curriculum as a field of study. In the
final chapter, I have tried to set forth the principal ingredients of
my curriculum theory as it has evolved up to now. Admittedly, it is
incomplete in many details, but it does set forth the rudiments of
one explanation for that series of events we call curriculum.

It is hoped that this treatment of curriculum theory will
stimulate two kinds of activity — more precise theory building and
more theoretically-oriented research. Theory-building efforts will
help to identify gaps in our knowledge. Theoretically-oriented
research will help to fill in those gaps. In this way, we can move
away from a purely technological operation and toward a
behavioral science. Certainly, if there is any hope for developing a
discipline of education, sub-theories of education such as
curriculum theories will have to be built using the skills and the
procedures of the social scientist, It is also hoped that any ideas or
procedures herein presented will be checked, challenged, and/or
repcated by others who are concerned with the growth of
curriculum theory,



Chapter 2

THEORY BUILDING

The purpose of this chapter is to identify the basic issues and
procedures in theory building as background for considerations of
similar work in the field of curriculum. In the following pages, we
will review the meanings that have been associated with the word
“theory” and identify some of the primary functions, structures,
and processes associated with theory building by those who have
labored at theory construction. We may use as paradigms the
experiences of those who pioneered in the natural and social
sciences, particularly the social sciences, We and they are bound by
certain common rules of behavior in theorizing, and the primary
reason for search into what others have done is to learn what those
rules are. The common rules of theorizing then will be applied 1o
past and future developments briefly in educational theory and
then more thoroughly in curriculum theory since curriculum
theory is our principal concern in this book.

Whenever scholars have lacked experience in theory
development in a field of endeavor, it has been customary forthem
to look to the patterns set by those who have been successful and to
use those patterns as paradigms for beginning eftorts. Since there
have been but meager efforts at theory construction and use in
education, those who would do theory building in education need
to find ways of borrowing, relating, and associating the theoretical
experiences of other social scientists as beginning focal points for
their own efforts. As an applied social science, education must look
to original sources in the established social science disciplines for
guiding structures, processes, and rules, Parsons gave support to
this kind of borrowing in theory development in human affairs

g



19 Curricutum Theory

when he indicated: “. . . good general theory inthe field of human
action, no matter how firmly grounded in one discipline, is
inevitably interdisciplinary theory.™

THEORY DEFINED

There is general agreement that a theory is a set of related
statements explaining some series of events, but as one might
expect, there are disagreements about what the character of the
statements should be. As stated by Logan and Olmstead:

Everyone agrees thar a theory is, among other things, a set of state-
ments; there is disagreement about what other characteristics any set
of statements must have in order to be labeled “theory.™

Statements about sets of events differ greatly in complexity. In
part, the variation is due to the scope of the series of events. In part,
it is due to the degree of sophistication with which the set of events
has been treated by theorists in the field of endeavor, In spite of
these differences, nearly all serious wrirers on theory have defined
the term one way or another. Some example definitions of theory
will help to illustrate convergent and divergent viewpoints about
the meanings associated with theory. It appears that theory
definitions may be characterized by one or more of three
dimensions: unifying statements, universal propositions, and/or
predictive statements.

Most definitions of theory express unification of phenomena
within the set of events encompassed by the theory. Kaplan
expressed it thus:

A theory is a way of making sense of a disturbing situzation so asto allow
us most effectively to bring 1o bear our repertoire of habits, and even
mote important, to modify habits or discard them aliogether, replac-
ing new ones as the siation demands. In the reconstructed logie,
accordingly, theory will appear as the device for interpreting, criticiz-
ing, and unifying cstablished laws, modifying them to fit data unan-
sicipated in their formation, and guiding the enterprise of discovering
new and more powerful generalizations.?

"Talcotl Parsons, "General Theory in Sociology,” Secislogy Teday, edited by Robere K. Merion,
Leonard Broom, and Leonard 8. Cotirell, Jr. (New ¥ork: Basic Boaks, Inc,, 1859), p. 37.

tFrank Logan and David Olmsteud, Bekavior Theory and Social Seimce {New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1955}, p. 4.

*Abrabatn Kaplan, T Conduct of Inguiry (San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company, 1964}, p.
205,
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Brodbeck compared theoretical and common language when she
wrote:
Language consists of words and sentences. To the words of ordinary
speech correspond the coneepts of science; to the sentences its definitions,
its stadements of individual fact and of laws. Certain sets of sentences
constitite the theories of science.*

Hall and Lindzey stated that a theory is 2 set of conventions that
“should contain a cluster of relevant assumptions systematically
related to each other and a set of empirical definitions.”® O'Connor
noted that in contrasting theory from practice we *. . .refertoa
set or system of rules or a collection of precepts which guide or
controlactions of varicus kinds.”® Snow summarized his concept of
a theory when he stated:

In its simplest form, a theory is a symbolic construction designed to

bring generalizable facts (or laws) into systematic conrnection. It con-

sists of a) a set of units (Facts, concepts, variables) and b) a system of
relationships among ¢he units.”

Rudner defined theory as “. . . a systematically related set of
statements, including some lawlike generalizations, that is
empirically testable.”® From such definitions one catches the spirit
of theory as a unifying phenomenon. The idea of “set” as a
homogeneous group of statements seems to be a basic concept in
theorizing.

The character of a set of statements making up a theory is
delimited when the definition of a theory specifies what kinds of
statements are demanded and how they are to be derived. A
definition by Rose illustrates:

?{K theory may be defined as an integrated body of definitions, assump-

‘tions, and general propositions covering a given subject matter from

hich a comprehensive and consistent set of specific and testable
theses can be deduced logically.®

*May Brodbeck, “Logic and Scientific Method in Research on Teaching,” Handbook of Research on
Teaching, N 1., Gage, sditor {Chicage: Rand McNally and Company, 1963}, pp. 44-45.

*Cabvin 8. Hall znd Gardner Lindzey, Theories of Pessovality (2d ed.; New York: John Wiley and Sons,
Inc., 1970}, p- 11,

*D.). O'Conner, An Infroduction io the Philosephy of Edueation {London: Reutledge and Kegan Paul,
1957, p- 75

"Richard E. Srow, “Theory Construction Ror Research on Tenching.” Second Handbosk of Research on
Traching, Robert M. W. Travers, editor (Chicage: Rand McNally & Company, 1973), p. 78

*Richard §. Rudner, Philosoghy of Seciat Seience {Englewood Chiffs, N.§.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1966). p,
{18

*Arnold M, Rose, “Generalizations in the Social Sciences,” dmerican Journol of Soeolagy, 53:52,
August, 1958,
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By these criteria, the set of statements would include definitions,
assumptions, and general propositions with specified relational
properties, On a somewhat more complicated level, theories are
related to Iaws, hypotheses, and logico-mathematical deductions.
Abel used the following words to voice his interpretation of general
theory in the social sciences:

A general theory is built upon the facts discevered by means of the use
of theorems and other conceptual models from empirical data and
which have been expressed in the form of laws, correlations, or other
types of generalizations. It involves synthesis and is direeted to the
formulation of propositions abeut universals.’?

Feigls frequently quoted definition is in a similar vein, but it is

more detailed.
I propose 1o define a “theory” as a set of assumptions from which can
be derived by purely logico-mathematical procedures, a larger set of
empirical kaws. The theoery thereby furnishes an explanation of these
empirical laws and unifies the originally relatively heterogeneous areas
of subjecy matter characterized by those empirical laws. Even though it
must be admitted that there is no sharp Hne of demarcavion {except a
purely arbitrary one) between theoretical assumptions and empirical
laws, the distinction, av least in the sense of gradation, is illuminating
from a methodological point of view 1!

In addition to the two dimensions of unification and universal
propositions, a third needs to be added to complete the
characterization of theory definitions, and that is the dimension of
prediction. Some theorists choose to define theory so that
prediction is the key dimension. For example, Travers noted thata z
theory consists of generalizations intended to explain phenome:m{;
and that the generalizations must be predictive,'® Actually, a mz i
definition of theory satisfies all of these characteristics, Kerlmge
combined all of the dimensions that have been mentioned when he|
wrote the following:

A theory s a set of imervelaied consiructs (concepts), definitions, and
propositions that present a systematic view of phenomena by specify-

U Theadore Abel, “The Present Status of Social Theory,” dmerican Soviologicol Review, 17:162, April,
1352,
HHerhert Feigl, “Principles and Problems of Theory Gonstruction in Psychology,” Current Trends in
Psychological Theory (Pitsburgh: University of Piitsburgh Press, 1951), p. 182,
Brobert M, W, Travers, An Miroduction to Educationa Ressarck (Sed ed.; New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1969}, p. 10,
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ing relations among variables, with the purpose of explaining and
predicting the phenomena,'®

These various definitions of theory lead to the tentative
conclusion that there must be different kinds of theories derived by
different processes. We will explore this notion in the following
sections on the structures, functions, and processes in theory
building.

STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS OF THEORY

We can further expand our insights and understandings of
theory building by examining briefly the principal structures and
functions of theories. Figure 2 is a representation of a generalized
set of events that normally constitutes a theory. In Figure 2, the

A

_

ABC = The universal set
A = Epents of known dimensions
B = Events of assumed dimensions
C = Epents of unknown dimensions

Figure 2. A set of events constituting a theory.

PFred M. Kerlinger, Foyndations of Behavioral Reseavch {2d ed.; New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, Inc.. 197%), p. 3.
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universal set represented by ABC is the set of events to be
explained by the theery. The universal set is subdivided into three
subsets: A, B, and C. Subset A represents those events of known
dimensions, which might be expressed as statements of fact, law, or
principle. Subset B represents those ecvents of assumed
dimensions, which might be expressed as assumptions,
propositions, postulates, or in some other way to reflect tentative
information that does not reach the pinnacle of certainty
exemplified by fact or law. Subset C represents those events that
are part of the universal, or total, set of events for which adequate
explanation is not yet available. The task of the theorist is to
formulate terms and statements that will explain the contents of
the various subsets of the theory and to show their
interrelationships.

Terms

A crucial aspect of a scientist’s work is his use of technical
terms. He is obligated, as a scientist, to carefully define his terms
and to use them consistently thereafter in his work. Such
consistency is particularly relevant in theorizing. There are various
ways of designating the classes of terms used in theory work.
Selected examples will help to illustrate the point. Brodbeck said:

A theory contains two classes of descriptive terms: basic or “primitive,”

and defined. The basic terms of a theory are those that are not them-

selves defined within the theory, but alt other descriptive terms of the

theory are defined by means of them. The basic terms of a theory must

GCEUF In s axioms and may also reoccur in its theorems. Tis defined

terms ovccur only in the theorems.™

Under the subject of “theoretical terms,” Kaplan specified
observation terms, indirect observable terms, constructs, and
theoretical terms. However, he indicated little consistency in use of
this nomenclature and ended his discussion by noting that there
really are no differences among the discriminations.'® Gordon and
{others divided theory into three main classes: primitive terms, key
terms, and theoretical terms.'® Primitive terms cannot be
YOp. it p. 0.
“*Abraham Kaplan. The Conduct of Inguiry (8an Franeisco; Chandler Publishing Company, 1564}, pp.
54‘5?“11'3 §. Gordon, Chairman, “Theories of Instruction: A Set of Guidelines,” a position paper

prepared by the Commission on Instructional Theory and presenied at the Annaal Conference of the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, NEA at Dallas, Texas in March, 1967,
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operationally defined; they maintain a constant meaning. The
concept point in geometry is a good example. Key terms are those
which must be operationally defined such as reinforcement or
problem solving, Theoretical terms are operationally defined but in
relationship with key terms. Motivation and set are examples.
Sophisticated theories will contain all three types of terms,

Despite the various ways of designating classes of terms, the
theorist probably should be aware of at least three classes he might
be called upon to choose and use. They may be called generz‘ﬂ
language terms, basic concepts, and theoretical constructs. The,
first are those terms that are used in science and in general
language in common. These are the words that make the sentences
of a theory such as many of the verbs and adjectives. It is not
necessary that they be defined at all, much less operationally
defined, because their use has become commonly accepted. A
second group consists of those concepts that are basic to the set of
events being explained. These are well-defined constructs, and
they are usually operationally defined. Such terms as molecule in
chemistry, mass in physics, or curriculum in education would fit in
this category. A third group consists of those that are essential to
the theory. These words have meaning for the system of events
being encompassed by the theory, but they cannot be identified by
direct observation. Such terms as emotional need, persecution complex,
ot attitude belong, in this category.

Statements

A theory, by definition, contains a set of statements within
which terms are used. The statements themselves fall into different
classes just as the terms do. Statements are referred to
differentially as facts, definitions, propositions, hypotheses,
generalizations, axioms, postulates, theorems, assumptions, and
laws. Sometimes these referents are used interchangeably and in
slightly varying contexts, and some of them are more or less
self-explanatory, But for purposes of remaining clear as to their
use in this text, even the more self-evident will be defined.

A fact is a phenomenon known by observation. A definition is
a formal statement of meaning or signification. A proposition is a
formal statement affirming or denying something about a subject. j
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=

Hypotheses, generalizations, axioms, postulates, theorems, and
laws are special cases of the proposition. An hypothesis consists of
one or more propositions designed to explain a set of events. A
generalization is a proposition which makes an assertion about one
or more members of a class; 1t is derived by inference from
observed relationships. An axiom, or a postulate, is a proposition
assumed to be true. A theorem is a proposition derived by
reasoning or deduced from axioms. A law is a proposition that
remains invariable given unchanging conditions, In essence, itisa
generalization accepted by the scientific community. An
assumption is a conjecture, or supposition, that may take the form
of an axiom, postulate, theorem or hypothesis. It helps the theorist
to look at theory statements in the light of the functions expected of
theories.

FUNCTIONS OF THEORY

Our understanding of the meaning of theory may be
augmented if we note some of the functions associated with theory.
The range of these is very broad, but at the same time they lack
cohesiveness. Theorists may exhibit different focal points for their
efforts, but at the same time there is general agreement among

cientists and philosophers of science that“. . . theories fulfill the
hree functions of, (1) description, (2) prediction, and (3)
xplanation.”*? These functions bear upon the theory that the
scientist tries to understand, and they have implications for
persons who may be using theories. Gowin acknowledged the latter
when he said:

But 1arn eheory around and point it toward the person using the
theory. A different set of functions seems 10 be prominent when we
look at the theorist at work in research, Here the theory helps the
researcher to enalyze data, to make a short-hand surnmarization or
synopsis of data and relations, and to suggest new things 1o try out.
Theory funcrions in analysis, in synopsis, in power of suggestion or
speculation, Theory functions as something to think with, to help in
ane’s work.’?

Probably the most simple function of a theory is to provide a
%ystem for classitying the knowledge of that theoretical field.

FOrConner, sp. cif., p. B1.
1B, Gowin, "Can Educational Theory Guide Practice?” Educational Theory, 15:8, January, 1963,
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Homans has expressed this function in the following picturesqae
way:
Even the most fragile theory has its uses, In its Jowest form, as &
classification, it provides a set of pigeonholes, a filing cabinet, in which
fact can accumulate. . . . In time the accumulation makes necessary a
more econemical filing sysiem, with more cross references, and a new
theory is born.™

The ordering of facts and observations into some scheme is
fundamental to description of any field about which theorizing is to
be done. It is a way of arranging information so that the scope and
the internal relationships of the total body of information is more
visible. As Brodbeck stated: “A theory not only explains and
predicts, it also unifies phenomena.”®®

At a higher level, those functions are added that permit
moving beyond classification or collection of facts to action of
broader scope such as that involved in induction and prediction.
Whereas it is true that the ordering of information in a systematic
manner is a task of theorizing, the task really is but a prelude o the
fulfillment of the larger functions of theory. With these being
description, prediction, and explanation, theory building reaches
its most systematic level when the resuliing theory becomes a
full-blown logico-deductive system, or a logico-mathematical
systerm. These high-level goals are reached most easily in the
nratural sciences, but in the social sciences the complications of the
sets of events to be explained by theories may force theorists to
temporarily lesser levels of achievement. Very few theoretical
systems utilizing symbols and mathematical structures have been
created in the social sciences, Instead, verbal models are used
extensively as ways of representing particular phenomena,
Nevertheless, theories in the social sciences must meet the basic
criteria for theorizing and these include the organization of
relationships so that they are better explained and so that
predictions can be made for events not yet observed from known
relationships.

We return tor a moment to Kerlinger’s definition which
illustrates the three theory functions of description, prediction,
and explanation. First, the definition calls for description through

R (eorge Homans, The Humar Group {New York: Harcourt, Brave and World, Inc., 1950), p. 5.
®0p. cit., p. 0
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PROCESSES IN THEORY BUILDING

More insight into theory and its processes is possible by
examining selected tasks performed by the theorist. Two things
stand out glaringly. One is that the range of activity is large. The
second is that working rules tend to be dictated more by the choice
of activity than by any arbitrary set of rules for theory building.
These points may be amplified by an examination of some of the
suggestions that have been made.

The language used in theory building is a matter of concern as
exemplified by the attention carrently being given to discovery and
delineation of concepts and to the problems of definition of terms,
For example, Homans listed the following rules for theory
builders, most of which have to do with problems of

communicating:
!
Took first at the obvions, the familiar, the common. In a science that

has not established its foundations, these are the things that best repay
study,

State the obvious in its full generality, Science isan economy of thought
only if its hypatheses sum up in a simple form a large number of facts,

Talk about one thing at a time. That is, in choosing your werds, {or
more pedantically, concepts) sec thar they refer not o several classes of
fact at the same time but to one and to one only, Corollary: Once you
have chosen your words, always use the same words when referring to
the same thing.

Cut down as far as you dare the number of things you are talking
about. “As few a8 you may; as many as you must,” is the rule governing
the number of dasses of fact you take into accoun:,

Once you have started to talk, do not stop until you have finished, That
is, describe systematically the relationships between the facts desig-
nated by your words.

Recognize that your analysis must be abstract, because it deals with ondy

g few clements of the concrete situation. Admit the dangers of abstrace }
tion, especially when action is required, but do nut be afraid of abstrac.
ton??

Mouly identified the following four characteristics of g good
theory which have implications for theory-building activities:

0p. eit., pp. 617,
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1. A theoretical system must permit deductions which can be tested
empirically — i.¢., it must provide the means for its own interpretation
and verification. . . .

2. Theory must be compatible both with observation and with previ-
cusly vatidated theories. . . .

8. Theories must be stated in simple terms; that theory is best which
explaing the maost in the simplest form. . . .

4. Scientific theories must be based on empirical faces and relation-
ships

More specifically, curriculum theorists need o think in terms

“of the precise activities they perform when working at theorizing.

One such activity is the formulation of definitions. A second is the

{ classification of relevant information inte homogeneous

i\ categories. A third is the utilization of the inductive and deductive

processes. A fourth, and very important one, is the making of

inferences and predictions and the testing of them in the crucible

1“‘ of research, A fifth is the development of models. A sixth is

\ sub-theory formation. All six of these principal theory-building

activities are crucial; therefore, each of them will be discussed more
\fuiiy in the following pages.

Definition of Terms

Description of theory, rules laid down by Homans, and the
char\z:fleristics described by Mouly, all carry the emphatic message
that\Careful definition of terms is an essential ingredient in the
work of a theorist. Two rules seem to govern the activity of
definition. One is clarity of wording to assure exact meaning; the
other is consistency in use of terms once they have been defined.
The terms or constructs of any area of scientific endeavor are the
subject matter of thar area. The technical terms or constructs of
physics and biology, for instance, distinguish between the two
sciences, They are the rools for thinking and communicating.

If the reader were to review any significant portion of the
literature discussing kinds of definitions and rules for making
them, he would find a plethora of names auributed to different
kinds of definitions and differen: kinds of terms or concepts. The

1 George ]. Mouly, The Stiencs of Edwcationad Rexsarch (2d ed.; New York; American Book Gompany,
1970}, pp. 771,
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terms that the theorist is most likely to be concerned with are
general terms, basic concepts, and theoretical terms, For purposes
of establishing definitions, the theorists would be concerned
primarily with the basic and theoretical terms. It should be kept in
mind here that the basic terms are axiomatically defined while the
theoretical terms must be operationally defined.

Brodbeck distinguished between nominal and operational |
definitions,®® Nominal definitions give the atiributes associated
with the term or concept. In this way a term is explained by listing
the boundaries of interpretation, Operational definitions, on the
other hand, are more complicated in that the conditions under
which a conceptis used are a part of the definition. The operational
definition assumes an “if-then” condition, meaning that if certain
conditions exist, then the statement within which the term is used is
true. Or, a term is recognized if prescribed conditions exist. When
a term is a thecretical term, the concept usually is called an
operational construct.

There seems to be universal agreement that definition of
technical terms is an important and a critical activity for the
theerist. Two reasons predominate, /i he sclection and definition
of terms or concepts aid in defining the subject matter boundaries
for the theorist’s work, and the consistent use of the defined terms
facilitates explanation and prediction.

Classification

Classification is another theory-building activity. It is
reiterated here that Homans referred to classification as the lowest
form of theory, but he pointed out the possibility of a classification
system becoming or producing new theory. Classification,
however, need not always be thought of as a simple pigeonholing
activity. Hall and Lindzey suggested that one of the functions of 2
theory is to incorporate known findings into a consistent and
reasonable framework.?® In this sense, classification as a
theory-building activity becomes a means of organizing and
integrating what is known about the areas in which the theorizing
activity is being conducted. Through classification, it is possible for

u0p. cit., pp. 4851,
"Hall and Lindzey, op. <it.. p. 13,
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the classifier to become aware of the voids in knowledge necessary
to give meaning to a given activity or series of events. It is the
function of research to fill these gaps. The observation of
relationships among classified elements can be included as part of
the classification activity.

Sometimes a developed classification scheme, or a taxonomy,
actually is called a theory. Such designation is often misieading
because a classification scheme cannot fulfill all of the requisites of
a theory. Classification as a theorizing activity helps to group facts
and generalizations into homogeneous groups, but it does not
explain the interrelationships among the groups or the
relationships among the facts and generalizations within any single
group. In a sense, developing a classification scheme is a terminal
activity. A theory, on the other hand, fosters new relationships and
conditions for understanding. Nonetheless, the development of
classification schemes is a theorizing activity, even though it may be
done in the early stages of theory development.

Induction and Deduction

Induction and deduction are the two basic processes for
generating theoretical statements beyond those of definition of
terms and arrangement of classification schemes. Induction is a
process whereby a larger generalization is derived from a set of
facts of more limited scope. By so doing, the inductive argument
allows the theorizer to extend the range of his knowledge, For
example, a person notes that all dogs he has observed have had a
liver, and he concludes that all dogs have livers. His conclusion
contains information not present in his premise, and the
conclusion is probably true, but not necessarily true, if the premise
is true, In a sense, a generalization arrived at through research has
an inductive relation to the evidence supporting the
generalization,

Deduction is a process whereby a conclusion is reached that is
entirely conclusive or entirely inconclusive. The conclusion is
restricted by the premises of the argument. For example, if we
observe that every mammal has a liver and that all dogs are
mammals, we may conclude that every dog has a liver. Thus, the
deductive argument makes explicit the content of the premises of
the argument.
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From the definitions of theory given earlier in the chapter, it
can be seen that different kinds of theory are produced by the
inductive and the deductive processes. The inductive processtends
to produce normative or prescriptive types of theory; whereas, the
deductive process tends to produce logico-deductive types of
theory. Since both prescriptive and deductive statements normally
are used at one stage or another in the development of theories in
the social sciences, it would be an error to say that one of the two
processes is preferential. Both processes are implicitly or direcily
demanded by the definitions of theory and the theory-building
processes discussed thus far, but induction and deduction become
critical when one thinks about inference, prediction, and research
as theory processes.

Inference, Prediction, Research

A complex of theory-building activities may be included under
the process of inference. In general, the act of inferring means to
go beyond the known or the observed. More specifically, the
activities may include making assumptions, deriving hypotheses,
reaching generalizations from ohservations, and deducing from
observations and generalizations.

A theorist is forced to make assumptions because, by
definition of theory, he is faced with the problem of explaining the
character of and the relationships among events that are both
known and unknown. For example, he may assume the nature of
theoretical constructs, or he may assume axiomatic conditions. He
may assume pertinence of additional facts or cause and effect
relationships among varicus events within the total set of events.
He may make any of these assumptions for purposes of
establishing continuity or meaning in his theory, or he may make
them for operational purposes in a research program.

The use of the hypothesis in theory building is as clear asitisin
research, It is a testable supposition about relations among
identified phenomena; it is simply a device for verifying a stated
assumption so as to reach a conclusion, From repeated use of the
hypothesis, the theory builder can formulate postulates, theorems,
or laws governing the interrelationships of his theory elements.

The two additional activities mentioned above as related to the
process of inference are generalization and deduction. These were
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somewhat discussed earlier under induction and deduction as
primary theory-building processes. Repeatedly, a theorist observes
events and then generalizes from related or similar results. Some
generalizations are reached by concluding from the acceptance of
premises considered to bhe true. Scientific generalizations,
however, are nduced from supporting evidence. Deduction
produces generalizations, or conclusions, that must be completely
true so long as the evidence leading to the conclusion are valid
evidence. A theorist concludes from a series of generalizations a
law or theorem in which he has great confidence.

‘There is no question but that some of the terms included here
under the concept of inference are used interchangeably or
synonymously in the literature. They reveal the variety of
processes that the theory builder has at his command to do his
work, The main point of inference as a thcory-bmldmg activity is
that one must go beyond the simple observation and classification
of observations if a working theory is to be built.

It is stated repeatedly in the literature that the real test of a
theory is the reliability of the prediction that can be made from it
The principal function of a theory is to give greater meaning to a
set of events; the greater meaning would involve both what is
known about the set of events from observations already made and
the unknown expressed through inference of some sort. Events
associated with a practice that is perpetuated have greater
meaning, in spite of the unknown, because a theory provides a
rationale for their existence. In learning theory, for example, the
phenomenon of transfer of training must be accounted for to
explain certain kinds of learning behavior. Both facts and
inference must be posed by the learning theorist before transfer of
training can become a useful concept in his theory. But the realtest
of the theorist’s structure of the transfer of training concept comes
when transfer effect is predicted by means of the theory in a
behavioral situation, and the prediction is subsequently tested. The
struggle for prediction in theory was uniquely expressed by Bales:

As 3 predictor, the scientific theorizer, like the practical human being

he is theorizing about. has to reduce his demands for an omniscient

information-gathering apparatusif he wants to predict forward in real

time from real information. The trick in improving prediction, since
omuniscience 18 so hard to come by, most e in learning how 1o get more
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information or how to make more and better inferences from what we
have, or both, and te do either or both before something else happens.
These are the requirements of naturahistic prediction, and all good
theory must eventually face up to them. But as a theorizer, the scien-
tific predictor, like the theorizing human being he is predicting about,
has to be prepared to think and 1alk about states of affairs to which he
has had no empirical access, as he struggles by symbelic means to
conastruct an omniscient perspeetive.??

There is a reciprocal relation between research and theory
building. A theory builder must conduct research and the results of
research contribute to theory development. Particularly in its early
states of development, a theory consists of statements that are
assumptive or tentative as part of the explanation of the set of
events. It also would consist of statements covering events or
conditions that belong in the category of the known. Research
builds upon what is known by probing from there into what is
unknown. Similarly, research procedures are used to move the
more tentative generalizations toward the status of laws. The
reciprocal relationship lies in the fact that the theory-building tasks
drive the theorist into research and control the character of his
research. This interaction phenomenon between theory and
research is what produces the most systematic research programs
which, in turn, produce more valid theories.

interence, prediction, and research are the activities that
really distinguish the work of the theorist. They result in the
creating of laws and the identifying of relationships among the
laws. Implied in these processes is a movement from hunch, or
assumption, to generalization based on some evidence {(postulates),
to deductions from the postulates, to hypotheses to be researched
for purposes of stating laws that improve explanation of the set of
events, The quality of theorizing is a function of the precision with
which the theorist uses these processes.

Model Building

Model building is a frequently used process in theorizing.
Models are analogies. The construction of a model is a way of
representing given phenomena and their relationships, but they

¥Robert F. Bales, “Small-Group Theery Rescarch,” Seciology Teday, edited by Robert K. Merton,
Leoturd Broom, and Leonard 8. Coterell, Jr. {New York: Basic Books, Inc., 19593, p, 287,
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are not phenomena. For example, a model of an ocean liner is not
the ocean liner, A set of blueprints is not a house, Functionally,
models are used to represent events and event interactions in a
highly compact and illustrative manner. So employed, they help to
explain facts or events that are puzziing. Thus, they are an aid in
theory building.

Parenthetically, we should mention the word “paradigm,” for
there appears to be considerable uncertainty as to its meaning. At
one extreme it is used as a synonym for model. At the other is the
very complicated and broad use as uniquely employed by Kuhn.
Kuhn suggested “. . . that some accepted examples of actual
scientific practice — examples which include law, theory,
application, and instrumentation together — provide models from
which spring particular coherent traditions of scientific
research.”*® Thus, Kuhn uses the paradigm as an exaraple shared
by members of the community of science from one generation to
another and from the development of one scientific field to
another. To point upa major distinction between a paradigm and a
maodel we might say that a paradigm is a framework borrowed from
its field of origin and subsequently used in a different field of
endeavor; whereas, a model is a representation of a specific set of
events about which a theory is being developed.

Now, let us return to cur discussion of model building as a
device in theorizing. A basic purpose for developing models was
implied by Rivett when he defined a modelas®. . . a set of logical
relationships, either qualitative or quantitative, which will link
together the relevant features of the reality with which we are
concerned.”?® Thus conceived, the model is a device to help the
theorist identify his events and to show the relationships among
them. Kaplan was more specific when he distinguished the
following difterent senses in which the term “model” is used:

(1) any theory more strictly fornndated than is characteristic of the
literary, academic, or eristic cognitive styles, one presented with some
degree of mathematical exactness and logical rigor; (2) a semantical
moedel, presenting a conceptual analogue 1o some subject-matter; €3) a
physical madel, 2 nonlinguistic system analogous to some other being

¥Thomas 8. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (2d od., enl; Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 1970}, p. 10

MPatrick Rivets, Principdes of Model Bwilding (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1972), p. 8.
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studied; (4) a formal model, a model of a theory which presents the
latter purely as a siructure of uninterpreted symbols; (5} an imerpre-
tive model, providing an interpretation for a formal theory. ®

Brodbeck claimed two major uses of the term. On the one hand, a
model, she said, is used for highly speculative or quantified
theories. On the other hand, the set of laws for one theory can be
used as a model for another when the laws of the two are of the
same form or isomorphic.?' In spite of the labels put on various
forms or kinds of models, they basically are either replicas of a set
of laws or events, or they represent the set of laws or events
symbolically. A good point was made by (¥Connor when he wrote:

Thus models in science act Hke metaphors in language; they enlighten
us by suggesting arguments by analogy from known resemblances 1o
resemblances so far unnoticed. They may also act as aids to the type of
explanation discussed below. But by themselves, they are no more than
a useful stimielus 10 the process of explanation,®

In theorizing, models can serve several functions. Fattu
depicted them as providing ways of representation, roles of
inference, interpretation, and visualization.®* Models are useful
tools, and theorists make extensive use of them. Like the
classification scheme, however, the model is not the theory. The
person developing a theory cannot be satisfied with modeling
except as 2 means to an end.

Sub-theory Formation

One of the things that characterizes a mature and
comprehensive theory is the development of sub-theories.
Sub-theories tend to broaden the scope of a theory as well as to
improve the total explanation of the sets of events involved.
However, one should not confuse the development of competing
theoriesin a given area with the development of sub-theoriesin any
one theory. For example, it is one thing to talk about the
development of learning theories in psychology such as those of

0. cit., pp. 267.68.

&p. ot pp. 88-98.

Mop, it p. 90

MA, Pattg, " A Model of Teaching as Problem Solving,” Fheories of Instruction, edited by James B,
Macdonald and Robert R Leeper (Washington: the Asseciation for Supervision and Curricelum
Development, NEA, 1963}, pp. 63.64.
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Thorndike, Hull, Tolman, or Levin, It is quite another for any
single theory to be distinguished by its unique sub-theories in
regard to such issues as transfer, motivation, verbal learning, or
retention,

SUMMARY

The purpose of this chapter was to present the meaning and
consequences of theory building. The following paragraphs seem
to be warranted conclasions,

Theory is defined in several ways. There is general agreement

that a theory is asetof statements explaining some series of events..

e

Variations in definition are due to the character of the statement
and the kind of event relevant to the theory.
The primary functions of theories are description, prediction,

and explanition. These functions are both demanding upon and

of service to the theorist. They demand the vigor of description
and explanation, and at the same time, they serve as a directive
force for the theorist’s work.

A theory is composed of a set of statements, Essential to the
statements are the terms that define the subject matter of the area.
In addition to the commonly used terms that have accepted
meanings, there are the terms that are basic to the set of events
being explained and the essential theoretical terms. Statements of a
theory within which the terms are used may be expressed in such
forms as statements of fact, definitions, propositions, postulates,
hypotheses, deductions, assumptions, generalizations, laws,
axioms, or theorems.

The processes of theorizing can be pinpointed further by
identifying some of the tasks for people concerned with theory
building. As in all scientific work, the careful definition of technical
terms and constructs is one important task. Another is the
classification of known and assumed information. Probably-the

" most.critical and unique tasks in_theorizing are the making and;
testing of inferences and predictions. Two additional activities are
the development of models and sub-theories, ’

The work of the theorist is broad in scope and intensity. Few
people will perform at all possible levels. The uninitiated may
begin with some limited task, but it is predictable that his work will
broaden at every turn.
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Finally, [ should like to emphasize that there are three primary
rales to which anyone who wishes to engage in theory building
must adhere. A first rule is to discipline one’s use of technical
terms, There are two dimensions of this rule. One is to clarif
wording to transmit exact meaning, and the other is to consistentl
use terms throughout the theoretical work. Any theorist is
obligated to carefully define his basic and theoretical terms and to
be consistent in their use thereafter for these are the primary
mechanisms whereby he directs his own procedures and disciplines
the communication of his works to others. A second rule is to I
identify the principle ingredients, i.e., the subjects and processes,
that are essential to the theory. To do so it is necessary to arrange in
some logical order the knowledge, the key concepts, the
assumptions, and the propositions associated with the set of events
under study. When a theorist follows this rule, he goes beyond
definition and boxes in his whole field of concern. Essentially,
classification is the process here, A third rule is to describe and
explain relationships among the various parts of the theoretical
statements and to explain the character of those relationships.
Most theories are complex wholes. The various parts may have
individual meaning or significance, but meaning and significance
are enhanced as the parts are related to the whole. Logic and
research are the primary mechanisms for implementing this rule,
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Chapter 3

THEORY IN EDUCATION

Against this background of general information about the
processes of theonizing, we turn now to an examination of the kinds
of theorizing done within the broad field of education. The
purpose of a chapter on educational theory at this point is to serve
as a link between the foregoing discussion of theory building and a
discussion of the problems involved in curriculum theory
development. If the reader will refer again to Figure 1, page 5,
he will observe educational theory to be an applied theory and an
outgrowth of developments in theories in the basic disciplines. This
means that many of the problems for educational theory stem from
practice. Since education is an applied discipline, educational
theories technically are not sub-theories to theories in the basic
disciplines. But beginning with theories in education in Figure 1,
heavy lines have been drawn to indicate that curriculum theories
are sub-theories to educational theories, and the theories indicated
on the hottom line are sub-theories to curriculum theories. In fact,
the order of events in Figure 1 is the rationale for the chapter
organization of this book. Our discussion is organized to begin with
a search for rules for theory building among the established
disciplines,\/{o move to theory development in education, and
finally to substantial consideration of curriculum theory. In this
chapter, we are concerned with thinking and developments in
educational theory.

Traditionally, the word “theory” has been employed in
educational literature without definitiocn. For example, in the
otherwise carefully prepared publication, the Encyclopedia of
Educational Research, neither “theory” nor “educational theory” was

33
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indexed, much less defined. There are two possible explanations
for the omission. One is that the dimensions of educational theory
had not been defined carefully enough for the topics to be
discussed in an orderly fashion. A second is that there was not
sufficient research on the subject to warrant its treatment in an
encyclopedia devoted exclusively to research. In discussing the
status of educational theory as of 1959, Bayles claimed that
educational theory in the United States seemed to be in “a state of
suspended animation.” In his opinion, assumptions about the
social context of education need to be clarified before a sound
theoretical structure can be built.” A decade later Travers labeled
the theories used in educational research as_écnemlizations, but
generalizations without the certainty, usefulness, or status of law.?
On a more general level, Sizer regisiered frustration over “the
persistent unwillingness of many professional educators to respect
and use theory.”® These comments illustrate the failure of scholars
in education to introduce the rigors of sound theory building to the
sets of events attributable to the field of education.

