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The Curriculum and the Study of the

Curriculum

Ii is stating the obvious to assert that education has changed drastically in the
iasr twenty or thirty years. Both in the U ted Kingdom and elsewhere many
importaot modificarions have been made to all aspecgs ofthe educatioo systern.
Nor is it surprising.hat rhe nature and structure of our education system should
h3ve been changing so extensively at a time when we have been experiencing
social change oI an equally dramatic kind, much of it prompted by rapid tech-
nological advance. The educadon sysrem is a sociai institution which should be
expected to change aiong with other such institutions. It would be more sur-
prising, not to say disturbing, if rhe education system were to stand still while
all else chaaged. And it is the need ro ensure thar jt continues ro develop, and
that it responds appropriately not only to other changes il society but also ro
our increasing undersranding of the educational proc€is itself, which is, or
should be, th€ central concern of educational studies and especially of
Culriculum Studies.

One feature that bas charact€rized the curiaium change of recent years is the
increased incidence of planning ard preparation in curriculum development.
Most of the curriculurn change that we saw in the past was of a kind best
described as unplanned 'drift' (Hoyle, 1969a). Over the iast three decades or
n1ore, ho*ever, €ducationisrs hav€ begu to see the need lor pianned innovation,
to recognize that i{ educational chage is to keep pace with and match changes
ir society, iJ it is ar the same time to maiftain also those standards and values
which may be seen as uanscending panicular times aad particular societies, and
if it is to respond to that increased urdetstaadiry of education and cuniculun
which has come from recent work in the 6eld of Curriculum Studies, ir must be
deliberately rnanaged radrer than merely leli to happen. To recognize this is not,
oI coutse, to be committed to a totally revolutiomry approach to cu[iculum
development. The advaatages of evolution over revoiution de at least as evident
in education as elsewhere. It is, howeve! to acklowledge that the process of evo-
lution cm be smoother, quicker and more effective, if it is not lelt to charce but
implemented according to carefully thouglt"out strategies. ;

Recenr expedence, especially ir England and \vales, has reinforced the case
for curriculum evolution rather than revolution. For the shift we have seen
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towrrds ccDtral politicrl control of the school curriculum has sonerimes teen

revolutionary in its effcct, so that it lias ofter becn far from snooth end thus

Less effective thaD it night have bccn.
One reason ior this has been that ihcre has been a failure to recognize th3! the

changes whrcli havc occLrned n society havc been social, rnoral and political as

well x, ndeed as a conscquence of, iechnological and economic developmenls.

Thc natural evolrtion of the curriculun lvas rcflecting rhis, esPeciallv in terms of

lrteDprs to overcomc privilege and inequality and to move towards a more trDlv

egalirarLan system. Direcl political interveDrion, by collcentraling on the eco-

.omic tunctio.s of the educational syslen, has larsely ignored that dimension of

educattnal provision along wirh irs responsibility for pronotDg the personal

dcvelopnenr of the young, thus activating all of the consequences which that

omssion h:s for the qualily of life in socie+
It has alio led to a rechnicisr apploach to the snrdy of education bv ignoring

all or most ofthe insishts which had been derived {ron explorations which had

sought to go beyond concerns of nere methodology, to ask the 'whv' questions

conieming educational provis;or as well as those restricted to the 'how'. These

insights havc rhus been placed at risk, and it is dre central conceru oithis book,

as has already been pontccl out, to rcgain drose insights md to reaffirm this

kind of study of education and curriculum
Ir is rhe aim of rlis chaptet then, to identify what is involved in this, to

outline some of the essentjal ingredients both o{ the pracricc of curriculun

plannilg and development and the study of curriculum. All or most of these

points will be exanined in greater detail in the chaplers that follow, but an

over.tll frarncwork, a rationalc, a cognirivc map offered at the oucet may help

to establish and maintain the interrelationship of the many factors involved in

curriculun plannins.

Mrat is dre curiculum?

The firsi need is to achieve some clarity over what we are to understand bv the
term'curriculum'. It is a term which rs usedwilh several meanings and a number
of differcnt deiinitions of it have bccn o{fered, so that it is important that we
estabLish at the beginninS what it shotrld be taken to signify throughout this
book, and, perhaps more importantly, what it should ,ot be taken to mean

Th e educat ional cun iculum

From much of what follows in this book it vill be clear that the tcrm 'curricu-
lum' can be, and is, used, for many difierenr kinds of programme of teaching
and instruction. Indeed, as we shail see, quite often this leads to a limited
concept of the curriculum, defined in terms of what teaching and instruction is
to be o{fered end somctinies also what ils pulposes, its objectives, are. Hence

'Ihe Ctrftulrft dh1l. the Studr of the C,fti.uhft

we see statements of the curriculum for the teaching of the nosi basic courses
in nany different cont€xts. And we shall also see rhat much of dre advice wlich
has been offered for curriculum planning is effective only a! the most simplis
tic levels, for teaching of a largely unsphisticated and usually unproblematic
kind.

For this kind of definition fails to take accounr of the educalional or mo|aL
dinensions of the school curriculun. 'Ib take an extreme vieq this kird of
model couid be used to help us plan a curriculum which most people wouLd
regard as being quite immoral to limit the pupil's scope for criticism, lor
example, to ensure potitical conformity and obedience or even to promorc
racist or religious intolerance

Throughout this book, however, the concern will be with what we will be
advocatirs as the e&tcattordl curriculum. The focus will be not just on horv
one might plan any kind of curriculun, but on what it is that will cnsue that
our curriculum is justifiable i\ ed tatiotldl tetms.

It is importatrt, therefore, chat at the outset ive briefly define what we will
mean by the term 'educational', because in all rhe mny different dimensions ot
rh€ curricnlum which we will be axploring the concern will b€ to identify those
which are acceptabLe educationallx i.€. thos€ which satisfy oLrr educariooal cri
teria, and, perhaps more imponantly, those which do not

k is flot the intention here, or at any stage, to debate these crireria in derail-
Ir is imponant, however, tha. they b€ clearly siated. There is a seme in which
rhe adiictive 'educationaf is as problernatic as the adjective 'moral'; indeed'
this is because th€ educational principles we are propounding are fundamen
tally moral principles, so that it must be accepted that they must be open to
debate. There is also a sense, however, in which, iJ we accept that th€ curricu-
lun we are discussing is a curriculum for education in a democratic society, rrs
probtematic nature, along with thal ofits moral base, begins to evaporare or at
least to become less comple{.

For few would wish to argue - at least openly - with the claim that, within a
democratic societv. an educational curriculum at all levels should be concerned
to provide a tiberating experience by focusing on such things as the promotion
of freedon and independence ofthought, of social and political empowerment,
ofrespect for the Ireedom o{ others, ofarr acceptanc€ of variety ofopinion' ald
of the enrichment of the life of every individual in that society, regardless of
class, race or creed.

Convenely, it is also the case that {ew would be prepared to argue - again ar
least openly - against rhe claim that the opposites of these principles have no
place in ar educational curriculun Some of them, such as, for example, the
promotion oI intolerance, must be positively excluded from it. Others'
however. such as that vocational focus which has become inueasinglv in evi-
dence in recent years, while not meriting exclusion from the curriculum, must
be recognized as not fiairg appropriately with this definition of education, so



rhf,t. to thc extent that the emohasis of the school curriculun is on its voca-
tionaL conceros and dimensions, ro thet o(tent it rvill faiL to rneet our crireria
for rD educarional curriculun.

The rest of this book will be concerned ro dscuss and explorc many dinen'
sions of curriculum from this kind of educational perspective and to identiry in
all of these drmensions those spccts of them which sarisfu drese educational
principles and those which do nor.

With rhis in mind, lhere are several importanr aspects of thc curriculurn
wlich we should immediately note.

'I'he total cuniculuftl

It will be helpful if, frorn the srart, we distinguish the use of rhe wold to denote
the conteit of a particular subject or area of study from the use of it to refcr to
the total programme of an educational institurion- Mary people stilt equate a
curriculum with a syllabus and thus limit fieir plaDniry to a consideration of
rbe content or the body of knowlcdge they wish to rransmir or a list ofthc sub-
iecrs ro be taugh! or both. The hadequacies of this view of curriculum as
content wilL be explored more fully in Chapters 2 and 3. It will be imnediately
clear, howevea rhat rhis kind of definitiotr of curriculum is limititrg in more
rhan one way and that it is likely to hanpe. rather than to assist the planning
of cuniculur change and development. Indeed, some of the nadequacies o{
previous arrempts at curriculum planning can be attribured to the fact that it
h:s tended to proceed in a rather piecemeal way within subjects rather than
according to any overall rationale.

This dinension of curriculum development is, of course, importaDr, butit is th€
rarionale ofrhe total curriculum that must have priority. 'Schools shouldplan their
curriculum as a whole. The curriculum offered bv a school. and the curriculum
received by nrdividual pupils, should not be simply a collection of separate sub-
lectd (DES, 1981:12). At rhe very least, rhe toral curricnlum must be accorded
prior consideration, and a major task that currcudy faces teachers and curriculum
planners is ro work out a basis oo which some total scheme car be built-

Any definition of culliculun, if it is to be practically effective and produc-
tive, must offer much more than a s|atement about the knowledge-contenr or
merely rhe subiccts wlich schooling is to 'teach' or transmit or'deliver'.It must
go far beyond this to an explanation, and indeed a jusrifiotion, ofthe purposes
of such transmission and an exploration of the effects that exposure to such
knowledge and such subjects is likely ro have, or is intended to have, on its
recipients - indeed it is from these deeper concerns, as we saw in the previous
section, that any curriculum planning worthy of the name must shrt.

These wider concerns will be the focus of our discussions in this book, and
we will understand by the term 'curriculum' the overall rationale for any edu-
cational programme. Much ofwhat is said about curriculurn developrnent will,

The Curriculun aad the Study of the CmicuLun

of course, be of relevance to the problems o{ developmena within individual
subiect areas, but the prime concern must be with the totaiiry

Th e' h idtlctt' curticu lum

A furrher questioD that needs ro be tesolved is whether we are ro place any Limir
on th€ kinds of school activity that w€ will allow to count as part of the cur
riculun when it is deiined in this way.

For example, sone educationists speak of the 'hidden curriculun', by which
they meao those thinss which pupils learn at school because of the way nr
which th€ work of the schoot is planned and organized, and through the mate
rials provided, but which are not in themselves ovenly included in the plamins
or even in the consciousness of those resporuible Ior the school arrangements.
Social roles, for exanple, are learnt in this way, it ir claimed, as are sex roies
and attitudes to many other aspects of living. Implicit in any set of arrange-
menrs are rhe attitudes ud values oI those who treare them, and these will be
cornmunicated to pupils in this accidental and perhaps even sinister way. This
factor is of cou-rse of particular significance when the curricu|m is planned and
inposed by government.

Some would argue of course that the values implicit in the arrangements
made by schools for their pupils are quite clearly in the corsciousness ofteach-
ers and planners, again especially when the pluners are politicians, ad ale
equally clearly accepted by them as part of what pupils should learn in school,
even though they are not overtly recognized by the pupils themselves. In other
words, those who design cuuicula deliberately plan the schools' 'expressive
culture'. If this is the case, then, the curriculur is 'hidden' only to or 6om the
pupils, and the values to be learnt clearly forrn a part of what is plamed fo!
pupils. They nusr, therefore, he accepted as Iirlly a part of the curriculum, and
mosr especially as an importart focus for the kind of study of curriculum with
which we are concerned here, not least because important questions must be
asked concerning the legrtimacy of such practices.

Others, however, take a less definite and perhaps less cynical line on this but
wish nevertheless to iflsist that teachers do have a responsibility here. They
accept that some oI the values and anitudes leatnt via the hidden curriculun
are not dire€dy intend€d by teachers, but believe that, since these rhings are
being learnt as a by-product o{ what is planned and of the materials provided,
teachers should be awar€ of arrd accept responsibility for what is going on, for
what their pupils are learning in this unplanned way. It is this view which is at
the heart of attempts to eliminate implicit racism and sexism from the experi
ences children receive at school.