Despite these apparent shortcomings, theory in education
has been a topic of serious discussion for a number of years, and in
recent ones, the procedures of the natural and social scientist
applied to the description and explanation of educational
phenomena have opened up new vistas. A reasonable prediction is
that educational theory will grow, but it will grow first from the
sub-theories now being developed within the broad field of
education,

Quite obviously, it is beyond the scope of this writing to review
the entire history of the use of the concept “theory” in education or
to review the nature of all so-called educational theories. It is
possible, however, to relate the meaning and use of theory in
related disciplines to its meaning and use in education. In this
chapter, we will discuss the-global aspects of educational theory and
follow that with a review of exemplar sub-theory developments in
school administration and instruction. Carriculum theory as a

'Ernest Bayies, "Present Status of Edocational Theory in the U.S." School and Socivty, 87:5-7, Jannary,
159,

TRobert MW, Travers, An Frivoduction o Edwcational Research ¢3vd ed.; New York: The Macmillan
Company. 1969), p. 21.

*Fhenpdore Sizer, "Commentary: Thm Major Frusirations: Ruminations of a Retiring Dean,”
National Eirmentary Principal, 52:74, }:anuzry. 1973,
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third sub-theory of education will then be our concern for the
remainder of the book.

APPROACHES TO EDUCATIONAL THEORY

Even a casual review of literature discussing theory in
education indicates great disparity among the approaches made.
For the most part, each approach is a direct function of the frame
of reference of the author, For example, the hard-nosed
practitioner may pose the world of theory in education as a
hindrance to progress in the practice of running schools. A
philosopher may equate philosophy with theory. A person who is
seriously attempting to develop the field of educational theory
utilizing the techniques of philosophy and science will assume a
more global posture.

Theory and Practice

The notion that theoretical work in education is antithetical to
the world of practice is frequently stipulated. Educational .
literature contains abundant discourse on the subject of the
relationships between theory and practice. Unfortunately, most of
it takes a negative instead of a positive approach. The point of view
is that theory is something to be tolerated in small quantities at the
college or university level, but it is 1o be forgotten or downgraded
by schooladministrators and classroom teachers, who are expected
to be “practical” people. Such comments are not based upon a
careful consideration of the relationships that need to exist
between theory and practice if either is to be consistent and
constructive.

To some extent, confusion is multiplied by failure of
commentators to discriminate between research that contributes to
the formation of laws pertaining to explanation and prediction,
and research applied to field situations which are not necessarily
related o any larger series of events. Theory by its very nature is
impractical. The¢ world of practicality is built around clusters of
specific events, /[The world of theory derives from generalizations,
laws, axioms, and theorems explaining specific events and the
relationships among them.

The fact that the worlds of theory and practice are ditferent
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does not minimize the known interrelationships that exist between
them. The operational vistas opened up and explained by theories
increase the possible choices of behaving for the practitioner; the
theories, however, do not tell him how to alct.ﬁltheory may clarify
relationships among any given set of events, bat it does not and
cannot direct the execution of that set of events. Newsome made
this distinction clear when he noted that theory is not what is
practiced.* A person cannot practice a set of logically related
statements; he performs an activity. Theories of instruction, for
example, might account for classrcom discipline, grouping
practices, lesson planning, and instructional materials as
components of instruction, but the theories cannot tell teachers
how to behave with respect to those functions. Conversely,
empirical information may be accumulated as a resule of practices
in schooling, but the accumulated data will not in itself explain or
predict similar events elsewhere. Nevertheless, as Gowin put it,
“. . . it is the job of educational theory to guide educational
practices.” In turn, theory is modified by practice and research
that emanates from it. We will have more to say about the
relationship between theory and practices in education in the
subsequent discussion of the more global developments in
educational theory.

Theory and Philosophy in Education

It is to be expected that educational literature reveals a very
close relationship between philosophy of education and
educational theory. This relationship highlights the conflict in
some educational circles between a scientific approach to the
development of theory and a more prescriptive approach, It is
onvenient to say that there are two basic kinds of theory —

rescriptive theory anciﬁescriptive theory. It is also a convenience
to relate descriptive theory development with the scientific
approach and prescriptive theory development with the
techniques of philosophy. As indicated in Chapter 2, descriptive
theories normally consist of a set of propositions that are logically
interrelated from which relationships may be demonstrated and

“George 1. Newsome, Jr. “1n What Sense s Theory a Guide to Practice in Education?” Edwcational
Theory, 14:36, Junuary, 1964
*D.B. Gowin, “Can Fducational Theory Guide Practice?” Educational Theory, 15:8, January, 1963,
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new information derived by deductive processes. '/I(rescriptive
theories, on the other hand, consist of a set of proposals for action
or a set of propositions about a body of related problems. Itisin the
realm of prescriptive theory that philosophy exerts its influence.

The closeness of the provinces of philosophy and theory was
illustrated by Dewey in the statement:

If we are willing to conceive education as the process of forming
fundamental dispositions, intellectual and emotional, toward nature
and fellow men, philosophy may even be defined as the general theory of
education ®

1f one accepts the above conclusion, it becomes obvious that many
theories must be developed within the general area of philosophy
to account for the many dimensions of education and for differing
basic philosophies. For example, 2 good philosophy must
encompass a theory of knowledge. Comparably, a philosophy of
education should lead to the formulation of a theory of method.
Values and ethics, both in the purview of philosophy, play a
significant role in education. Because of these reciprocal
concerns, philosophy has a close relationship to theory
development in education.

Various philosopbies of education have been posed as theories
of education. In an issue of School and Society devoted to educational
theories, several different theories based upon philosophical
positions were analyzed. Broudy espoused the cause of realism.?
Butler defended modern idealism.®* McMurray identified and
elaborated the status of pragmatism in education.® Brameld, as
would be expected, went to the defense of reconstructionism. *®
Pratie similarly associated philosophical positions with educational
theories when he identified as contemporary theories of
education: Progressive Education I (natural selection), Progressive
Education 1I (experimentalism), essentialiszn, perennialism,
reconstructionism, and existentialism.!! Each of these positions is

Hohn Dewey, B wey and Education (New York: The Macmitlan Gompany, 1916), p. 383,
"Harry 5. Broudy, "Realisin in American Education,” Scheol and Socitiy, B7:11-14, January 17, 1959,
*1. Bonald Butler, “Idealism in Education Today," Schoo! and Seciety, 87:8-10, January 17, 1939,
*Foster McMurray, “The Present Staius of Pragmatism in Education,” School and Socey, 87:14-18,
Janvary 17, 1950,
*Theodore Brameld, *Imperatives for a Reconstructed Philosophy of Education,” School and Saciety,
87:18-20, January 17, 1959,
o 1tRichard Praue, Contemporary Theovies of Education (Scranwon, Pa.t Intext Lducational Publishers,
1971).
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dictated by philosophical attitudes toward the role of the school,
the nature of knowledge, the nature and derivation of values, and
the nature of man. All of these latter impinge on the education
function.

In analyzing confusion and cenflict in educational theory,
Black labeled four theories: Traditionalist, Progressive, the
Learning-Product Theory, and the Learning-Process Theory. The
Traditionalist adherents were identified with the transmission of
the cultural heritage as the role of the school in the manner of the
pre-Rousseau period. The Progressive adherents looked to such
persons as johann Herbart, Charles Judd, H.C. Morrison, and
F.W. Parker for a point of view. The emphasis was on transmission
of the social heritage which took the individual into account. The
Learning-Process adherents were associated with such persons as
Rousseau, Pestalozzi, Froebel, William James, G. Stanley Hall, John
Dewey, Willlam Kilpatrick, John Childs, Boyd Bode, and Harold
Rugg. They emphasized the individual but recognized the school’s
role in the transmission of cultural heritage.'? In 1966, Black
restated his viewpoints on the same subject. Again he placed in
polar positions Extreme Progressivism and Extreme
Traditionalism with Learning-Process Theory and the
Learning-Product Theory interposed between them. He stated:

This four-fold classificatory scheme thus recognizes four aspects
of education and distinguishes the four classes of educational theories
according to differences in emphasis. Four concepts — education as
transmission of the social heritage, education as individual develop-
ment, education- as a product, and education as 2 process — are the
differentiating factors.’?

Black concluded by averring that present-day philosophers lean
toward the positions they espouse because of their commitment to
specific philosophies such as Idealism, Realism, or Pragmatism.
In this kind of classification of positions, more is taken into
account than philosophy. Some of the assodiations are dependent
upon acceptance of findings in psychology, particularly learning
and child development. Nevertheless, there is a great deal of
reciprocal conversation about educational philosophy and

*Hugh €. Black, "Confusion and ConBict in Educational Theory. an Analysis,” Peabody fournal of
Education, 30:158-166, November, 1952,

WHugh C. Black. “A Four-fold Classification of Educational Theories,” Educstional Theory, 16:289,
July, 195G
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educational theory even to the extent of using the two terms as
SYNOnyms.

We should not leave this discussion of philosophy and theory
in education without noting the existence of two points of view
about the role of the philosopher in theoretical work in education.
There has been a recent thrust toward the use of language analysis
as the primary tool for educational theorizing. Advocates of this
technique claim that the main{dnation of the philosopher is 10
clarify the language used to talk about problems. Central 1o this
position is the gaining of skill in correct use of language and the
building of more adequate logic. Opposed to the extreme posture

the linguistic analysts are the advocates of more substantive
hilosophy who make use of metaphysics, epistemology, and ethics
in arriving at prescriptive propositions about education. In my
judgment, we should not Jeave this as an either-or option.
Educational theorizing will demand the skills of both “the
substantive and the analytic philosopher.’ Too many decisions in
education rest upon value orientation.

Other Appreaches to Educational Theory

The problem for educational theory, like that posed for any
theory, is to explain all dimensions of education and the
interrelationships among its constructs and propositions. To
explain all aspects of education, or even schooling as a more limited
sphere of education, by prescriptive theory alone is inadequate in
maodern times. Descriptive theory dcwelopment is also needed,
Many aspects of curriculum, instruction, administration, and other
components of education can be subjected ro the rigors of scientific
theory-building procedures, The need for educational theory is so
great and the field is so broad and complicated that there is plenty
of rooni for all who may wish to work at it regardless of the kind of
theory they may wish to develop.

Anappeal for such needed development in educational theory
was well voiced by Broudy when he called for unifying principles to
be used in the resolution of conflict associated with innovations in

MSupport for this posture is given by Broudy and Mays respectively in: Harry 8. Broudy, “The
Philesophical Feandations of Educational Objectives,” Educational Theory, 20:3-21, Winter, 19706, and

Wolfe Mays, “Linguistic Anzlysis and the Philosophy of Education.” Educational Theary, 20:269-285,
Summer, 1970,
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school practices. For Broudy, a unified theory of education would
take into accouni the following factors:
a The present and projected kinds of knawledge and personality
traits required for citizenship, vocation, and self-development.

b. A unified theory of education must be clear about the uses of
schooling.

¢. A unified theory must be judicious about the latest developments in
learning theory and teaching technology.

d. A unified theery has to provide for general and special education,

for differences in ability and bent.

For Broudy, a unified theory of education would rationally
organize cultural objectives, life outcomes, teacher and other
specialist training, and facilities and resources necessary 1o make
the enterprise go.

A much different approach to educational theory was taken by
Brauner.'® Brauner analyzed six major traditions that have
influenced American educational thought throughout the
nation’s history. The traditions and characteristics associated with
them are presented in Figure 3. In the figure, it can be noted that
method, view of the child, and a controlling theme are regarded by
Brauner as the principal theoretical characteristics associated with
the six traditions listed.

In addressing himself to the issue of education as a subject of
analytical study, Brauner was critical of the present state of affairs.
He said: “With but rare exceptions, the bulk of what is written
about education fails in substance, form, and vocabulary. It fails as
scholarship, as interpretation, as communication, and as guidance
for instruction.”? If Brauner's assessment is correct, educational
theory rests on an unstable base. Yet educational theory is no less
needed tor that reason.

A growing theme in educational theorizing is the conception
of education as a discipline. In the accompanying dialogue, the
subject of education as a field of study, and/or as a field susceptible
to theorizing, is germane. Two definitive works will be cited as
examples.

*Harry 5. Browdy, “Needed: A Unifying Theory of Education,” Gurricudum Change: Direction and

Process {Washington: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, NEA, 1960), p. 24.
¥Charles Brauncr, Amenican Educational Theory (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964).
rbid. | . 503
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Figure 8. Siéx major traditions in American Educa-
tion. Adapted by permission from Charles J.
Brauner, American Education Theory (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964), p. 279.

A series of papers and responses to them was given at 2
symposium at John Hopkins University in May, 1961.1® They were
addressed 1o the question of whether education should be
regarded as a discipline. Scholars representing various disciplines
gave the papers and made comments upon the papers. Frequently,
when an original paper posed education as a discipline, the
comment took the opposite side. The arguments were conditioned
by the ways individuals defined disciplines and related concepts.
For example, a proponent of education as a discipline was opposed
by a proponent of education as a profession. A discipline addstoits
own knowledge; a protession is characterized by the services it
renders, /Education is the application of many disciplines; a
discipline develops its own way of study and behaving. Obviously,
the symposium was much more successful in identifying the issues
involved than resolving them.

#*fohn Walton and James L. Kucthe (eds.}, The Discipline of Education {Madison, Wis.: The University
of Wisconsin Press, 1968). :
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In the volume edited by Walton and Keuthe, a number of
individuals with biases in their own fields of study debated and
analyzed the disciplinary status of education. In yet another
volume, a single author spelled out a detailed rationale for
education as a discipline.'® [n the latter, Belth revived many of the
arguments about why education should or should not be 2
discipline. He rejected the notion that education is solely the
application of other disciplines, holding instead that education is a
field of study (a discipline) in its own right. Education as a set of
“know how to do” technical skills was rejected in deference 1o
education conceived as the development of powers of explanation.
Belth stated:

The study of education is the study of the way in which models for
Inguiry are constructed, used, altered, and reconstructed. It is, feer-
ther, a study of the types of models available to us at any given moment,
and the conditions which make the model either employable or in need
of rebuilding.?®

The following list of what the study of education would include
helps visualize Belth’s point of view:

1. A history of the theorics and models of education. Their develop-
ment and their careers,

2, Principles and procedures for analysis of edncational models,

3. The exploration of the functions of the prevailing models for the
tool skitls of reading and writing. _

4. The study of prevailing models, revealing the modes of thinking in
social, psychological, economic, and political facets of our developed
culture which have given that culture its characteristic patterns of
aperaton. An bmensive study of the relationship between ways of
thinking and the developed culture patterns would set forth the de-
termining force of thought and the characteristics of the ¢lements
which enter intw the act of thinking.

5, Detailed study inte the variety of models by means of which a
particular subject discipline is undertaken or performed (2 history and
analysis of the models of a discipline, or of several disciplines). In this
one area especially, the theoretically grounded teacher of social
studies, for example, is able, if competent n analysis, to analyze the
level of education which a child has reached.

6. A period which is like the widely prevailing student weaching prac
tice, but which is a research program and an analvtical seminar in

*Mare Beith, Education as g Discipiine (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1965),
i, p. 108,
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which there is opportunity for diagnosis of the efforts of the prospective
teacher examining his own educational experiments in his classes.®?

Although one may argue with the details of Belth’s position, he
nonetheless stimulates thought in regard to the disciplinary status
of education,

It is not the purpose of this book to pursue the argument of
whether education is a discipline or not. The belief that education
is an organized field of study gbout which theories may be built,
however, is another matie here is an increasing demand for
rigorous research and theory building in education. Pioneer steps
in this direction were taken by individuals such as G. Staniey Hall
and Edward L. Thorndike, who employed the techniques of
science in solving educational problems. Most of what is done in
schools, however, either is done on a trial-and.error hasis or
because successful practice has made it respectable. What is now
needed is for clear-headed thinkers to stretch for more rational
explanations of what education does and should do. Individuals
who are convinced that the only worthwhile activities for students
of professional education are intensive study of the organized
disciplines and extensive practical experience in schools tend to
lead education away from badly needed systematic self-study. It
really does not matter much whether education 1s called a
discipline, a profession, or something else. Irrespective of label,
evidence mounts that education is sufficiently mature to become an
organized field of study.

A third kind of evidence for the advance of thinking about
educational theory is reflected in the writing and research on the
use of models in educational theorizing. The most extensive work
over an extended period of time in this area was done by George
and Elizabeth Maccia. The final report of their project brings
together the essence of many previous reports.?? Educational
theory models were reproduced from models from such areas as
set theory, information theory, graph theory, and general systemns
theory. Ways of deducing educational research hypotheses were
described by use of models and symbols borrowed from theoretical
formulations external to education.

Bibid., p. 304,
Elirabeth Steiner Mactia and George 5. Maceia, Develupment of Educotional Theory Devived from Three
Edugational Theory Models {Colunabys, Ohio: The Ohio State Universiry Research Foundation, 1986).
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In educational theory, attention is being increasingly paid to
rules for theory building as prescribed by both philosophers and
behavioral scientists, These are real signs of mature development
in a field of inquiry. But for sophisticated theory development in
education to be realized, more has to happen. One mark of a
sophisticated theory in a complex field such as education is for the
theory to be undergirded by sub-theories of its components. Thus,
we may say that the development of theories of administration,
instruction, and curriculum would coniribate to more
sophisticated developments in educational theory since they are
among the legitimate components of the educational enterprise. In
the remainder of this chapter, we will discuss some of the theory
building efforts in administration and instruction as sub-theories
of educational theory even though it will not be possible to show
one-to-one relationships between the developments in the
sub-theories and developments in parent educational theories. We
are a long way from that stage.

THEORY IN SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION

One special interest group in education, professors of school
administration, has been giving serious attention to the problem of
theorizing. What they have actually been doing is building a
sub-theory of educational theory, namely the theory of
administration. Much of their effort was sponsored by the
University Council for Educational Administration, the National
Conference for Professors of Educational Administration, and the
Cooperative Program in Educational Administration. Individuals
working on these projects have been concerned primarily with the
improvement of the administration of the nation’s schools and the
teaching of school administration in colleges and universities, but
they have used theory development as their route to improvement.

A charactenistic feature of these attempts has been the
insistence that education utifize the theoretical contributions of
disciplines related to education, particularly those of the socal
sciences, for purposes of theory building in administration,
Theorists in school administration have been following the same
kinds of rules for theoretical work that were indicated in Chapter 2,
Their efforts, for the most part, are of quite recent vintage, An
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early written expression of their organized effort was the signal
monograph by Coladarci and Getzels in 1955.2% A later one is the
book by Halpin in 1966.%* It is not necessary for us to review the
details of these efforts here. We make note, however, of some of
the uses made of fundamental theorizing procedures.

For one, the theorists in administration have employed the
meanings of theory and theorizing in the accepted traditions of the
other behavioral sciences. Most writers on administrative theory
make use of Feigl's definition of theory, or they create a derivative
from it. For example, Coladarci and Getzels recognized the
predictive functions of theory when they pointed out that:

The term “theory” is often used 10 mean general principles whichseem | ¥
to predict or account for events with an accuracy so much better than
chance that we may say that the principles are “irue”,?

In discussing the construction of theories, Halpin identified
the basic elements of a theory as follows:

Theeories cannot be produced en demand: they evolve, and they evolve
in many shapes and in many different degrees of precision, The
building blocks of which they are composed w. the constructs, the
postulates, the assamptions — may be molar or molecular.®®

Griffiths listed the following steps in theory development:

1. A description of administrative behaviors in one situation,

2. A definitien of certain basic concepts.

3. A more general statement which is descriptive of average behavior ina
hmsited numhber of situations.

4.] A statement of one or more hypotheses.

5. An evaluation and reconstruction of the hypotheses in accordance
with later observations.

6. The statement of prinaiples.??

2aArthuy P. Celadarci and Jacob Getzels, The Use of TWeary in Educational Adwinistrafion (Stanford:
School of Education, 1955).

+ MAndrew W. Halpin, Fheory and Research in Adminisration (Mew York: The MacmiMan Company,
19661,

30 i, p. 4.

®Andrew W. Halpin, “The Development of Theory in Educational Adminisiration,” Adménistirative

Theoryin Education, edited by Andrew W, Halpin (Chicago: Midwest Administration Center, University of
Chicage, [958, p. 5.

*Roald F. Campbell and Russelt T Gregy {eds.), Adninistralive Bebavior in Education (New York:
Harper and Row, 1957), pp. $63-364.
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In a later writing, Griffiths presented the paradigm for theory
development shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Paradigm for theory development. Adap-
ted by permission from Daniel E, Griffiths,” The
Nature and Meaning of Theory,” Behavioral Sci-
ence and Educational Administration, Sixth-third
Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of
Education {Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1964), p. 104.

The foregoing illustrates the care and precision with which
theorists in administration have been adhermg to the kinds of rules
for theorizing utilized in the behavioral sciences. The status of
theory in administration is incomplete but promising. Much work
has been done, but as one would expect, efforts on occasion have
been at cross purposes with one another, oversimpiified, or not
sufficiently and carefully defined. Halpin described this condition

well:
n our effonis o develop theory in educational administration, we
have been tmpeded by three substantive problems: {1} We have not
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been clear about the meaning of theory, (2) We have lended o be
preoccupied with taxonomdes and have confused these with theories.
{3) We have not been sure of the precise domain of che theory we are
seeking to devise,*®

Despite these negative comments, Halpin demonstrated
confidence that progress would continue to be made in theory
development, and he included an elzborate paradigm for research
on administrator behavior.

During recent years, there has been a change in theoretical
work in administration from the directions previously described.
Attention has shifted to management, organizational theory, and
systems development. In this sense, less attention is being paid to
metatheory as a base for developing theory in administration than
to theories developed from analysis of operational settings.
Theoretical models are being developed that may apply to the
solution of administrative problems with respect to organization
and functions in various environments. These are theory-building
practices but in the language ol organization functions, systems
analysis, role delineation, and so forth.

It also can be said that administrators are very practical people,
and there is some indication that conflicts arose between the
theoreticians and the practitioners in educational administration,
That a gap was generated between knowledge development and
knowledge utilization in administration was evidenced, for
example, by the publication edited by Eidell and Kitchel.?? In spite
of some rough waters, those who have toiled so arduously at
theory-building etforts in educational administration have made
very real and substantial contributions to the development of
administrative theory as a sub-theory of educational theory.
Hopefully, their theoretical and research efforts will continue
because they have truly been leaders in this activity.

INSTRUCTIONAL THEORY

A more recent development in the area of sub-theories to
educational theory is the rapid growth of thinking and research
pertaining to instruction. Articles on pedagogy and reports of

MWl keary and Research in Adminisirgtion, op. cit., p. 6.

P erry L. Eidelt and Joanoe M, Kiechel (eds.}, Knowiedge, Production and Unlisiion {Eugene, Gre,:
The Center for the Advanced Stady of Educadonal Adminisration, 1968).
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research on teaching have been with us for a long time, but few,
until recently, claimed to lead toward theories of instruction.

Jerome S, Bruner’s book The Process of Education, touched off a
great deal of dialogue about fundamental educational operations
and conditions. The nature of instructional processes became a
part of that dialogue. Then, in 1963, Bruner addressed the
national conference of the Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development on the subject of theory of instruction.
An adaptation of this address was published in the official journal
of the association. In that article, Bruner proposed four aspectsofa
theory of instruction:

1. First, a theory of instruction should concern itsell with the factors
that predispose a child to learn effectively.

2. It should concern itself with optimal structuring of knowledge,
3. A third aspect of a theory of instruction deals with the optimal
sequence that is required for learning. _

4. Finally, & fourth aspect of a theory of instruction should concern
itself with the nature and pacing of rewards and punishments and
the successes and failures.3®

Whether Bruner was causal or not, a flurry of activity uader
the general category of theories of instruction foliowed his
presentation. Most of the activity was an inherent part of the
ongoing program of the Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development. A sample of such activity merits
attention here. Macdonald argued for a clarification of terms
associated with nstruction. As a beginning point, he suggested that
a valid distinction be made among curriculum, instruction, and
teaching. Having singled out instruction as an unique concept
among the three terms, he then discussed as needs in research and
theoretical work adequate models of instruction, empirical analysis
and theory sifting from other areas, and the identification and
description of criterion variables.®?

Toward the end of 1963 and the beginning of 1964, the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
sponsored its minth Curriculum Research Institute. Papers from
that institute were published in a pamphlet entitled Theories of

*lerome 8. Bruner. "A Theory of Instruction,” Educational Leadership, 20:528-532, May, 1963,
¥James B, Macdonald, “The Nature of Instruction: Needed Theory and Research,” Educational
Leadership, 21:5-7. Ociober, 1965,
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Instruction.®® It is not necessary for us to review all of the elements
of this publication. Most of the papers were written from the
particular research bias of the authors. Individual research
programs were related to theory of instruction in all cases. A major
point to note here is the emphasis on carefully controlled research
as a basis for reaching generalizations about teaching, or
instruction, whichever term is used. These papers are an excellent
llustration of the kinds of steps that need to be taken to build
different theories in a given field, in this case, instruction.

A similar publication followed in 1966. This publication was
an outgrowth of a joint seminar on teaching sponsored by the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development and the
Center for the Study of Instruction of the National Education
Association, Here again, the emphasis was upon rescarch in the
classroom, and the authors of the incduded papers assumed
diversified postures toward the character of research done.??

Also in 1966 Bruner published Toward a Theory of Instruction. 34
In it, Bruner expanded his previously announced, or inferred,
theory of instruction. His point of departure was the same four
major features of a theory of instruction previously mentioned.
The foregoing publications are very illustrative of initial efforts of
individuals 1o define and to theorize about instruction.

The position paper of the Commission on Instructional
Theory of the Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development might well pmwc}a a launching platform for even
more intensified effort in the development of theories of
instruction.®® The position paper was a composite of the thoughts
and ideas of the various commission members. The commission,
conceiving instructional theory to be a very complex phenomenon,
concluded that sub-theories should be built as supports for it. This
position is very much in line with the one assumed in Chapter 2,
namely, that complex theories are characterized by supporting
sub-theories. After debating the pros and cons of philosophical

$tlames B. Mucdonald and Robert R, Leeper (eds.), Theories of Fastruetion (Washingion: Association
for Supervision and Curricuium Development, NEA, 1965),

T e Way Teacking s (Washington: Association for Supervision and Curricylem Development amd
the Centey for the Study of Instruction, NEA. 1966}

*Jerome §. Bruner, Toward g Theery of Instruction (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1966),

*1ra ). Gordon {ed.), Criteria for Theories of Instruction (Washingion, DL, Asseciation for Supervision
and Curriculum Developrnent, NEA, 1968
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and scientific theory, the commission took the position that it
would concern itself primarily with sciemific theory. The
commission defined theory as follows:

In this document the term is used in the sense in which it is used in
the natural sciences to represent a set of interrelated generalizations,
derived from data, which permit some degree of prediction or comrol
over the phencmena to which they pertain., Thus a theory of instruction
would be represented by a set of statements, hased on sound replicable
research, which would permit one to predict how particular changesin
the educational environment would affect pupil learning,®

From this definition, it may be noted that research and the
development of instructional theory need to be tied together, In
this way theorists are encouraged to develop theories inductively
from generalizations based on experimental data,

The position paper included a series of criteria which may
apply to the analysis of any scientific theory, but in this case, they
are focused upon the development of instructional theory. The
criteria were:

% ! 1. A statement ol an instructional theory should include a set of
AR postulates and definitions of terms involved in these postulates.
2. The statement of an instructional theory or sub-theory should
make explicit the boundaries of its concern and the limitations
under which it is propesed.
! 8. A theoretical construction must have internal consistency — a
logical ser of imterrelationships.
. Aninstructional theory should be congruent with empirical data,
. Aninstructional theory must be capable of generating hypotheses.
. An instructional theory must contain generalizations which go
beyond the data.
. An instructional theory must be verifiable.
8. An instructional theory must be stated in such 3 way that it is
i possible 10 collect data 1o disprove it
E 9. An instructional theory must not only explain past events but also
must be capable of predicting future evens.
10. At the present time, instructional theories may be expected to
represent qualitative synrhesis.®

o5 O e

~F

Such statements as those above are very generalized
statements that could be applied to any theory. The very difficult
problem for those who would develop instructional theories is to

Whid., p. 3.
hid,, pp. 16-28,
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box in the set of events subsumed under the concept “instruction.”
Forexample, do teaching and instruction have the same meanings?
Is curriculum subsumed under teaching or instruction? What
behaviors are associated with teaching? These questions have to be
answered if one is to be serious in his intent to describe or to build
anything resembling a theory of instruction.

Hosford addressed himself o these problems. He began with
criteria statements and function statements for instructional
theory similar to those of Bruner and Gordon, but the distinctive
feature of his work is that he went much further. With criteria and
functions as background, Hosford developed a basic rationale
followed by postulates, laws, rules, and hypotheses as theory
statermnents,®®

The conceptieaching appears to be used more broadly than the
concept instruction especially in research., Greenberg carefully
analyzed the research of Bellack, Flanders, Hughes, Smith, and
Taba on classroom teaching.®® These studies will be familiar to
most readers so they need not be reviewed here, It is sufficient to
say that the general approach in these studies was to analyze and
classify behaviors {mostly verbal) of teachers and pupils in
classrooms. They have been extremely useful 10 the profession in
helping to identify teacher behaviors that had not previously been
associated with teaching particularly through the classical methods
books. Broudy distinguished three types of teaching. He identified
didactics as the imparting and reinforcing of skill and knowledge,
heuristics as efforts to promote discoveries by pupils, and phlefics as
behaviors associated with love or a teacher's concern for the
emotional well-being of the pupil.*® An interesting paradigm for
rescarch on teaching has been developed and used in Sweden by
Dahllf, Lundgren, and others, The paradigm has three
components: frame factors, teaching process, and learning
outcomes. Frame factors refer to (1) factors given in the
curriculum (goals and content), (2) time available for instruction,
and (3) class composition according to the ability of pupils to reach

*Philip L. Hosford, An Instructiona! Theory - A Beginning {Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc..
1978),

BSelng B. Creenberg, Selecied Studies of Classroom Traching: A Comporative Analysis {Scravion, Pa.
Imexe Textbook Company, 1970}

“*Harry 5. Broudy, *Didactics, Heuristics and Philetics,” Educotionad Theosy, 22:251-2681, Sammaer,
1972,
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goals. The object of this research has been to study the effects of the
frame factors upon the teaching process and resulting learning
outcomes.** The above examples are but a small sample compared
with what may be found in the Handbook of Research on Teaching and
the Second Handbook of Research on Teacking. The tables of contents
of those volumes would make it appear as if the field is very broad
indeed. Nonetheless, there seems to be little question that a great
deal of leadership in the development of components of
educational theory has been demonstrated by those working upon
theory building in the area of instruction.

SUMMARY

In this chapter, we have examined examples of the kinds of
theorizing done within the broad field of education. The purpose
in so doing was to link the discussion of Chapter 2 with subsequent
discussion of curriculiim theory. We have examined approaches to
educational theory and two sub-theory areas of educational theory
« theory in administration and instructional theory,

Meaningful relationships may be established between the
work of theorists and the work of practitioners, but theory and
practice are not one and the same. Theory may direct practice, orit
may explain the nature of practice. Conversely, data for theory
may come from practice. Theories, in turn, are tested in the
crucible of practice. The relationship is reciprocal.

Individuals frequently have wused traits and names of
philosophies of education and theories of education
interchangeably. Dimensions of philosophy have much to
contribute to educational theorizing both at the level of
prescriptive and descriptive theory, but philosophy and theory are
not coterminous domains,

An excellent example of educational theorizing at work is in
the tield of school ad ministration. Administrative theory has been
developed to its present stage as a sub-theory of educational
theory. Theorists in administration have disciplined themselves to
use basic rules for theorizing adopted from behavioral and social
sciences.
mr: 5. Dabllof, £bifity Grouping, Content Falidity. and Curriculum Pracess Analysiz (New York:

Teachers College Press, Columbia University, 1978 and UIR. P. Lundgren, Frome Facors and the Teaching
Process (Stockholm: Almgvist & Wiksell, 1972).
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Developments in the area of instructional theory are very
encouraging. A substantial effort i3 being made to develop
instructional theory as a sub-theory to educational theory. It is
significant that the domain of theories of instruction is being
discriminated from other potential areas of education such as
administration and curriculum. It also is significant that theory
development is being related to carefully designed research.

It is true that we are still unable to associate specific
educational theories with specific sub-theories in such domains as
administration, instruction, and curriculum, but the demand for
bringing together the theoretical work done in the sub-theories
into total educational theory is increasing. Although the
dimensions of educational theory are far from being clearly
identified, the profession is attempting to develop more rational
explanations for those it is able to identify. The impetus to
sub-theory building, the use of models for directing thinking and
explanation, and the thrust of theory-orienied research are
evidence of healthy activity in the area of educational theory.
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Chapter 4

CURRICULUM THEORY

In Chapter 1, we established curriculum as a sub-system of
education along with such others as instruction, evaluation, and
administration. As a sub-system of education, curriculum must
have unique properties and functions that distinguish it from the
other sub-systems. A curriculum theory, therefore, must explainin
various ways the character of and the relationships among the
unique properties and functions of the curriculum sub-system.
The function of this chapter is te orient basic theory-building
processes to the field of curriculum and then to point out some
historic exemplars of theoretical postures taken on curriculum.

THEORY PROCESSES IN CURRICULUM

From our conclusions in Chapters 2 and 3, we should impose
upon the would-be curriculum theorist two kinds of guide or
principle. One has to do with definition and theory content, the
other with the types of activity permissible or mandatory.

Definitions and Theory Content

initially, we stated that a theory is a set of statements. It must
be in the form of a physical record that may be used as a means of
communication among people and as a directive force in
furthering theoretical and practical work efforts. Individual
statements within a theory must be related in such a way as to
produce greater meaning to the individual parts and to foster
mterrelation among the parts, thereby extending meaning to the
whole set of events giving rise to the theory. This demand for

37
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relatedness is present in all serious writing about theory. Most
series of events in curriculum are so variable that explanations for
them may need to assume the form of definitions and various kinds
of propositions. For a theory to explain these variant events
systematically, the theory builder needs to relate them.

) Theory may be defined as a set of related statements that are

* {_arranged so as to give functional meaning to a series of events. The
set of related statements may take the form of descriptive or
functional definitions, operational constructs, assumptions,
postulates, hypotheses, generalizations, laws, or theorems. The
precise contents are dictated by the scope of the series of events, the
amount of empirical knowledge available, and the degree of
sophistication of theory and research surrounding the series of
events.

Now let us apply these basic ideas about theoretical work to
curriculum theory. The first task is to define curriculum theory. If
atheory is a set of related statements that are arranged so as to give
functional meaning to a set or a series of events, a curriculum theory is
y set of velated statements that gives meaning to a school's curriculum b

K/ |pointing up the relationships among its elemenis and by directing its |,
‘development, its use, and its evaluation. The subject matter of
curriculum theory may be the events associated with decisions
about a curriculum, the use of a curriculum, the development of a
curriculum, curriculum design, curriculum evaluation, and so
forth.

Such events are only part of the task ofidentifying curriculum
theory ingredients. Within each of any identified series of events,
there are technical terms that define the subject matter of the
theoretical field. These have to be defined, or the boundaries of the
theorist’s work cannot be determined. Definitions also serve a
functional purpose when they can be translated into operational
constructs in research.

When a theorist identifies pertinent technical concepts, he is
forced to open up all aspects of the field of curriculum that need 1o
be explained by a full-blown curriculum theory. When the theorist
turns to definition of concepts, it immediately becomes apparent 1o
him that the key concept demanding clear definition is curriculum.
Three key ways of usmg the word curriculum_emerge from the. .

literature, One use of the word cummlum 1s as a subst.mtwe

o [P R
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curriculum. In most cascs a cnrrlcuium;&a_pg&afégmgﬁ,n_ It may

beap plan consisting of proposed learning opportunities for school
pupils. A curriculum may be thought of as a set of intended
outcomes. For others, a curriculum may be an elaborate document
including objectives, activities, instructional materials, and time
schedules. Some conceive a curriculum as a written document;
others view it as a set of verbal agreements. One authority may
propose that a curriculum be made for a school or a school district.
Another may propose that one be made for a state’s schools. A
third may propose that a curriculum should be national in scope.
Regardiess of meanings associated, a theorist must talk about a
curriculum.

curriculum system. A curriculum syszf:m,l.sﬂfai paﬁ‘EIIhe organized
framework of a_school or .a school system within which all
cuj_l;lﬁnhm.decmmnsmma.dﬁ A curriculum system consists of the
personnel organization and the organized procedures needed to
produce a curriculum, to implement it, to appraise it, and 1o
modify it in light of experience. The principal output of a
curriculum system is a curriculum; the function of the system is to
keep the curriculum dyanamic.

A%ciuse of the word curriculum is a synonym for an area of
rofessiopal stidy. Thisthiode isio speak &f curricudum as a total field
of study. This is :he usage employed by nearly ali professional
schools of education.