It is because o{ the alfpervasive natr:re of such experiences ald hidden forms
of learning, however, and also because of the assumed impossibility of elimi
nating such unplann€d, ard thus uncontrolled, learning, that some theorists,
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such as Ivan Illich (1971), have rccommendcd a 'deschooling' of socierv and

have claimed drat all forms of organized schoolins nust involve thc hposition

of the velues implicit in the selcction of thc content of such schooling on its

rccipicnts, and thus constttute an iDvidious forn of social ard political control

rhrough the distribution of knowledge Thts is an important poinr and one !o

which wc shaLl return in chapler 2. wha t suggests wlrich is of imporraDce

herc, however, s rhat, if we arc not to 8o to the Iengths o{ abolishing school

ing alrogerher, we canno! ncrely igrorc these hidden aspects ofthe school cur'

riiulun, and cerrai,rly Llst not adopt a definition of curriculun which

cxcLudes rhem froin aLl critical considerrtion. Radrer our definition must

ernbrace all rhc learning that goes on ur schools whether it is expresslv planned

and intended or is a by product of our planning and/or practice. For it is diffi-

cult tcr eroneratc teachers completely from responsibiLirv for rhcse implicit

forns of learnng. Rather they need to be sensitized to lhem and helped to rcc'

ognize atrd idcntify drc lidden inplications of sone of thc materiaLs and the

experienccs rhey offcr their pupiLs.

The plannetl cuniculnn and the receiued cuniculum

Much the same point emerges when we consider rhe distiDction which has

sonetines bccn nude between the official curriculum and the actual curricu-

lum, or between the planned curriculun and the received curriculum Bv the

official or planned cuniculum is meant what is laid down in svllabuses,

p'u'pectusei .'rd so on; the actual or teceived curriculum is the reality of the

pupils'experience. The diffcrence between then may be conscious or uncon-

i"ioo", thi ."u'. o{ any misnatch being either a deliberate attempr bv th€

teacheis or others to deceive, to nake what they offer appear more attractive

than ir really is, or rnerely the fact rhat, sirce tea.hels and pupils are humn,

the realities ofany course wilt never {utly match up to the hopes and intentions

of those who have plantred rt.
Bodr of these distincrions are important and ve vould be foolish to go verv

far in our examination of drc curriculum without acknowledging botb the gaps

thar rnust inevitably exist between theory and practice and thc predilectiod of

some teachers, and more especially national planners, for elaborate 'packasins'

It becomes eveD more important, then, thar we should Dot adopt a definition

of curricLrlum wlich confines or restricts us to considerations onlv of that

which is planned. what is actually received by pupils must be an equallv impor'

tant, or even more important con€em, so that the actual or received curriculum

must be seen as the teachet's or planner's responsibility everv bit as much as rhe

'hidden'curr iculurn.
Furthermore, we nust not lose sight of the fact tliat Curriculun Studies must

ultimately be concerned with the relationship between these rwo views of the

'Ih. Cuni.tLun and the St'Ay of the Crlti.ulrm

curriculum, betwccn intention and realny, and, indeed, with closing the grp

beflvcen them, if it is to succeed in linking the theory and the practice of the
curriculum (Stenhouse, 1975)

The fotmat cuniculum and the informdl cufticulum

Lastlt we nust also recognize the distinction that is often drawn belween thc
'formal' curriculun and the 'informal' curriculum, betwecn the formal actili
des for which the timetable of the school allocatcs spccilic periods of teachins
dme and those many informal activities that go on, usually on a voluntary basis,
ar luDch rimes, after school hours, at weekends or during holidays These latter
activities sports, clubs, societies, school journeys and the like - are often
called'exiracurricular' activities and this sugg€sts that they shoutd be seen as
separate from, s over and above the curriculum itself

The reasons for this, however, are difficult to discern For activities of this
kind are usually lesard€d as having as nuch educational validity and point as
any of the formal arrangements of the school. Indeed, sone would even argre
that in certain cases they have more point than many such arrangements lt was
for this reason that the Newsom Report (CACE, 1963:para.135)) recon'
mended that they 'ought to be recognized as an integral pan of the total edu
cational programme' and that to this end they be included in the formal
timetable o{ an errended day. And the inclusion of this kind of aclivity in the
forrnal provision nade by the school has also been a rnajor feature of the phi-
losophy of many of those corcerned with the development oi community
schools (Cooksey, 1972, 1976r. 1976b).

Aaain, it would seem that, if we are concerned wit! €urriculum planning, it
would be foolish to omir by our definition of the curriculum a whole range o{
activities which teach€rs plan and execute with deliberate reasons and inten'
tions. In looking at curriculurn planning, therefore, there would appear to be
nothing to be gained from leaving out of consideration any planned activity. lt
is for this reason that Tohn Kerr (1968:15) defined the curriculum as 'all the
learning which is planned and guided by the school, whether it is carried o. in
groups or individually, inside or outside the school'. Such a definition provides
us with a basis Ior planDing all the organized activities of a school.

However, there are real dif6cultles in aftempting to op€rate with a definition
of curricutum which exctudes from coffideration the unplanned effects of
reacher activity, as rhe notions of the 'hidden' and rhe 'actual' or 'received' cur-
riculun indicate. There are more aspects to curriculum than are drearned of iD
the pbilosophy of most teachers, and certainly o{ most politicians, and a defi-
nition oI curriculurn which confines its scope to what teachers, or politicians'
actually plan will omit rnany of those imponant dimensions of curriculum
studies we identified earlier. Ve need a dednition which will embra€e at least
four majoi dnnensions of educational planning and practice: the intentions ol
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rhe planncrs, dre procedures adopted Ior the implemcntation of those inten-
rions, rhe actual experieuces of the pupils resulring fron the teachers' direct
attempts to carry out their  or the planners' intent jons, erd thc'hidden' learn
ing rhat occurs as a by-producr of the organization of the currjculum, and,
indeed, of thc school.

The problens of definition are thus serious and complex and the chapters
which follow lvill reveal that in plannirs for curricuium change and develop-
ment wc need to be aware of all aspects and dincnsions of the educatioDal
experiences which pupils have during any period of formal education, and with
their underiyins principles and ratiorale. The definition adopted here, there'
fore, is that the curriculum is the totality of thc cxPeriences the pupii has as a
result of the provision nade.

If we take this broad definition of cuniculun as our slrning point, then, it
becomes possiblc to identifrthe kinds of issue which tlic study ofcurriculum must
addrcss - the issues which subsequent chapters will explore nr greater detail

Beforc we do that, horvever, there is a turther preliminary point which rnusr
be nade. For a najor premise of what follows is thar in all successful curricu'
lum development aDd inplementation the teacher is the crucial element. Ard
we must pause for ar explanation of why this stance has been adopted.

Tte centrality of the teacher

It must first be stressed that all that is said about curriculum planning and
development in this book applies as nuch to the individual teacher in the
prcparation of his or her individual'lessons'or other prosrammes ofworkwiih
cbildren is ii does to those who find tbernselves charged with curriculum devel
opment at school, local authority or ev€n national level

A major reason for stressing this is Dot merely to remind teachers of the
degree of responsibility they must accept for theiJ own professional work, nor
only to emphasize their consequent need for the kinds ofunderstanding of cur-
riculum which this book is seeking to provide; it is, perhaps nore importandy,
because of the 'make or break' role that teachers have in all curricular activi-
ties, eveD in r€lation ro those which originate outside their schools

'Teacher-ploofin9 does not tuo&

'Ihere have been many attempts over the last three or {oLrr decades to bring
about curriculum change, most notably those sponsored by lhe Scbools CoDncil
duriDg its lifetime, some of the later work of the Assessment of Performance
Unit and, most recently, the decision to change the curricula of aLl schools to fit
the demands of the new National Curiculun. All these strategies for external
manipulation of the cuniculum we shall explore in sreater detail iD later

The C"tics!,n a the Stdy of the CunicuLun

The most important poinr to be noted her€, howev€r, is what we have
learned from the experience oI these projects and activities about the role of
the individual teacher in curriculun change and developm€nr. we must espe'
cially note the failure of all atrempts by the Schools Council to produce
'teacher-proof' packages schemes of work, versions of curriculum, supporc
iry materials and so on of a kind which teachers would accept, use md appLy
in the precise form that th€ cetrtral planners had in mind. In every case, teach-
ers adapted and used what rhey were offered in their own ways and for rhetr
own purposes. Some project dir€ctors were inclined to throw up their hands in
despair at this phenomenon, ar what they saw, and sometimes described, as
'cannibalisn'. Others went along with ir eventually and built into their schemes
proper forms of altowance for this kind of personal and local adaptation by
teachers. The Schools Council itself, just before its d€rnise, adopted a policy oI
supporring schoofbased curriculum developmentsi assisting teachers and
groups of teachers with the process of developing their own curricula rather
than attempting to 'sell' rhem prepackaged programnes which might not be
geared appropriately to che specific needs of the individual school. And sone
of the later work of the tusessment of Perfornance Unit was concerned much
rnore with ofledng irs findings to teachers, while leaving it to then to decide
wherher ard how they might use these in their own contexts, rhm with
attempts at imposing the same solutions to teaching problems on all {Kclh
1987). In short, th€re has come a grox'ing awareness that each school is unique
and that its curicular ne€ds are thus largely idiosyncratic.

The implications of this kind of experience {or the implementation of forms
of cetrtralized control such as the National CDrriculum at€ interestins and will
be explored more {ully later. we have here another example of the failure or
the retusal oI the architects of these policies ro take any account or cognizance
of the substantial experience and findings of earlier reseach.

Tbe teacher's 'rfidke or brcak' role

what we must note her€. however. is that the teachers have a 'make or break'
role in anv curriculun innovation. Teach€rs have been known to sabotage
attempts at changet cerrainly it is clear that slrch attempts can succeed only
when the teachers concetned are committed to them and, €specia y, when they
understand, as well as accept, th€ir urderlying principles. The practice of edu-
cation cannot be a mechanical, largely mindless activity; it requires constant
decisions and judgenents by the teacher, and these he or she cannot make
properly without fully appr€ciating and accepting the underlying rarionale of
any adiviry TeachingJ int€rpreted in a purely technicist sense, may be under-
ralen in a mechanistic manner. If, howevel our concern is with ?dr.attot, in
rhe tull sense, as we have indicated that it is, much more than this is required,
since education is esseDtially an interactive process. 'The building block is the

i
I
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noral purpose of $e i,ditiduaL tetchcr. Scnlcb a sood reacher and you wiLl

fuld a moral purpose' (F lan, l99l:10). Take away thar oloral and educarional

purposc, and you have a tcaching machine.
Pr.lctica[y, every piece of serious and objective research into vhat h.Ppens

rn clasrooms has focused on tLe terchcr as the central figure and hrs/hcr con

petence as the crucial factor in the quaLity of thc cducational experiences pro-

vidcd for the pupils. And most pupils and cx'pupiis wil corroborale this - 'l

Like (likcd) subject "x" or my second year in JuDior school, because it sas

taught by Dr/Mr/MrVMs "y"'.
The qualiry of eny e&catio,al experience, then, wili depend to ,r vcrv large

cxtent on ihe indivjdual reacher responsible for it; and anv anempt at conrrof

Lrg rhe.urn.r l : r r  nom rhe "rr+Je u rr . r  doe'  r ' " r  recogni , 'e rhrr  mLr\r  b.

doomed to failure, or a! best to trivieLity. An alternative slrategy for ensunng

conpliance ro exrernal requiremenrs is of cousc ro ifltroducc stringent meav

ures for conrrollDg the activities of teachers, rhrough schemes of pupil assess-

mcnt, regular iDspections, tcacher appraisal and accountabiliry Indeed' one can

rcasonably licrv the activiries of thc Office ror staDdards in Education (Ofsrcd)

in I-ngLaDd and walcs as rhose of a kind of'thought police' desisned to prevent

teachers from indulging in acts of'sabotage'by actilrg on their own profes

sional jLrdgements. This aspecr of currenr Policies we must also consider later-

Such a strategy, however, cannot ensure comnitrnent or understandingl and

obedience to authority on the part of reachers may not be the best basis for the

practice of education as wc are viervilg it here, although it mav well be ade-

quatc if the concern goes no further than teaching or instruction.

t l ,e .  urol l r ry or rht .  r '  rhar i  hrcome' eren mo'e imporrrr  {or  teacheru to

$ork at developing the kind of broader understanding of curricula! provision

which a study of the curriculum ar the level we are advocating shouid bring.