A very important and substantive part of the content of any
theory is the accumulation of statements describing relationships
among the ingredients of the theory. To these need to be added the
structural refationships between the theory being developed and
its sub-theories. If we employ the three uses of curriculum as a
framework, relationships among the ingredients of curriculum
theory may be more readily identified. Within the concept of a
curriculum, there are many key relationships to be described, The
primary ones have to do with such matters as the relationships
between goals and culture content, between school organization
and scope and sequence, or between culture content and overall
design. Secondary, or peripheral, relationships have to do with
influences that impinge on curriculum decisions but which are not
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a part of a curriculum. Statements of these relationships need to
explain why primary decisions are made. For example, goals are
selected according to a conceived role of the school in society, Much
of grade placement of subject matter depends upon predictions
about the school population.

The concept of a curriculum system implies a governing cluster of
relationships. Most of them have to do with the human engineering
required in the process of curriculum development and
curriculum usage. The fundamental tasks of a curricuium system
set the framework for needed relationship ties, The tasks inherent
in a curriculum system, briefly mentioned here and detailed in
later chapters are: (1) the choice of arena for curriculum
decision-making, (2} the selection and involvement of persons in
curriculum planning, (8} organization for and techniques used in
curriculum planning, {4) actual writing of a curriculum, (5)
mmplementing the curriculum, (6) evaluating the curriculum, and
(7) providing for feedback and modification of the curriculum.
When statements of relationship among these elements are
articulated, the phenomena of curricalum development,
curricalum use, and curriculum evaluation will have been
described. The primary concern here is one of explaining the
structure and functions of a curriculum system.

The purpose of curriculum as a field of study is to advance
knowledge about curriculums and curriculum systems, Whatever
is included in the field of study must be defended on the basis of
that purpose. Itis conventional for students of curricalum to study
social and psychological foundations of education. Advanced
students study research design and procedures in depth. They
study and analyze our past experiences in curriculum affairs,
Establishing relationships among such studies and the basic ideas
of curriculum design and engineering gives added theoretical
strength to curriculum as a field of study.

To the foregoing relationship statements, others need to be
added to fill out the picture of theory content in curriculum. These
constitute the statements needed to show relationships between
curriculum theory and the remaining sub-theories of educational
theory. Figure 1 in Chapter 1 reveals some of these to be
instructional theory, evaluation theory, administrative theory, and
counseling theory. Relationship ties among some of these are
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stronger than among others. Irrespective of strength, relationships
need to be described in order to clarify the unique role of
curriculum theory as a sub-theory of educational theory.

Carriculum Theory-Building Activities

The curriculum theorist is subject to the same rules of
behavior as any theorist in the behavioral sciences; consequently,
he is obligated to engage in the most commonly accepted work
practices of all. They are: (1) establishment of descriptive and
prescriptive definitions for technical terms, (2) classification of
existing and new knowledge, (3) inferential and predictive
research, (4) sub-theory development, and development and use of
models.

We have labored sufficiently over the need for establishing
and consistently using definitions of technical terms. Generally,
educational writers and theorists have been unwilling or unable to
define their technical terms with care and to use them consistently
once having defined them. It is absolutely essential tor the theorist
to identify and define the key terms of his field. For instance, such
concepts as curriculum, subject matter, design, implementation,
and evaluation are a tew that would have to be carefully structured.
These concepts permeate curriculum considerations,

The act of classifying knowledge is another theory function.
Although a classtication system is not synonymous with a theory,
the former is essential to the latter, Without order and relationship,
meanmng for a series of events is elusive or non-existent.

Although some classification of curriculum knowledge has
taken_place in subordinate aspects of curriculum, a systematic
classification is still lacking. This condition is strange because
classification is a theory-building activity that is very possible in the
field of curriculum. Limited attempts have been made by those
who have raised questions that curriculum theory should answer,
such as those about what content, what organization, what
teaching, for what pupils, for what purposes. Progress beyond that
has been inhibited by the lack of acceptance of a conceptual
framework for curriculum classification. Probably, the lack of
advance in classification is primarily attributable to great variation
in use of technical terms. The effect is to produce a reluctance to
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postulate a classification scheme and expose it to the light of
research and experience,

Inference and prediction are of the highest order in the work
of the theorizer. It is possible for one to arrive at definitions,
descriptions, and classification schemes initially by analytical
procedures or by simple descriptive research, but it is not possible
for one to go beyond those levels without the kinds of research that
will allow one to infer or predict from the results. The kinds of
research from which inference and prediction may be made are
assigned various names in research literature. We will note here
only the two most relevant research techniques. First, it should be
stated that the act of inferring is a logical process, Aninterenceisa
proposition or generalization derived from evidence by reasoning,
The research design does not provide the inference.

With one type of problem, a researcher is concerned with the
examination of differences hetween, or among, samples taken
from a known population. Measures for a criterion, or dependent,
variable are taken from all samples, and various treatments are
assigned to individual sample groups so as to manipulate
independent variable effects. The researcher, in these cases,
usually seeks causal relationships between the criterion variable
and the independent variables. It is common for analysis of
variance designs and techniques to be used in these cases to
examine the relationships. The researcher reaches a conclusion
from observation of the results of his data treatment. Providing he
is satisfied with the validity and reliability of his conclusion, the
researcher can infer that his conclusion is generalizable 1o all
samples of the population. A simple illustration in curriculum
research would be a study of the effects of various kinds of
inservice training administered to randomly selected groups of
teachers upon their ability to participate as curriculum planners.
The results, assuming proper controls and treatments, would
permit the researcher to infer that the same status would hold for
other similarly chosen groups and their parent population.

In a sense, prediction is a special case of inference. For
predictive relationships, research is designed so that one can
estimate the unknown from the known. However, it is first
necessary o establish the relationship between the known and the
unknown characteristics or behaviors, A commonly-used research
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technique for this kind of problem is correlation and regression

analysis. A study is made of the correlation between two or more

sets of behaviors or characteristics that are assumed to be related.

The purpose of such a study is to establish the strength of the

relationship so that thereafter one can predict one of the sets of
behaviors or characteristics {the unknown) from the other (the

known}. The weli-known correlation between measures of
intelligence and measures of school achievement was observed,

and we feel confident, within established limits, that we can predict

school achievement once intelligence has been measured

satisfactorily. In curricalum, many needs for research of this kind

exist. A curricalum itself js an expression of prediction.

Curriculum planners predict that teachers will use a curriculum as

a point of departure tor their teaching; otherwise there would be

hittle point in doing all that work. Curriculum planners may predict

that certain learning outcomes will occur. Rarely have these

predictions been tested out in research, but they must be to develop

generalizations about the phenomena for purposes of building
curriculum theory,

A mature theory is undergirded by sub-theories. If they seek
mature curriculum theories, curriculum theorists must work at
identitying and building the sub-theories of curriculum. What the
sub-theories are may be dependent upon the concepts and
procedures the theorist wishes to associate with the field of
curriculum, Possibilities for sub-theories to curriculum theory are
curriculum design, procedures for curriculum plarming and
implementation, and curriculum evaluation. Accounting for these
functions theorerically is the domain of sub-theory building in
curriculum, and we will address ourselves to these areas in later
chapters.

Model building is another activity for the curriculum theorist,
and the theorist may use models in a variety of ways. Models may be
used to illustrate a person’s posture on the design of a curriculum, -
Models are useful in depicting procedures for curriculum
planning and implementation. Curriculum evaluation schema may
be represemted by models. Models may be created to show
relationships among curriculum design, the curriculum
engineering processes, and evalnation processes. The latter would
be a basic model of a curriculum theory. It makes little difference
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whether models are “borrowed” as paradigms from other areas of
knowledge or whether they are developed indigenously within the
framework of curriculum constructs originally.

Progress in curriculum theory has been slow and meager, and
too few curriculum specialists have responded to the need for
thoughtfu) theoretical work. Like many other functions in
education, the curriculum function has responded more to the
external pressures from an expanding culture than to internal
examination, systematic research, and explanation. In responding
to the set of external forces, curriculum workers have been busy,
and they have worked diligently, and at all times, creatively. We
shall now turn to some of those efforts.

EXEMPLARS IN CURRICULUM THINKING

From the history of curriculum thought one can glean
persistent ideas that may be said to have theoretical bases, and
there is evidence that a body of concern by curriculum scholars is
emerging toward a field of curriculum theory. To a very great
extent, the bases for most of the postures represented here are
rooted in the educational ethos of the period of our history in
which they developed; yet, there has evolved a series of persistent
problems that may be said to belong to curriculum.

The history of curriculum thought has been reviewed from
time to time. Two examples will be cited here. Seguel reviewed the
formative years of the curriculum fieid which she stipulated to be
develﬂpments in curriculum by describing the work of
representative scholars. Charles and Frank McMurry were
selected as representatives of the Herbartian movement. John
Dewey was included because of his pervasive influence upon the
curriculum thinking of all others. Franklin Bobbitt and Werrett W.
Charters were chosen to represent the movement in curnculum
known as activity analysis, Harold Rugg represented a group
attempting to synthesize ideas about curriculum up to that pointin
time. And Hollis Caswell was selected to represent the new
specialist in curriculum making. Phillips analyzed meanings

tMary Louise Seguel, TAe Curriculum Field: Jts Formative Years (New York: Teachers College Press,
Columbia University, 1966},
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associated with the concept “curriculum” from its early use 1o the
year 1962.% He divided his analysis into three chronological
periods, namely, (1) the Pre-Progressive Period from 1890 to 1918,
(2) the Progressive Period from 1018 to 1955, and (3) the
Post-Progressive Period after 1955. Phillips then identified the
carriculum postures of writers within those periods. For our
purposes in this writing, we will divide our attention between the
periods of 1918 to 1950 and from 1950 to the present. From the
viewpoint of curriculum theory, this rough division seems
appropriate since 1950 marked the publication of the proceedings
of a major conference on curriculum theory.

Early Curriculum Specialists

Although persons developed concern for curriculum
problems as edrly as 1890, as pointed out by Seguel and Phillips, the -

’W really sasthe firstof alongline of people
who became curriculum specialists.inthe sense-shas they developed

acurriculum posture and werg leaders in the practical affaire-of
wmdexgmmem Bobbitt is identified as a proponent of

activity analysis as a means of making curriculum decisions. He was
among the first to use the methods of science to identify the
activities and predispositions of adults for purposes of creating a
school curriculum that would prepare children for that kind of
adult life. Bobbitt’s rationale is depicted in the following statement:

The central theory is simple. Human life, however varied, consists
in the performance of specific activities, Education that prepares for
life is one that prepares definitely and adequarely for these specific
activities. However numercus and diverse they may be for any social
clags, they can be discovered. This requires only that one go cutinto the
world of affairs and discover the particulars of which these affairs
consist, These will show the abilities, attitudes, habits, appreciations,
and forms of knowledge that men need. These will be the objectives of
the curriculum. They will be numerous, definite, and particularized.
The curriculum will then be that series of experiences which children
and youth must have by way of attaining those objectives.*

*Richard C. Phillips, “A Hiworical Swady of the Concept Curriculum® (unpublished doctor's
dissertation, Northwestern University, Evanston, Hlinois, 1962),

*Franklin Bobbitt, The Curricufum (Boston: Houghwon Mifflin Company, 1918).

1Ihd.. p. 42,
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Charters was much in agreement with Bobbitt in proposing
job analysis of adult occupations as a technique for formulating
bases for curriculum decisions.” In this respect, Charters was more
concerned with vocational education. Both reached similar
concluasions about carriculum content.

Two things stand out about the theoretical postures of Bobbitet
and Charters. First, they were committed to the use of the
techniques of science in the solution of curriculum problems. In
this respect, they were influenced by the scientific movement in
education led by persons such as E. L. Thorndike, Charles Judd,
and their followers. Second, Bobbit: and Charters held, as a basis
for their theories, the assumption that it was the function of the
school to prepare the young for adult life. The way to find out
about adult life was to analyze it, and the way to make a curriculum
was to decide what skills, knowledge, values, and attitudes would
prepare the schoel leavers to participate in that life. The whole
approach was a vigorous way of determining curriculum content
and objectives and for organizing the curriculum content in a
systematic manner.

Under the leadership of the Progressives, the child-centered
movement was causal in a shift in the whole character of
curriculum thinking beginning early in the 1920’s. Attention was
shifted from the organization of subject matters aimed at
preparation for adult life to the psychological behavior of the
learner in the present. The important criteria for curriculum
content became the interests and needs of children in school. Since
the interests and needs of children emerged from their daily
experience, a pre-planned curriculum without the involvement of
the children in the planning became an anathema to the
development of a good educational program.

The conflict between the society-centered and the
chiid-centered groups was brought into sharp focus in the
Twenty-sixth Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of
Education.® The society’s commitiee was composed of persons of
various persuasions, and Harold Rugg was chairman. In spite of
differences in theoretical orieniation, the committee was able to

*Werrets W, Charters, Curicufum Construction (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1923).
SHarold Rugg, Chairman, The Foundations and Technigue of Curricnlum Construction, Tweniy-sixth
Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education, Part | and 11 {Bloomington, Ll.: Publik
\ School Publishing Company, 1927},
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tormulate a statement of working principles for curriculum
making. That statement of principles came as close to being a
statement of curriculum theory as anything set forth up to that
time. It is interesting to note that committee members each
prepared a supplementary statement to the general statement of
principles in order to preserve the integrity of their own
orientations. In those statements, one can find the theoretical
postures of the conflicting viewpoints highlighted. It is a curicus
thing that efforts of this kind have not been repeated with
regularity so that the likenesses and differences of curriculum
positions would be kept as clear as they were illuminated by those
theorists in 1927,

Following Sg&igg_k’svfidea, we will use Hollis Caswell as a
representative of a different breed of curriculum speaiahst from
the groups previously discussed. Caswell set virtually a
performance model for leadership in curriculum development
during his association with the Division of Surveys and Field
Studies at Peabody College for Teachers in Nashville, Tennessee,
During this period of his life, Caswell was mvolved as a consultamt
to curriculum development projects in Alabama, Florida, Virginia,
and others.” We can see in the work of Caswell and his associates
increased emphasis upon teacher involvement in curriculum
decisions, organizational structures for planning groups, and such
steps in procedure as defining the meaning of curriculum,
determining objectives, sclecting content, determining curriculum
design, and measuring outcomes.

Thus, we see most of the basic theoretical curriculum issues
highlighted by curriculum scholars early in the development of the
field. We see the argument about basic philosophy of the schoolas a
social institution through the curriculum postures taken by
persons who were either society-centered, child-centered, or
interactive in their basic outiooks. We see basic issues about
curricuinm design ranging from formal organization of school
subjects to the experience notion. And we see issues about the
selection and involvement of persons in curriculum building tasks
as well as the tasks themselves. However, the more or less technical
aspects of curriculom theory building really did not begin to enter
the literature until the 1950%.

"Seguel, op. ait.. pp. 137175,



68 Curricutum Theory
Later Developments

Abour mid-twentieth century, discussions of curriculum
theory gua theory began to appear in the literature. The first
large-scale discussion of curriculum theory tocok place at the
University of Chicago in 1947. The papers presented at that
conference were published in a monograph in 1950.% Each author
of a paper was given virtually complete freedom to treat his topic
individually inasmuch as the composite papers made no pretense
at covering the field of curriculum theory comprehensively. It is
significant to observe that in one of the overview sections of the
report, the following three-fold task for curriculum theory was
prescribed:

w ;1) 10 idemify the critical issnes or points in curriculum developmen:
\?\{ and Lheir underlying generalizations: (2) to point up the refationships
j which exist between these critical points and their supporting struc-
ture;, and {8} to suggest and ro forecast the future of approaches made

i 1o resolve these critical issues.®

And in a concluding chapter the following challenge was issued:

S Asafurther efforein hastening the communications between groups
of interested people and in the development of more adequate theory,
someane might spend time trying to describe the nature of such
theory, its tasks, its subjece matter, its tests, and its uses.’®

What has come to be called the Tyler rationale was published
in 1950. The rationale revolves around four central questions:

1. What educational purposes should the school seek to attain?

2. What educational experiences can be provided that are likely to
attain these purposes?

3. How can these educational experiences be effectively organized?

4. How can we determine whether these purposes are being at-
tained?!t

This formulation has been the one most persistently used with
reference 1o curriculum theory since its publication. The questions
raised by Tyler had been raised by other curriculum scholars

Wirgit E. Hervick and Ralph W. Tvler (eds.), Towasd improved Curriculum Theory, Supplementary
Educationat Monograph, Number 71 (Chitago: University of Chicago Press, 1956).

", p L

bid., p. 121

1 Ralph W, Tyler. Basic Prnciples of Curricubum and Instruction {Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1950), pp. 1-2.
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before him, but his unique statement has been well popularized.

At least in partial response to the challenge issued in the
Herrick and Tyler monograph previously cited, namely, that
someone might spend time trying to describe the nature of
curricuium theory, the first edition of this book (Curriculum Theory)
appeared in 1961, It was the first single volume to present an
organized statement of the status and dimensions of curriculum
theory based upon conceptual structures and relationships derived
from theory building efforts in closely related disciplines. The
second edition (1968) was done in the same spirit.

Two papers given at the 1963 National Conference of the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
contributed to the dialogue about curriculum theory. The
conference, in part, consisted of a series of seminars one of which
had curriculum theory as its topic. Two papers were given at the
seminar which pointed up a major dilemma in curriculum theory,
and the dilemma remains unresolved at this writing. The paper
titles reveal the two sides.

One of the papers was given by Beauchamp wherein he
analyzed the approach of the scientist to the tasks of theory
building in curriculum.*? In this presentation, curriculum theory
was related conceptually to theory building in other domains of
knowledge. The basic principles common to all, as seen by the
scientist, were stressed. Careful and cousistent use of technical
terminology, analysis and classification of knowledge and
conjecture, and the use of predicrive research to increase the
number of firm generalizations, or laws, were cited as principles
that would give better explanation for curriculum phenomena.

The second paper has asits theme the role of philosophy in the
development of scientific curriculum theory.'? In the paper, Smith
outlined three principal tasks with which philosophy can deal in
aiding the curriculum theorist: (1) to formulate and justify
educational purposes, (2} to select and organize knowledge, and (3)
to deal with verbal traps. 1n identifying these three tasks, Smith

*George A, Beauchamp, "Developing a Scientitic Theory in Curritulum.” A paper presented at the
nzlicnal conference of the Assotiation for Supervision and Curriculem Development, NEA, SL Louis,
Missouri, 1968,

*8. (thane] Smith, “The Role of Philosophy in the Developmen of Scientific Curriculum Theory.”
A paper presented at the natdonal Conference of the Association for Supervision antd Gurriculom
Pevelepment, NEA, St Lous, 1963,
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noted several weaknesses in the development of curriculum
theory. Too frequently, he said, curriculum theorists fail to
recognize the interrelationships between educational objectives
and the content of a school program, Sometimes the content itself
becomes an objective, or a series of objectives. Too often, criteria
tor selection of content or ohjectives are not apparent, if they exist
at all. Tn selecting content, a curriculum theorist must take into
account the nature and structure of knowledge. He will be at great
disadvantage if he fails to discriminate among factual information,
values, and general principles. All of these kinds of problems are
intimately related to the language used in curriculum theorizing.
Progress is inhibited when basic concepts that are repeatedly used
need clanfication.

We note here that these two papers brought several facets of
curriculum theory into sharp focus. One is that theorizing about
curriculum is not solely a matter ot establishing facts and
relationships among empirical data. More than that, the theorist
must be concerned with choices and the consequences of those
choices, and at this point, the world of values confronts him, The
theorist is concerned with choices at the levels of selection of
purpases and content in response to those purposes. Science is of
little help te him here. However, a disaplined language is a
necessity whether he is calling upon the techniques of science or the
wisdom of philosophy.

The use of models in theoretical work also has invaded
curriculum theory efforts. A very useful contrtbution in this area
was made by Macdonald in a paper given at a meeting of professors
of curriculum.’ In this paper, Macdonald distinguished four
systems prevalent in schooling: curriculum, instruction, teaching,
and learning. By use of a Venn-type diagram, he identified the
interactions of the four systems, Then he analvzed the curriculum
system using a general systems model characterized by the
components of input, content and process, output, and feedback.
At least two unique ideas emerge from Macdonald’s paper. One is
that we can clarify our thinking about curriculum if it is identified
as a unique system of schooling. The other is that the use of the

James B, Macdonald, “Curriculum Theory: Probiems and A Prospecius.” Mimeographed, a paper
presented at the Professors of Gorriculum mesting, Miami Beach, Aprif, 1964,
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general systems approach helps to define the kind and scope of
conceptualizations needed in curriculum theory.

A slightly different schema for schooling was developed by
Broudy, Smith, and Burnett. It is shown in Figure 5. In i,
curriculum is depicted as part of a total system of influence
directed at students. Modes of teaching are included as part of the
curriculum components in the diagram, but in the accompanying
text, the aunthors state: “Although modes of teaching are not,
strictly speaking, a part of the curriculum, for practical purposesit
is not useful to ignore them entirely in curriculum theory.”'® This
statement would lead us to believe that Broudy, Smith, and Burnett
would not significantly disagree with Macdonald's distinction
between curriculum and teaching.

Beauchamp reviewed the progress made incury iculum theory
between the years 1960 and 1965.7% As a framework for discussing
the research and writings about curriculum theory, he identified
six components of curriculum as a field of study. These were
foundational influences, subject matters, curriculum  design,
curriculum engineering, evaluation and research, and theory
building. He noted that most progress was being made in the areas
of subject matters and curriculum engineering.

Faix applied structural-functional analysis as derived from
biology, sociology, and anthropology to the task of refining
curriculum concepts. A ,Jmmulum_ﬁ___n_{;gpn was described as whal] )?
is done; a curricutam structure, as how it is done. In other words,
curriculum functions describe the process by which curriculum
structures are maintained or changed. A list of questions raised by
a structural-functional analysis of curriculum phenomena was
presented, and the titles and sub-titles of the list were termed a
tentative classification of curriculum phenomena. They were: (1}
general questions about curriculum phenomena, (2) questions
about a curricuium system, (3) questions about units of analysis and
elements, (4) questions about the structure of a curriculum system,
{5) questions about the functions of a curriculum system, (6)
questions about curriculum processes, and (7) general questions

"Ik, p. 79,
"“George A, Beauchamp, “Progress in Curriculum Theory 1960-1965," Mimeographed, a paper
presented 2t the annual conference of the American Educational Research Association, NEA, Chicago,

1965,
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Curriculum
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Cognitive Maps
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Manipulative or
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Figure 5. A schema for schooling. Adapted by permission
from Harry 8. Broudy, B. Othanel Smith, and Joe R. Bur-
nett, Democracy and Excellence in American Secondary Educa-
tion (Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1964), p. 78.
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about structural-functional analysis procedures.’” Since
classification is a foundational step in scientific theory
coastruction, this contribution warrants attention and
development.

Maccia analyzed four types of curriculum theory: curriculum
theory {event theory), formal curriculum theory, valuational
curriculum theory, and praxiological curriculum theory'®
Curriculum theory (event theory) was described as the sorting out
and characterizing of events and relating them. In this connection,
Maccia suggested that curricutlum could be subsumed by a theory
of mstruction, thereby intimating that curricuiom theory should be
a sub-theory of instructional theory. Formal curriculum theory is
focused on the structure of curriculum content. Valuational
curriculum theory i1s concerned with the issue of what instructional
content is the most valuable to present. And praxiological
curricalum theory is speculation about appropriate curriculum
means for reaching curricalum objectives. We may not agree with
Maccia that so many labels are needed, or with the meanings she has
assigned to curriculum, but she does help us to see more clearly
that curriculum theory has several dimensions such as
classification, design, values, and operations, all of which must be
accounted for in a full explanation of curriculum theory.

A very interesting analysis of the use of definitions and models
in curriculum theorizing was made by Johnson.'® Whereas Maccia
had imphed that the definition of carriculum should emerge from
the resuits of theory building, Johnson insisted upon a definition of
curriculum as a directive force for the theory builder. He claimed
that past efforts in curriculum theory have been either
programmatic or analytical and that the programmatic works have
been concerned with curriculum positions with primary emphasis
upon curriculum development. Johnson distinguished between
curriculum and the process of eurriculum development. For him, a
curriculum is the output of a curriculum development system, but
the curriculum development system is not curriculum. We clarify

T Thowmas L. Faix, *Strociuralk-Fanctions] Analysis as a Conceptual System for Currieslum Theory
and Rescdrch: A theovetical Study,” Mimeographed: a paper pre 1 at the P meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, NEA, Chicago, 1966,

1*Elizabeth Steiner Maccia, “Ourrieulum Theory and Policy.” Mimeographed, a paper presented at
the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, NEA, Chicago, 1965,

UMaurilz Jehason, Jr. "Defimitions and Modek in Curriulum Theory,” Educationaf Theory,
17:127-140, April, 1867,
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this a litile more by noting that Johnson depicted curriculum as a
structured series of intended learning outcomes. Curriculum so
conceived relates to imentions rather than to occurrences. Under
this definition, experiences that pupils have under the jurisdiction
of a school become part of the domain of instruction. Like Faix,
Johnson winds up his analysis with a six-point schema for
carriculum:

’f 1. A curriculum is a structured series of intended learning outcomes,
2. Seleciion 15 an essential aspect of curriculem formulation.
8. Strurture is an essential eharacteristic of curriculum.
4. Curriculum guides instruction,
5. Chrniculum evalualion invoives validation of both selection and

1 structure.
' 6. Curriculum is the criterion for instructional evaluagion.2?

i
f
{

a

Others before Johnson have depicted a curriculum as the output of
a curriculum system and the input of an instructional system. It is
necessary for a system to have both input and output geared to the
feedback from evaluation in order to maintain the steady state that
is characteristic of a system.

Johnson later remnforced and amplified his position that a
curricilum is designed to promote and guide instructional
planning which in turn guides instruction leading to learning
outcomes.?’ Using a rationale very similar to that of Johnson,
Posner analyzed the components of education and stated that
curriculum, mstruction, and learning outcomes are the
componernts needing clarification. He claimed that, for purposes
of theory and research, curriculum must be conceived to be
product-oriented, prior to instruction, and descriptive.*?

Frymier reported on a series of discussions about curriculum
theory held with his colleagues at Ohio State University.*® He took
the position that curricalum consists of three basic elements:
actors, artifacts, and operations. Actors, according to Frymier, are
persons directly involved with curriculum. Artifacts are the

., pp. 136-139.

Yafaurite Johnsow, Iv. “The Transhiun of Currmulem Into Instrction,” Educational Theory,
11151312, May, 1959,

HGeorge J. Posoer, "Edocation: its Components and Constructs.” Mimeographed, a paper
presented at the Annual Conventien of the American Educational Research Association, Chicagw,
Hitnois, April, 1972,

#lack R. Frymier, "Around and Around the Curricabum Bush of In Quest of Curriculum Theory,”
A paper presenied at the meeting of Frofessors of Curricaiurm, Dallas, Texas, 1967,
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content of the curriculum including design problems. Operations
are the processes involving the interaction of actors and artifacts.
The basic unit for study in curriculum is to include three phases:
(1) that which is planned, (2) that which occurs, and (3) the
evaluation.

It his provocative book, The Open Access Curriculum, Wilson
proposed that curriculum theory is most properly conceived as
humanistic rather than scientific and that open access curriculum
theory will be a compatible combination of knowledge theory,
environmental theory, and management theory 24

Goodlad and Richter reported the results of their
deliberations on the development of a conceptual systemn for
dealing with problems of curriculum and instruction.?* The study
used the Tyler ratlonale as its primary point of departure but
considerably expanded and opemmmahmd its constructs. A
conceptual system was defined as . . . a carefully engineered
framework designed to identity and reveal relationships among
complex, related, interacting phenomena. . . .”*® The authors
thus conceived a conceptual system to be more general than a
theory but a basts for directing theory building.

The report depicted the authors’ analysis of the process of
constructing what they called a rational curriculum. The process
principally consisted of making vse of man’s funded knowledge
and conventional wisdom as data sources for curriculum decisions,
Utilizing these sources, curriculum decision makers would identify
pertinent values to be used in deriving educational aims. Decisions
about educational atms would lead to general behavioral objectives.
From behavioral objectives the identification of behavioral and
substantive elements follow and lead 1o decisions about learning
opportunities and organizing centers for students. We will return to
many of the details of this very well-conceived curriculum rationale
as it applies to our discussions of curriculum engineering and
curriculum design as sub-theories of curriculum theory.

The curriculum field continues to be explored historically.

L. Craig Wison, The Open Access Curviculsm (Bosion: Allyn and Bacon, Ine, 1871} p, &i.

#John 1 Goodlad and Maurice N. Richter, Jr., “The Developmen of a Conceptual System for
Dealing with Problems of Cursicolum aod Fostruction,” Report ol aa inquiry supported by The
Cooperative Research Program of the Office of Education, U8, Department of Heahh, Fducation, and
WeHare, Conrract No. SAE-8(24, Pfu_jt‘f_t Nuo, 454, 1966,

hid  p. L
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Bellack reviewed studies of the historical development of
curriculum  thought and practice.?” Kliebard analyzed the
curriculum field from its beginnings.*® He concluded that the basic
problem of the curriculum field is one of sclf-identification, and
suggested that we . . | create a dialogue among ocurselves and
with our professional forebears.”*® Alpren and Baron reviewed
curriculum literature in search of procedural options for
developing curriculum, They identified seven: (1} adult surveys,
(2} job analysis, (3) teacher committees, (4) analysis of the sources of
objectives, {3} disciplinary structures, (6} behavior modification,
and (7) humanistic-individualistic. It was suggested that an eighth
was emerging, namely, interdisciplinary curriculum
development.®® Short examined the state of knowledge in the
curriculum field. He was able to depict six categories of personnel
mvalved in the scholarship, nineteen kinds of curriculum activity,
and thirty-four types of scholarly source material produced.®
Such historical and analytical efforts in curriculum are not
specifically theory development, but they do help us see more
clearly the dimensions of the total field within which the theorizing
must he dane.

EMERGING STATUS OF CURRICULUM THEORY

From the foregoing and other exemplars in curriculum
thinking and the identified processes essential for curriculum
theory building, an emerging status of curriculum theory can be
explicated, It 1s said repeatedly in curriculum literature thata need
exists tor dialogue between and among curriculum theorists and
practitioners about debatable issues in curriculum. The intention
of this claim is that such debate would help to define a tradition of
content for the curriculum field. It also s said repeatedly in

*aran A, Bellack, "Histery of Guericolum Thought and Practice,” Review of Educattonal Research,
39:283-262. June. 1969.

"Herbert M. Kliebard, “The Curriculum Ficld in Retrospect,” Technology and the Curviculum, ed. Paul
W.F. Wit (New York: Teachers College Press, Columbiz Umiversity, 1968), pp. 69-84,

Wibid,, p. 85,

¥Moron Alpren and Brooe €. Baran, “Procedwral Opiions in Beveleping Curricnium. ™
Mimeographed, A paper presented at the Annual Convention of the Amervican Educational Research
Association, Chicago. [Hinois, Aprii 4, 1972,

*Edmund C. Short, “Curricutum Scholarship: Sources of Knowledge for the Curriculum Field,” 4
Search for Valid Content for Curvicudum Gewrses, 1970VEducational Comme L (Toledo: College of Education,
University of Taledo, 1976), pp. 7-18.
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curriculum literature that the substance for the called-for dialogue
is not known or recognized. 1 disagrec with these laments for it
seems to me that certain substantive problems and tssues are before
us, and most of them have been for some time. In the following
paragraphs, | shall indicate what some of these substantive
problems and issues are under the general categories of: (1)
curriculum definition, (2} sources of curriculum decisions, (3)
issues and problems of curriculum design, (4) issues and problems
of curriculum engineering, and (5) theory implications.

Curriculnm Definition

There is grave need for the definition of the existant range of
meanings that are to be associated with the scope of events that
belong to the curriculum field. The definitional behavior must
answer such questions as: Is curriculum a concept unique o

schooling? Does curriculum include instruction or teachrng* To
what extent are pupil learnings a part of carriculum? What is the
total scope of curriculum as a field of study?

The above are general questions about the character of the
curriculum field. There is specific need to define the range of
meanings about what the ingredients of a curriculum are. This
definitional process would generate the characteristics of
curriculum design, Should a curriculum contain a set of behavioral
or other kind of objectives? Should a curriculum centain
recommended, or prescribed, content that may be used to achieve
the objectives? Should a curriculum specify instructional plans and
materials? Similarly, there is specific need 1o identify the range of
meanings assocated with carriculum planning, implementation,
and evaluation. Some of the options in definition of curriculum
design and curriculum engmeering will be discussed later. The
peint [ wish to make here is that the process of carefully and
consistently defining significam curriculum areas, terms, and
operational constructs is recognized in literature even though it
may not be done well or by enough people.

Sources of Curriculum Decisions

When the carriculum field has been analyzed historically,
clusters of sources, or foundational considerations for curriculum
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decisions are enumerated with considerable consistency. A
number of these have been mentioned previously, but they bear
repetition here. 1 make no claim that the cited examples are
exhaustive, but the ones indicated here are before us as curriculum
people, and they are sources for debate for both theoreticians and
practitioners.

Early curriculum scholars advocated the adult survey and job
analysis as principal bases for determining curriculum content. To
some extent, certain aspects of these proposals are still with us.
Advocates would say that there ought to be some relation between
school life and post-school life. The concept of transfer of training
is not only important for the sequential organization of subject
matter in the curriculum, it is relevant to school and post-school life
too. Curricula for vocational education, for example, still demand
constant examination of this kind.

Man's accumulated culture is a well-recognized source but one
in which there are options that have been debated heatedly, and we
will profit if the debate continues. One proposal is to select
curriculum content only from the recognized disciplines. Another
is that there is a body of basic subject matter for schools. A third is
that subject matters should be integrated. With growth in man’s
funded knowledge, curriculum planning is more and more
becoming a process of careful selection and organization,

The student as a source is frequently placed in opposition to
the culture content source. The rally cry is that the interests and
needs of students must be satisfied. At least three approaches to
this source of information are advocated. One 1s to conduct needs
assessiment programs to furnish data for curriculum decisions. A
second 1s the identification and description of developmental
stages of children and youth. A third is much more radical, and
that is to simply have the student tell you what he wishes as his
curriculum.

Culture-, or soclety-centered sources, and learner-centered
sources are not mutually eliminating in modern thinking. Most
theorists of today would insise that it must be both, but where they
divide is on the point of primary emphasis. For one group, the
school is primarily an agency of society in rearing of children and
youth, but the children and youth are respected members of the
social group who have interests and needs that must be satishied
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within the culture of the school. For another group, the learner
and his emerging needs must dominate decisions about school
curricula, but there are bodies of culture content that are
significant for learner development.

Certainly, our past experience in curricalum affairs is a source
for curriculum decisions. Curricula for our schools have evolved
through many stages from that of the Dame Schools of New
England to those of the expanded and complex elementary and
secondary schools of today, We have a history of curriculum
developments in individual schools, school districts, states, and in
the large national-level projects of the 1960's. This body of
experience 1s an idea resource for those who make curriculum
decisions either as to curriculum content or processes,

The values held by those concerned with determining the
nature of the curriculum are an extremely dynamic source for
decision making. The primary curriculum question is: What cught
to be taught in the school? 1t is essentially a value question that must
be answered by the decision makers, and the decision makers have
to make use ol recognized values in two ways. One is to determine
what values are to be taught through the implementation of the
curriculum in the school, and the other is 1o idenufy what values
they are going to use for themselves as rule-governing behavior, or
criteria, in making curriculum decisions. We shall discuss the
significance of values in curriculum theory in greater detail in the
next chapter.

Finally, we must consider social and political authonty as a
soutce for curriculum decsions, In the United States, the local
board of education, acting under the authority of the state, is the
policy-making body for school operations. The curriculum for a
school under the jurisdiction of the board is the most important
policy the board has to make. It is true that many others may
participate in the development of a curriculum, but the ultimate
decision that the planned curriculum is the one to be implemented
through the instructional program of the schools is made by the
school board. From time to time, state legislatures pass laws
demanding that certain subject matters be taught in all schools in
the state. State depariments of education prescribe school codes
that affect curriculum decisions. Parent and teacher groups have
exerted tremendous influence. In recent years, teacher unions are
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demanding greater voice in curriculum determination. Such
anthorities are more valuahle for curriculum decisions as a source,
or resource, than when they are left to act in judgment after the fact
of a curriculum that has been planned and implemented.

Curriculum Design Issues

Caurricnlum design has been under discussion in curriculum
literature for years. Some of the issues that have been debated are
very clear; others are less so. Nonetheless, the acceptance of a point
of view is essential in theory building, and divergent points of view
should lead 1o different theories.