lndeed, it might bc argued that there is a naior professional obli$tiot on then

ro do so. since this is the oniy route to effective pfactice. Hence, we have seetr

the emergcDce o{ concepts such as rhat of 'the teacher as researcher' (Sten-

house, 19,5) aDd of'action research'as a key element in continous professional

On ihe other hand, increased cenrralized contol of teachers' work has had

the effecr of discouraging this kind of Professiotral activitv on the pdt ofteach-

ers. tt has always been important, even when we acknowledge the central role

of the tcacher in education, not to lose sight oI the Iact that he or she is oper-

ating in a context hedged about with many constraints and pressures, social and

political as well as physical and organizatlonal. No curriculum planning of anv

kind can go on in a vacuum; it nust rake place in an environment which is prev

ro pressurcs atrd constraints of many kinds.
Recent developments, however, most notably rhe constraints imposed on

tcachers ;n England and wales by thc stalutory requirements oa the 1988

Education Act, have converted fiese indired consrraints into direct control
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The more direct influences of central gov€rnment on thc school curriculum

have been slowly converted from influence to interventioD and from iffcrven'

don ro direct conftol The rnost important effect of this is that teachers now

have liftle or no say in the official curri€ulum of the narion\ schools, so that

rhey ar€ now €xpected to operate a cuuiculum which has been irnposed upon

them from without and to implernent curricutar policies over whose framing

rhey have had linle or no influence
Ttis latter point raises some interesting issues in the light of what we said

earlier about the need {or reachers to be committed to the culricular provision

rhey are making if they are to mak€ it properly and effectivelv- One of rhe

strengths ofth€ previous system was that mostteachers did believe iD what tbey

were doins, or at least enjoyed a good deal o{ scope ro make oI it soncthing
rhev could believe in. No doubt there will b€ many who will beiieve in what

rhey are now required to do But for those who do not there are clcarlv impor-
-ani problem' ro be faced. tu a more 

'heorer ical  
level.  rhese rre probl(m' whi '  h

hrghi,ghr the dr.rrnaion ue referred ro earl ier in thh chap'er ber$c.n rhe off i -
cial and the actual curricDlum, between the intention and the realiry between
rheory and practi€e. They also resurrect those difficulties we have also noted
which arise ftom *rlier attempts to manipulate teachers by remotc control or
to create teacher-proof curricula.

There is thus every discourag€ment in the pies€nt political climate for teach'
ers who wish to view their prol€ssionalism h 'e'rtended' terms and to pursue a
study of curricular issues at levels beyond that of the mere 'delivery' of th€ir
subject knowledge. Indeed, the processes they are subiect to have been
described by many comm€ntators as processes of depro{essionalization l!
how€ve! their rol€ is central, and id further, rhe effective tul{ilment of that role
is d€p€ndent on a br€adth of understanding of curiculum, the implications of
the l;$, or the suppression, oJthese insishts are ea'tremely serious for ihe lons'
term quality of educational provision.

Key asp€cts of Curriculum Studies
Now that we have established and erylained the definition of 'curriculurn' and
ih€ view of the role o{ the teacher within it which provide the najor premises
of the discussion which follows, we can identify brielly the broad issues which
th€ rest of the book wi seek to address in greater detail. A11 of these will be
seen to re{lect insights which have been gained ftom curriculum change, taken
in its broadest sense, ard reflection on that change. And all of then wil be seen
to be at risk in the current political climate.

Skategies lor ctrnrculu change artd conlrcl

One fuilv of issues we must concern ourselves with is rirat of the lessons
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which have been learned from the nany attempts which have been rnade to
change lhe curriculum.

Vc have jLrst noted that one of thosc lcssons has been that the teacher's role
is cennal ro thc cffecrivcncss of any attempl at cutricuLurn charge or develop-
mcnt. The converse of this is what we have also learned concerning the role,
effectiveness :nd, indeed, the value of national agencies for curriculum devel-
opment and change. In particular, as we have seen, the work of the Schools
Council and orher national agencies of change in F.Dgland and Wales taught us
much about how sLrch bodies, external to tbe schools themselves, Dright most
c{Iecrively promote change and developnent within the schools - especiallt as
we have also seen, by supportirg developments within rather than seeking to
impose change from without. These are lessons which those responsible for the
implementation of the N:tioral Curriculun are currently reLearning, or, iD
their case, learning for the first time. The notion that all curriculum develop
ment is teacher development was first promulgared several decades ago
(StenhoDse, 1975), and, indeed, had become almost a truism until it was
rejected in favour of more coercive niethods.

Those coercive rnetiods, in addition to including the application ofsanctions
of various kinds, havc also ernbraced more subtle stratesics of chanse. We will
see, for example, how effectively rhetoric, metaphor and the control of dir
course gencrally havc been used to bring about the changes which government
has sought to impose on the school curriculum. ADd, at a nore readily dis'
cernible level, we can recosnize how testins and inspections have been
employed as part of the same kind of coercive strat€gy.

'Ihis rakes us to a secord maior familv of issues the studeDr of curriculun

Assessment, et)ahation, appnisal attd accountability

Amons rhe many insishts into the workings ofcurriculun which energed frorn
the lesearch and studies ofthe 1970s and 1980s were many in the related areas
of pupil assessment, curriculum evaluation and, perhaps to a lesser extenr,
teacher appraisal. There was sisni{icart development both in techniques (for
exanple the introduction of sone highly sophisticated forms of pupil assess-
ment) and in our understanding of the effects and implications of the adoption
o{ particular forms and approaches (for example the ideas of self-evaluation
and action r€search).

However, that move towards direct political contr-ol oI the school cuniculum
which we have just noted has been accompanied by a major shift in the view
taken oi the purposes of these related elements of educttional policy and practice
and, as a consequence, in rhe procedures adopted to achieve those puryoses.

For pupil assessmert, curriculum evaluation, teacher appraisal and, inde€d,
school inspections have come to be regarded, and used, s key ilstruments in
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the establishment of direct political control' of combating that cenlrality of the
teache! we hav€ also just noted and of imposing a narro,'v and bureaucratic
form of teacher accountabiliry Ve have experienced an era of 'assessment-led
educatioml reform' (rttgleaves, 1989:99).

t  hu'  .ophrsrrcared form. ol  pupi l  a! \es.menr hrve Biven wdy ro reBular.  "nd
somewhat simplistic, tess, marking a shift frorn a formative and diagnosiLc
funclion to a largely surnmative one, designed to provide figures for'League
nbtes' rather thm to offer information about individual pupiLs which might
quide the planning of their futurc provision, and using graded tests rather than
pupil profiling (Hargreaves, 1989). The focus of evaluation has moved frorn a
concern with the vaiue o{ what is being oI{ered to a conc€ntration on rhc effec-
tiveness of its 'delivery'. And teachers and schools are appraised also in terms
of the effectiveness of their'delivery' of what€ver is dictated rather than iti r€la'
iion ro the wider concerns of education.