One very clear and simply stateable issue in curriculum design
revolves around whether a curriculum should be a written
document or not. Most contemporary curriculum specialists would
advocate that curricula should be expressed in written form.
Others feel that commitment in writing is in itself restrictive upon
teachers in planning for teaching. The latter have less concern for
structure in curriculum than the former,

The sphere of the curriculum is very imporiant conceptually.
Is a curricuium a design for a particular level of school such as the
elementary school, the middle school, or the secondary school? Is
the curriculum a design for an entire school district regardless of
how many levels of school there are? Should a curriculum include
all subjects so that a total conception of an educational pian is
expressed? Is it appropriate to talk about a mathematcs
curriculum? These questions have to be answered in orderto take a
posture on curriculum design.

The contents of a curriculum are debated at length. Some
would project that a curriculum should be only a set of intended
learning outcomes. The language of goals, aims, and objectives are
employed here, An imporant issue is whether or not the
statements should be in the form of behavioral objectives. Others

‘contend that a curriculum should contain more than statements of
intended outcomes whether they are stated behaviorally or not.
The content, or subject matter, to be used as means for achieving
objectives is considered by some to be a necessary ingredient of a
curriculum. Issues are present in discussions about the nature of
the content and its organization. Advocates of discipline-centered
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organization are opposed by those who push for integrated subject
matters. Added 10 these are the issues of scope, sequence, and
articulation. Those who believe that a curriculum should be an
expression of both what to teach and how to teach would want
included matters of method, instructional materials, evaluation
plans, and so forth, The posture tn curriculum theory one assumes
with respect to the content of a curriculum inevitably will be of
great influence upon the remainder of his position.

Issues in Curriculum Engineering

The most clear-cut issue in curriculum engineering has to do
‘with who will be involved in curriculum planning. Individuals on
one side of the issue propose that teachers should be the dominant
group to be involved. Their opponents would prefer that
specialists in the subject or discipline areas should do the job.
Related to this issue is some confusion between involvement in
planning and involvement in implemenitation of the curriculum
once it is planned. The involvement of lay citizens is both proposed
and opposed.

Curriculum implementation is more of a problem than an
issue. Once a curriculum is planned, its implementation is not at
issue, but how it is to be implemented, including leadership in the
. process, becomes a problem. Our history indicates that there have
been many curriculum planning efforts wasted because leadership
has not been exercised over the implementation process.

Similarly, curriculum evaluation is more of a problem than an
issue. Everyone agrees that a curriculum should be evaluated. The
problem is how. The use of achievement measures as the sole
criterion for curriculum evaluation is an indication of the need for
additional alternatives.

If curricula are to be planned in local schools or school
districts, the above issues and problems in curriculum engineering
are symptoms of need for a deliberate system within school
organization for making and executing decisions involved in
curricizlum planning, implementation, and evaluation. However,
the details of such systems cannot be conceptualized unless the
arena {the school, the district, the state, or other} has been
identified. Some will claim that the “real” theoretical issues of
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curriculum are those assodated with curriculum design and that
the practical affairs of curriculum in schools and school systems are
praxiclogical and therefore not theoretical. I choose to ditter with
this notion. [ believe that curriculum theory is just as concerned
with explanation of curriculum engineering as it is with
explanation of curriculum design. Hence, we will return to more
elaborate discussion of theory building in these two sub-areas of
curriculum in later chapters.

Theory Implications

Many of the issues and ground rules for theory building
around those issues have been laid down in the literature. 1
conclude this chapter with the following five statements that seem
to me to be warranted generalizations so far:

1. Any curriculum theory should begin by deflining its set of events,

2. Any curriculum theory should make clear its accepted values and

sources for making decisions,

3. Any curriculum theory should specify the characteristics of cur-

riculum design,

4. Any curricalum theory should deseribe the essemtial processes for
making curriculum decisions and the interrelationships among
those processes.

. Any curricujum theory should provide for continuous regenera-
tion of curriculum decisions.

[ 4]

Such statements are much easier to state than to follow in
theory-building work in curriculum, but they can serve as
background for amplification of more specific studies and
postulations in the following chapters on values, curriculum
design, and curriculum engineering,
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Chapter 5

VALUES IN CURRICULUM THEORY

Values are products of our culture, generated by both
individuals and groups. For us to say that values are impaortant
driving forces in the maintenance of the human condition is an

‘understatement. And for an important social institution like the
school not to transmit and generate values is incredible.
[ndividuals acquire certain values by a general process of
enculturation; they acquire others didactically. The process of
schooling employs both approaches.

Values and value judgments permeate curriculum decisions.

ZT he primary problem of curriculum is to decide what shall be
¢ [taught in schools. This is a value question in itself and one that
“cannot be answered by empirical means. In the process of choosing
what shall be taught in schools, a host of additional value
judgments must be made. For example, the curriculum simply
cannot contain all of the elements of our culture that conceivably
might be transmitted to the young. A fundamental process in
curriculum planning is that of selecting curriculum content from
the total culture; theretore, curriculum planners must address
themselves to questions of what knowledge and skills are of most
waorth and which of those should be included in the curriculum,
Curriculum planners have 1o decide what value concepts are to be
tanght in schools, and they must decide upon vehicles to be used to
help students learn how to deal with value questions. The demand
for curriculum attention to values is evidenced by Smith, Staniey,
and Shores in the following:

The heart of a culture is its universals. The heart of the universals
is the values or, in other words, the rules by which people order their

85
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social existence. These rules, when built into the personzlities of the
individuals comprising the society, create the persanality type peculiar
1o the culture. Hence, the heart of any satisfactory educational pro-
gram consists of those basic values that give meaning to the purposes,
plans, and activities of the individual!

In the above sense, value considerations are primarily a
problem of curriculum design, but value considerations are also a
problem of curriculum engineering. For example, the mustering
of values as criteria for determining which curriculum aims and
culture content are acceptable in the social-political arena 15 a
necessary task in curriculum planning. But our purpose in this
chapter is to develop a rationale for value considerations rather
than to expand upon specifics of design and engineering; the latter
are the subjects of the following two chapters, First, we take a brief
look at some of the ramifications of value interpretations as they
generally are presented: we then follow with implications for
curriculum theory.

VALUE INTERPRETATIONS

After reviewing various meanings associated with values in the
literature, Inlow stated: “Values, to me, simply stated, are the
determiners in man that influence his choices in life and that thus
decide his behavior.”? In essence values are the rules by which
people shape their behavior. They generally are
multi-dimensional. They reflect attitudes or dispositions of
individuals to feel and act in given ways. Values embody such
concepts as good or bad, homely or pretty, rude or polite,
unacceptable or acceprable. Values also involve criteria by which
people form dispositions. Kaplan designated a two-way
classification when he said, “Values may be distinguished as
instrumental or inherent according to whether they are prized in
themselves or because they are believed to lead to something else
which we prize.”? In a similar analysis, Rokeach noted that since
values have to do with both modes of conduct and end-states of

'B. Othanel Smith, William O, Stanley, and |, Harlan Shores, Fundamenials of Curricudum Development
(revised edition; Yonkers-on-Hudson: World Book Company, 1957}, p. B5,

*Guil M. Iniow, Falues v Fransition (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Ine, 1872}, p. 2.

*Atraham Kaplan, The Conduce of Inguiry (San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company, 1984), p.
345,
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existence, we may classify values as intrumental or terminal.?
Industry and honesty are examples of instrumental values;
whereas, beauty and freedom are examples of terminal values,
Philosophers with differing outlooks or original assumptions tend
to interpret values differently. Both Hardie® and Park® place value
theorists in three groups: the intuitive, the skeprical, and
pragmatic. Park summarized the three positions as follows:

The intuitive theory emphasizes the “ultimate” nature of values and
man's supposed ability 1o recognize the ultimate. The skeptic places his
emphasis upon the impossibility of moving from beliefs 1o imperatives,
The pragmatist is interested in the existential context in which vai-
uations are made and insists upon determining whar is good or bad by
probable or actual consequences of acting in terms of a pariicular
judgment.”

Whatever the position may be, the general purpose of having a
value theory is to provide “a set of guidelines for the meaning and
ground of value judgments.”® Later in the chapter we discuss the
implicadons of value theories for the curriculum theorist;
however, the significance of that discussion will be enhanced by
looking first into the kinds of questions and problems raised in the
area of values.

There seem to be at least two aspects of most value questions.
One has to do with the rules for behavior per se; the other, with
behavioral adaptations to the rules. These two dimensions are
expressed in different ways. For example, Frankena distinguished
between Moral Education X (MEX) and Moral Education Y {(MEY).
MEX was used to designate the handing on (through education) of
knowledge of good and evil or knowing how to act. MEY referred
to education to.ensure that individual and group conduct wiil
conferm with the knowledge of MEX.? Axtelle distinguished
between psychological values (matters ol fact) and axiological

*Milton Rokeach, Befiefs, Attitudes, and Values (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., Publishers, 1976), pp.
15%-161.
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HOR7.

*Joe Park, “Values and Edncavon,” Education in £irban Seciety, edited by B.J. Chandler, Lindley §.
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*Kaplan, gp. cil., p. 387.

William K. Frankena, “Toward a Philosophy of Moral Education,” Harvard Educational Review,
28:306-313, Fall, 1958,



88 Curricutum Theory

values {what we ought to value).'® He noted the difference between
“the enjoyed and the enjoyable, the desired and the desirable, the
satisfying and the satisfactory.”!' Raths, Harmin, and Simon
represented such value phenomena as goals, attitudes, feelings,
beliefs, interests, and others as value indicators. They termed
choosing, prizing, and acting as the processes of valuing.*? Broudy,
Smith, and Burnett proposed that value education has two
principal outcomes. One of them is appreciation. The other is the
development of strategies for making choices.'> Whatever the
language used may be, there persist two sides of the value question
- the value concepts themselves and the processes of human
recognition and acceptance of those value concepts as rules for
governing behavior.

One gets the general impression from at least certain
contemporary hterature that the humanistic domain is
value-centered whereas the scientific domain is fact-centered. In
the bibliography at the end of this chapter, for example, literature
is cited bearing such titles as Humanizing Education, The Humanities
and the Curviculum, and Science and the Humanities. Basically, the
distinctions between humanistic studies and scientific studies have
to do with human use and goals. Prier expressed a difference
between the final products of sdentific activity and humanistic
activity as follows:

. . the final product of scientific activity is bmpersonal and uncom-
mitted in any way to any particular human use or goal; the final
product of litevary efforr, on the other hand, is incvitably identified
with its author’s character and his personal aristry, and it cannot
escape its involvemene with particular human feelings and with a
particular view of human conduct and human aspirations and goals. '

Many would take objection to Prior’s statement based on
grounds that the product may be value-free but the scientist
himself is not, Kaplan, for example, points out that it is dubious

*George E, Axtelle, “The Humamizing of Knowledge and the Education of Values,” Educational
Theory, 16:101-109, April, 1965
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“Moody E. Prior, Science and the Humanities {Evansion, IH.; Northwestern Unéversity Press, 1962, p.
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whether the scientist actually is concerned only with an impersonal
scarch for truth. He notes that the preponderance of applied
research stems from needs for solutions to practical problems.!®
No doubt the argument about the value-free status of the scientist
will go on for years 1o come, but the controversy helps to keep man
more conscious of the import of values for his behavior.

Irrespective of this argument, facts and values may
interrelated. Many value statements are supportable by factual
evidence, In a discussion of scientific determination of value
judgments, Hook stated:

A scientific or rational approach to judgments of value consists in

() the investigation of the causes of such judgments, (b) their logical

implications, and {c) their probable consequences, This investigation is

always 1o be undertaken in relation to alternative values which limit

freedom of choice, ™

The converse is also tenable. Values become criteria for courses of
action leading to empirical information. A teacher who has high
regard for rote memoritor learning judges his pupils on evidence
from their rote and memoritor performances. Comparably a
teacher who places high premium on the more heuristic techniques
in learning judges his pupils on evidence of their ability to make
observations, to collect information, to use resources, {0 reach
rational generalizations, and so forth. Values so used become
principles for guiding action. They first are learned: then they
become tools for teaching or for learning.

VALUES AND THE CURRICULUM

Values are a beginning point in curriculum decision making.
Goodlad and Richter have proposed that values should be a
primary source for selecting school purposes or aims and for all
subsequent decistons about the curriculum.'” In this sense, the
values become the criteria for determining the curricular aims., On
the other hand, most educational aims are stated asif schools ought

BOp. wit., p. 589,

HRidney Mook, Educaiien for Modern Man new edition: Alfred A, Knopi, 1968}, p. 179.

oha L Goodlad and Maurice M. Richter, Jr., “The Developmene of a Conceptual System for
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Welfare, Contract No. SAFE - BDZ4, Projece Mo, 454, 1956,
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to accomplish designated ends. The aims thus are statements of
value judgment in themselves. For example, we may state that an
aim of the secondary school is to improve citizenship. In value
terms, we would be averring that the improvement of citizenship
behavior 1s worthwhile and that the school ought to do something
about it, Note that the statement includes no attermpt to describe
citizenship behavior, and therefore, it gives no direction for the
teaching of citizenship behaviors nor for the measuring of the
ettects of the teaching. In this circumstance, it is apparent that the
generalized aim needs to be translated into the language of
curriculum strategy and instructional strategy. The translation of
aims into curriculum strategy and instructional strategy becomes
the means of the ends-means continuum,

It is in the realn of aim declaration that much of our modern
controversy lies with respect to values. One may state that an aim of
schooling is to teach the voung to be literate, that is, to teach them to
read and write their language. This aim is only value laden at the
points of deciding that this imposition should be made upon
children and that this function should be carried out by schools
rather than by some other agency of society. Conversely, for one to
state that an aim of schooling is to foster an ideal of a common
human community or to develop a rugged individualistic and
nationalistic spirit is heavily value laden. Educational planners
have had success in developing curricular and instructional
strategies as means for achieving the ends of the literacy aim, but
few have done anything with the latter,

As we indicated earlier, some values are acquired by the young
through the processes of general enculturation. Others have to be
taught. Very frequently, the values acquired through general
enculturation are in conflict with those selected to be taught in
schools. Some very vivid examples are Ocan‘rlng in our
communifies todav, and not all of them in large urban
communities. One of these is the values implied by the open
hostility of certain ethnic and/or religious groups toward blacks
and other minority groups. Yet most of the persons who exhibit
such hostility would profess that they believe in the equality of man

and in equality of opportunity for all mankind, and on Sunday
mornings in churches, they routinely avow to believe in the
brotherhood of man. The purpose here is to illustrate that many




Values In Curriculum Theory 91

attempts on the part of schools to atfect significantly the value
orientations of their pupils may run counter to the forces of
enculturation.

Stating Behavioral Objectives
In much curriculum hterature, a distinction is made between
the general aims of education and the specific behavioral objectives
to be fostered by the systems of schooling. If curriculum planners
wish to include specific behavioral objectives in their curriculum, a
major task for them is the stating, classifying, and arranging of the
behavioral objectives within the curricoium. It is commonplace for
us to say that behavioral objectives fall into three categories: the
cognitive, the psychomotor, and the atfective. The three actually
are applicable to any subject, but they have different weightings
from subject to subject. OQur concern at the moment is mostly with
the affective domain. In this connection, some guidelines for the
curriculum planner are available even though they come from a
single source. The publication, 4 Taxonemy of Educational Objectives,
Handbook II: Affective Domain classifies value objectives into five
categories in ascending complexity. The following is a
condensation of the taxonomical structure for affective behaviors
listed in that publication:
1.0 Receiving {attending}
t.1 Awarencss
1.2 Willingness to receive
1.3 Contrelled or selected attention
2.0 Responding
2.1 Acyuiescence in responding
2.2 Willingness to respond
2.3 Satsfaction in response
5.0 Valuing
3.1 Acceptance of a value
3.2 Preference for a value
3.3 Commitment
4.0 Organization
4.1 Conceptualization of a value
4.2 Organization of a value system
Characterization by a valuc or value complex
5.1 Generalized set
5.2 Characrerization?’®

=
<

“Pavid R Krathwohl Benjamin S. Bloom, and Bertram B. Masia, 4 Taxenemy of Educational
{¥jectives, Hawdbook 1 Affective Domain {New York: David McKay Company, Inc, 1964), pp. 176-185.
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Taking his cue from the taxonomies, Johnson arranged a
schema for curriculum. Under that portion classifying learning
outcomes, he listed knowledge, techniques, and values as three
classes of outcomes. Under values, he listed two sub-classes: (1)
norms — societal prescriptions and preferences regarding belief
and conduct and (2) predilections — individual preferential
dispositions (attitudes, interests, appreciations, aversions).'

When taxonomies contribute meaningfuily to classification,
they materially aid the curriculum planner with details of
arrangement of curriculum content. They alse aid in the
development of appraisal instruments. But taxonomies do not help
materially with the tasks of selecting values and beliefs to be
included in the curriculum. At the momeni, w0 avenies seen
available 1o curriculum planners, and they have been identified
earlier in this chapter. One is to search the recognized school
subjects and the scholarly disciplines for value content that reflects
decisions made in earlier times. The other is to make judgments
about existing values in the general culture ethos of the school and
its community. The selection of values is very much a judgmental
procedure, and curriculum planners must face up to the task in
that light.

Values as Curriculum Content

Most of the foregoing discussion in this chapter leads to the
conciusion that values direct the character of schocol aims, but
~addittonally values are a part of the culture content of the
curriculum. It goes without saying that values as curriculum
content would include value concepts as knowledge of rules of
behavior and the processes of dealing with value considerations
that may or may not lead to personal acceptance of value concepts
as self-governing rules for behavior. This dual interpretation of
values as content may be thought of as a curricular interpretation
of the two-way classHication of values as terminal, or end-state of
existence, values and instrumental values, or it may be thought of
as a curricular application of the distinction between the value
concepts themselves and the processes of value clarification as

W Mauritz Johnson, Jr., “Definitions and Models in Gurriculin Theary,” Educsiienal Theory, 17:188,
April, 1967,
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previously described. In any case, curriculum planners face the
problem of distinguishing between values as substantive
curriculum content and the processes of valuing as curriculum
content.

Probahly the first task of curriculum planners with respect to
values as curriculum content is to identify and state those attitudes,
beliefs, ideals, or concepts that are to be included in the
curriculum, (¥Connor suggested that these should consist of “a set
of values or ideals embodied and expressed in the purposes for
which knowledge, skills, and atticudes are imparted. . . "*® He
indicated that such values might be classified in five categories: (1)
minimurm skills, (2) vocational training, (3) awakening the desire
for knowledge, (4) developing a critical outlook, and (5) the
appreciation of human achievements?! Broudy, Smith, and
Burnett stated: “Three kinds of norms should be taken into
account as the content of the curriculum is selected. These are the
norms of efficiency or prescriptive rules, regulatory norms, and
moral norms.”?? In acknowledging that the values of any society
are embedded in its culture, Smith, Stanley, and Shores identified
three elements in which the core of the American value system lies
— the democratic tradition, the belief in the maximum
development of the individual, and the institutions established to
perpetuate the values.®® Inlow indicated the rationalist tradition,
the Judeo-Christian ethic, the Anglo-Saxon Tradition and pragmatic
faith as the major sources of the values of the western world,
particularly the United Srates.®® A very practical, and often
overlooked, source of value content for curriculum plannersis the
ethos of the community the school is destined to serve. The values
that drive the inhabitants of a racial ghetto are vastly different from
those of the inhabitants of a wealthy suburb. Value concepts
considered acceptable in one community are not in others.
Witness, for example, the problems experienced with attempts to
include sex education in the curricula for elementary and
secondary schools, or the conflicts that have arisen over the
celebration of religious holidays in schools.

“Ikd., pp. B-13.

G, cit., p. 130,
30p. ik, pp. 76-82,
Hap, cit., p. 2.
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Something that is often overlooked in curriculum work is that
the very choice of subjects for a school is a value choice. It is
assumed, for example, that the choice of seven, eight, or nine
subjects for elementary schools will provide the general-education
type program believed to be essential for children of
elementary-school age. It is also loosely assumed that the use of
those subjects as the organizational framework for the educational
program will fulfill the overall aims of education for children in the
society,

Unquestionably, statements of aims do not lead directly to the
selection of school subjects as means for attaining those aims. The
aims, by definition, imply that schools should be instrumental in
achieving ceriain ends. There ought to be a criteria relationship
between the aims and the subjects selected 1o advance them, but
there too seldom is. Both curriculum theorists and curriculum
planners need to examine this problem more critically.

Within most, if not all, school subjects, there are value
components. Phenix classified the realms of meaning as symbolics,
empirics, esthetics, synnoetics, ethics, and synoptics.?® Some, if not
all, of these realms are value sources, The humanities and the social
studies are considered to be important sources for values. Allof the
disciplines have unique groups of value concepts. All have their
own modes of behaving and classes of problem. Nevertheless,
there is a great deal of difference in the value load of subjects like
music or literature and mathematics or physics.

It would be disastrous for curriculum planners to attempt to
include in a curriculum all of the possible value concepts that might
be identified in our culture. Such an attempt would be akin to
searching for gold in a bottomless pit. Planners will be forced to be
selective and include specifically those value concepts that they
deem to have high priority and community acceptance. There may
be certain precepts of nationalism, rules for human conduect, or
principles of democracy that planners will wish to include in the
curriculum, but what they must insure is that an opportunity is
provided for students to test, examine, and explore the endorsed
values as well as those that arise that are not endorsed,.

As previously indicated, Raths, Harmin, and Simon identified

RPhilip H. Phenix, Realmy of Meaning {New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1964}
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choosing, prizing, and acting as the processes of valuing. Coombs
histed the following as objectives of value analysis:

L. Teaching students to rate a value object in a particular way,

2. Helping studeris to make the most rational judgment they can

make about the value object in question.

Feaching studens to make rational value judgments.

. Teaching students how to operate as members of a group attempt-
ing to come to A common value judgment abour some value object,*

s ta8

The inquiry processes implied by these objectives are processcs of
valuing. So are such processes as accepting, thinking, criticizing,
testing, judging and reasoning. Others could be added to the list,
The point is that these processes are just as much curriculum
content as the concept “honesty,” and they should be treated as
such. The processes may be more important as curriculum content
than are the concepts because the concepts become clarified
through exercise of the processes. Since values and valuing are not
normally a separate subject in the school curriculum, they emerge
from the study of all cultural elements whether they be labeled a
discipline, problems of living, or persistent life situations. The
processes of valuing therefore must be made a part of a total
curriculum strategy to be most effective.

IMPLICATIONS FOR CURRICULUM THEORY BUILDING

All of the implications of value theories, values themselves,
and processes of valuing for theory building in curriculum are not
clearly evident. Nevertheless, one has to assume that the
acceptance of different value theories would lead to differences in
carriculam theories, On the other hand, a case could be made that
value theories are also applicable in passing judgment vupon
curriculum theories, In the absence of clearly stated curriculum
theories, it is difficult (o test oul either assumption scientifically.

To iHustrate the difficulties, we might examine where in the
work of the curriculum theorist, an assumption of a given value
theory might affect his work. One of the most important functions
of a value theory is 10 establish bases, or criteria, for determining
what is “good.” The intuitive value theorist typically asserts that

#Jermid R. Coombs, “Objectives of Value Anabysis,” Hatues Education, Forvy-first Yearbook of the
Mational Council for Uhe Secial Stadies, ed. Lawrence E. Metcalf (Washington: Lhe Counci), 19713, p. 19,



96 Curricutum Theory

ideas and principles {values) exist in their own right and that man
can become aware of them by the process of intuition. Once aware
of them he can use them to gmde his own behavior. One who holds
pragmatic value theory judges value concepts and principles
according to the degree to which they lead to satisfactory
consequences. The notion of “goodness” in this case is determined
by observation of what people do that brings them satisfaction in
hife.

Two implications seem to emerge for the curriculum theorist
from such variation in value outlook. One mmplication is for the
input information for a curriculum system. What shall be the
sources of values to be used as influence upon the work of the
curriculum planner? If the theorist chooses the intuitive position,
his sources tend to be those that reveal permanent and universal
values such as the word of a church, the wisdom of the ancient
schelars, or the word of political bodies. If the curriculum theorist
chooses the pragmatic position, he is more contextualist; his
sources for values are the rules for satisfactory living in the culture
in which the school lies. The processes of determining them are
observation and experimentation.

A second implication is for the choice of value content to be
included in the curriculum. What knowledge about values is to be
transmitted to the young through schools? How can that
knowledge be most effectively organized as part of the curriculum?
What processes for dealing with value problems will the school
stress? How shall statements about these processes be arranged in
the curriculum so as to lead to the development of effective
instructional strategies? Such questions are imperative if
curriculum planners are to correct their previous failure to identify
the package, or packages, of values the schools are attempting to
make an integral part of the educational program. The
consequences of the two value theories used here as examples
would affect all the questions raised, and they should be apparent
from the foregoing discussions. Briefly then, different value
theory orientation would influence the work of the curriculum
theorist at two points — his treatment of input data for a
curriculum system and his treatment of curriculum design.

Value theories and the values derived therefrom can be
nstrumental in judging the worth of the work of a curriculum
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theorist as well as in affecting the character of the work. For
example, a task for the curriculum theorist is to explain
relationships between statements of aims for schooling and the
selection of culture content as a means for achieving the aims. A
curriculum planning group may state its aims and select a body of
culture content. In essence, what the group does is to predict that if
the culture content is developed properly through the
instructional environment, the aims will be achicved, The theorist
‘must explain this relationship and its ramifications. Many stated
aims are value statements exclusively. Others are statements of
principle to be used to direct behavior. The latter, in particular, can
be used to judge the effectiveness of the theorist’s explanation and
predictions as well as the predictive operations of the practitioner.

SUMMARY

The implications of values and value theories for curriculum
theory have not been explored to the present time in depth. Most,
in fact, concede that curriculum planners and other educators
have failed to deal with the subject of values adequately for modern
schooling. As a consequence, it has been necessary in this chapter
for us to explore some of the implications of values and value
theories for selected practical aspects of curriculum so that the
theoretical implications might be inferred.

At least two dimensions of values have import for a
curriculum. The first consists of value concepts and
generalizations that may be classified as substantive knowledge.
The second is more syntactical; it consists of the processes by which
students will learn to cope with value problems and to come to
accept values as rules governing their own behavior.

Value theorists have been classified into three groups: the
intuitive, the skeptic, and the pragmatic. Each value position hasits
unique way of identifying and verifying value judgments.
Presumably, cach would have a different impact upon the work of
the curriculum theorists and the practitioner. We may assume that
acceptance of one value theory over others would produce
uniqueness in a curriculum theory. We also may assume that the
acceptance of one value theory over others would uniquely affect
judgments made about curriculum theories.
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Chapter 6

CURRICULUM DESIGN

Earlier, it was established that the word curriculum is ased in
three ways: (1) as a curriculum, (2) as the name of a system of
schooling, and (3) as a title of a field of study. Further, curriculum
theory was depicted as containing two primary dimensions, or
sub-theories: curriculum design and curriculum engineering,
Curriculum design may be defined as the substance and
organization of goals and culture content so arranged as to reveal
poetential progression through levels of schooling. Since decisions
in the field of curriculum, including curriculum engineering,
hinge directly upon the curriculum, curriculum design is the focal
point of virtually all curriculum thinking. From a theoretical point
of view, curriculum design theory should constitute the most
critical sub-theory of curriculum theory.

In this chapter, we shall expand upon the practical and
theoretical issues and problems of curriculum design that force
one to the conclusion that curricalum design theory must be a
unique sub-theory of curriculum theory. The chapter is divided
into three sections. In the first section, we shall examine the
meanings associated with curriculum design, in the second section
the problems of the substantive elements of a curriculum, and in
the third section options for content arrangement.

DESIGN DEFINITIONS

The theoretical issues associated with the concept of
curriculum as a document (as a curriculum, that is) fall under the
heading of curriculum design . Curriculum design was defined above

16}
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as the substance and organtzation of goals and culture content so
arranged as to reveal potential progression through levels of
schooling. According to Taba:

Curriculum design is a statement which identifies the elements of
the curricalum, startes what their relavionships are o ¢ach other, and
indicates the principles of organization and the requirement of that
organization for the administrative conditions under which it is to
aperate,!

Johnson identified three notions of curriculum design as:
() An arrangement of selected and ordered learning cutcomes in-
tended 1 be achieved through instruction,

(b} An arrangement of selected and ordered learning experiences 10
be provided in an inseructional situation, and

{€) A scheme for planning and providing learning experiences.®

However one may conceptualize curriculun: design, it is the design
characteristics that make one curriculum like or different from
another.

There commonly are two fundamental dimeunsions of
curriculum design. The first has to do with the total substance, the
elements and the arrangement of the document. We may speak of
these as the contents of a curricuium in the same sense that we usea
table of contents for a book to specify the titles of the various
chapters. The second i3 the mode of organization of the various
parts of a curriculum, particularly the culture content. Both of
these dimensions circumseribe subordinate parts. We should keep
in mind that the technical terms and statements used to describe a
curriculum constitute the theoretical language of curriculum
design. The focus of language to explain curriculum design is
upon the two dimensions. Each of these merits full discussion
because they are so critical to curriculum theory and research,

THE ELEMENTS OF A CURRICULUM

Literature on curriculum is replete with discussions about

definitions of curriculum, curriculum  decision-making,

"Hilda Taha, Curviculum Develofrment: Theory and Practice (New York: Harcours, Brace, and World,
Inc., 1962}, p. 421,

*Mauritz Johnson, Jr. “On the Meaning of Corriculum Design,” Curriculum Fheory Nelwork, 315,
Spring. 1969.
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curriculum planning, curriculum strategy, and so forth, but very
little of it describes the finished product, or the output, of such
endeavor, In other words, organized descriptions of curriculum
designs are not plentiful. For many years, I have insisted that a
curriculum is a written document. This point of view, when
countered, is usvally challenged by statements to the etfect that the
curriculum is not a written document or that it is “more than” a
written document. What the curriculum is, if it is not a writien
document, or exactly what in it rises above a written document,
those taking a stand do not make clear. Others claim that the
written curriculum is not the “real curriculum.” Again, what
constitutes the “real curriculum™ 1s not made clear, But regardless
of imterpretation, if 2 curriculum is something that is planned, it
must be composed of elements with form and structure.

Design and Schooling

Conceivably, it will be helpful for us to look at some of the
dynamics of the schooling sitnation for cues for curriculum design
features. lmportam: social institutions like schools may be justified
only in terms of the goals or purposes they are intended to serve.
Once goals are recognized and accepted, means must be selected
for the attainment of the goals. Let us use Figure 6 as a model for
illustrating these conditions for schools. In the figure, the goals
lead to the selection of means to be used in achieving those goals.
Two classes of means are indicated for schools. One of them is a
curnculum; the other is instruction that takes place in response to
the curriculum. The processes of evaluation help us to determine
the adequacy of the two means in producing the desired resuits.
The achievement of the goals and the results of evaluation help us

]
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Figure 6. The dynamic cycle of schoaling.
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to redefine the goals and replan the means for achieving them.
Thus, a dynamic cycle is established for the planning of schooling
functions.

This kind of reasoning, however, immediately indicates two
subsysiems of schooling labeled curriculum and instruction, and
this very designation of curricolum and instruction as two
categories instead of one i1s another source of confusion. Related to
these categories are the purposes of having a curriculum in the first
place, and it is here that the theorist must bring the relanonships
between curriculum and instruction into focus. What the contents
of a curriculum are depends entirely upon whether both
curriculum strategy and instructional strategy are to be
encompassed in the curriculum design, and there does not seem (o
be any way of avoiding thas decision. For investigators to theorize
and conduct relevant research, their language and constructs have
to be carefully ordered. Itisrational for the two means of achieving
the ends of schooling to be conceived as two separate but related
strategies. One setis conceptualized around the answers reached in
response to the question, “What shall we teach in the school(s)?”
The expression of those answers may be termed the curriculum,
and their form and arrangement the curriculum design. The
second set, the instructional strategies, is conceptualized around
individual teachers and groups of pupils in response to the general
question, "How shall we teach?” A sequence of events running
from the development of curriculum strategy, to the development
of instructional strategy, to the actual activities of pupils in
classrooms or elsewhere is thus a logical one. None of these
- strategies is pupil learnings. These rather take place as a result of
the strategies and events. In fact, curriculum designers should plan
only in anticipation of learning activities and outcomes. In contrast,
curriculum theorists or workers who think of curriculum strategy,
instructional  strategy, and/or actual classroom activities as
constituting a single ball of wax called curriculum, pose an entirely
different problem in curriculum  design. Curriculum  and
schooling become almost the same concept. Curriculum design
then includes an arrangement of objectives, subject matier chosen,
specific action plans for teaching, all forms of instructional
materials to be used, time schedules, activity descriptions, and so
forth. if one goes further and includes what pupils learn as part of
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curriculum, the many components of evaluation also have to be
added. In fact, it is difficult to conceptualize what a curriculum
design would look like in such a scheme.

Elements Implied by Definition of Curriculum

Virtually all writers on the subject of curriculum have been
compelled to define curriculum. There is much variance in the
ways curriculum is defined even though subsequent discussion
may be quite similar. This variance reveals itself in the following
samples of selected definitions. Buswell used the term to mean
“whatever content is used purposely by the school as a stimulus to
learning.”® Smith, Stanley and Shores stated:

A sequence of potential experiences is set up in the school for the
purpese of disciplining children and youth in group ways of thinking
and acting. This set of experiences is referred to as the curviculum,

For Inlow, curriculum “is that body of value-goal-oriented
learning content, existing as a written document or in the minds of
teachers, that, when energized by instruction, resulis in change in
upi vior.”® Wils curriculum as “a pl y
1 behavior.”® Wilson defined curriculum as “a planned set of

human encounters thought to maximize learning.”® Doll
concluded that: “The curriculum is now generally considered to be
all of the experiences that learners have under the auspices or
direction of the school.”” Firth and Kimpston state that “The
curriculum is a vital, moving, complex mteraction of people and
things in a fluid setting. It encompasses questions to be debated,
torces to be rationalized, goals to be illuminated, programs to be
activated, and outcomes to be evaluated.™ Ragan used the term
curriculum “to include all of the experiences tor which the school
accepts responstbility.” Faunce and Bossing gave a similar

3G T. Buswell, "Drganization and Sequence of the Gorricuham,” The Prychology of Learning, National
Sociery for the Study of Education Forty-first Yearbook, Part 11 {Bloomington, {il.: Public School
Publishing Company, 1942), p. 446,

'B. Otharet Sraith, William €. Stanley, wnd J. Harlan Shores, Fundamentals of Curricwhun Develupment
{revised edition: Harcourt, Brace, and World, Inc., 1957), p:B.

3Gail M. Infow, The Emergend in Crurvicudiom {2d ed.; New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1973}, p. 41,

1L Craig Wilson, The Gpen Acuess Curricufum (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc, 1971} p. 64.

*Ronald C. Doll, Curricndum Fmprovement: Decision-Making and Process (2d ed.; Beston: Allyn and
Bacon, Inc., 1970), p. 24,

ierald R. Firth and Richard D Kimputon, The Curmicudar Continuum in Perspective {llasca, [1L: F.E,
Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1973}, p. 8.

*Williasn B. Ragan and G. D. Sheperd, Modern Elomentary Curricufum (4th ed.; New York: Holt,
Rinchart and Winston, Inc., 1971), p.3.
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definition.’® Wagner stated that “Whatever it is that a child learns
under the guidance and direction of the school is ‘his’
curriculum.”!! Others have held a similar point of view. Hopkins
indicated that each child makes his own curriculinm from the
school environment.!? Miel made a distinction between the
curriculum of each child and the old curriculum, or the course of
study.? It is iteresting to note here that Foshay attributed the
many interpretations of curriculum after 1930 to a single basic
idea, which was the concept of experience promulgated by John
Bewey.'* Such variation in definition led Beauchamp to conclude
that there have been represented in the hiterature three discrete
sets of assoctations with the concept curriculum; namely, the
experience notion, the social design notion, and the psychological
notion.'® Even though the discreteness of these differences has not
been elaborated, one must conclude that -the existence of
difference in definition should set the stage for differences in
curriculum design and in curriculum theory.

All of this argument about meanings associated with
curriculum is centered in two basic ideas. We have already
presented one in depicting curriculum differentially as a
curricitlum, a curriculum system, and a field of study. The number
and complexity of the referents here contribute to confusion in
communication. The second, and probably the real fly in the
ointment, is the word experiences. Mostattempts in recent decades at
def'mng curriculum focus on the concept of experlence The key
phrase i almost all definitions of curriculum is experience or
learning experience. The use of the term originated with the
philosophic notion of expericnce in the sense expressed by John
Dewey. For an individual to have an experience, Dewey insisted
that it would be necessary for the learner to engage himself in

VWRoland C. Faunce and Nelson L. Bossing, Deweloping the Cove Curvienlum (2d ed.; Englewooad Cliffs:
FPrentce-Hall, Inc., g 115,

Huy Wagner, "A Present Day Look ae the Asperican School Curviculum,” Education, 78:328,
February. 1958,

L. T. Hopkins, “Who Makes the Curriculum?” Teachers College Recond, 52:277, February, 1851,

12 Alice M. Miel, “The Schuol Curricalum in a Changing Culture,” Education Digest, 21:21, November,
1955,

"Asthur W Feshay, "Changing Interpretations of \he Elementary Curriculum,” The American
Elunentury Schovl, Thirteenih Yearbook of the Jokn Dewey Society, edited by Harold €. Shanc (New
York: Harper and Brothers, 1958), p. 17,

"George A, Beauchamp, “Curriculurn Organization and Developmeni in Hisworical Perspective,”
Review of Edurotional Research, 37245, June, 1957,
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activities from which he can learn something that he has not
learned before. In addition, through that activity he must
recognize and foresee the consequences of that learning for his
present and future behavior. This action establishes continuity
within the life experience of the individual and gives meaning to
his actions. Obviously; “the significant psychological process by
which an individual thus acquires experience is critical or reflective
thinking. In order for an individual to have an experience in this
sense, then, the learner must see the utility and consequence of his
learning in the broad perspective of life. The concept of
experience thus conceived is not something one plans. The best
that can be done is to create environments in which individuals
hopefully will have experiences. Only the learner can have a
learning experience. The task of the carriculum planner is to
establish the basic structure for an environment in which the
learners may have learning experiences. The curriculum planner
can only anticipate the conditions under which learners may have
learning experiences. Another use of experience seems to be as a
substitute for the word actresty, but when this is the case, the
curriculum planner may, if he wishes, consider the setting forth of
an array of activities as part of the curriculum being designed.

Communication among curriculum workers would probably be
greatly clarified and facilitated if the use of the word experience were
discontinued in our curriculum literature, particularly at the level
of definition.

Document Features

For the remainder of this discussion of the elements of a
curriculum, it 1s assumed that a curriculum is a written document,
In this frame of reference, design features, or curriculum contents
and their arrangements, are easily envisioned. A commonly
included feature is an cutline of the culture content to be taught.
These statements, whether long or brief, usually are arranged
sequentially by grades, or levels, according to the administrative
organization of the school for which the curriculum is intended. A
subsequent section of this chapter will be devoted entirely to this
topic; thus here it will be left as one of the ingredients of a
curriculum albeit a major one.
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Another component that is frequently included in a
curriculum is a statement of goals and/or specific objectives. These
may range from statements of overall purpose of a school to very
highly specific cognitive, psychomotor, and affective changes in
behavior sought through the efforts of a school. The same
curriculum may contain a generalized statement of purposes for
schooling in an introductory section and specific objectives in a
second section in which the culture content is deseribed. One can
find curriculums that contain only a statement of cutcomes. The
position taken by Johnson would foster essentially thisidea.'® Tt will
be recalled that to Johnson a curriculum is a set of intended
learning outcomes. Johnson would include in the curriculum, in
addition to the intended learning outcomes, rules for moving from
the set of intended outcomes into the instructional domain, but he
would relegate the choice of and organization of culture content to
those who are to plan the curriculum. By definition, Goodlad and
Richter ostensibly would agree with Johnson when they state that
“acurriculum is a set of intended learnings.”*” For them, intended
learnings are end products that are a consequence of education,
This language is the language of educational goals or objectives,
and thus approximates the point of view of Johnson,

A third ingredient that may be included in a curriculum is a
statement that sets forth the purposes for the creation of the
curricalum and that stipulates the ways in which the curriculum is
to be used. The most obvious need is for designers to state in
straightforward language the relationships between the
curriculum and the development of instructional strategies. The
general process of moving from the planned curriculum o
instruction is called curriculum implementation. Such statements
in a curricilum may be thought of as a set of rules for
implementation. Another possibility for inclusion would be a
description of the contents and organization of the curriculum and
the purposes for including each. A statement about the way in
which the curriculum was planned, and how it is to be appraised
and reconstructed, is generally warranted. The statement has most

"Mayritz Johrson, Jr., “Definitions and Models in Curricvlum Theory,” Eduestiunal Theary,
17:127-140, Aprit, 1967, o
lohn 1 Goodlad and Maurice N. Richeer, Tr., The Develupment of & Conceptun! System for Dealing with

Problems of Curricuhom and Instruction {Los Angeles: Institute for Development of Educational Activiees,
Biavernty of California, 19466), pp. 11-12.
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value as an initial statement in the curriculum. It facilivates the
system of curriculum engineering.

A fourth possible item for inclusion in a curriculum, and one
that is rarely included, is an appraisal scheme. The appraisal
scheme is a plan for determining the adequacy and worth of the
curriculum and for identifying the intended contribution of the
various parts to it. For example, if the curriculum is intended to be
used as a point of departure for all teachers in the development of
their instructional strategies, whether or not they use it, and how
well they use the curriculum for these purposes is the first place 1o
bring the appraisal processes to bear. Another possibility is to test,
through the appraisal scheme, any correlation between intended
iearning outcomes and learnings actually measured or observed
subsequent to instruction. Since an appraisal scheme by definition
furnishes data about the success and worth of the curriculum, the
data becomes fteedback information for reconstituting the
curriculum contents and usage.

These four items appear to be reasonable for inclusion as parts
of a curriculum, All curriculums include at least one of them.
There may be other items that are included, but they probably
would fall under the general umbrella of one or more of these four,
unless the curriculum entries pertain to instructional matters, The
next section contains a broadened description of issues in
connection with the organization of culture content because most
of the contemporary discussion about curriculum design falls
under that general heading.

CULTURE CONTENT IN A CURRICULUM

In the previous section, it was pointed out that some
curriculum theorists believe that a curriculum should singularly
consist of statements of school objectives or intended learning
outcomes, Others, on the other hand, insist that a curriculum is
more than a statement of objectives. They would hold that
curriculum planners should make the initial selection of cultural
content that they feel would aid in the attainment of the objectives.
1 use the term culture content to avoid argument about
interpretations of such phases as subject matter, content, or any
other term that might be used. Culture content may be thought of
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as two kinds. One is that culture content that is systematically
organized in what we have come to know as the disciplines,
particularly those disciplines wherein certain knowledge or skill is
prerequisite to other knowledge attainment. Practical knowledge
may be distinguished from the disciplines in that it has not been
organized and systematically treated by scholars to the same extent
that the disciplines have. In fact, great debates have ensued over
the distinction between discipline knowledge and practical
knowledge particularly with respect to the role of the school. Some
would hold that the school should only be concerned with
discipline knowledge and not at all with practical knowledge.
Whereas, other persons would hald that practical knowledge has
great worth. Commonly, the elementary school program is
composed mostly of practical knowledge, the high school a little of
both, and the college principally discipline knowledge.

Organization Patterns

Historically, most of the argument about curriculum design
has been connected with the organization of culture content within
a curriculum. Most curriculum books contain some reference (o
types of curriculum that acquired their names from their design
characteristics. Most readers will be familiar with such displays in
the language of the separate subjeas curriculum, the correlated
curriculum, the broad fields curriculum, the activity curriculum,
the problems of hving curriculum, the persistent life situations
curriculum, the core curriculum, the experience curriculum, the
emergent curriculum, Supposedly, each of these call for a different
arrangement of the culture content. It 15 fair to say that most of
these curriculums tended to move away {rom a separate subject
approach toward some pattern believed to facilitate learning on the
part of the pupils. The fundamental argument was over the logical
versus the psychological organization of the subject matter or
culture content. On the one hand, proponents of logical
organization contended that school subjects had their own internal
orgamzation and that carriculum planners should create
curriculum designs that would capitalize upon the logical
orderliness of the subject. Advocates of psychological organization
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of subject matter emphasize an organization allegedly designed to
facilitate learning by pupils because the organization aided pupils
in the integration of culture content from several or all of the
school subjects or by providing integrated units of work
rrespective of school subject.

All are familiar with the great revival of interest in curriculum
beginning around mid-century. The combined effect of eritics of
school practices, the availability of foundational and government
grants of money for the study of education, and an upsurge of
interest in problems of curriculum and instruction by scholars
from the various disciplines produced a rash ot curriculum activity.,
These were illustrated by the Biological Sciences Curriculum
Study, the School Mathematics Study Group, and Project Social
Studies, 1o mention only a tew. It is nost interesting to note that in
the more recent developments, direction of change is completely
opposite to that of the earlier period. In the earlier period,
attempts were made to move away from a separate subject or
discipline-centered scheme of organization toward an organization
in which the individual subjects would lose their separate identities
by being combined, for instance, into language arts, social studies,
core, persistent life situations, or problems of living designs. The
more recent innovations have stressed a return to the
organizational features of the individual disciplines and to more
careful programming of each discipline according to its own
characteristics and rules. Furthermore, most of the newly
developed designs have been characterized as curriculum
innovations even though they are concerned exclusively with single
subjects such as mathematics, chemistry, or English. Little or no
aitention is given to the interrelationships among the various
subjects, nor do the designers give evidence of realizing that a
curriculum is something that has to characterize a whole school
program. This is a very important distinction. I would hold the
view that there is no such thing as a mathematics curriculum or a
social studies curriculum. A curriculum is a plan for a school, and
as a result, it must contain an organization of all of the culture
content selected for the school. Furthermore, the organization
must depict the relationships among the various designated parts
of the culture content.

School organization also has a great deal of influence upon
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design features of curriculum, It is easier to talk about the whole
curriculum and/or the fusion of subjects in elementary schoaols
where the organizational pattern has conventionally been the
self-contained classroom, or more recently a nongraded
orgamization, than in the departmentalized multiteacher
organtzation of the secondary schools. Many of our preconceived
notions about curriculum design may have to change drastically
under the stimulation of such features as team teaching and
nongraded units. But one cannot help wondering which comes
first — administrative organization patterns like nongradedness
and modular scheduling or a curriculum design. Many textbooks
on professional education holdly state that we first must decide
upon what kind of curriculum we wish to carry out in our schools
betore determining a pattern of organization for the school. So far,
differences between a curriculum designed for a graded schoeol
and a nongraded school are few in number; customarily, portions
of the same curriculum are assigned to the variously constituted
groups. Irrespective of this state of affairs, it is important o note
that a principle in curriculum design is that the design and the
organizational scheme of any school need to be in harmony.

Content versas Process

There persists an argument about the relative menits of whatis
called a content-centered approach to organization ot culture
content within a curriculum and a process-centered approach, For
curriculum theorists, this appears to be an argument that warrants
considerable attention. Something that adds to the confusion is
that writers assign various meanings to the terms content and
process, and the theorist is then confronted with the problem of
selecting or establishing his own definition of such technical terms.
Some of the meanings associated with these terms will illustrate the
complexity of the problem.

The original dichotomization of the terms content and process
probably occarred over arguments about whether teachers should
be predominantly concerned with a body of content to be learned
by pupils or with pupil learning processes. In actual fact, the
answer never has been one or the other. The argument arose as a
result of the shifting of emphasis from content to be learned to the
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learning processes - the latter an area that dominated
professional effort during the 1920's and the 1930’s and again in
very recent years. A second distinction was made between the
content of a subject and behavioral processes of applying elements
of the content of the subject to the solution of social and practical
problems. Here again, we can see that no real choice exists for the
curriculum planner. There has been much discussion about the
content of the disciplines and the modes of inquiry associated with
them. We will highlight more of this argument in subsequent
discussion of the disciplines and their structures as a basis for
organizing the culture content within a curriculum.

An interesting position has been taken by Parker and Rubin
that tends to dissolve the problem of content and process conceived
as a dichotomy ® They contend that process should be interpreted
as content in curriculum designing. They cite the following tour
tasks for the curriculum worker:

I. A retooling of subject matter to illurninate base structure, and to
insure that knowledge which gencrates knowledge takes priority
over knowledge which does not;

2. An examination of the working methads of the intellectual prac-
titioner: the bivlogist, the historian, the pelitical scientist, for the
significant processes of their craft, and the use of these processesin
our classroom instruction;

3. The utilizaticn of the evidence gathered from a penetrating study
of people doing things, as they go about the business of life, in
reordering the curriculum;

4. A deliberate effort to school the child in ¢he conditions for cross-
application of the processes he has mastered — the ways and means
of putting them to geod usc elsewhere.'?

[t is apparent that Parker and Rubin consider that the working
methods of the intellectual practitioner in the disciplines is just as
much a legitimate part of the culture content to be specified in a
curriculum as are the generalizations or factual information with
respect to the substance of the discipline in question. Certainly,
information or skills that help an individual to make use of
knowledge in any applied situation would similarly apply. Most of

'¢]. Cecil Parker and Lewis J. Rubin, Process as Content: Curviculum Design and the Application of
Knowledge { Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1965),
Bibid., p. 48.
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the discussion of the heuristics of curriculum content in recent
years would fit or substantiate this argument.

Disciplines and Their Structures

Another task for the curriculum theorist as he seeks better
explanations for the organization of culiure content is to
determine the nature of the disciplines and their siructures and to
assess their curriculum implications. There has been a plethora of
publications advancing the proposition that curriculum content
should be organized around the established disciplines. These
publications have been reviewed again and again in such journals
as the Review of Educational Research and in numerous books and
pamphlets; thus, there is no need for a further review of them
here. A number of references are cited at the end of this chapter
for those who wish to delve into the details. Qur exclusive purpose
here is to assess the implications of the issue for curriculum design.

A discipline generally is thought to be a branch of knowledge
that is organized so as to facilitate its instruction and its further
development. It consists of a related series of concepts and
principles which constitute the domain of the discipline. Thisisthe
culture content, or organized knowledge, generated by those who
have worked in the discipline. A discipline has characteristic ways
of behavior for the solution of problems. A discipline has a history,
or a tradition, accumulated in the process of generating knowledge
and developing unigue ways of solving problems.

In his analysis of the structures of disciplines, Schwab
identified three basic problem areas: the organization of a
discipline, the substantive structures of a discipling, and the
syntactical structures of a discipline.®® The organization of a
discipline refers to its orientation with respect to other disciplines.
Orientation is helptul in curriculum organization in determining
which discipline areas may be joined together and which need to
remain separate. The substantive structures of a discipline referto
the knowledge produced by the discipline. For curriculum design,
the substantive structures may be interpreted as those parts of the
content needed to be understood by pupils. Syntactical structures

#Joseph J. Schwab, “Problems, Topics and Essues,” Education and the Structure of Knowledge, ed.
Stanley Elam (Chivago, Rand MeNaBy and Company, 1964}, pp. 4-48.



Curricufum Design 115

of a discipline refer to the modes and rules for generating proot or
new knowledge. Ways in which scholars i the various disoplhines
gather and evaluate data, pose their hypotheses, and assert their
generalizations are receiving a great deal of current attention as
part of curricujum content,

The main thesis of those who have pushed for
“discipline-centeredness” in curriculum design has been stated by
Phenix in this way:

efl curriculum content should be drawn from the disciplines, or, to

put it anuther way, that endy knowledge contained in the disciplines is

appropriate to the curriculum.?!

King and Brownell accept the same thesis as Phenix when they
postulate that those who are qualified members of the discipline
group of scholars should participate in curriculum planning.*?
They too would eliminate all nondiscipline knowledge from a
curriculum.

The problem of sequence is solved by the selection of topics
from the organized disciplines and the spiraling of them in terms
of difficulty for various age groups. Bruner stated the hypothesis
“. . . any subject can be taught effectively in some intellectually
honest form to any child at any state of development,”®® He
proposed a spiral curriculum graduated in difficalty from the
simple to the complex. It is important to note that the criteria for
selection, scope, and sequence as curriculum design featuresare all
based upon the inherent worth of the knowledge and the modes of
inquiry characteristic of the disciplines.

A special case of the application of discipline-centeredness to
curriculum  design is exhibited by those who are creating
programmed materials for instruction. Two cases will illustrate,
both in mathematics. One is the work carried on by Patrick Suppes
at Swtanford University on computerized instruction in
mathematics. Suppes has developed caretully programmed
sequences for the development of concepts and the ability to solve
problems in which children must apply those concepts. The use of

' Philip ; Phenix, “The Disciplines as Curriculum Content,” Curricudum Crossreads, ed. A. Harry
Passow {New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Colaenbia University, 1962}, p. 57,
@Arthur K. King, Jv. and John A Brownell, The Curriculum and the Disciplines of Knowdadge (New

York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1966),
Berame S, Bruner, The Process of Eduration (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1961}, p. 33
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the computer in instruction provides for individualized
instruction. The computer-based teaching machines provide
immediate feedback and corrective measures when necessary. A
second illustration is the University of Maryland mathematics
project. In this program each learning step is programmed so that
a hierarchical sequence of “learning sets” results. Positive transfer
1s assumed from one level to a higher level of learning sets.
Exercises for pupils are provided, and appropriate achlievement
tests administered. Although the two examples cited were
programmed sequences in mathematics, such carefully articulated
programs are being worked out in virtually every discipline.

In addition to carefully worked out sequences spanning the
structure of a discipline, there are prepared packages of materials,
sometimes known as Learning Activity Packages (LAP’s). LAF's
have a carefully worked out structure that includes desired
learning outcomes, varieties of media and resources for achieving
objectives, and alternative means for completing the package.
LAP’s are different from the programs described in mathematics
in several ways:

I. They assume that the users will be guided in their use of the

package:

2. The outcomes are important and the users are free to deviate from

the preseribed program or w cheose from a variety of means w
achieve the desired ends providing they can demonstrate that ob-
jectives have been satisfied:

s

They are generally planned for a topic and make no attempt to
articulate objectives 10 span the struciure of a discipline,

There are additional examples of prepared packages which are not
discipline-centered. One such example is the social science
program called Man: A Course of Study®* (MACOS). MACOS
attempts to provide a mesh of Bruner’s instructional and Piaget’s
learning theones. That is, the learner structures his own
knowledge in environments that offer multiple media and
resource choices ranging from concrete to abstract and from
simple to complex. The package itself focuses on man’s humanity
and seeks to explore the answers to the program’s organizing

MCurriculum Developroent Associates, Man: £ Course of Study {Cambridge: Education Development
Certer, Inc., 1969,
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questions: (1} What makes man human? (2) How did he get that
way? and {3) How can he be more so? Subject matter s drawn from
several disciplines and from observations of social anthropologists
doing ficld experiments. Using Bruner's idea of the spiral
curriculum, animal behaviors that range from the most simple and
dependent on the environment to the most complex and
internalized are studied. Rather than drawing from any particular
discipline, five humanizing forces, considered to be universal,
provide the foci that help the learner to understand progressively
more complex and internalized behavior. At the same time, they
allow the learner to compare and contrast the behaviors at each
succeedingly higher step.

There are two reasons for efforts like these to be considered as
special cases in curriculum design. One is the careful programming
of content. The other is that programs of this kind not only create
curriculum answers to the question of what should be taught in
schools; they also provide the instructional strategies and modes of
appraisal. In this sense, they are unitary packages designed to solve
the many problems of schooling.

Form and Arrangement

Any concept of curriculum design must account for the form
and arrangement of the culture content. Under a
discipline-centered, or a subject-centered, scheme, each of the
subjects is arranged sequentially so that the various subtopics fit the
vertical organization of the school; however, interrelationships
among the chosen subjects, or disciplines, tend o be ignored.
Bellack stated the problem as follows:

When one looks beyond the structure of the individual disciplines
and asks about the structure of the curriculuen, attention is focused on
refationships among the variows fields thar comprise the program of
studies. For just as relationships among ideas is at the heart of the
concept of structure as applied to the individual disciplines, so rela-
ttonships among the disciplines is at the heart of the notion of structure
as applied to the curriculum as a whole . ®

At the heart of this problem is the quest for better explanations in

¥Arne A Bellack. “The Structure of Kuowledge and the Structure of the Curriculum,” 4
Reassesement of the Curvicwdum, ed. Dwayne Hucbner (New York: Burean of Publiations, Teachers
College, Columbia University, 1964}, p. 28.
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respect to the selection of culture content ingredients. Presumably,
one selects culture content that will fulfill the goals set for
education in schools. If it is possible to be convinced that the goals
for schooling are achieved best by curricalum planners organizing
the total culture content into discrete disciplines, or subjects, then it
is reasonable to expect goal fulfillment to be directed by such
design, On the other hand, if the goals set for schooling call for
planned interrelationships among the various disciphines, or
subjects, it s unreasonable (o predict their achievement from a
design composed of discrerely organized components. Very few
would argue that knowledge taken from disciphines and their
structures 1s not important for the school curriculum, but many
would take the position, as did Bellack, that curriculum design is
more complicated. One of the more significant variations in design
theory could be centered around positions taken with respect to
intradisciplinary organization versus interdisciplinary
organization,

The complex nature of educational goals makes the task of
form and arrangement of culture content difficult. Goals may be
classified into four categories: cognitive, syntactical, affective, and
applicative. The first, cognitive, includes the basic concepts of
knowledge, key ideas, generalizations, principles, and laws. It s in
response to this goal category that school curriculums have
provided content to be learned. The second, syntactical, consists of
modes of inquiry for solving problems in the areas of organized
knowledge such as observation, classification, inference, and
prediction. It also includes the psychomotor skills of
communication. The third consists of the development of affective
behaviors. Thisisthe domain of values, beliefs, emotions, attitudes,
and appreniations, The fourth includes the development of
abilities to make applications of learning to social and personal
problems of living, particularly problems demanding that
knowledge and skills developed in the first three categories be
apphied. A curriculum for today’s schools must serve all of these.
They have been talked about extensively, but little bas been done to
fulfil all of them. In pare, the reason has been that traditional
organization of culture content does not easily reveal relationships
between the idemtified goals and the culture content. This may be
one of the reasons why the statement of our educational goals in
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the form of specific behavioral objectives has become popular. A
specific objective 1s easy to relate to any one of the four categories
indicated above. [n any event, the organization of culture content
that may lead to the achievement of our various types of goals is a
challenging task tor those who address themselves to the problems
of curriculum design,

We should keep in mind that what we are talking about at this
moment is the form and arrangemem of the culture content, or
subject matter, that may be a part of the total contents of a
curriculum. The portien of the curriculum having to do with the
organization of the culture content is more closely related to the
mnstructional strategies that teachers make in response to a
curriculum than any other section. It therefore is extremely
important, However, it is the form and arrangement of the culture
content that has been most often discussed under curriculum
design or patterns of curriculum organization. We have discussed
some of the historical arrangements, and now we need to look at
possibilities for the form and arrangement of the total contentsof a
curriculum.

Ralph Tyler has long been concerned with curriculum
organizationn, Tyler identified as organizing elements for a
curriculum the concepts, skills, and values cited as behavioral
objectives for pupils. Specific subjects, broad fields, core lessons,
topics, or units he referred to as organizing structures, Organizing
principles called for use of chronological order, extension outward
from pupils’ lives, the use of concrete materials and ideas prior to
abstraction, and increasing the breadth and application of
knowledge.2¢

Anather type of design for the culture content of a curriculum
i that conceived and advocated by Stratemeyer, ¢ alf? This
particular design is based upon the concept of persistent life
situations., Persistent life situations are defined as “those situations
that recur in the life of the individual in many different ways as he
grows from infancy to maturity.”*® The major areas within which

“Rnlph W Tyler, “Curricnlum Organizstion” The Fu i of Educational Experiences,
Fifty-seventh Yearbook, National Society for the Study of Education, Part LI {Chicago: The University of
Chicsgo Press, 1958), pp. 105125,

FForence B, Strarrmeyer, Hamden $. Forkoer, Margarer G MoK, and A Harry Passow,
Develpping A Corricwdum for Madern Living {24 ed,; New York: Bureaw of Publications, Teachers College,

Columbia University, 1957).
o, p. 45,

L
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persistent life situations are found are health, intellectual power,
moral choices, aesthetic expression and appreciation,
person-to-person relationships, group membership, intergroup
relationships, natural phenomena, technological resources, and
economic-social-political structures and forces. Within each of the
major areas, specific persistent life situations are identified. For
example, under the major area “intellectual power,” Stratemeyer
includes making oral presentations, expressing ideas in written
form, using graphic forms to express ideas, using source materials,
understanding symbols and relationships, budgeting time and
energy, and solving practical problems that persistently recur.®®
Individuals face situations fike these in more or less complicated
torm depending upon their level of growth and maturity; thus
curriculum design must account for them, The reader will observe
that a design of the persistent life situations type is drastically
different from a design that employs disciplines and their
structures as a fundamental point of departure. The same may be
said of core, broad felds, or social problems as basic orientations.
The discipline-centered approach proceeds from the logical
organization of selected portions of the disciplines which
themselves are logically organized, The persistent life situations
type proceeds from perceived social, cultural, and personal needs
of the school pupils. In this sense, it is psychologically oriented.
Another proposal for the form and arrangement of culture
content is that elaborated by Broudy, Smith, and Burnett.?® Tt
should be noted first that Broudy, Smith, and Burnett believe that
the secondary school should be an institution to provide for the
general education of the adolescent population. They reject the
notion of terminal, or vocational education, as the responsibility of
the secondary school. The pros and cons of this argument
obviously cannot be given here in detail, but the point is essential to
an understanding of the design proposal. For Broudy, Smith, and
Burnett, curriculum consists primarily of two elements. One of the
elements is content which is characterized by facts, descriptive and
valuative concepts, principles, and norms and rules. The other
element consists of categories of instruction organized under

*fbid,, pp. 155-165,
¥ Harry 5. Broudy. B, Othanet Sith, and Joe R Burned, Demacracy amd Excellence in American
Secondary Education {Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1964},
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symbolic studies, basic sciences, developmental studies, aesthetic
studies, and molar problems.?* The specific design features of this
proposal are illustrated in Figure 7. Certainly, this design is
radically different from the usual array of required and elective
courses that is traditional with our secondary schools.

In the 1966 Goodlad and Richter monograph previously
guoted, the authors proposed a conce ptual system for dealing with
problems of corriculum and instruction.®? Since they were
primarily concerned with setting forth a rationale for dealing with
problems of curriculum, one has to inter from their discussion
what characteristics might be present in curriculam design. Figure
8 portrays that portion of the Goodlad and Richter rationale that
has greatest implications for curriculum design. For Goodlad and
Richter all educational aims stern from the accepted cultural
values. Educational aims would be translated into educational
objectives stated behaviorally. These in turn would lead to learning
opportunities. The authors define a learning opportunity as “a
situation created within the context of an educational program or
institution for the purpose of achieving certain educational
ends.”®? Specification of courses or categories of readings and
writing are examples of learning opportunities. Both the general
educational objectives and the learning opportunities would be
identifiable in two categories, one of the categories having a
behavioral element and the other category having a substantive
element. From the selected learning opportunities and from the
general educational objectives, more specific educational
objectives stated behaviorally are formulated; these, in turn, lead to
the selection of organizing centers. An organizing center is defined
as "a specific learning opportunity set up for identifiable students
or for a student.”* Field trips, problems, or topics are examples of
organizing centers.

Drawing heavily upon the notions of behavioral elements
and substantive elements in curriculum design, Dellard surveyed
proposals for curriculum design published between 1960 and
1972, and developed a conceptual scheme by which various design

Mibig. p. 83,
g o

pid., p. I8,
Mibid., p. 18,
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proposals could be systematically categorized and analyzed. 3% She
was led to classify curriculum design proposals into three
categories: (!} one-dimensional substantive designs, (2)
one-dimensional behavioral designs, (3) two-dimensional designs.
To be classified as one<dimensional substantive, a design had o
rest upon such information as subjects, concepts, ideas, facts, or
generalizations. Similarly, 1o qualify as a one-dimensional
behavioral design, a design had to be based upon such behaviors as
processes, aititudes, values, and so forth. Two-dimensional designs
contained both substantive and behavioral material with an
identified relationship or integration between the two classes of
materials.

TRENDS IN PRACTICE

What goes on in practice is a convenient way for anyone to
analyze curricalum design characteristics. One may review the
contents of curriculums or of curriculum guides. Merritt and
Harap did a thorough job of this in 19553 They surveyed
published courses of study and analyzed the content of those
materials in detail. The authors found some new trends, especially
i the production of guides for the subject areas of art, business
education, and kindergarten. More to the point here, they also
discerned a pattern in the contents of the guides surveyed. More
than one-half of them contained general objectives as goals to be
attained in a specific subject area while one-third contained general
objectives stated as outcomes. The finding which startied the
authors was the omission of basic views and policies atfecting the
teaching of the subject for the course, This omission was an
indication to the investigators that too many guides were mere
outlines of content to be learned. The infrequent inclusion of such
considerations as scope, sequence, the nature of the unit of the
work, and others, supported their conclusion.

Much later a similar study was conducted by Langenbach and
others.3? In that study, 1002 documents from school systems were
'ermi, “A Systematic Survey of Curriculnm Design Proposals [rom 1960 to 19727 (A
Master's Paper, Northwestern University, July, 1972).

Elexror Merritt and Henry Harap, Trends in the Production of Currcafum Guides {Nashville: Division
of Surveys and Ficld Services, George Peabody Coblege for Teachers, 1955,

Michae! Langenbach, Michael T. Hinkemeyer, and George A. Beauchamp, “An Empirical Analvsis
of Curriculum Design,” Research in Edweation, EDGAE 552, 6:146, Aprid, 1971,
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examined. The documents were purporied to be curriculum
materials, and they were included in the “Curriculum Materials
Exhibit” at the 1869 national conference of the Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development, N.E.A. The materials
were submitted voluntarily. They came from all sections of the
country, and they were of recent origin. The analysis of the design
features of those documents presented a picture of what
curriculums planned in school districts and individual schools do
lock lhike. The documents were subject-centered i design. A
classification of the materials into major types gave the following
resuits;

Type Number
General Curriculum &9
Art 29
Business Educavon 20
Foreign Language 21
Health, Physical £ducation, and Safery i7
Home Economics 21
Industrial and Vocational Education 74
Language Arts 185
Mathematics a7
Music 4
Science 13
Social Siudies 246

TOTAL 1002

it can be scen from the above distribution that most of the
curriculum documents were on individual school subjects and that
sixty-nine of them were classified as general curriculums; that is,
they covered more than one subject and for more than one grade.
Most of the individual subject documents were designed for a
school level such as the elementary or the secondary school.

More than 65 per cent of the documents included objectives,
subject outlines, instructional materials, and pupil activities.
Approximately one-fourth of them were topically organized
within a subject, and one-half of them were organized on a unit
basis. Ninety-five per cent contained statements of goals or
objectives; of these, more than 30 per cent were stated in
behavioral terms.

Several other kinds of entries add to the total design picture of
the materials. More than 60 per cent of them contained historical
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statements about the development of the material. Eighty-four per
cent gave instructions that the materials were to be used by teachers
to develop their teaching strategies; yet 73 per cent of the
documents contained statements that could be interpreted as being
instructional strategies. Only 15 per cent contained any kind of
evaluation scheme.

From the foregoing descriptive statements about curriculum
materials produced at the level of school practice, several
conclusions may be reached. The basic design pattern was
subject-centered, and the vast majority of the documents were
devoted to a single subject, Planners appeared to consider it
impeortant to include m curriculums: objectives, subject outlines,
instructional materials, and pupil activities.

Most curriculums, or curriculum guides, or curriculum
materials include what may be termed instructional guides; that is
they contain various kinds of directions for teachers pertaining to
methods. And for the most part, they are organized by subject. In
them, more instructions are given customarily to teachers in
elementary curricilums than in sccondary ones. This seems to
constitute a vote of greater faith in the instructional ingenuity of
_ the secondary school teacher than of the elementary teacher.
Irrespective of this issue, there is great variation in the size of
mstructional guides as indicated by the number of pages devoted to
a subject as well as by the content on the pages. There is a trend
toward detailing the entries so as to solve instructional problems.
The trend is reflected in the amount of attention given to
instructional materials and teaching strategies. More of this kind of
detail s present when instructional guides are published by subject
rather than as general guides. Curriculum offices in large city
school systems tend to prepare larger volumes than the smaller
school districts.

Rarely do curriculums contain evaluation schemes or specific
implementation instructions. The former probably reflects our
artlessness about evaluation in general and about curriculum in
particular. Lack of specific implementation instructions may mean
that they are provided by some means such as administrative
dictum, It may be a reflection of fear of imposing too rigidly upon
the rights of teachers to decide their own teaching sirategies.
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SUMMARY AND A POINT OF VIEW

More controversy exists within the field of curriculum over
issues in curriculum design than anything else. To attempt a
thorough summary of all the issues would be to repeat most of what
has been said previously in this chapter. By way of summary,
therefore, I shall merely indicate which aspects of curriculum
design spawn most of the issues, and then spend the rest of this
section briefly oudining what my own point of view is with respect
to curriculum design.

Summary

Most issues in curriculum design orginate with one’s
conception of what a curriculum is, and this conception is usually
reflected in a definition of a curriculum. As has been indicated in
the earlier paragraphs, curriculum design is drastically different
for the individual who defines a curriculum as a set of intended
learning outcomes as compared with a person who defines a
curricuium as all of the experiences that students have in school.
Conceptually, these two definitions are worlds apart. If they may
be considered as extremes in points of view, lesser differences
appear for those who conceptualize a curriculum differently from
these two.

People differ over whether a curriculum should be a written
document or not. Most other issues with respect to curriculum
design are dissolved if one accepts the notion that a curriculum is
not a written document; therefore, any subsequent issues with
respect 1o curriculum design are dependent upon the assumption
that a carriculum is a written document. With these assumptions in
mind we can review issues pertaining to document features or the
content of a curriculum. Document features are simplified if one
believes that a curriculum is only a set of statements of expected
learning outcomes or behavioral objectives. Specific outcomes
would normally be identified within some framework such as the
subjects to be offered in school. On the other hand, if one also
expects there to be included in a curriculum a body of culture
content that is selected in anticipation that the culture content will
assist in the achievement of the goals or objectives, then ways must
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be sought for organizing that culture content. It is at this point that
we have a very real theoretical issue between contemporary
curriculum theorists. The issue simply is whether the selection of
culture content shall he done at the level of instructional planning
or at the level of curriculum planning.

Historically, there have been many issues created over the
character of the culture content to be included in the curriculum.
Again, the argument has been whether the culture content should
be organized logically or psychologically. This may be interpreted
as subject-centered versus experience-centered organization of
culture content. In recent years, the issue has mostly been focused
upon substantive culture content and processes of learning.

A third category of issue is whether to include instructional
materials in a curriculum as well as the degree of their specificity.
When these materials are incorporated into a curriculum, they
usually include such things as suggested instructional materials
and student activities. This issue reverts to definition again. It is
only anissue when the curriculum paosition, or theory, incorporates
curriculum planning and the planning of instructional strategies as
part of curriculum designing. Many persons who write curriculum
books apparently fall into the latter category, but those who write
extensively about curriculum theory tend not to.

What else might be included in a curriculum beyond those
mentioned above is discussed by very few people. I am one of the
few who do, as I will Hllustrate in the following and concluding
section of this chapter.

A Point of View

Tao illustrate how a theorist might select from the issues that
have been summarized above in order to establish a consistent
position with respeci to curriculum design, I shall use my own
position. The essential dimensions of my position on curriculum
design are reflected in the model shown in Figare 9,

For me, a curriculum minimally has three properties or
characteristics: (1} 1t is a written document; (2) it contains
statements outlining the goals for the school for which the
curriculum was designed; and (3) it contains a body of culture
content that tentatively has the potential for the realization of the
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Figure 9. A4 model for curriculum design.
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goals. Optimally, T would add two to those: a statement of intention
for use of the document as a guiding force for planning
instructional strategies and an evaluation scheme. It seems to me
that it is axiomatic that anyone who talks about a curriculurm needs
first to concelve of it as a written document. It is quite improbable
that anything other than a written document reflecting curriculum
thinking could have organized design characteristics. Thus by
definition, a carriculum is a written plan depicting the scope and
arrangement of the projected educational program for a school.

In Figure 9, provision is made for a statement of goals, or
purposes for the school. At the level of curriculum planning, it
appears to me that it would be more realistic to phrase these goal
statementis in general terms and leave the preparation of highly
specific behavioral objectives to the level of instructional
planning. In the model under discussion, a large part of a
curriculum would consist of the culiure content organization.
Culture content is designated in terms of language,
communications, health and physical education, fine and applied
arts, natural sciences, socital sciences, mathematics, and molar
problems. One might substitute for the foregoing designations the
patterns of meanings used by Phenix,*® namely, symbolics,
empirics, aesthetics, synnoetics, ethics, and synoptics. Or, one
might substitute the categories of instruction listed by Broudy,
Smith, and Burnett: symbolic studies, basic sciences, developmental
studies, aesthetic studies, and molar problems. I would have no
objection to either substitution. I have chosen the ones included in
Figure 9 because I believe that most curriculum planners would
feel more comfortable with the designations I have used. In this
connection, anyone who must make this choice will do so on the
basis of some established belief because there simply is no research
literature demonstrating that one produces better results than the
other. In Figure 9, the culture content is alse identified in terms of
characteristics of the culture content other than the designations
listed above. These are called cognitive components, affective
components, and inquiry and skill components, These
characteristic components are included so that the culture content
may be more specifically related to goals, and so that the
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curriculum will project a better level of advice for teachers who are
to subsequently use the curriculum for developing instructional
strategies. Across the bottom of the chart four levels of school
organization are indicated. Normally, these would be labeled in
terms of the actual administrative organization of the school as
grades, levels, or ordinal years. This three-way organization of the
culture content would force curriculum planners to be concerned
with such design characteristics as scope, sequence, and vertical
and horizontal articulation.