This does rot, however, mean th3t ther€ is ro longer a need for teachers ro
famitiarize thenselves with the issues and the techniques of assessrnent and
evaluation. Teachers will cominue to wish to assess their pupils in order io
make adequate provision for them arrd to evaluate their own work with th€
same purposes in mind; and they will still need quite sophisticated rechniques
and understandings in order to do so. The insights gained in rhis area too,
thercfore, need to be maintained. On€ hopes also that, even with little direcr
power to bring about change themselves, they will wish to continue to evaluate
the official poticies and practices, if only to assert thei professionalism and to
maintain that curiculum debate we are suggesting is becoming more rather
than less important in the new era.

This, then is another rnaior area we will need to explore in greater d€tail later

The politicizntion of carticulunl

The uses and abuses of assessment and evaluation which we have just touched
uDon alert us to a further maior area which the student oI curriculum cannol
aiford to ignore, especially in the current social and political climate For, as we
have already noted, the flavoor of the curriculum d€bate, as it has been con-
dLrcted over the years which have passed since the publication of the first
edition oI this book, has become increasingly and strongly political.

The placing of the school cufficu]urn in the hands of a series of pokicallv
motivated quangos, which reconstrucr themselves - or, at least, r€name them-
selves - almost annualy along with their use and abuse of devices such as
assessment and inspectioDs to achieve what ar€ Iundamentatly political goals,
has not only reinforced the need for continued and careful srudy of all of these
aspects of curriculumi it has a.lso called for a focussing of att€ntion on this
Drocess of Doliticization itselt
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Wc have long bcen farniliar rvith the impoftance of edLrcation in the achieve-
mcnr o{ political goals. Indeed, it lvas tbe first exponent of education theory,
Plato himsel! who drel our atteniLon to this and recognized cducatioml pro'
visior as the key to achieving the kind of society he wished to see established.
Hls.dvice has not gore unlreeded by those engaged in soc;al engineering of
many forns since that time, nosr Dorably thosc seeking to esrablish and main
rah social conffol ;r toralirarian societies - fascisr Spain, for exanple, N,zi
Germany a'ld commuDisr Russia.

The appropriateness of enployins similar rechniques in sociedes which
purport to be dernocratic, however, dcmands to be explorcd. Ald so, it is no
surprise to discover that rhe last decade or so has seen the appearance of a
plethora of books and artjcies in tlle educational jourmls which have sct about
precisely this kind of exploration.

Hence, no attenipr ro fuel the curriculum debate ar the beginninS of the third
n;llenium can igDore this crucial diDension o{ that debate. Indeed, *e shall
see, as perhaps we have seen already, tliat it is an area of concern which now
pcrmeates discussion of all other aspects of rhe study of curriculum.

Culiculum plannning

Finally, we must note another crLrcial dteme wlich undelpns a of drcse issues
a series of tundamental questions about human knowtedgc and the implica-

tiorN of these for the ways in which we set about planning the school curri€u-

The content of what we expect children to learn during their schooling is
clearly a crucial element 1n curriculurn planning, whatever viewwe take ofedu'
cation, curriculum or, indeed, knowledge ilselt There are imporrant quesrions
to be addresed, howeve5 concerling how the knowledge content of a curricu'
lum relates ro its other dimensions. Indeed, an inportant first step in any study
ofcurriculurn is the recognition that orher dimensions exist. For it has too often
been assuned, aganr notably by the architects of the National Curriculum for
England and Wales, that to plan a cnrriculum is merely to outline the knowf
edge content to be 'delivered' and imbibed.

Tylet's fow qsesnons
h has been suggested (Tyler, 1949) that th€ auriculun has to be seen as con-
sisting of four elements, and curriculurn planning, therefore, as having four
dine$ioDs: obje€riv€s, content or subject matter, methods or procedures Md
evaluation. In short, the claim is rhat we must distinguish in our curiculun
planning what we are hoping to achieve, the ground we are planning to cov€r
in order to achieve it, the kinds of activity and methods that we consider lilely
to be most effective in helping us towards our goals and the devices we will use
to evaluate whar we have done. Tyler's own way o{ puttilg rhis point is to
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sLrgg€$ rhat there are 'four tundamenral questions which must be answcrcd n
developing any curriculum and plan of instruction' (1949:i). These he lists as:

1 What educational purposes should the school seek to attaini
2 S/hat educarional €xperiences can be provided rhat are likely to attain these

: ilow can these educatioml experiences be effectively orsanized?
4 How can we determine whether these purposes are being athined)

This analysis, then, if taken iust as it stands, would give us a very simple modeL
for curiculun plannins, a linear nodel which requires us to sPecify our objec-
tives, to plan the contentand the methods which will lead us towards them and,
finallx to erdeavour ro measure th€ extenr of ou! success. It is, howevcr, too
simple a nodel {or rnany reasons, as we shall see when we discuss the issue
nore ful ly larer in rh < book.

what we must 
'ote 

h€re, however, is that rather than offering us a snrgle,
and sirnple, model for curriculum planning, Tyler's work can be seen as having
alerted us to .he posibility of adopting any of several planning models. For, if
a curriculun can. or must, be viewed in rerms of these {our elements, different
planning nodels will energe according to the ways in which we might pernu
rare rhose elements, the prioritiesw€ might give to them md the choice of focus
we might adopt.

V/e have already noted that some planners see curriculum content as central,
so that th€ acquisition of that content by pupils becomes |he c€ntral purpose of
rhe curriculun\ the organizarion becomes a matter solely of effectiveness of
'deLivery' and evaluation is focussed on the degree of a$aiment achieved by
the pupils.