Two additional ingredients are included in the design model.
One is a set of rules or statements designating how the curriculum
is 10 be used and how it is to be modified as a result of experience in
using the curriculum. These rules are extremely important in
order to keep the curriculum constantly under scrutiny and
revised in accordance with the best thinking of the planners. The
final ingredient indicated on the right hand side of the model isan
evaluation scheme. The evaluation scheme should at least outline
the ways in which the curriculum is to be evaluated with respect to
its design features as well as evaluation of the system of curriculum
engineering of which is the subject matter of the subsequerit
chapter.
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Chapter 7

CURRICULUM ENGINEERING

The phrase “Curriculum Engineering” as title for this chapter
demands explanation, A large portion of curriculum literature has
dealt with the problems with curriculum planning, development,
or improvement, thus, focusing upon the production of
curriculums or curriculum materials. Only a small portion of
the Hterature has reflected thinking about curriculum
implementation, and until recently, the subject of curriculum
evaluation has largely been ignored. The processes of planning,
implementing, and evaluating a curriculum may be spoken of as
the essential processes of a curriculum system. A curriculum
system is a system for both decision making and action with respect
to curriculum functions regarded as a part of the total operations
of schooling. Asindicated, the system has three primary functions:
{1} to produce a curriculum, (2) to implement the curriculum, and
(3) to appraise the effectiveness of the curriculum and the
curriculum system. The primary ingredient in effectuating these
functions is decision making by the persons involved, and the
decision-making tasks are complicated both by the nature of the
tasks and the number of persons involved. The complications call
for intelligent human engineering if the functions are to be carried
out etfectively. Hence, the title of curriculum engineering is used
to represent both the system and its internal dynamics.

Curriculum engineering consists of all of the processes
necessary to make a curriculum system functional in schools. The
chief engineersin the curriculum system are the superintendent of
schools, principals, and curriculum directors, and they may be
assisted by consultative personnel from outside the school system

I35
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They, the engineers, organize and direct the manipulation of the
various tasks and operatons that must go on in order for a
curricutum to be planned, implemented in classrooms through the
instructional program, evaluated, and revised n light of the data
accumulated through evaluation. Thus, curriculum engineering
encompasses the set of activities necessary to keep the curniculum
of a school in a dynamic state.

In this chapter, the scope of curriculum engineering activities
will be identified by pointing up the critical areas of concern in any
curriculum system and by noting how alternative choices would be
related to different theoretical positions. Before turning to these
critical choices, it is necessary for us to describe more carefully than
we have done so far the precise character of the more important
systems of schooling, and the characteristics of a curriculum
system,

SYSTEMS OF SCHOGOLING

A convenient way for theorists and practitioners to dentify a
curricylum systern and its prescribed roles is to ohserve s place
among other systems of schooling. By schooling is meant all those
activities essential to the purposeful maintenance and operation of
schools. The systems of schooling are operational constructs that
explain the character of schooling, and that have identifiable
internal characteristics. These can be represented  dia-
grammatically, one such diagram being included here as Figure
10. In &, the language of set relationships is used to explain the
interrelationships among the various systems of schooling. The
symbol U designates the universal set, or universe of discourse,
which represents schooling. Subset A represents the curriculum
system. Subset B represents the instructional system, and subset C
represents the evaluation system. The remaining space within U
represents all subsets, or systems, of schooling notincluded in A, B,
and C. These might be the administrative system, the personnel
services system, the guidance system and so forth. Our major
concern here is with the three systems curriculum, instruction, and
evaluation because they more nearly characterize the fundamental
nature of schooling than any others,

The set intersections shown in Figure 10 are very interesting.
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~ABC
U

Legend:
U = the universe of disconrse (the systems of schooling)
~ABC = all systems of schooling except systems A, B, and C
A = the curricalum system
B = the instruction system
C = the evaluation system
AnB = the intersection of system A and system B
BncC = the intersection of system B and system C
AnC = the intersection of system A and system C
ANBEngG = the intersection of system A, system B, and system C

Figure 10. A diagram representing the systems of schooling.
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They represent the interactions of two or more of the three
systems. This interaction, or overlay, of the systems graphically
portrays the continuity among curriculum, instruction, and
evaluation. It helps to establish that there are no discrete
boundaries among systems, and that systems have purposes in
common. For example, the intersection of curriculum and
instruction might represent such functions as planning for
implememation, lesson planning, and teacher-pupil planning.
These functions bridge the gap between decisions about what to
teach and decisions about how o teach. The intersection of
curriculum and evaluation might represent the evaluation of the
degree of curriculum implementation, evaluation of teacher use of
the curriculum, evaluation of curriculum organization, or
feedback of information from evaluation for curriculum revision.
These functions bridge the gap between the decisions made about
what to teach and the judgments made about the predictability and
the worth of those decisions, The intersection of instruction and
evaluation represents the functions that bridge the gap between
activities associated with the execution of decisions about how to
teach and appraisal of those activities via such means as diagnostic
testing by the teacher, pupil self-evaluations, appraisal of teaching
performances, or the evaluation of instructional materials. The
intersection of all three systems is the payoff area of schooling. This
mnterseciion represents those pupil learnings intended by the
curriculum system, sought through the instructional system, and
observed in the evaluation system. All systems point toward pupil
learnings. All systerns make some contribution to pupil learnings.
We can amplify distinctions among the three systems indicated in
Figure 10 by indicating some of the characieristics of each in
greater detail.

The Curriculum System

The general purpose of a curriculum system as one of the
several systems of schooling is to provide a framework for deciding
what ought to be taught in the schools and for employing those
decisions as points of departure for developing instructional
strategies. Every school and/or school district does some planning
for schooling, carries out instruction, and appraises outcomes.
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However, in many schools and districts, organization for
curriculum dectsions is invisible racher than visible, unconscious
rather than conscious, and random rather than rational. When this
condition prevails, we cannot say that a curriculum system is
present. But when a deliberate and constant organization is used to
plan the curriculum, implement it, and appraise its effectiveness,
we may say that a curriculum system is present.

The language of systems analysis is useful in describing the
basic characteristics of a curriculum system. Figure 11 is a diagram
of 2 model of a curriculum system using that language. The system
is composed of three essential components: (1} a body of input
data, (2} the necessary content and processes for the maintenance
of the system, and (3} the output of the system. In Figure 11, the
entries under each of the three components are brief and
generalized to avoid contamination by any specific position with
respect to curriculum engineering. The purpose here is to
ilustrate what a system is and how it works regardless of specific
choices any individual or group might make within the general
system framework. We will return to specific choices with respect to
the curriculum processes later in this discussion.

Input data. The function of input data is to provide energy for
the content and processes that maintain the steady state of the
system. Energy in this case is the intellectual and personal driving
power engendered by such forces as educational foundations,
relevant community characteristics, human personalities involved,
experience of schools with curriculum affairs, the large body of
human knowledge stored and categorized in the disciplines and
other school subjects, and relevant social and cultural values. Many
other specific classes of input data could be added to the list shown
in Figure 11 such as commercial materials, projections from
research, technological feasibility data, and identified needs and
interests of learners, to mention just a few. Input data constitutes
sources of authority, sources of new ideas, and general ways of
behaving in carrying out the curriculum functions. Curriculum
functions are carried out at the level of system maintenance.
During the system maintenance processes, relevant information,
procedures, and values have to be selected from the input sources,
This selection process is one of the reasons why working in a full
curriculum system is educative for the participants,
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Content and processes for system mamienance, Any system is
charactenized by a known body of activities that make the system
work and maintain itself. Figure 11 lists the basic functions that
must go on for a curriculum system to be maintained. We shall
mention them only briefly here because they are the areas of
substantial issue and controversy in curriculum. The principal
choices among them will be discussed in detail later. There is
sequential order to the way these functions are listed in Figure 11.
A first choice that must be made by those in authority for schooling
1s the arena in which curriculum activities are to take place. The
arena is where curriculum planning is to be done and where
implementation functions are to be directed. Once the arena
choice has been made, the persons who are to be involved in
curriculum deasion making may be chosen. Once the personsto be
involved have been identified, working procedures may be
planned to determine the curricular goals, to select a curriculum
design, to develop details of the design, and to write the
curriculum. Procedures will have to be planned to move from the
carriculum system to the instructional system; these constitute the
implementation plans. Finally, plans need to be made tc appraise
the output of the curriculum system and the data used to revise
both curriculum and the activities of the curriculum system. All of
these are warranted ingredients of what may be called a curriculum
system.

Owtput. The most obvious and necessary output of a
curriculum systemn is a planned curriculum, and is the major
visible cutput. Other outputs such as changed attitudes of teachers
and other participants in the system, increased knowledge by the
participants because the planning process has been educative, and
2 commitment by teachers and school leaders to implement and to
' appraise the curriculum are just as real as the planned curriculum,
but they are not immediately visible.

Schools have a long history of curriculum planning, but not
many have examined the outputs of those eftorts. Even more
important, curriculum practitioners have had little experience in
using the results of examining curriculum outputs as feedback data
to improve further curriculum efforts. To appraise the magnitude
of these outputs, measures that will identity the traits involved and
the magnitude of them will have to be constructed. The
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development of instruments that would give us these measuares
needs 1o be among the next steps of curriculum research.

Conran has made a substantial effort in this direction by
studying the relationship among several variables in a curriculum
engineering system in such a way that the effects of various
performers in the curriculum system were identified.’ The degree
of relationship was determined among such variables as principal
leadership, teacher attitudes, teacher experience and training,
teacher performance, student sex and intelligence quotient, and
student achievement, Still, more precise measurement of variables
needs to be accomplished, more representative ways of modeling
relationships need 10 be explored, and further study of additional
relationships that would observe the effects of such variables as
school climate and student motivation, among others, needs to be
undertaken.

The Instructional System

To indicate differences and relationships among the input
data, the system maintenance content and processes, and outputs
for an instructional systerm as contrasted with a curriculum system,
Figure 12 isincluded. It should be noted that the curriculum which
was the principal output of the curriculum system is a principal
input to the mstructional system. Other inputs also vary according
to the character ol the system. It is most important, however, 1o
note the differences between the content and processes for system
maintenance mcluded in the instructional system as compared with
those in the curriculum system. This comparison virtually spells
out in rather concrete terms the environmental and functional
differences between the instructional system and the curriculum
systern. The primary output of the operation of the instructional
system should be pupil learnings.

The Appraisal System

Some examples of what an appraisal systemn would be like are
shown in Figure 13. The appraisal system is designed to provide a
tPatricia C. Convan, "A Study of Gausal and Qiher Relationships among Leadership, Teacher, and

Studert Variables in Curriculum Engincering” {unpublishcd Doctoral dissertation, Northwestern
University, 1974},
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trunk line of feedback data for the products and processes of the
curriculum systern and the instructional system. To be sure, the
appraisal systern would also similarly serve any other system such as
the administrative system or the pupil-services system, but those
are not of our primary concern here. Again, one should note
particularly in the systems maintenance content and processes, a
distinctly different group of functions than those listed in either
the curriculum or the instructional system. Inputs to the system
come from both the curriculum system and the instructional
systern as well as techniques and knowledge peculiar to the
processes of evaluation. Qutputs immediately lead back to the
curriculum system and the instructional system thus providing a
dynamic cycle of feedback and correction to the fundamental
pracesses of schooling.

Conran’s study of relationships among variables in a
curriculum engineering system is an initial attempt to provide
somé of the intended feedback. She used mathematics in the form
of reduced-form structural equations and the techmque of path
analysis to determine the strength of assumed relationships and to
model relationships. Differences were observed among principals
in leadership effectiveness; differences were noted between the
ways principals rated teachers’ performances compared with the
way teachers perceived their own performances; and relationships
among principal, teacher, and student variables were observed.
This kind of information and future analyses of perhaps a more
complex and precise nature can begin o give school personnel the
kind of feedback necessary for planning individualized in-service
programs, for improving emplnymem practices, and for clarifying
and revising policies and practices in the curriculum and the
instructional systems.

Theoretical Issues

No doubt it is apparent to the reader that a grossly ditterent
theoretical position would be taken by an individual in the field of
curriculum who would accept the notion that a curriculum system
and an instructional system are all one, Nonetheless, the
illustration of the two systems in terms of their content and
processes for system maintenance do iflustrate the total complexity
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of involving both systems in one’s thinking about curriculum.
Regardless of posture taken, the curriculum theorist finds more
immediate food for his efforts in systems of curriculum
engineering than in any other area of the total field of curriculum.
The most plausible reason for this is the vast experlence we have
had in this country with curriculum planning. It is true that our
experience with the task and method variables of curriculum
implementation and curriculum evaluation has been limited; the
reason is that we have not worked hard at these dimensions. But we
have worked hard at the tasks and methods of curriculum
planning. The alternative ways of accomplishing the various tasks
of curriculum engineering provide the theorist with a basic
classification scheme from which the beginning elements of
curriculum theories may be deduced, and from which further
research may be launched to develop additional generalizations.
Most, if not all, of the general areas of curriculum engineering that
serve as a basic structure to this kind of classifications have been
indicated in Figure 11 under the content and processes for system
maintenance. Briefly the issues are found in: (1} the arena, or
arenas in which the various processes of carriculum engineering
are fo take place, (2} the involvement of people in the curriculum
processes, {8) tasks and procedures for curriculum planning, (4)
the tasks and procedures for curriculum implementation, and (5)
tasks and procedures for curriculum evaluation.

THE ARENA FOR CURRICULUM ENGINEERING

The first decision that has to be reached in establishing a
system for curriculum engineering isthe arena, or arenas, in which
the various curricalum activities are to take place and to be
directed. Most subsequent choices are to some degree dependent
upon the choice of arena; therefore, # is not a choice to be taken
lightly.

Moving from smaller to larger, the most obvious arena choices
are the individual school, the school district, the state, and the
nation. In the United States, education legally has been a function
of the several states. In turn, most state governments have
delegated operational control o the various school districts. It has
been this act that has resulied in 5o much autonomy being vested in
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the hands of local school district officials, including the
development of curriculums for the schools. There are, of course,
some cases in which state legislatures have passed laws insisting that
certain culture content be taught in schools of the state such as
teaching about the state constitution, instruction about drug abuse,
or a given number of minutes per week to be devoted to physical
education. In some states, state departments of education have
created suggestive curriculum guides, and they have mmtiated
accountability schemes. But in the main, curriculurm decisions have
been left 1o authorities of local school districts. This phenomenon
probably accounts for the fact that the most commonly used arena
for curriculum planning in the United States is the school district.
Occasionally, the authorities of a school district assign curriculum
decision making to individual schools. However, the guest for
similarity, or uniformity, encourages district authorities to retain
responsibility for, and control over, the functions. Until recent
years writers and planners have given little thought to the nation as
an arena for curriculum decision making, but perhaps the
situation is in the act of reversing itself today. As the federal
government has invested more heavily in schooling and has
expanded its services, imndividuals have proposed the nation as an
arena.

It should be kept in mind that the choice of arena for
curriculum engineering encompasses planning, implementation,
and evaluation. Depending upon organizational and legal
circumstances, it may be necessary to have more than one arena for
the three fundamental curriculum engineering processes. For
example, a problem of implementation ultimately must be solved
at the level of the individual school where the actual persons are
present who must develop teaching strategies in response to the
curriculum regurdless of where the curriculum is planned. In
France, for example, the curriculum is planned at the national level
under the direction of the Minister of Education, but the
curriculum is implemented in the individual schools. In this case,
the arena for curriculum planning is the nation; whereas, the arena
for implementation is the individual school. On the other hand, ifa
curriculum is planned in an individual school and implemented in
that school, the arena for planning and implementation are the
same. [t is important to note that the arena decision is very much a
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prerequisite to other decisions in curriculum engineering. The
involvement of people in various types of curriculum
decision making and the organization of those people for their
various tasks are dependent upon the previous identification of
arena.

PERSONNEL INVOLVEMENT

A second group of theoretical issues lies in the selection and
involvement of people in the various functions of curriculum
engineering, namely, planning, implementation, and evaluation.

Levels of Involvement

Historically at least, four different kinds of persons have been
involved in curriculum decision making but mostly in curriculum
planning. They are: (1) specialized personnel, (2) representative
groups composed of specialized personnel and some classroom
teachers, (3) all professional personnel, and (4) all professional
personnel plus representative lay citizens. In recent years, a fifth
group has been added, namely, the students,

Specialized personnel, in the meaning of the term as used
here, refers to at least two groups of people. One consists of
persons employed by school districts, or other agencies, specifically
to do curriculum work, with the work, in most cases, involving
curriculum planning exclusively. These individuals customarily
come from the ranks of teachers and supervisors, and they
customarily are subject specialists, generalists, or trained
curriculum specialists. What makes them specialized personnel is
their involvement in curriculum decision-making activities.
Schools and school districts have made use of such specialized
personnel for many years. The second category, of more recent
viniage, consists of persons who are specialized in a discipline
and/or who have dominant interest in research in curriculum
organization. These people have as their home bases universities or
research centers, They rarely work on the total curriculum; instead
they concentrate upon the development of a single discipline which
may become part of a total curriculum. From time to time, school
districts employ them as consultants to help with curriculum
development, but they are not in-service curriculum workers in
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schools. Involvement of specialized personnel in curriculum work
was illustrated in the National Curriculum Projects such as the
Biological Sciences Curriculum Study, the School Mathematics
Study Group, and Project Social Studies, Projects of this type were
conducted through the involvement of scholars from the
disciplines normally affiliated with universities assisted by selected
tecachers from elementary and secondary schools.

The involvement of specialized personnel and representative
classroom teachers constitutes an extension of the use of
specialized  personnel. Such  involvement assumes that the
combination of specialized personnel and representative teacher
groups will improve the effectiveness of curriculum decision
making. Presumably, it will be improved because of the recency of
experience of the teachers in classrooms and because reachers will
be able to exert leadership in implementation when the planning is
completed. This level of involvement has been used most
extensively in large city school systems; Chicago and Los Angeles
are two examples. Such selective involvement capitalizes upon the
expertise of specialized personnel; it takes advantage of the
classroom teacher’s point of view, and itis economically efficient in
that only a small amount of released time 15 demanded.

The total involvement of professional personnel as a choice in
curriculum engineering is more complicated than the first two.
Total involvement means all classroom teachers, supervisors,
special teachers, and administrators in a school or a school distriet.
Advocates of this choice of involvement believe that the persons
who make curriculum engineering decisions, who develop and
exccute instructional strategies, and who appraise the various
school operations should participate in all three functions. Inother
words, if teachers and administrators are to participate in the
systems of schooling that in this publication have been called the
instructional systermn and the appraisal system, they should also
participate in the curriculum system. In reality the only person who
actually can participate in all three systems is the teacher;
administrators participate by exerting leadership to maintain and
improve the systems. The theorist or practitioner who debates and
decides on this involvement should know beforeband the
teacher-load problems that it carries in its wake. The conventional
impression of the job of the teacher is that his sole responsibility is
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to develop instructional strategies and carry them out with his class
or classes. One realizes how strong this impression must be when
one observes that teachers in elementary and secondary schools
spend almost the entire day in a classroom with pupils trying to
carry out predetermined instructional strategies. The
development of the strategies must occur outside of the ordinary
school day, To think of involving teachers additionally in anything
as complicated as a curriculum systern as it has been described in
the preceding pages appears to be mmpossible. It is impossible
unless ways and means for teachers to participate are found, and
the principal ingredient in the ways and means is time
unencumbered by teaching responsibility for work on curriculum
tasks. Consequently, the two big questions about this choice of
involvemnent are whether one believes that classroom teachers
should be involved in curriculum engineering and whether one is
willing to develop the ways and means for doing so, assuming the
answert to the first question 1s in the affirmative,

Cooperative lay-professional involvement is an extension of
the involvement of all professional personnel inasmuch as the
latter are included along with representative lay citizens who have
concern about the schools, There is much controversy over the
inclusion of lay citizens in curriculum engineering, and many
diverse interpretations about the proper role of citizens who are.
Those opposed to the involvement claim that because curriculum
engineering processes are technical, they should be the sole
prervogative of professional groups. Advocates of this position, in
contrast, make much of the fundamental authority and
responsibility of school patron groups, the extension of the
partnership concept in public education, and the improved
opportunides that it affords to educate more people in educational
concerns. Most of the argument is at the level of value judgment for
there is Tittle research on the subject, certainly no comparative
rescarch.

Much has been said about the involvement of students in
currictlum decisions. The argument is based upon the assertion
that if the students are to be affected by the curriculum, they have
the right to be involved in deciding what that curriculum should be.
Few raise the question of the qualifications of students to make
curriculum decisions. For example, is a first-grade pupil equipped
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to make curricolum decisions for an elementary school? Is a
tenth-grade student equipped to make curriculum decisions for a
secondary school? It is doubtful in both cases. Yet, one must have
great sympathy for the notion that studems have had too little
mvolvement in decisions about what they do in schools. I think a
distinction needs to be made here between the involvement of
students in curriculum planning and the involvement of them in
decisions at the level of instruction. Teacher-pupil planning at the
level of classroom interaction and decision making bas long been
advocated. Unfortunately, too little of #t has been done. As one
result, students can claim that they have been deprived of any real
voice in their exposure to schooling. Any posture a curriculum
theorist might take on this issue probably depends upon his
perception of the scope of curriculum. If he is inclined to think of
curricnlum strategies and instructional strategies as two related but
yet different domains, he will tend to reject the notion of student
involvement in curriculum planning. On the other hand, if the
theorist 1s inclined to think of curriculum and instruction as one
strategy, he will tend to insist upon student involvement.

Arena and Involvement

It is impaossible for anyone o think about the involvement of
people in curriculum planning without relating it to the choice, or
choices made, or needed to be made, in the arena for curriculum
engineering. Any choice of people impinges on the
curriculum-engineering arena, and vice versa. Let us take each of
the possible arenas and examine the consequences for
involvement.

In the case of the national arena, the only possible choice in
involvement of people in curriculum planning is that of specialized
personnel. 1t would be possible to include representative teachers,
but if the country as a whole were to be represented, a very large
group would have to be assembled. To think of total involvement
of professional personnel would be ridiculous. However, planning
is only one aspect of curriculum engineering. At the level of
implementation, all classroom teachers employ the curriculum as a
point of departure for their teaching. It would take almost
monolithic  control at the national level to engineer the
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implementation of a nationally planned curriculum in the national
arena. The only reasonable aliernative, in the case of those desiring
to use the national arena for curriculum planning, is to split the
curriculum engineering functions among two or more arenas. For
example, it would be possible to use the national arena for
curriculum planning and the individual school as the arena tor
implementation. We have only to look to France or ltaly as
illustrations of this type of split in curriculum engineering. In both
of these countries, the arena for curriculun planning is the nation;
curriculum planning is the responsibility of the national ministers
of education. The responsibility for implementing the curriculum
im both countries rests with the individual school. The link between
the two arenas 15 the inspector who is the representative of the
Minister of Education; it is his responsibility to insure that teachers
do, in fact, implement the national curriculum.’

We have no similar situation in the United States. Yet
individuals and groups at the nattonal level and at regional levels
do engage in curriculum activities of varicus kinds. For instance,
scholars of national repute develop matenals within their own
disciplines. Contributors to curriculum outcomes also consist of
scholarly groups such as the National Council for the Social
Studies, the National Council of Teachers of knglish, the
American Educational Research Association, the Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development, or the Armerican
Association for the Advancement of Science. These organizations
prepare and publish materials that are curricular in nature, but
they do not prepare total curriculums to be vsed in schools. They
are not part of a curriculum engineering system. However, both
the organizations and contributors to their publications mfluence
decisions of those formally involved in the functions of a
curriculum engimeering system; Their work products actually are
input data for a curriculum system.

Because of the delegation of powers over education to school
districts by the state governments in the United States, the state has
not been extensively used as an arena for curriculum engineering.
State depariments of education frequently publish curriculum

'For & more cornplete analysis of shis and other references that will be made w curricolom affairs in
Europe, we George A Beauchamp and Kathryn B Beauchamp, Comparative Analysis of Curricudum
Systems (2d ed., Wilmette, IIl; Fhe Kagg Press, 1972,
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guides, but these generaliv are suggestive only rather than
mandates for action in local school districts. In recent years,
however, efforts have been made to strengthen the role of state
departments of education in matters of Eeadership over affairs of
schooling. The best illustration of these efforts is federal aid to
education being administered through the state departments of
education, It is not possible for anyone to predict at the moment
whether the state acmaiiy will emerge as a functional arena for
curriculum engineering, if it does, the same general pro and con
statements applicable to the nation as an arena relatedly apply to
the states. And the same problems of arena splitting and selection
of personnel to be involved would persist. Inacountry such as West
Germany, where the state plays the major role in curriculum
making, the same problems of personnel involvement and arena
choice characteristic of national systems are present.?

For all practical purposes, the nvolvement of persoanel in
large urban school districts poses the same fundamental problems
as it does in a state or the national arena. All professional personnel
cannot be involved unless very drastic changes are made in present
practices. As indicated before, the most frequently used arena for
curriculum planning is the school district, and this applies to large
urban centers as it does to small school districts. In the smaller
school districts, however, it is possible to totally involve the
professional personnel in curricuium planning, and it s also
possible to additionally use representative lay citizens. Again,
theorists and practitioners have the option of splitting the arena for
curriculum engineering by assigning curriculum planning
functions to the district arena and the implementation functions to
the individual school. Whatever the choice of arena, or arenas, the
full range of choices for mmvolvement are available for
consideration at the school district level.

The interesting thing about the individual school as the arena
for curriculum engineering is that it immediately provides an
arena in which all of the curriculum engincering functions may be
performed readily. This is particularly true since involvement of
teachers in curriculum planning may be followed immediately by
involving the same persons in the tasks of curriculum

Hhid., pp. 17-125.
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implementation. The same persons also remain on -the scene 1o
participate in appraisal of the curriculum planning and
implementation efforts. An attractive feature of the situation is
that the mdividuals who develop the curriculum strategies are the
same ones who develop and carry out the instructional strategies.

An almost immediate reaction from peopie who seek
uniformity among carricalum practices in either the district arena
or a larger social-geographic arena is that equal opportunity is
denied pupils in schools where curriculum efforts are not “as
good” as in others. Caswell, a number of years ago, made the
foliowing rejoinder to this argument;

in brief, the "grass-roots” approach which views the individual school
as the operational and planning unit does not mean that each school in
asystem should go its own way without regard for the others, [t means,
rather, thae problems which are dealt with on a system-wide or partial-
system basis should arise out of work done by individual school staf{fs
and feed back into use through these stafis, The channel is from the
individual school to the system and back to the individual school rather
than from the top down, as under the traditional system-wide ap-
proach.®

iaswell's statement leads us to propose the ensuing principle: No
arena should be completely autonomous in making decisions about
curriculum affairs. For example, the individual school cannot be
considered as having complete autonomy over its various
funciions; therefore, curriculum decisions made by higher
authority for all schools under the jurisdiction of that authority
must be accepted by the individual school unit. If a given state
wishes to impose curriculum decisions on all schools and school
districts within its borders, it may do so, and all are obliged to abide
by those decisions. Nevertheless, the arena for incorporating all of
these kinds of decisions into the functional curriculums of the
schools remains with the individual school. A similar case could be
made for the district as the arena choice, Similarly, the work of
scholars in the disciplines and organized scholarly groups may be
conceived as influences upon the decisions made in any arena, but
the decisions are made only in the operational arena itself.

ollis L. Caswell, #f af, Curricwdum Ingrovement in Public School Swtems (New York: Bureau of
Publications, Feachers College, Columbia University, 1950), p. 78.
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CURRICULUM PLANNING

The key function of curriculum engineering is planning.
Volumes have been written on the subject of curriculurn planning
primarily from the point of view of practices in school
environments. For the most part, they render advice to those who
would become involved in the planning processes. On the other
hand those who have addressed themselves to the subject of
curriculum theory have not addressed themselves to any
significant degree to the theoretical options present within the
processes of curriculum planning. In this section, 1 will cite some
exemplars of statements that have been made by curriculum
theorists that have bearing upon the subject of curriculum
planning. Those exemplars will be followed by a discussion of the
theoretical arguments germane to curriculum planning.

Exemplar Statements

Probably the most frequently quoted curriculum rationale was
that published by Ralph Tyler in 1950. Tvler proposed as his
curriculum rationale four basic questions:

1. What educational purposes should the school seek to attain?

2. What educational experiences can be provided that are likely to
attain these purposes?

3. How can these educational experiences be effectively organized?

4, How can we determine whether these purposes are being attained !

The Tyler rationale has been criticized by Kliebard.? The details of
Kliebard’s criticism need not be cited here for they should be read
in complete form. Two points do need to be mentioned here,
however, for they will have bearing on subsequent discussion. One
15 the use of the word experiences in establishing a rationale for
curriculum planning or for purposes of describing curriculum
content. As was indicated in Chapter 6, only an individual has an
experience, and it is almost impossible for teachers or anyone else
to select those experiences. The other point is that although the
Tyler rationale does indicate some global movements essential to

Ralph W. Tyler, Hasic Principles of Curvicubum and Instruction (Chicago: The Unjversity of Chicago
Press, 1950 pp. 1-2.
*Herbert M. Khebard, “Fhe Tyler Rationale.” The Schoo! Review, 88:259-272, February, 1970,
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curriculum planning, the details of the involvement of people, the
arena of decision, and the work procedares are not clarified.

In the development of their rationale tor curricutum, Goodlad
and Richter identified three levels of curriculum decision making:
(1} the soctetal level, {2) the institutional level, and (3) the
instructional level.® Presumably, dimensions of curriculum
planning take place at all three of these levels. From their
discussion, it is not completely clear as to what individuals are to
participate at all three of these levels. At the societal level, Goodlad
and Richter identify what they call man’s funded knowledge and
man's conventional wisdom as available for selection as potential
curriculum content. The total value system of our society would
similarly be available. At the institutional level, the authors indicate
that the board of education has predominant control over
curriculum decisiens, Again, it is not made clear as to how the
decisions are made by the board of education, or any other group,
at the institutional level. Furthermore, they give virtually no
discussion about the transfer from the societal level to the
mnstitutional level. It is very clear at the instructional level that
teachers are mvolved in the decision making. By inference,
teachers in curriculum deciston making at the instructional level
would take many of their cues from whatever decision making was
made at the institutional level. Exactly when a product appears that
is to be called a curriculum is not made clear by Goodlad and
Richter, but it is clear that the final step s at the instructional level.
It is interesting to note here that it is possible that Goodlad and
Richter have conceived of groups of individuals involved in
curriculum decision making who have no direct contact with one
another. It is also clear that instructional planning, in their
Jjudgment, is a part of the total curriculum process. The techniques
of curriculum planning were omitted. Presumably, they were not
considered important for fulfilling the authors’ avowed purpose to
set forth a curriculum rationale.

Taba recognized and described most of the gencrally accepted
procedures for curriculum development, namely, the process of
determining objectives, selecting content expected to facilitate the

‘Jahn Il.aodiad and Maurice N, Richter, Jr., The Development of a Conceptuad System for Dealing with

Problems of Curvicwlum and Instruchion (Los Angeles: Institite for Dewlopment of Educationzl Activities,
University of California, 1966}
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achievement of geals, and the development of an evaluation
procedure. She did, however, reverse the more or less commonly
accepted procedure by suggesting that instead of developing a
general plan for the school program as an initial step, it would be
more profitable to start with the planning of teaching-learning
units. In such a scheme, units would provide a basis for the general
design.” The steps that she proposed for development of a
teaching-learning unit were: diagnosing needs, formulating
specific objectives, selecting content, organizing content, selecting
and organizing learning experiences, evalnating and checking for
balance and sequence.? The procedures suggested by Taba seems
to reverse the order of the two systems of schooling, curriculum
and nstruction. In other words, the curriculum would emerge
from the instructional strategies. In their model of the process of
curriculum planning, Saylor and Alexander included curriculum
determinants which guide curriculum planners who make
curriculum decisions which result in curriculum planning at
several levels: the nation, the state, the school system, the school,
the teaching group, and the individual teacher.® Purportedly,
decisions made at each step affect subsequent decisions as the
decision-making tunctions shift from state to individual teacher,
with national e¢fforts having influence along the line.

Theoretical Issues

The foregoing examples of statements about curriculum
planning and decision making are illustrative of different choices
made by their authors with respect to the dimensions of curriculum
planning. For example, they illustrate vividly the problems
associated with the selection of an arena for curriculum planning
and the involvement of people in the planning process. Raising the
question about what the arena shall be for curriculum planning
specifically points us toward a tirne from which there must emerge
a product to be called a curriculum. The fact that authors indicate
that curriculum planning is done at various levels such as the

THilda Taba, Curviculum Development: Theors and Praciice (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World,
Inc, 962), pp. 441-442,
“hid., pp. 347-3%.

’}. Galen Saylor and Willlam M, Alexander, Planning Curriculum for Schooks {New York: Hol,
Rinehart and Winsten, Inc., 1974}, p. 52,
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societal level, the institutional level, the classroom level, the state
level, the school level, or the teacher level, to cite examples, indicates
that the authors simply do not expect anything resembling a
curriculum to emerge from any one of those levels. If we are going
to talk about curriculum planning, it would seem reasonable that a
primary decision that must be made is the arena level from which it
is expected that a curriculum will emerge. The dilemma that is
posed by arguments suggesting that curriculum decisions are
made at several levels perhaps may be resolved by deciding at
which point decisions about what to teach in schools are
transmitted to those who must make decisions about how to teach
the results of the first decision. In that case, any decisions affecting
the curriculum that would appear at a previcus or a higher level of
decision making would be considered as inputs to the process of
curriculum planning. It seems ridiculous to assume that we can
have a national curriculum, a state curriculum, a school
curriculum, a classroom carriculum, or an individual carriculum,
all at the same time. If we had all of these curricula, it would be
extremely difficult to differentiate which of them was to be
implemented in the classrooms.

Organization of people to carry out curriculum planning
procedures is dependent upon both the arena chosen for doing the
curriculum planning and the kind and number of people involved
in the planning activity. The problems and choices available to the
theorist are not extensive when specialists are involved in
currictlum planning, because specialists tend to be very few mn
number, Furthermore, they tend to work as a whole, devising their
own unique ways of working together. Organization for
curriculum planning becomes critical, however, when large and
diversified numbers of peaple are involved. The complexities thus
created constitute the theme of the following paragraphs.

One of the choices in organizing personnel to engage in
curriculum planning was associated in the previous discussion with
large urban centers or cities. This choice is a central office staff of
curriculum specialists who have the principal responsibility for
action and leadership in curriculum planning. To this group may
be added representatives of the classroom teacher group,
adminmistrators, outside consultants, and/or representative lay
citizens. The most common practice is for cities or large districts to
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organize the individuals involved into subject committees to
prepare curriculum guides for the assigned subjects. Each
committee tends to work independently, with the result that the
total curriculum is an accumulation of separate-subject pamphlets.
A schedule for revision of the guides is usually established so that
they are revised every three, four, or five years. Committees are
disbanded when the planning task is completed, and new oncs
created at the time of the next revision. Havighurst reported ona
system of this type tor the city of Chicago.'®

In the small school district or the individual school arena,
more possibilities for organizational schemes are apparent. In
these arenas, it is feasible for curriculum engineers to involve all
professional personnel and selected representative lay citizens if
desired. The rule that must apply in this kind of circumstance is to
create organization that will serve best the functions that have to be
performed. It is common practice for curriculum planning groups
to be headed by a curriculum council or a steering committee,
Under such an arrangement, the council has the authority to
organize groups and to reconstitute them as experience demands
change.

Beauchamp reported studies of the effects of curriculum
engineering in an elementary school district in Blue Island,
[ilinois.!' For curriculum planning purposes, all teachers were
organized into vertical and horizontal committees. The vertical
committees were composed of teachers representing all grades,
and each committee was assigned to a particular school subject.
Horizontal committees were grade level commitiees. Their
responsibility was 1o study the problems of horizontal articulation
among subjects. The vertical and horizontal planning committees
were headed by a carnculum council. The curriculum council
consisted of the chairman of the vertical and herizontal
committees. In this system, the curriculam is subject to revision
each school year. It is an interesting example of curriculum
planning being done on a school district level in a relatively small
district.

"Robert f. Havighurst, The Public Schoals of Chicago {Chicago: The Board of Education of the Ciry of
Chicagn, 1964), pp. 98-F17.