Tyler\ own concern, however, as we have just noted, was with the purposes of
rhe curriculurL so that he is usually seen as one of the founding farbers of the
'aims-and-objectives' rnodel of crrriculum planning Within fiat rnodel, the edu-
cational purposes of the cufficulum take pride of place' conrent is selected not for
its own sake but for its presumed efficacy at €nablhg us to achieve those pur
poses, orsanization is similarly designed with these objectives in mind, atrd eval'
uation is framed so as to asress how Ia those objeaives have been achieved

Yet a rhird model has emerged more rec€ntly, as some have placed the
enphasis on the organization of the educatiorul experiences This nodel has
been described as a'process'model (Stenhouse, 1975) or as a 'developnetrtal'
modet (Blenkin and Kelly, 1987, 1996). With this model, the planner besn*
from u concept of education as a series oI develoPmental Processes which the
curriculum should be designed ro promoce. The selection of both content and
methods or procedures is made with the promotion of these developmental
processes as the €entral concern. And evaluation is focused both on the suit'
ability of the content and procedures seleaed and on an assessment of the
developnent which may, or roy not, have occurred.
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Ideohsies dnd .uftictLtun PLd nins
Thns we cih inmcdretel) see rhar currictrlun PLanning is not rhc simple dettcr

sorLle lvoukl Lrave us belicvc. For ir n sr besin wtrh the crLrcial choice of lhe

lrost appropriatc planning modci for the rvork we have ir rnnd. Furthermorc,

,t Dnrst bc lcconpa ied by a rusrificrrion of rhar choice. Fof it is nor acceprable

drat we should plan somethirg rs inportanr as a curriculum, at Nhatever level,

b,v slmfly pLuckLrrg:r plannng modcl out of $c ainvithour serious corNidera

tru of atl possiblc altcrnatives.
This last poinr hkes us uto an addirionat complication. For it will alreadv

perhaps be clear that each of the three models which hale been identified rcp-

rcsents a quitc rlistincrive concept of what educaritD is aboLrt, shxt irs purposes

rnd furctions are. Ir other words, each reflccts a differert cducational idcol'

ogy, rvhicii can in tum bc rel:ted to a particular inteLlectual idcologv 3nd,

pcrhaps rnost serioLrsly, a par.icular Political idcolosv

It is rlis shich rnakcs curriculLrm planners, csPeciallv those workins oD

behrlf of poinic.rl agencics, relucrant ro advertGc rhe fsct thrr differcnt modcls

Ior plaDning the scliool curriculum exisr- For to do so raiscs an obligat;or for

rhem to justiry rhcir own choice ald thus to make public thc ideologv thev are

seekhg to inrposc. lt is tlis rlso, therefore, that mxkes dris atr importrDt arca

o{ erploration for thc stulent of curriculum, and, indeed, ior any tcacher who

lvjshes to lay clain to dre tirLe of profcssional educator'
It is lhis loo rhat pronpted thc secrion ar the beginniDg of tliis chrpter vhich

sought to stress the book's conccrn \|itb thc edecatianaL curriculum and thc

delirition of this trr tcrnN of its location in a .lemocralic rnoral and social

context. Ior rhat is the ideology which underpins thc definidon of curriculun

trdoftcd here and whLch wiil detcrmine the vierv adopted end proposed in rela

tion to all of the dimensiorls of curriculum thcory aDd pracrice which l3ter

chapters will explorc.

Htnan hnoulcdge
\0e nust finally notc that r najor issue which lies behind this debate about

models is the vicw takeD of human knorvledge For, anong thc manv insights

which we are clainurg are cuircntly being losr tsom rhe educational deblre arc

those which reLate to questions abotrt the narure oI human knowledge and, in

particular rhe ways in which the distriburion of knowledge can be' and is'

nianipulated in society for politiol ends. What has been called the politics of

knowledge' has cone to be s€en as a naior {ocus of coDsideration bv the

student of curriculum and its cLains to inPortance h:ve been much strength-

ened by official policics and practices in recent years

Thrs becones especially sinister whetr one nores that Dothing brs character

ized intellectual developrnent in the twentieth century nore than a growing

appreciation of rhe problematic latrrre of human knowiedge. That currenr

novenrcDt known as posnnodernrsm, while in itsclf problenatic, has over the

i
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last nvo or rhrcc decades highlighred the dangcrs of dognatism, r.rised impor'

rant issues conccrning the validiry of knowledgc cLaims aDd thus, rbove rll,

drawn our attenlion to thc conccpt of ideology and dre political dangers of ide

ological domiration. Hence, there has ariscn a recenr emphasis on conccpts ol

democracy and thejr nnptcatioos for curriculum planning (lGlly, 1995).
It is with rhis fundamenral debate concemnrg human knowledse drer wc !vi11

begrD our serious explorarions of cLrriculum in Chapter 2.
Firs., howcver, we musr conclude this Dtroductory chapter by asking, given

thc definition of curriculurn which we luvc adoptcd and the consequent arcas

of concern we have identified, what are the key features oI the kind of studl'

we are about to embark upon.

what is involved in dle study of the curriculum?

Ir is importanr tuom the outset to bc clear about the kitd of srudl se ale
involved in vhen we begin to explorc issues related to curriculum planning and
development. Curriculum Studies is an academic and intellectuaL cxploration ol
ali of thc factors se need to take account of in ordet to devise dn educataul
curriculum. In short, it is dle kntd of study wlicli should be Lurdenakco bcn,rc
planning rhe school curriculurn for a democratic sociery and rvhich, as iar :s
England and \rales ffe concened, has been ignored for many ycars. It is en
attempt to analyse every aspect of curriculum, which later chapters ofth$ book
will exarnine, vith a view to assessins how Iar the djfferent viens and
perspectivcs olicred otr them measure lp to the edacatiotlLl principLcs and
criteria we have idenrified as approprirte, indeed essential, to a democratic

There are several particular ieatures of Curriculum Studies which it nay bc
heiptul to identify at this edly stage.