“Mimeographed papers presented at annual meetings of the American Lducational Research
Associagion in FOT2, FOTR, and 074,
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It is extremely difficult to identify the use of the individual
school arena as a base forcurriculum plannmg in the United States.
This would not be true in England, for example, where virtually all
curriculum decisions are made at the individual school level even
though other organizations may exist that would have some effect
upon the decisions made at the individual scheol level.

The two major functions served by organization are to insure
representation of all essential groups and to facilitate the tasks to be
done. When the arena is the school district, all schools and all
divisions in those schools may be represented on work committees
or groups. Total invelvement does not mean that all persons have
to be involved in all specific tagks, but the organization must be such
that ail feel that they have been involved either through their own
participation or through the participation of colleagues in whom
they have faith to carry their share of the burden. No halo
surrounds any particular organizing scheme because in tasks as
comptlicated as those involved in curriculum planning no single
scheme s consistently appropriate. Diverse carriculum groups and
committees may be formed, including, for instance, study groups,
discussion groups, consultant groups, leadership groups, subject
comrnittees, departmental committees, grade-level committees,
system-wide committees, school committees, special committees,
editing committees, coordinating committees, and so forth. Such
groups and committees are constituted, disbanded, or
reconstituted depending upon need.

From the point of view of theory building with respect to
curriculum planning, organization is dependent 1o a large extent
on the arena chosen for conducting the planningand the degree of
involvement of people within the arena. Choices among the
options must be consistent in order to adequately explain the
necessary series of events. For example, to begin with the state as a
chosen area for curriculum planning and to opt for total teacher
imvolvement in the planning would be to create a situation in which
organization and assignment of tasks would be mpossible. On the
other hand, to use a small district as the arena and to opt for total
teacher involvement in the planning would be to create a situation
in which organization and assignment of tasks would be highly
feasible.
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Procedures or techniques in curriculum planning are
specifically related to the tasks involved. Most of the proceduresin
carriculum planning are relatively simple. They involve such
pracesses as group discussion, study of relevant information, and
writing. These procedures will vary somewhat according to the
tasks involved. The principal tasks in curriculum planning vary
according to whether the planming group is undertaking
curriculum planning for the first time or whether the planning
process is part of an ongoing curriculum engineering scheme. The
basic tasks, however, are: to seek and receive information, to filter
and organize the information, to create ideas for curriculum
change, to select a curriculum design, wo write the curriculum, to
check for vertical and horizontal articulation, and to submit the
curriculum to the appropriate authority for acceptance and
approval, Some discussion of each of these is warranted.

It has often been said that teachers are not qualified or capable
of participating in curriculum planning, and in many cases,
teachers have expressed a similar feeling of inadequacy. Quips
have been made that teacher involvement in curriculum planning
is essentially & process of pooling ofignorance. Yet those very same
teachers are cxpected to have the necessary insight to take a
curriculum planned by someone clse and implement it intelligently
in their classrooms. One answer to this dilemma is to treat
curriculum planning within a school district as a regular partofthe
in-service education of teachers by involving them in receiving and
seeking out information so they can do a betier job of the
curriculum planning. In Figure 11, there were listed examples of
input data for the curriculum system in a school. It is exactly this
input information that curriculum planning groups need to
receive as background data for makmg curriculum decisions.

An important subsequent task is to filter and organize the
input information in such a way that it becomes useful to the
planners. This is not a trite step and it 1s one that is frequently
overlooked. For example, a consultant may be used for such
purposes as suggesting new social studies content for the
curriculum. if the recetving, or planning, group does nothing
other than listen to those ideas as presented by a consultant, the
planning group probably will not be greatly affected by the use of
the consultant. If the members of a planning group receive



182 Curriculum Theory

information by listening to a consultant, by reading, or by input
from one another, they then should have the opportunity to
discuss the character of the input intormation and to weigh the
consequences of proferred suggestions for them. This is a task that
should not be short circuited in terms of the amount of time spent
on it, The combination of the receipt of information and the
organization of that information for use is probably one of the most
important steps of curriculum planning. One may think of the
tasks of sceking and receiving information and the filtering and
organizing of the information as composing the study phase of
currictlum planning. Logically, the next task in curricaium
planning would be to select a curriculum design. If a curriculum is
already in existence, the planning group may be prone to maintain
the same design. On the other hand, the ideas that had been
created for inclusion as a result of the study phase may indicate a
needed change in the existing design. The options with respect to
curriculum design are relatively few. Most of them were described
in the previous chapter focused upon the subject of curriculum
design. We still find that the subject-centered organization of
culture content in curriculums predominates. There are attempts
at more integrated organization. Occasionally, a combination of
those two may be indicated. Planners should keep in mind that one
purpose of curriculum planning is to render advice to teachers as
they proceed in the development of instructional strategies. If the
curriculum cannot be used for this purpose, we should raise grave
doubts about the need for creating one in the first place. The
model of the processes of curriculum planning, followed by the
processes of instructional planning, followed by the processes of
teaching and learning, followed by evaluation in order to acquire
information about how to improve various elements of that eycle
the next time around are very important,

When the design has been selected, the planning group or
groups may then proceed to write the curriculum. The procedures
for doing so may depend greatly upon the organization. Where
committees have been used for purposes of receiving and
analyzing information and for creating new ideas for curriculum
change, those same committees may be used as writing groups at
this step. On the other hand, special writing committees may have
to be created because of the complexity of committee organization.
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In any case, whatever is written needs to be approved by all
participants in the planning process. The processes of creating
ideas for curriculum change, selecting a curriculum design, and
writing the curriculum may be spoken of as the creating phase of
curriculum planning.

Once the curriculum has been written it needs to be very
carefully checked for vertical and horizontal articulation of goals
and culture content. It would include articulation between subjects
if the culture content is so organized, It would include a search for
opportunities to integrate various components of culture content
for purposes of efficiency and learning on the part of the students.
And it would involve any reworking or rewriting of the curriculum
based upon the checking procedure. It should be keptin mind that
change in curriculum may be instituted at any level or in any
program within the curriculum so long as the planners recognize
that a change in one place may have an effect on other places in the
curriculum. This is the real reason for including an opportunity
for checking for vertical and horizontal articulation within the total
curriculum planning process,

Once the curriculum has been written and properly checked,
it then needs to be submitted for approval and acceptance to
whatever authority constituted the planning groups in the first
place. Where special project groups may have been involved in
curriculum planning, they are normally allowed the privilege of
acceptance and approval by themselves, with the possible
exception of the approval of some sponsoring group such as a
supporting foundation. In the vast majority of cases in public
schools, the curriculum is essenual policy of the board of
education. Hence, the board of education becomes the agency to
approve and accept as their policy a new curriculum or any
curriculum previously approved that has been modified. The acts
of checking for vertical and horizonial articulation and for
acceptance and approval may be spoken of as the checking phase of
curriculum planning.

The foregoing tasks and procedures incorporate most of the
tasks and functions proposed by curriculum authorities as well as
those that have been used in projects reported by school systems.
Vanations will reflect unique ways of working within whatever
frameworks groups have discovered to be effective for them. Most
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groups who undertake a curriculum planning project need to
scarch for and to develop their own unique ways of working
together to achieve their mutually accepted goals. Unquestionably,
it is difficult for anyone to transplant specific procedures from
persons and curriculum situations detached in time and place. Yet
the basic tasks remain the same,

Other than involvement of people, there are no great
theoretical issues regarding curriculum planning. In other words,
who shall do curriculum planning is more controversial than how
they shall do'it. What is needed is empirical research on task and
method variables in curriculum planning to set the stage for
concrete theoretical issues to be created.

CURRICULUM IMPLEMENTATION

Curriculum implementation means putting the curriculum to
work. The two most justifiable reasons for a curriculum are as a
point of departure for teaching and as an initial system for
predicting outcomes. Curriculum implementation, in effect,
consists of the processes necessary .to accomplish these two
purposes.

The first task in curriculum implementation is to arrange the
school environment in such a way that the curriculum is used by
teachers as a point of departure for their teaching. As indicated in
Figure 10 at the beginning of this chapter, implementation takes
place during the spacetime representing the merger of the
curriculum system with the instructional system, At this point, the
curriculum becomes a working tool for teachers as they develop
their instructional strategies. This is the point where the message of
the curriculum planner is commaunicated to and interpreted by the
teacher for a specific group, or for groups, of pupils. For a schoolto
accomplish these ends, an agreed upon course of action needs to be
determined and accepted by those who are to implement the
curriculum, Assessment of changes in pupil behavior cannot be
made until instruction takes place, but the planning of
instructional strategy is an extension of the planned curriculum
strategy. Both strategies seek outcomes which can only be brought
to light subsequent to the teaching-learning activities.
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Our history of curriculum implementation is weak, Many
curriculums have been planned, but few have been systematically
implemented. We are all familiar with the circumstances in which
the curriculum, once it is produced, collecis dust on a shelf or is
filed in the bottom right-hand drawer of the teacher’s desk. In the
meantime, the teacher reverts to the same pattern of teaching that
he used prior to the planning of the curriculum. Curriculum
planning under these circumstances is a tremendous waste of
human effort except for the concomitant educational gains for the
planners,

A necessary prerequisite for curriculum implementation is the
commitment by teachers to use the curriculem as a point of
departure for development of instructional strategies. The
strength of the commitment may be enhanced by an
implementation directive being part of the carriculum, teacher
participation in the curriculum planning, and admintstrative
leadership. This is why the proposal was made in Chapter 6 that
one section of a curriculum should be a clear statement of the use to
be made of it. The statement may register the commitment and
provide suggested procedures for implerentation, We have had
littie experience with similar modes of recording in the United
States, so specific illustrations are difficule to find. The schools of
Italy, however, offer a very concrete illustration. In the new Italian
middle school, a very systematic procedure is used. The
curriculum for the middle school js established by Parliament and
the Minister of Public Instruction; sll middle schools have the same
carricalum. The curriculum is not an elaborate document, but it is
clear as to what subjects are to be taught, the general range of each
subject for each class, and the amount of time per week to be
devoted to each subject. But along with the curriculum are
instructions for implementation and adaptation. Each teacher is
required to adapt the curriculum to his particular group of pupils,
and furthermore, is required to demonstrate that he has done so.
An elaborate system of forms and registers is provided for these
purposes, and inspectors review these documents to determine if
the curriculum has been followed and if the implementation
procedures have been executed.'®> The implemen:ation

1*5¢e Beauchamp and Beauchamgp, op. cit., Chapter IV,
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procedures used in Italy would not mesh well with most practices in
the United States, but they do illustrate how a planned curriculum
may include provisions for implementation.

Carriculum implementation is facilitated if teachers who are
to use the curriculum participate in its planning. Involvement, in
effect, leads 1o tollow through. This outcome was attested 1o by
Johansen when he concluded that both individual teacher
participation in curriculum planning activities and perception by
teachers that they were influential in curriculum decision making
increased the likelihood of curriculum implementation.’® Duct
used the same Inventories that Johansen used and came to similar
conclusions.”™ His results showed a significant relationship
between teacher participation on curriculum committees and their
implementation practices. In a study of teacher attitudes,
Langenbach found a significant difference in attitude of teachers
toward curriculum ‘use and planning between those who had
participated in curriculum planning and those who had not.’®
Somewhat similar conclusions were reached by Heusner!® and
Nault,'” but they cautioned against assuming that participation in
curriculum planning alone would insure implementation. Other
conditions are needed to support implementation efforts. For
example, Poll noted a significant relationship between teacher use
of curriculums and the help they received in that use.’® Like
Johansen, Kardas found a significant relationship between
implementation practices of teachers and their satisfaction with
teaching as a profession.'”
4—":Iohanaen, Joiin H., “An Investigation of the Reialiﬁnships.lwtwemz Teachers' Perceptions of
Authoritative Influenies in Local Curriculum Decision-Making and Curriculum Implementation”
{Dovtoral dissentation, Northwestern University, Evanston, Tllieos, 1968).

"*Chiude Pand Duet, r., “The Relationship of Teacher Participation on Curricuham Comraittees ro
lg;;l:memation of Curriculum Guides and Materials" (Doctoral dissertation, University of {eorgia,
" iMichael Langenbach, “The Development ol an fnsirument to Measure Teachers’ Attituades toward
i;ggr;cuhxm Use and Plenning” (Dectoral dissertation, Nerthwestern University, Evanston, Ilinois,
"'chr}' C. Heusner, "A Study of the UIihzation of Cureiculum Guides as Relatesd to Sefection

Factors in their Planning and Gonstruction” {Doctoral dissertation, Wayne State University, Detroit,
Michigan, 1963).

Ywilliam H, Nauly, “Can Curriculam Guides be Elfective?” Educaional Leadership, 12:410-424,
April, FHES.

"Diana Poll, *A Study of Selected Factors Related to the Implementation of Centrally Prepared
Curriculum Guides” (Doctoral disseriation, Northwestern Liniversity, Evanston, inois, 19700,

""Barbara j. Kardas, "Characteristics of Teacher Participation in Curriculutn Planning Activifiesznd
Reported Acts of Curriculem Implementacion™ (Docior) dissertation, Northwestern Universiey,

 Evanston, Ilinois, 1969).
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Since the principle of teacher involvement scems so
self-evident, the question arises as to why teachers are not routinely
required (o participate in curriculum planning in most schools.
The reasons offered by opponents of the principle generally carry
considerable weight. One is that most teachers are not qualified to
make curricalam decisions; that high caliber specialists in the
various disciplines alone can do the job properly. Another is that
teachers do not have time to devote to the time-consuming tasks of
curriculum planning and development because their full work
days are consumed with the execution of instructional strategies,
and they should not be concerned with planning the curriculum,
What is needed is more carefully designed research to provide
valid and reliable data, such as that cited previously by Johansen
and others, leading to generalizations that will permit choices
about involvement as it affects both the outcomes of planning and
the processes of implementation.

The degree to which teachers lack commitment to the
curriculum that has been planned constitutes a potential barrier to
curriculum implementation. Teachers may feel that the
curriculum is inappropriate for their students, or they may claim
that the curriculum is too rigid, or they may claim that materials of
instruction, including textbooks, are not available to implement the
curriculum properly. For such reasons, teachers are prone to fear
the imposition of a curriculum as a point of departure for
developing their teaching strategies. Peculiarly enough, the same
fear has not been associated with the adopted textbooks even
though they may bf‘Ju‘ii as restrictive as any planned curriculam.
The chaiienge here is for curriculum planners to create designs
that are not rigid and to istitute realistic implementation
procedures,

Ability grouping practices in schools point to the question of
need for separate curriculums for groups which differ on one or
many dimensions. It was reported in the Havighurst survey of the
Chicago public schools that many teachers claimed that the
planned curriculum was not appropriate for pupils in their classes
and schools.?® In this connection, Larson did a carefully conwrolled
study of acts of implementation by both inner-city and outer-city

0P, it
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primary teachers in an urban school district wherein a commonly
prescribed curriculum was used. Among the factors ebserved were
the number of omissions and the number of additions made to the
prescribed curriculum by teachers in both types of schools. Larson
concluded that inner-city teachers tend to make more omissions
than outer-city teachers, that ocuter-city teachers tend to make
more additions than inner-aity teachers, and that mner-city
teachers tend to give less overall coverage to the curriculum than
do outer-city teachers.?' In attempts to solve this problem of pupil
differences, a number of school systems are planning curriculums
for two or three pupil groups, such as a normal group, an upper
ability group, and a low ability disadvantaged group. 1s the need
for multiple curriculums lessened if the curriculum planning
arena is the individual school? Is the need increased if a larger
arena than the individual school 15 used for curriculum planning?
What effect does involvement of teachers in curriculum planning
have upon the problem? Little hard-nosed research is available to
provide answers to the above questions. At present they are being
answered subjectively by those responsible for making curriculum
decisions, and we cannot tault this practice in most situations. A
well-organized systemn for curriculum engineering, however,
would make the answers more valid.

A consideration that is omitted too frequently from a
discussion of the problems of curriculum implementation is the
role of administrative personnel. The prognosis for successful
mplementation of a curriculum is weak when administrators are
indifferent to its importance. Conversely, the prognosis is strong
when administrators share with teachers the importance of the
curriculum being implemented systematically, Implementation is
facilitated when administrative personnel accept the roles of chief
engineers of the system and act accordingly.

Ultimately, the teacher is the person who must implement a
curriculum, but collectively teachers will not implement the
curriculum solely on their own mitiatve. The exercise of
leadership is critical tor a systematic implementation of any
curriculum. In the United States the school principal is the most

YRiwchard G. Lamsor, "The Implemencation of an Urban School Gurricubirm by Inneycity and

Outer-city Primary Teachers: A Comparative Study of Deviations from Preseribed Curricula” (Doctoral
dissertation, Nerthweslern University, Evanston, {ilinois, F968).
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likely person to be charged with the leadership responsibility. In
her previously cited study, Conran observed a strong relationship
between a principal’s leadership effectiveness and the perceptions
of his teachers of their performance in a curriculum system.
Similarly, a strong relationship was noted between a principal’s
leadership and his students’ achievement in the various subject
areas.

The principal, or anyone else charged with the leadership, is
greatly assisted if there is provision in the curriculum itself for the
curriculum implementation process. This need not be lengthy, but
it should contain the generally accepted directions people are to
follow with respect to implementation. Functionally, the processes
of implementation set the stage for any subsequent efforts to
improve instruction. Basically the implementation processisone of
making a transition between the curriculum plan and the teaching
plan,

There are few, if any, theoretical issues with regard to
curriculum implementation. The processes of curricalum
implementation are not materially affected by curriculum design.
That is, 1t makes little difference whether a curriculum contains
simply statements of goals and culture content selected to achieve
those goals or whether those are also accompanied with entries
having to do with instructional matters. In either case, the
curricilum must be implemented. Any curriculum must be
implemented, else we have justification for raising guestions as to
why it should have been planned in the first place. One might
argue about the leadership responsibility because thac may vary
from system to system. In national systems such as France and
Iraly, for instance, the Minister of Education’s inspectors are
responsible for the implementation effort. For the most part in the
United States, school principals are responsible. There also may be
the special case of specially appointed supervisory personnel being
delegated that responsibility.

CURRICULUM EVALUATION

Although curriculum evaluation is rightfully a part of the total
appraisal systemn of scheoling, the execution of the evaluative
aspects of curriculum functionally must be part of the curriculum
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systern and theretore subject to curriculum engineering. There are
at least four dimensions of curriculum evaluation: (1) evaluation of
teacher use of curriculum, (2) evaluation of the design, (3)
evaluation of pupil outcomes, and (4) evaluation of the curriculum
systern, Experience with these four dimensions is very limited,;
therefore, most of what can be said about them has to be logically
inferred,
+  Evaluation of teacher use is logically a first step in curriculum
evaluation, and it is a step that is almost untversally overlooked in
“curriculum evaluation. The most simple data on teacher use are
observations of the number of teachers who actually use the
curriculum as a point of departure for developing their teaching
strategies. When teachers do not use the curriculum from which to
develop their teaching strategies, curriculum evaluation stops at
that point. Any evaluation done under these circumstances cannot
be termed curriculum evaluation. Among the more plausible
reasons for non-use are that teachers are unable or unwilling to
develop supporting teaching strategies; teachers do not feel that
they can or should depart from an adopted textbook; or they tfeel
that the curriculum is not an adequate one. Conversely, evidence
showing use of the curriculum as a point of departure by all
teachers for developing teaching sirategies constitutes convincing
evidence about the dynamic quality of the curncuium. Quality of
the use made is another matter. Possible indications of this are the
additions, omissions, and adaptations effected to meet the
differing needs of learners. Another consists of the kind of
feedback for replanning groups furnished by teachers because of
their experiences with the curriculum. Another, but a very difficult
one to jneasure in any sense, is the enthusiasm of teachers for
participating in the curriculum system to the extent of making
systernatic use of the curriculum for developing instructional
plans.
% Evaluation of curriculum design is very difficult because of
absence of criteria for doing so. Different designs are not available
to be compared and matched against common criteria. To be sure,
the success of teachers in the use of a curriculum, as described in
the previous paragraph, would have evaluative imphcations for the
adequacy of the design. So would the success of the predictions
inherent in the corriculum for pupil learning outcomes. Other
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criteria specificaily related to design questions should direct the
major aspects of the evaluation of curriculum design, but those
criteria have yet to be formulated.

Although we have not learned much about how to compare
curriculum design A with curriculum design B with adequate
research controls, we can evaluate individual parts of a design.
Goals and/or objectives are an example. When more general goals
are stated in a curriculum, Grotelueschen and Gooler would argue
for the establishment of priorities for goals as part of the
curriculum evaluation.*® Certainly the Delphi Technique, or some
modification of it, should be helpful in this task. If a curriculum
contains specific behavioral objectives, their clarity is an important
criterion for evaluation, but the real test of behavioral objectives is
as predictors of student learning. In fact, the greatest justification
for specific behavioral objectives in preference for the more
general goals statements may be that the predictive leap to
measurement of learnings Is easier to make. Another evaluation
focus pomne is the relationship between goals and the culture
content selected as means for achieving those goals. Gurriculum
students repeatedly report lack of clear relationships between goals
and culture content in curricilum materials they have reviewed. If
such observations are at all accurate, more careful evaluation of the
relationship is needed during the curriculum planning process.
Similarly, logical eriteria may be used to make judgments about the
culture content. Relevance is one. Psychological fitto the learnersis
another. Balance between substantive and syntactical content is a
third. Many more could be added to these; thus, even though we
have had little or no experience in evaluating curricalum design,
we can begin with parts and work toward the whole.

y Of the four approaches to curriculum evaluation, assessment
of the curricalum as an instrument to predict pupil outcomesis the
most ditficult to attain. The reagon is that the many vanables of the
entire instructional system of schooling intervene (necessarily so,
of course) between the time of curriculum planning and the
ohservance of pupil learnings. At the level of appraising student
learnings, we should discriminate between intended learnings and
learnings acquired outside the realms of curriculum and

Zarden D, Grotelpeschen and Dennis D. Gooler, “Evaluation in Curriculum Develepment”
Curricrdum Theory Network, 8/3:7.21, 1971/72.
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instruction, If the curriculum is a basic plan with intended goals
and culture content selected that is expected to produce those
goals, and if instructional planning has expanded them into
specific objectives, those goals should be the bases for appraisal of
the deliberate efforts of the school. The school may take credit for
such learnings. On the other hand, school pupils have many
learning opportunities both in and out of school that contribute 1o
their total learning growth, but those learnings are not the product
of deliberate thinking by curriculum planners and instructional
strategists. This distinction is not to denigrate those learnings
acquired outside the deliberate framework. They may be as
worthwhile as the learnings deliberately fostered, and they may
considerably affect the learnings fostered through instruction.
Certainly, all learnings contribute to the total behavior of the
individual, and the school should be as aware of the total mass as
appraisal techniques will permit. Unless both categories are taken
into account, the school has little basis for being credited with the
production of pupil learning. This also helps to make the idea of
measures of achievement as a sole criterion for judging the
effectiveness of schools, or a curriculum, very faulty.

Every aspect of the curriculum systern must be brought under
the microscope of evaluation, or the system deteriorates from lack
of vitality. Feedback from the evaluation of the system must be
available to rejuvenate the system’s parts. The choice of arena, the
choices made for involvement, organization of people for work,
work procedures, and roles played by leadership personnel are all
subjects to be appraised for strengths and weaknesses, These are
the functions that make a curriculum system work. The feedback
from evalnation of them helps to improve the system and to
provide for continuity and growth from yvear to year.

A full range of techniques of measurement and appraisal is
called for in curriculum evaluation. However, not all evidence
produced by curriculum evaluation will be in quantitative form,
Substantial evidence will be the subjective opinions of teachers
which are rival in any scheme of curriculum evaluation. The
number and kind of recommendations for change ‘is useful
information for making judgments about the system. Our
experience with curriculum evaluation is meager, and there is
great need for curriculum workers to begin collecting all kinds of
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evidence to judge the worth of planned curriculums and
curricalurm systems,

SUMMARY AND A POINT OF VIEW

Summary

A curriculum system is a system for decision making and
action with respect to curriculum functions. A curriculum system
has three primary functions: (1} to produce a curriculum, {2) to
implement a curriculum, and (3) to appraise the effectiveness of a
curriculum and a curriculum system. Carriculum engineering
«onsists of all the processes and activities necessary to maintain and
improve a curriculum system including leadership by such chief
engineers as the superintendent, the principal, and the curricuium
director.

In this chapter, the term schooling has been employed to cover
those activities essential in the purposeful maintenance and
operation of schools. Three of the more important systems of
schooling were identified as the curriculum, the instructional, and
the evaluation systems. Qur major concern is with the curriculum
system. However, the interrelanonships among the various systems
serve to explain curriculum theory,

The language of systems analysis is applicable for describing a
curriculum system, Input data for a curriculum system are derived
primarily from educational foundations and past experience in
curriculum affairs. The primary functions to be served by the
content and processes of the system are to get a curriculum
planned, to get it implemented through an instructional system,
and to get it modified as a result of evaluative feedback. The most
tangible and the most 1mportant output of a curriculum system is a
curriculum.

It is in the engineering of the various activities of the
curriculum system that the most apparent theoretical issues
emerge. The choice of arena for curriculum engineering from the
nation, the state, the district, or the school s fundamental
Curriculum engineering can function in any one or in any
combination of these arenas. It is possible to divide the total arena
for curriculum engineering into two paris depending upon
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function. For example, one arena may be used for curricuium
planning, and another may be used for curriculum
implementation. When the arena is thus split, curriculam
evaluation may take place in either of the arenas or in both.

Exactly who is to be involved in curriculum decision making
constitutes an im portant considcration cfcurricuium engineering
specxahsts and teachers, aii professmnal pereonnel and all
protessional personnel plus representative lay citizens. There is
very close relationship between choice of arena and choice of
people to be involved.

Two basic considerations dictate organization and procedures
for curriculum planning. One is the size of the group to be involved
in the planning, and the other is the number of tasks or steps that
are to be undertaken. The complexity of organization increases as
groups become larger, Curriculum planning by large groupsis too
complex for there to be permanent task groups, with the possible
exception of the curriculum council or the steering committee,
Procedures tend to dictate organization, and, in turn, tasks tend to
dictate many procedures,

Curriculum implementation consists of the processes
necessary to get the curriculum used as a point of departure tor
developing teaching strategies. Regardless of choices made
concernmg arena or involvement for planning, the classroom
teacher is the only person who can do the implementing.
Consequently, teacher commitment to do so is fundamental to
success in implementation. In this connection, teacher
participation in curriculum planning is one of the most successful
devices for eliciting the commitment. Barriers to implementation
include lack of commitment, feelings by teachers that a curriculum
is inappropriate for pupils, and lack of leadership by
administrative personnel,

Curriculum evaluation involves evaluating teacher use of the
curriculum, the design, pupil outcome predictions, and the
curriculum system. Limited experience in this area points up the
drastic need for case studies and research that will Jead to
suggested procedures and theoretical generalizations.
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A Point of View

Again, I shall use my own position to illustrate how a theorist
might select from the issues that have been summarized above so as
to establish a consistent position with respect to curriculum
engineering. As background for this position on curriculum
engineering, several things need to be kept in mind. In the first
place, I choose to use the word curriculum only in three ways: (1) to
refer to a curriculum, (2) to refer to a curriculum system, or (3) to
refer to curriculum as a field of study. Curriculum engineering is
product-oriented in that the prineipal concern in curriculum
engineering is the planning of the curriculum, its implementation,
and its evaluation. 1 consider a curriculum as a plan foraschool ora
class of school such as an elementary school, a junior high school, or
a senior high school. Optimally, a curriculum will contain at least
four parts: (1) a statement describing how the curniculum is
intended to be used, (2) a set of goal statements, (3) a body of
culture content selected as means for achieving the previously
stated goals, and (4) an evaluation scheme that sets the stage for
continuous curriculum revision. With this background we can
discuss my position with respect to the dimensions of curriculum
engineering.

The first dimension is that of the arena within which
curriculum functions are to take place. Among the choices
available, I would select the individual school as the most desirable
arena for both curriculum planning and implementation. The
individual school 1s a group of professionals under the leadership
of a prinicpal. These people are in a face-to-face relationship each
day. This set of circumstances provides optimal conditions for
developing - consistent points of view for such functions as
curriculum planning and implementation. The individual school is
the place where curriculum implementation must ultimately take
place regardless of where it is planned. There currently is
sufficient research evidence to lead us to the generalization that for
maximum curriculum implementation the curriculum should be
planned by those who are to implement it. The choice of the
individual school as an arena does not eliminate from
consideration or influence any of the other arenas. The district or
the state may lay down controls or minimum standards for what
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individual schools may do with respect to curriculum planning, but
the actual planning is done in the individual school. AR
information or requirements from other sources are then treated
as mput data for the curriculum planning process in the individual
school.

With respect to involvement, I would insist that all
professional personnel, that is teachers, supervisors, principals,
should be invelved in the curriculum planning along with
representative lay citizens from the area of jurisdiction of the
school. The presence of representative lay citizens would maintain
a flow of communication between the school and its encompassing
commurity, The Beoard of Education would remain as the
policy-making authority for all schools. As a result, any curriculum
that has been planned must be approved as policy by the Board of
Education before it may be implemented in any school.

Since there are two major functions fo be achieved by the
curriculum engineering system, procedures and organizations
should be related to those two functions. One of the functions is
planning. The personnel involved should be organized in study
and work groups so that the curricolum is covered both
horizontally  and  vertically — horizonwally for scope and
interrelationships among the components of culture content,
whether they be organized by conventional subjects or by areas for
study otherwise designated, and vertic ally for scope and sequence
within individual subjects or areas. Horizontal organization would
be by grade or level and vertical organization by culture content
component. I an initial planning effort, these groups would plan
the entire curriculum for the school. Once a curriculum is
operative the planning function becomes one of continuous
improvement,

I would suggest that scheol principals be responsible for the
leadership in the curriculum implementation function.
Implementation involves the use of the curriculum by teachers to
plan their teaching strategies. Hopefully, teachers will adapt
curriculum content to specific student groups in intelligent
manners, Teachers will, through the planning process, spot
weaknesses in the curriculum as a guide for their planning efforts.
Such information pr{)ndes feedback to planning groups for
subsequent curriculum revisions,
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I have three concerns with respect to curriculum evaluation,
The first concern has to do with whether teachers actuaily do use
the curriculum as a guide for instructional planning. The second
has to do with the predictive effect of the curriculum upon the
achievement of students in accordance with stated aims or
purposes, and the third has to do with the results of the evaluation
upon the planning function. These concerns are unique to the
persons and the situation of individual schools; consequently,
every school will have to devise its own means for dealing with these
important matters. There are no established procedures.
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Chapter 8

CURRICULUM A8 A4 FIELD OF STUDY

Curriculum as a field of study is a third way the termcurriculum
is used. Carriculum study may include curriculum design,
curriculum engineering, curriculum evaluation, curnculum
theory and research, foundational backgrounds, and cognitive
disciplines, Curriculum as a field of study is one customarily
engaged in by graduate students and instructional personnel at
colleges and universities. On a less concentrated basis, participants
in inservice curriculum programs in schools during the time of
their tnvolvement belong in this category.

As we have stated or implied a number of times previously, the
field of curriculum is a morass of undefined concepts used without
careful definition by many. And when basic concepts are not
selected and defined carefully, the boundaries between curricalum
and other components of education become blurred. This is true
particularly with respect to the boundaries and relationships
among curriculum, instruction, evaluation, and learning.
Distinctions made in earlier chapters emphasized the need for
identifying unique properties and functions. There are many,
however, who reject the idea that distinctions should be made
among curriculum, instruction, evaluation, and learning. There
alsn are differences in opinion about the domain of a curriculum,
We refer here to the use of a single subject, or a discipline, as
curriculum, such as mathematics curriculum, versus the use of
curriculum as a referent to the entire program of a school.

In this kind of situation, certain of the theoretical issues in the
field can best be noted by an analysis of the conditions and
circumstances within the field as revealed in curriculum literature.

181
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CURRICULUM TEXTBOOKS AND COURSES

One way of appraising the field of curriculum is to examine
treatments of the field given in textbooks written on curriculum.
One type is a wide-coverage book dealing primarily with
curriculum development but including chapters on curriculum
foundations, curriculum content, and curriculum design. A
significant portion of this type of book is devoted to the topics
treated in the previous chapter on curriculum engineering.

Another type is the curriculum book that discusses the content
and organization of school subjects. These may also have one or
more chapters devoted to curriculum planning.

A third type is one in which topics are treated as though
curriculum and instruction should be regarded as a common
domain., These customarily contain discussions of content,
materials of instruction, and modes of teaching for each of the
school subjects. Textbooks such as these often contain discussions
of admmistrative organization including nongradedness, tracking,
team teaching, and a brief discussion of planning.

Many curriculum books vary from these types by combining
elements of each and by diverse treatments of fundamental
curriculum concepts. Books of readings in curriculum contain the
greatest mixtures of all,

When publishers produce textbooks on curriculum, they do so
in the belief that they will be used in college and university courses,
and they generally are. The implication here is that courses must
vary as much in purpose and content as the textbooks do. Altman
analyzed the positions taken by authors on curriculum planning.’
He developed a model for classitying treatments of objectives in
curriculum planning and the activities recommended for
achieving those objectives. Altman found great differences in both
objectives and activities for curriculum planning in the various
positions. Content variation in curriculum planning books is an
indication that similar variation takes place in courses devoted to
curriculum development,

Range and variation in curriculum course offerings is another
indication of the confusion that reigns in the field of curriculum.

*Boreon E. Alman, “An Idennfication and Classificsrion of Selected Characteriseics of Cooperative

Curricubum Planning Positions from 1918 to 1965" (Dactoral dissertation, Northwesiern University,
Evansron, Ilinos, 1965).
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The condition of course offerings in curriculum is typified by a
study of Bateman.? He surveyed the course offerings in
elementary curriculum offered by universities having
undergraduate programs in clementary teacher education. The
results of the study dramatically pointed out that content vanation
is a characteristic of such courses. In elementary teacher education,
the courses tend to cover the whole gamut of elementary
education,

Wootton also surveyed curriculum offerings in teacher
education institutions.® He reported many observations similar to
those of Bateman. Wootton, however, was more convinced than
Bateman that the language of curriculum is being refined. Later,
Wootton and Selwa noted increased difficulty in identifying any
body of content to which every student of curriculum should be
exposed.* Then in a third survey, Wootton, Reynolds, and Lopp
found offerings in the curricalum field to be significantly
expanded.® Further, changes in the nature of offerings were noted
by the authors. Their 1973 survey revealed a more even
distribution among several categories like elementary and
secondary curriculum and curriculum development indicating
that more attention is being given to various aspects of carriculum.
It is noteworthy that 6% of the courses oftered in 1973 were studies
in “Curriculum Research and Evaluation;” whereas, in the original
survey there were no such courses. Content oftered mn courses
showed a ugmﬁcant increase in field-centered experiences and
“pmbiem solving.” Results also indicated that a broader population
is being reached by institutions having curriculum courses; the
percentage of courses open to teachers, administrators,
curriculum directors, and supervisors jumped from 29% in 1969 to
71% in 1973, and those open to college professors jumped from
1% to 39%. However, it appears that institutions confuse
curriculum and method in identifying courses since 75 courses
- *Donald G“. Bateman, “An Investigation of the Circumstances and Conditions of the Undergraduate
Course in Elementary School Gurricubum in Tercher Education Programs in Selected Universities in the
United S1ates” {Doctoral dissertation, Northwestern University, Evansion, Llinots, FO86).

SLutian B Wootton, “The Curriculum: Is the Concept Changing?” Clearing House, 42:143-145,
November, 1967,

Lasmian R, Wooron and Rebert. W, Selwa, “Cirriculum: A Changing Concept,” Educational
Leadership, 27:692-696, April, 1970,

*Latian K. Wootton, John C. Reynolds, Jr.. and Jerrell E. Lopp, "Curricutum Centent and
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were reported by institutions to be curriculum courses, bat only 9
of these were categorized by the researchers as curriculum. It is
evident, therefore, that there is still confusion or lack of refiniement
in curriculum language.

RESEARCH

The journals most concerned with reviewing research in
education are the Review of Educational Research and the American
Educational Research Jouwrnal, A substantial number of the
contributors to the summaries and articles devoted 1o curriculum
have noted the paucity of curriculum research.

An interesting picture of the status of curriculum research is

revealed in the 1960, the 1963, the 1966, and the 1969 June issues
of the Review. The four issues contain twenty-seven chapters. Four
of the twenty-seven contain discussions of the state of the field. Five
fall under the general heading of forces influencing curriculum
decisions. Two are devoted to curriculum components or design.
Two chapters highlight teaching. Three review curriculum
development processes. The conditions of curriculum theory and
research are the topics of five. And four of the twenty-seven
chapters are devoted to materials and media. One of the four issues
contains five chapters, another ten chapters, and two six chapters,
but this does not mean that topics treated in the ten-chapter issue
were not treated more briefly somewhere in the other two. Many
were. Nevertheless, this analysis of chapters gives some picture of
the concerns of persons interested in curriculum research,

Goodlad concluded in 1960 that: “Curriculum theorizing to
date is best described as abstract speculation; curriculum research
as ‘Dust-bow!’ empiricism; and curriculum practice as
rule-of-thumb guesswork. . . 7% To this Abramson added the
following in 1966

The curriculum field has been very rich in statements of philosophy
and principles, but, . . . is lacking in theoretical formulations which
engender researchable hypotheses. Because of both the atempi 10
conduet research on the basis of the holistic view of curriculum and the
derivative nature of its methodology, curriculum research has been

#{ohn 1. Goodlad, “Curriculum: The State of the Fickd, " Review of Educationad Research, 30:195, June,
1560,
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based predominantly on papil testing, as has research in teaching and
instruction.”

Abramson raises here the question of criterta for evaluation of
curriculums and curriculum practices, Macdonald challenged the
use of pupil learning as a criterion for curriculum evaluation. He
suggested that once a curriculum is the output of a curriculum
system, it would he more appropriate to use such criteria as degree
of use of the curriculum made by teachers, teacher attitudes
toward the curriculum, and so forth.? Goodlad summarized the
1969 issue. One of his conclusions was that “General theory and
conceptualization in curriculum appear to have advanced very
little during the last decade.”®

In a provocative paper on curriculum research, Walker
examined the following thesis:

We in the field of curriculum have failed to conduct the empirical
research needed to clarify the nature of the phenomena and problems
we address. This failure is due in large part to misconceptions we have
uncritically accepted of the nature and aims of empirical inquiry in a
field concerned with practice, and, as a result of these misconceptions,
our lack of faith in ernpirical inguiry as a means of deabng with our
concerns,*?

He defined as the central problem of curriculum that which should
be taught, studied, or learned. Walker warned of traps involved in
borrowing inappropriate rules for research patterns from the
behavioral sciences, and he suggested instead that we should find
more appropriate ways of getting factual information by observing
and manipulating curriculum phenomena to help formulate and
resolve curriculum problems.

It is apparent from reviews of research on curriculum that the
research effort has not been making major contributions to the
definition of curriculum as a field. The basic problems of scientific
theorizing in curriculum have not been faced, or resolved, by

*Pavid A. Abramson, “Curricubum Research and Evaluntion,” Review of Educationgl Research, 36:389,
June, 1966, :

James B. Macdonald, “Carriculum Theory: Problems and A Prospectus” (a mimeographed paper
presented at the meeting of Professors of Curricolum, Miami Beach, 1%64).

*Johin §. Goodlad, “Curriculutn: Statc of the Ficld," Review of Educational Research, 39:374, June,
1969, .
hecker Walker, “What Curricufum Research?” (A mimeographed paper presented at the Annual
Convention of the American Educarional Research Assoctation, Chicago, Hicois, April 4, 1972), p. 1.
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curriculum researchers, too few of whom are specialists in
curriculum theory.

COMMON DENOMINATORS

Despite the great diversity of opinton about curriculum as a
field of study, as reflected by the discussion of the previous sections
of this chapter, there do appear to be some common denominators
to which all seriously thinking persons in curriculum, pardcularly
theorists, must and do pay attention. As curriculum theorists
identify and characterize both the common and uncemmon
denominators of curriculum as a field of study, they will be led 1o
more sophisticated and to more sharply differentiated theories. In
the following paragraphs, some basic and common dimensions of
curriculum as a field of study are indicated with the caution that
diverse opinions may exist within them.

Curriculum Design and Engineering

First among these common denominators are those that have
been discussed in previous chapters under the titles of Curriculum
Design and Curriculum Engineering. There is no need for us 1o
review here the previous discussions about these components of
the curriculum field. Few, if any, would deny that the problems
and issues of curriculum design and the organization of culture
content belong in the domain of curriculum, but conversely, many
would disagree about specific dimensions of those problems and
issues. Similarly, we can recognize curriculum engineering as an
established component of the field of curriculum. Certainly, a
curriculum must be planned if it is to exist, Once a curriculum
exists people need to implement it. Avowedly, it should be revised
continuously, and revision demands evaluation, Although diverse
carricalum practices do reflect difterent curriculum positions,
they nevertheless belong within the field of curriculum.

We may consider curriculum design and curriculum
engineering to be the essential components of the field of
curriculum, but they must be supported by research and theory
building in order to qualify as a field of study. Even though there
may be a paucity of both research and theory-building efforts
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within the field of curriculum, substantial future progress as a field
of study is dependent upon them.

Curriculum Experience

Our past experience in curriculum affairs is another facet of
curriculum that students may share. Probably a substantial share of
graduate study in the field of curriculum is a matter of reviewing
the past experience by consulting works that have been written in
both the immediate and remote past. Procedurally, a student of
curriculum may wish to explore experience in curriculum matters
from three perspectives: reports of curriculum programs in school
systems, analysis of positions taken by curriculum writers, and
attacks upon the field of curriculum as a whole in historical
perspective. We have some examples from each of these in the
literature. For example, the book entitled Curriculum Improvement
in Public School Systems published by Hollis Caswell and associates in
1950 reported nine current curriculum programs.!’ A decade later,
McNally, Passow, and associates published a sequel to Caswell's
report.’® They reported on curriculum practices in seven state,
county, or district communities. Future scholars would provide
increased clarity to the practical dimensions of curriculum design
and engineering if more reporting of this type were done.

Varicus writers in curriculum have recorded and published
their positions on cutriculum matters. These do exist, and they are
a matter of common record for students of the curriculum field, A
weakness of the field is that these contrasting positions are not
openly and vigorously debated. It appears asif curriculum scholars
fear that they may hurt one another’s feelings. We have not had a
definitive work in which curriculum postures were frankly and
openly discussed since the two-part Twenty-sixth Yearbook of the
National Society for the Study of Eduncation under the
chairmanship of Harold Rugg was published i 1827
Furthermore, researchers seldom focus upon critical and
comparative analysis of organized curriculum postures. Altman’s

" Hollis 1. Caswell and associates, Curriculum Fmprrovement in Public Schovl Systems, (New York: Burcau
of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1956).

BHarold J. McNally, A. Harry Passow, and asgociates, Improving the {huality of Public School Programs
{New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers Gollege, Colnmnbiz Universiey, TH60).
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study'? of posittons on curriculum planning was unique in this
respect. Seguel’s analysis of the curriculum works of the
McMurrys, John Dewey, Franklin Bobbitt, Harold Rugg, and
Hollis Caswell is a very singular work. 't Critical and comparative
analysis of published works is a very rich and profitable area for
concentration of research effort.

Another way in which our past experience is a comman
denominator to the field of curriculum is the development of the
field in historical perspective. This dimension is reflected through
the ebb and flow of postures taken by curriculum scholars,
research trends, and vagaries in curriculum practices n schools.
When it was the policy of the American Educational Research
Association to publish an issue of the Review of Educational Research
on curriculum once every three years, historical studies reflecting

such attention to the past dimensions of the field were occasionally

reviewed. For example, in the june of 1957 issue Beauchamp
prepared a chapter entitled “Curriculum Organization and
Development in Historical Perspective.™'® Similarly in the june of
1969 issue Bellack prepared a chapter entitled “History of
Carriculurm Thought and Practice,”'8

Two studies conducted by individuals serve as exemplars of
needed research on the development of the hield. One is the study
by Phillips*” in which he traced how the concept “curriculum” had
been used since Bobbitt wrote the first definitive work on
curriculum in 1918. The study by Seguel'® was broader in scope as
she reviewed the development of curriculum as a field during its
formative years by using the work of individuals as illustrative of
various periods or stages of development. A sequel to this carefully
executed study is much needed, and there is a study covering the
period between 1940 and 1973 currently being developed by
Gregory Mullen at Northwestern University.

H40p. cit,

WMary Louise Seguel, The Currcudum Field: Iz Formanve Years (New York: Teachers Coilege Press,
Teachers College, Golumbiz University, 1966}

“Gr_urgt_ A, Beawchamp, "Corrienlum Organization and Development in Historical Perspective,”
Review of Educational Research, 27:2539-261, June, 1957,

" Arna A, Bellack, “History of Cuericudure Thoughe and Practice,” Revtew of Educational Research,
39:283-202, June, 1569,

Richard C. Phillips, “A Historical Study of the Goneepr Goericulum”™ Boctorsl dissertation,
Northwestern University, Evanston, Ilincis, 1962).

A cit.
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Organized Fields of Knowledge

Certain organized fields of knowledge constitute another
rough common denominator of the field of curriculum.
Particularly identifiable are the so-called educational foundations,
the parent disciplines to the culture content of school subjects, and
the disciplines that are cognate to the study of curriculum,

Few students of the field of curriculum would deny the need 10
include the study of educational foundations as part of the field of
curriculum, This is evidenced by the fact that most authors of
textbooks on curriculum include chapters covering such subjects as
the history of curriculum efforts, principles of learning, human
growth and development, cultural and social information about
schools including political forces, and tenets from the philasophy
of education. These subjects have been treated as the foundations
of education in general with scholars in each specific component of
education, including curriculum, drawing from them information
and authority for much of their work. The significance of
foundational influences upon education is highlighted by positions
occupied by people in professional education. Each foundational
area has a parent in the conventional discipline — educational
psychology has one in psychology, philosophy of education in
philosophy, educational sociology in sociology, and so forth. But
education is an applied discipline, and it is the job of the
educational psychologist, the philosopher of education, and the
sociologist to apply knowledge from their parent disciplines to
education. The same is true for students of the field of curriculum.
They must study the import of knowledge from related disciplines
for the characteristics and functions of curriculum.

The parent disciplines of the culture content to be used as
school subject matter are another common denominator for the
field of curriculum. The organized fields of knowledge are
constantly changing their configurations, and where appropriate,
school curricula should reflece such changes. For example, if
historians through their research efforts come up with valid and
reliable reinterpretations of American colonial history, those
interpretations should be reflected in social studies programs for
both elementary and secondary schools. Dozens of similar
specified content illustrations could be given from other
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disciplines. Additionally, new rationales for the organization of
school subjects are proposed within the parent disciplines, and
these rationales must be prerequisite information for selecting and
organizing culture content for a school’'s curriculum. All of which
points to the organized disciplines as a necessary and common
dimension of curriculum as a field of study, and the focal point for
such knowledge in curriculum design.

A third common denominator for students of curriculum
consists of those disciplines that are cognate to the field of
curriculum, particularly that portion having to do with curriculum
engineering. 1 contend that too many of those who write about
curriculum theory ignore both the substance of curriculum
engineering and the source disciplines for leadership behaviors in
the processes of curriculum engineering. The exploration of
philosophy of science, logic, organizational bchavior theory,
political science, and sociology are vivid examples of studies that
are highly desirable, if not essential, for anyone who wishes to
become a student of the complete field of curriculum. The study of
learning theory and epistemology are two additional fields of study
that are useful to the curriculum specialist but more appropriately
related to curricalum design. To these may be added statistics,
research design, and computer technology as source disciplines to
the research and theory-building component of the curriculum
field. It 1s from the cognate disciplines that the curriculum theaorist
searches for paradigms for his own theory-building activities, The
ability to make such translations is one of the curriculum specialist’s
more important skills,

Thus, curriculum design and curriculum engineering are
fundamental components of the field of curriculum in the sense
that these components are what the field s all about. When you add
research on design, engineering, and theory development to them,
you will have circumscribed the dimensions of the field of study.
However, the basic dimensions of the field are not enough to
adequately describe all of what actually are the common
denominators of the field, Curriculum is an applied discipline, at
least an applicd area of study. As such, it not only develops its own
history in the form of experience with design, engineering,
research, and theory; it furthers its development through the
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constant reapplication of knowledge from foundational areas and
related disciplines.

SUMMARY AND A POINT OF VIEW

When interpretations of the field of curriculum are guided
principally by the search for answers to questions about what shall
be taught in a school, it is easier to identify commonality among
those interpretations than when interpretations of the field of
curriculum are guided by search for answers to questions about
what shall be taught in schools and to questions about how to teach
whatever is to be taught. When theories and research are
inadequate to explain and support those interpretations, the state
of the field appears chaotic and ill-defined. The discussion
presented in this chapter supports these generalizations.

Careful scrutiny of literature does indicate that there is
substantial agreement that certain large areas belong under the
umbrella of the curriculam field. In this chapter, 1 have idennfied
curriculum content and design, curriculum engineering, research
and theory development, and the study of related discipiines as.
common dimensions of curriculum as a field of study. Despite
nominal agreement about the inclusion of these large areas within
the field, writers show considerable disparity in meanings
associated with fundamental concepts in curricalum, Chief among
these are definitions of a curriculum, conceived uses for a
curriculum, and the processes of curriculum development.

The work of curriculum theorists is an encouraging
phenomenon. Theorists have the opportunity to capitalize upon
the common and uncommon denominators of the present status of
the curriculum field by using them as springboards for better and
unique theories. In the process, curriculum as a field of study
should become more clarified.

My point of view on the substance of curriculum as a field of
study already has been exhibited in the summaries of the chapters
on curriculum design and curriculum engineering and in the
section of this chapter dealing with common denominators of the
field. For me, the essential ingredients of the curriculum field are
nested in deliberations about curriculum content and design and
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about the processes of curriculum engineering. For curriculum to
be recognized as a field of scholarship, research and theory
development covering the broad spectra of design and
enginecring are essential. The primary assumption behind these
statements is that the question of what shall be taught in a school is
the singular problem of the field of curriculum. Questions about
how to teach belong in the broad field of education, but they should
be included in the field of instruction.
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Chapter 9

THE NUCLEUS OF A CURRICULUM THEORY

The first two editions of this book were criticized, in part,
because, in the judgment of the critics, 1 had failed to state a
curriculum theory in full or that I had not made it clear what my
curriculum theory was. I had thought that I had evidenced these
things, but apparently the message did not get communicated well.
Hence, in this edition, the final chapter is devoted to a statement of
my curriculum theory as it has evolved in my thinking up to this
point in time,

‘This statement of my curriculum theory will be set forth by
following some of the admqnitions for theorists set forth in
Chapter 2. It should already be quite clear to the reader that I
copsider curriculum.as a field 1o be essentially two dimensional:
one.part conceriie"& with curric;.ﬂui’:h’design and. the other with

theorv»bulldzng actzvn:y necessarv to furthcr explaln those two
dimensions. Within each of these dimensions, 1 shall begin by
setting forth the definitions of key terms that are essential to one’s
understanding of the theory, The definitions will be followed by a
set of propositions that I think are warranted either by assumption,
by postulate, or by generalizanon from research literature. A
statement will be included beneath each proposition delineating its
character,

Basic Definitions

Meanings associated with certain basic terms are crucial to
understanding my position on curriculum design and curriculum

195
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engineering. These should be clear to the reader by now, but I
include them here as reminders since they are so crucial to my
position. They include: a curriculum, curriculum design,
curriculum system, curriculum engzneermg, and curriculum as a
ficld of study.

A curviculum is a written plan depicting the scope and
arrangement of the projected educational program for a school.
Optimally, the curriculum should contain: (I} a statement of
intention for use of the document as a guiding force for planning
instructional strategies, {2) statements outlining the goals for the
school for which the curriculiin was designed, (8) a body of culture
content that has the poteniial for the realization of the goals, and
(4) a statermnent of an evaluation scheme for determining the worth
and the effectiveness of the curriculum and the curriculum system.

Curriculum design is the substance and organization of goals
and culture content so arranged as to reveal potential progression
through levels of schooling.

A curnculum system 1s a system for decision making and action
with respect to the three primary curriculum functions:
curriculum planning, curriculum implementation, and
curriculum evaluation,

Curriculum engineering consists of all the processes and
activities necessary to maintain and improve a curriculum system
including leadership by persons accupying such positions as
superintendent, principal, and curriculum director.

Curricidum as a field of study refers to the continuous
exploration of curriculum design, curriculum engineering, their
historical antecedents, and the necessary research and theory
building to further explain them.

CURRICULUM DESIGN

Curriculum design was defined above as the substance and
organization of goals and culture content so arranged as to reveal
potential progression for learners through levels of schooling. So
used, the word design is a noun rather than a verb form, and
consequently, the language used to describe design must be
focused upon an object — the curriculum. By choosing to use only
the noun form, I must assign the verb form designing to the
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processes of curriculum planning. This means that curriculum
planning groups must select, or create, a design for the curriculum
they plan.

Design Definitions

The key term for curriculum design isa curriculum, Since it was
defined above, it need not be repeated here, but all of the following
definitions expand upon the concept of a curriculumn.

Curriculum contents refer 10 all of the components of a
curriculum. The term is used here in much the same sense that a
table of contents is used to depict the chapters of a book.

Goals are those statements within a curniculum that indicate
the ends toward which the school is to strive.

Culture content is that portion of man’s total knowledge that is
selected to be used in the school as a means of achieving the goals
that have been set forth. Culture content may be classified in three
categories. Cognitive culture content consists of the substantive
elements of our culture reflected through key concepis and
generalizations derived from man’s accumulated knowledge.
Affective culture content consists of those elements of our culture that
are value-oniented. Fnguiry and skill culture content consists of those
processes and ways of behaving essential for communication and
for conducting inquiry into problems of the culture. 'The syntactics
assoctated with the basic disciplines are included here,

Subjects are simply ways of organizing culture content into
homogenous realms for teaching purposes. Mathematics, social
studies, language arts, science, music may be spoken of as subjects.

Disciplines are basic branches of knowledge that are organized
to facilitate their instruction and their deveEopmem, Physics,
history, philosophy, mathematics, anthropology are examples.

Processes is a general term for inquiry processes, syntactics, skill
behaviors, and other learning processes. Herein, they are treated
as culture content in equal status with cognitive and affective
culture content,

Fuston is a process of reducing the number of realms of culture
content to be included in a curriculum by integrating two or more
extant realms. Frequently cited results of fusion are the social
studies, the language arts, persistent life situations, molar
problems, and the core curriculum,
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The term seope is used to refer to the magnitude of goals and
culture content in a curriculum. Magnitude may be thought of as
breadth at various levels for which curriculum entries are pertinent
as well as the breadth of the entire curriculum for a school.

The term seguence is used to speak of the ordinal arrangement
of the culture content elements in a curriculum. The more severe
consideration in sequence occurs when certain culture content is
prerequisite for others. Therefore, sequential or ordinal
arrangement is important within and between levels for which the
curriculum is designed as well as for the entire school.

Articulation 15 a process of relaung the realms of culture
content within and among the various levels of school organization.
Articulation is necessary both vertically and horizontally within
that organization.

Levels of organization refers to the manner in which pupils are
organized for purposes of instruction, Conventionally, these levels
have been grades. In a non-graded situation, the levels may have
other names.

Ratwonale refers 1o the explanation for the organization of any
given realm of culture content. If a realm of culture content is
social studies, the rationale is the explanation for the selection and
distribution of its elements. If a realm is 1o be identified as molar
problems, the rationale must explain the selection and scope of
those problems.

Design Propositions

In addition to definitional statements, my theory of
curriculum design can be expanded by the formulation of
propositions, In Chapter 2, a proposition was described as a formal
statement affirming or denying something about a subject. Such
statements as postulates, generalizations, and hypotheses were
mdicated to be special cases of the proposition. By way of
organization, I shall first indicate my propositions, and beneath
each statement, a further explanation of it and an indication of the
degree of confidence in which I hold it will be added. This is
necessary since some of the propositions are assumptive or
prescriptive statements; whereas, others approach the level of firm
generalizations.
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Proposition # 1

;

A curriculum is a written document. s
A curriculum must be a written document in order for
maximum use to be made of it. A carriculum isa com:eptualized
plan for the total educational program of the school. As such, it
becomes the central force for the developmem of instructional
strategies by all teachers who teach in the school. A curriculum
should be constantly under appraisal and revision. It must be
written to be so used and treated.

Proposition #2

The major purpose for having & curricutum is io establish a basic en-
vironmental siructure from which teachers will develop leaching
strategies for specific classroom. groups,

The essence of the basic environmental structure is reflected
int the form and arrangement of curriculum design. Teachers will
provide for learning opportunities and instructional materials in
their instructional strategies, The basic environmental structure
described in the curriculum provides a holistic base for all
mseruciion.

Proposition #3

To be most effective as an instrument for directing instruction, a cur-
riculum should optimally consist of four parts: {1 a sel of directions for
teachers about the use of the curriculum within the curviculum system, (2)
a tisting of the educational goals for the school, (3} o body of culture
content selected in the anticipation thal the cufture contend will be instru-
mentalin the achicvement of the designated goals, and (4} a scheme for the
evaluation and revision of the curriculum,

This proposition presents what I consider to be the optimal
ingredients of a curriculum. They were illustrated in Figure 9,
page 129, and the parts were described in the accompanying
discussion. There should be no need for further explication here
other than to emphasize the dynamics of the design. Goals are
selected. Realms of culture content believed to be useful in the
achievement of the goals are selected and organized. The
curriculum is used as intended. The curriculam s evaluated, thus
providing data for revision of the several parts. Revision data cause
the goals, the culture content, and the use of the curricuiam to be
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reconsidered. In this way, a dynamic cycle of curriculum analysis is
invoked.

Proposition #4

A curriculum showld contatn four categories of goals: cognilive, syntacti-
cal, affective, and applicative.

The statement of educational goals in a curriculum must be
sufficiently broad to encompass the full range of the intended
educational program. It assumes that any educational program
would anticipate cognitive, syntactical, affective, and applicative
learnings. Cognitive goals would refer to the basic concepts of
knowledge, key ideas, generalizations, principles, and laws.
Syntactical goals would refer to modes of inquiry for solving
problems in the areas of organized knowled ge such as observation,
classification, inference, prediction, as well as the psychomotor
skills of communication and expression. Affective goals would
refer to those values, beliefs, emotions, attitudes, and apprectations
deemed important for inclusion in the curriculum. Applicative
goals would refer to those aspirations for learnings associated with
social and personal problems of living, particularly problems
demanding that knowledge and skills developed in the first three
categories be applied.

Proposition #5

The culture content of a curriculum is selected and ovganized because that

culture content is believed to be most useful for teachers to use in achieving
the stated goals.

Our culture content has become so massive that, to a very great
extent, the process of curriculum planning is one of selecting from
the total mass. The governing criteria for selection are the evolving
purposes of schools. We should never forget that the increasing
tempo of generating knowledge, coupled with the constantly
changing social environment, demands consistent evaluation and
subsequent modification of our response to the guestion of what
should the schools teach. Furthermore, the selection of culture
content for the curriculum is a much too important decision to be
left to the whimsies of individual teachers at the level of planning
instructional strategies. Curriculum planners are obligated to
conceptualize the educational program for a school by
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determining goals and devising an organized body of culture
content they believe will be useful in the attainment of the goals.

Proposition #6

Goals, ar objectives, und related culture content for schools are political
decisions. Curriculum planners must verify those they use through politi-
cai channels.,

The policy making agency for any school district is the Board
of Education. Curricula for the schools under the jurisdiction of
the Beard of Education are fundamental policy of the district.
Therefore, the agency for screening and approval of all
curriculum decisions is the school board. Likewise in every
educational institution other than public elementary and
- secondary schools, there will be some policy-making group bearing
responsibility similar to the school board for the curriculum for
that institution. This proposition is axiomatic for all decisions
relative to the contents of a curriculum.

Propesition #7

Culture content in g curriculum may be organized in terms of realms,
components, and {evels of organization.

The culture content of 2 curriculum is described in a variety of
ways. Sometimes culture content elements are spoken of as subject
matter; at other times they are referred to as fused components of
the various disciplines; but perhaps the most commonly used term
1s school subjects. I have used the term culture content to refer 10
any and all of these designations that may be chosen as a basis for
organization of knowledge that is intended to be used with school
students in response to stipulated goals. The realms of culture
content may be stipulated in terms of conventional disciplines,
fused disciplines that have been brought together, molar
problems, or any other way of designating the nature of the various
culture content packages that may be used. Curriculum planners
may also wish to indicate in their design the cognitive, affective,
and inquiry or skill components that are expected to emerge from
exposure to the realms of culture content. Both the realms of
cultare content and the components of culture content should be
organized to fit the organizational pattern of a school.
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Proposition #8

The vationale for the form and arvangement of the veabms of culture
content in & curriculum must be reflected in the curriculum design,

Each of the realms of culture content in a curriculum should
have a rationale, or an explanation, for its form and arrangement.
There are so many different possibilities for the selection and
arrangement of culture content that curriculum planners should
make clear what it is they have selected and how they have
organized it. Scope and sequence arrangements are but part of the
explanation. Each of the realms of culture content may have
different rationales and not in any way jeopardize the overall intent
of the curriculum planners.

Proposition #9

The younger the learners for whom the curricubion is designed the more
fused the culture content should be.

This proposition is an assumption on my part. It seems to me
that for the vounger children in school, learning ¢an be more
efficient and useful in a wider variety of situations if the number of
subjects is reduced and the interrelationships among various
culture content ingredients are reflected through therr
applications in more common domains, The younger the minds of
the learners, the less adept they are at making transitions from
highly and individually organized separate subjects or disciplines,

Proposttion #14

For studenls in the secondnry schoal, the culture content should be or-
ganized by a combination of established disciplines in the sciences, the
social sciences, and the humanities, units devoted to molar problems, and
specialized vocational content.

The reasons for this proposition should be self-evident. The
greater maturity of the secondary school student will allow him to
study in the individual disciplines and to make certain transitions
between or among them on his own power. In addition, secondary
schools of America cannot ignore teaching about molar problems
and their potental solutions as weli as more specialized vocational
content. The balance to be maintained among these is greatly
dependent upon where the secondary school students go and what
they do when they leave the secondary school.
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Proposition #11

The design of a curriculum and the organizational pattern of the schaol
need to be in harmany in order to facilitate the implementation of the
eturriculum.

The relationship here should be clear. Itis one thing to create
a curricuium design to fit a graded type school, Itis quite another
to plan a curriculum that will fit some version of a non-graded
school. What needs to be keptin mind is that the curriculum shouid
be a useful tool to teachers for purposes of developing their
teaching strategies. 1f their teaching strategies are going to be
applied to students organized in a graded manner, teachers have
one kind of a problem. They have another if the school is organized
in various levels of non-graded structure. It simply makes sense
that the organizational pattern of the school and the organizational
pattern expressed in curriculum design should be in harmony.

Proposition #12

The chaice of culture content can be made independently of instructional
methods, but the choice of instructional method is dependent upon the
nature of the culture content.

I set forth this proposition to offset the argument that
methodological considerations need to be included in curriculum
design. The methods of teaching are greatly dependent upon the
nature of the content to be taught. We have known and recognized
this for a long time. On the other hand, the choice of culture
content in a curriculum is in response to the goals. And the choice
of that culture content can be made independently of instructional
methods that may follow. [t must be said that curriculum planners
may anticipate in general the nature of instructional methed, but
the inclusion of a prescription of method is not a part of curriculum

design.

CURRICULUM ENGINEERING

In the basic definitions set forth at the beginning of this
chapter, curriculum engineering was defined to consist of all of the
processes and activitics necessary to maintain and improve a
curriculum system including leadership by persons occupying such
positions as superintendent, principal, and curriculum director.
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The curriculum engineering processes are applied to the
curriculum systemr which has been defined as a system for
decision making and action with respect to the three primary
curriculum functions: cuarriculum  planning, curriculum
implementation, and curriculum evaluation, In this section, T will
proceed in the same way that 1 did in the section on curriculum
design by establishing particular definitions appropriate to
curriculum engineering and follow those with a series of
propositions that are particularly appropriate for curriculum
engineering as | sce them at the present time.

Engineering Definitions

Curriculum planning consists of all the processes necessary to
plan for and to write a curriculum, The processes include the
choosing of an arena for the curriculum planning, the selection
and organization of personnel to do the planning, the execurion of
working procedures necessary to relate mput information to the
curriculum decisions resulting in the curriculum itself.

Curriculum implementation refers to those processes necessary to
insure that the curricnlum is used by teachers as a point of
departure for the development of their teaching strategies.

Curricutum evaluation consists of those processes necessary to
judge the effectiveness of the curriculum that was planned as well
as the effectiveness of the curriculum system itself.

Arena is the termn I use to describe the geographic-social
environment in which curriculum planning, curriculum
implementation, and/or curriculum evaluation is undertaken. The
most common cholces available to a theorist as potential arenas for
curriculum planning, implementation, and evaluation are the
nation, the state, the school district, or the individual school. The
arena for curriculum planning may be different from the arena for
curriculum implementation, and both may be different from the
arena for curriculum evaluation, When such is the case, we can say
that the arena is split among the curriculum functions.

Involyement refers to the selection and utilization of persons
who are to do curriculum planning, curriculum implementation,
and/or curriculum evaluation,
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Input consists of the knowledge and human resources
necessary to the curriculum planning processes.

Output refers to the output of the curriculum system. The
principal output of a curriculum system is a curriculum.

Engineering Propositions

The following propositions are related to the purposes and
functions of curriculum engineering, I shall continue the
organization used in the treatment of design propositions by first
stating each proposition and following it with a brief explication,

Propasition #13

The geneval purpose of a curvicudum system as one of the several systems of
schooling is to provide a framework for deciding what shall be taught in

the schools and to provide for employing those decisions as points of
departure for developing instructional stralegies.

This proposition is assumptive and axiomatic to my
curriculum theory. My contention is that the primary curriculum
question is “What shall be taught in the schools?,” The answer to
this question should be conceived holistically; that is, it should be
conceived in terms of the wholeness of a school or a school district,
preferably a school. This 1s an application of the Gestalt principle
that the whole is greater than the sum of all its parts. A curriculum
in terms of what shall be taught in a school represents a conception
of what the education of the pupils who are to attend that school
should be in its totality. Instruction in the individual classrooms
within that school for children at various age levels are atomistic
parts of the total educational plan carried out within the domain of
the instructional system. It is a secondary purpose of a curriculum
system to insure that the curriculum decisions are used by teachers
for developing unique instructional strategies for children under
their jurisdiction using the curriculum as a point of departure.

Proposition #14

A distinction must be mode between curricuhum planning and inputs that
may influence decisions ot the level of curviculum planning.

In order to identify and maintain control over curriculum
planning efforts within a curriculum system it is necessary to
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recognize that it is one thing to perform the acts of curriculum
planning but that it is quite another to consider those inputs that
may intluence the decisions of the curriculum planners. Great
identity confusion frequently is perpetrated by referring to
persons and agencies that may supply useful information to
curricuJum planners as being part of the curriculum planning
etfort. The crux of this proposition lies in the assumption that a
curriculum is to be planned and that the persons selected from the
arena in which the curriculum is to be planned are the curriculum
planners, Anyone else, or any idea, is an input, or influence upon
the curriculum planning decisions.

Proposition #15

Curnculum engineeving is markedly facilitated when the arena for plan-
ning and mmplementing are the same.

This proposition is at the level of a generalization. Research
has established that teachers who have participated in curriculum
planning are more apt to use the curriculum as a point of
departure for developing instructional strategies and to be more
willing and enthusiastic to do so. The more removed the arena for
curriculum planning is from the arena in which the
implementation effort is directed, the less identity teachers feel
with the curriculum and the more they resist its implementation.

Proposition #16

Curriculum implementation is greatly fuctlitated when planning groups
inelude clussraom teachers who must do the implementing.

This proposition is a corollary to proposition #2. When the
planning group and the implementing group are one and the
same, curriculum implementation is greatly facilitated if only
through the identfication of the classroom teachers with the
curriculum as well as their dedication to use it because they feel that
curriculum to be the result of their own labors. Again, this
proposition is a generalization from existing research.

Proposition #17

A reciprocal relationship exisis between the selpction of people to be
involved in curviculum planning and the choice of the arene within which
the curricuium is to be utilized.
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The first choice for curriculum engineers is the choice of the
arena within which the curriculum is to function. In the United
States, the most frequent choices are the school district or the
individual school building. More simply, the question is whether
the curriculum shall be planned for an entire district or whether
the curriculum shall be planned for an individual school, Once the
arena choice s made, then discussion can take place about who isto
be involved in the curriculum planning. Normally, only persons
from the chosen arena will be selected. Those external to that arena
would be considered as resource people to the persons who actually
are to make the curriculum decisions, On the other hand, it is
possible that curriculum engineers may wish to decide upon who
shall be involved in curriculum planning prior to the arena choice.
In that case, selection and involvement of peopie in curriculum
planning 1s a top priority consideration in the minds of the
curriculum engineers, and the selection may then markedly
influence the arena choice.

Proposition #18§

The re-education of teachers ahoul new and potential curriculym content
is hetter accomplished through teacher participation in curriculum plan-
ning than by means used when teachers do not participate in currculum
planning.

Planning groups are greatly affected by the exchange of ideas
with one anocther in the planning process. Planning groups are
exposed to information that others normally are not, and the input
information is specifically pointed to that school's efforts. The
general type of in-service workshop is less adequate for the
re-education of teachers if one only considers the longevity of those
workshops in comparison with the practice of continuous
curriculum planning and revision over a long period of time.

Proposition #19

The more removed the curriculum planning function & from classroom
teachers, the more resirictive the cwrriculum is upon the professional
Judgment of teachers.

A curriculum that is planned remotely from the classroom
teacher who must implement it is considered by the teacher who
implements it to be a mandate from elsewhere. The teacher is less
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familiar with the content and implication of the curriculum. Both
of these considerations contribute to the rejection of the
curriculum as a point of departure for the development of
teaching strategies and to the use of unimaginative teaching
strategies. A remotely planned curriculum tends to make a
follower of the classroom teacher rather than a creative
professional person, but when a curriculum has been planned by
teachers who are to do the implementing, the teachers themselves
have created the curriculum probably with instructional
aspirations in mind.

Proposition #20

Planning, implemeniation, and svaluation constitute an annual cur-
ricudum cyele, and feedback from evaluation efforts plus innvvative ideas
witl produce change in the curriculum with each new cyele.

This proposition is guite self-explanatory. It is assumed that
the planning function never ceases. Experience with
implementation and evaluation provides feedback to the planning
function for curriculum change. The planning function should
provide avenues for the input of ideas from external sources as well
as the feedback from internal sources. To some extent, it should be
expecied that curriculum will be changed each year, that is, each
time it is implemented.

Proposition #21

The assignment of leadership responsibility and accountability for cur-
riculum engineering functions is mandatory for the perseverance of a
curriculum system,

The functions of a curriculum system are completely
dependent npon constant leadership; therefore, responsibility and
accountability for them are critical elements of curriculum
engineering. Some of our research has shown that the effects of
leadership may actually negate other effects of curriculum
engineering when the demand for leadership responsibility and
accountability is not sustained.

Propasition #22

The optimal arena for curriculum planning, implementation, and evalu-
ation is the ndividual school wait,
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In substance, this proposition is a generalization derived from
most of the foregoing propositions on curriculum engineering.
Leadership and teaching personnel in a school unit meet each
other in a face-to-face situation every day. All may be involved in
these curriculum funcrions readily, and the involvement is
facilitated by their singular purpose in the conduct of the school.
The significance of problems of articulation among school units
within a school district are dimmed by the obvious advantages to be
gained by using the individual school as the arena for curriculum
functions.

Proposition #23

The most obvious and necessary oulpnd of a cwrnitulum syslem is o
planned curviculum, and i s the ondy visible output,

It is aseless to talk about curriculum planning without
thinking about what the result of the planning shall be. It is
axiomatic to my theory that a curriculum, as an output of a
carricolum system, is a written document, The curriculum is the
only concretely visible cutput in that it is substantive and readable.
Other outputs, such as improved teacher insight and improved
rapport within the teacher group, are more intangible and have to
he observed indirectly,

FINAL COMMENT

The above definitions and propositions represent the
development of my curriculum theory up to the present time. The
definitions are operational for the most part. They have 10 be if
they are to be useful as a directive force for research design. The
propositions are axioms, descriptions, assumptions, or
generalizations. Some have been tested in research; all are subject
10 more research. Obviously, research is needed to extend our
knowledge of relationships among observed phenomena within
the domain of curriculum and to extend our knowledge of
relationships among curriculum phenomena and phenomena in
other systems of schooling. So far there is a paucity of predictive
and causal relationships established, but we are working on them.

Beginning with the first edition of this book in 1961, T have
been suggesting that others who purport to be curriculum theorists
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do the same type of thing I have attempted it this chapter and in
this book, namely, to set forth the ingredients of their theories in
the form of definitions and other theoretical statements that would
lead to research hypotheses to be tested, and subsequently, to
generalizations about the curriculum field. One of the main
reasons for the chaotic condition of curriculum research is the lack
of theory direction in its conduct. There is no reason to search fora
single theoretical explanation of curriculum, What is needed are
curriculum theories which emanate from different definitions,
structures, and propositions so that curriculum events in practice
may be guided by rational explanation rather than trial-and-error
or bandwagon approaches.
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