A study i its ouin tigbt

The firsr is that the area of study which has cone to be known as Curriculun
Studies has energed from the attempts, over the last two decades, of
researchers and some of those who have been concerned to teach Education.rl
Studies to develop an appro::ch to the study of education which would not bc
limited by being conducted within the confines ofother disciplires, such as phi
losophy, psychology and sociology. The tradirional approach to the study of
education through rlrese 'contribulory disciplines', as they were once rnd in
sone places still are call€d, has led to serious inadequacies not least b€cruse of
the approach's consequent inability to handle issues in D interdisciplinary way,
in spite of the fact that it would be very difficult to idendfy any single educa
tional issue which does not require a contribution from all these disciplines and
often several others roo.
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Quite scrious and cxtensive prcblems have arien hen rhe solurions to edu

carioDal qucstions havc been soLlght, ard accepted, from psychologists or

philosophers or sociologists, sirce rncvirably such experts have a limited, one-

sided .rnd rhus distoaed vicw of rhe educrtional issues of practjces to which

they arc applyxrs rhc tecliniqL,es and the methodologies ol rheir owu disci-
plines. Thus, for cxanplc, nmjor ptobLems wcrc crcaicd by tlie establishnent
of a rvholc system of secoodary schoohrg on dre basis of the psycholosists'
vLew of nrteliigcrce and inteLligence rcsthg without the conplementsry and
nodirying conrributions of a philosophical analysis of the concept of iDtell;
gence or of a sociological commerr on rhe Nplications ofsuch a sysrem for rhe
mrure .,f sociery. Miny other exenplcs couLil readily be found in the h,srory of
dre dcvclopnent of rhe scbooling systcrn n the Unired Kingdon or, indeed, in

Cu(iculun StLrdies, rhei, has emerged {ron1 an trtlenPr ro study education
and ro explorc cducational problens in their own right rnd not as philosophi-
cal problenN or as psycholosical or sociolosical phenonena. The conccrn has
been to end the practice of viewins |hc srudy oi education as a sub branch of
any or all ol these other disciplines.

Practice as u'ell as theory

Allie.l to this has been a conccrn to study education as a practical activity and nor
mcrely as a body of theory to ger to grips with the realitics of educational prac
ricc and to do so 'from the inside', in r manner that dre philosopher, the psy
chologisr or rhe sociologist can never do. Their studies have essentially and
nrcvitably been conducred fron the outsidet rheir concern has bcen with the
cffects of educational practice rather than with its mture, with thc realities of the
cLassroom. If recently they have begun to mrn their attenrion to these realities,
rhey have in effect been developins as $1b'branches of Curriculum Studies.

We must not of course lose sight of dre value oi such enpirical research to the
curictlurn planner. For the evidence which emerges from such studi€s is of
immense value to the student of curriculurn, and especisliy !o those engaged in
curriculum planning ar whatevet level. V/e need to be mad€ awar€ of the effects
ofour policies and practices in areas such as curriculum plaDnins, apptoaches to
teacbing, the organization of schooling, the rlse of testing and other assessment
tcchniques and so on. Iu particular, we need to be kept apprised of the side-effects
of what we plan and do, sioce these ee the essence of that 'hidden' dinension of
curriculum which we are suggesting should not be permitted to remain hidden
We will also discoveras we explore thesc aspects olcurriculum provision h detail
in later chapters that it is res€arch of tlis kind and the insights it offers which,
alongwnh the conparable insights which heve arisen fromteflection on practice,
have been a major casualty of that centralized control of the curriculun which
has been a f*ture of edustional provision in recenr years.

l8

The Cuniculum dnd the Study of tbe C,tituLum

However, we must note a signjficant limitation on the value of empirical
studi€s of this kind. For such studies mtlst by definition be descriptive rather
than prescriptive. It is not the part of any of those experts to rell us what wc
erigh to be doing in education, any more than it is thc part of the scientist or
the technologist to tell us what we oughr to do with his or her findings or
inventions. Yet educational practice must essentially be coDcerned wilh ques-
tions of what oagbi to be done. Teachers il their practice musr make such deci
sions - by the day and sometimes by ihe minute; they must be prescriptive. lnd
so, ii they, and curriculum planners generally, are to be assisted ifl this quite
crucial aspect of their tasls they need the support of studies which cm and dc,
take full account o{ the value dimension of education.

Not dtt drylied s.ience

In seneral, these difiiculti€s illustrate the problems and the inadequacies of a1l
atrempts to adopt a lcientific' approach to the study or the planning of educa-
tion and/or curriculum. Curdculum Studies caDnot be seen as a science, and
especially not as an applied scienc€. The history of attempts to theorize abour
education;s littered with exanples o{this kind ofscientist approach, and all of
them have been theoretically misleadins and practically harmful. Humao
beings seem to need the security of certainty in a1l areas o{experience, and thus
they are prey to all illusory forms o{ such certaitrty. This tendency is particu-
larly odd, since it is the case that the more specifically human an activity is, the
less susceptible it is to undeEtanding through a searcb for objective 'truths'.
Education is one such human activity, and thus does not lend itself to study of
a narrowly scientific kind. It is what Maurice Holt (1981:80) has described as
'acomplex and ultimately impenetrable process'. And a major reason for this is
that there are many areas, most notably those o{ values - moral and aesthetic
(and thus educational) - in which knowledge with claims to some kind of sci-
entific certainty cannot be aftained. Indeed, when we come to look at the sig-
nificance for the curriculum of that movernent which has come to be called
postmodernism, we will see that there are good grounds {or questioning and
challenging knowledge clairns in all fields.

Unfortunately, attempts to rnake the curriculum th€ objec! of scientific explo-
iation, and, more seriously, the practice of offerins educational prescriptions as
if they are indisputable deductions from, or conclusions of, such scientific
study, continue to be made. Noi ar€ th€se confined to those working in the
'contributory disciplines'. This kind of not-to-b€-questioned ssertioD is all too
prevalent, as we shall see later, in those many pronouncemenls we are now
offered irorn official sources. SJ. Curtis (1948:255) quores a story about
Robert Lowe: 'There is a story that when an HMI went to consult him, Lowe
said, "I know what you've come about, the science ofeducation. There is none.
Good morning"'. Whether or not Lowe himself was fully aware of the sisDifi-
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cancc oftha! assertion- or, indeed, meaDt it ln the sense u which wc are taking

,r  h€re |  , .  a D tv 'hrr  rhe 'ard HMI drd nor pa* r l r i '  pe'r l  of  * i 'dom dour

ro hr oe^endrnr. .  l . r  re rre v i l  l 'e"  r  bv govcrnmerr uf f ic i ' l ' .  qtrh hnle or

no unclerstanding of thc realitics of rcachhg, pressing on us rk notion of

teaching as an apllied science and seekhg to rubbish dre'qu:int oidjashioned

ar,a 
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irighty aanasins Brilish view that teachnlg is an arC (Revnolds'
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wnrch could unly be maJF by ! ,meorrP Inrel lecrur l l l  rncap'ble or '  more l i le lv '

uDlvilling, to recognize the inportant conccptual distinction between education

and teaching.
ll howevir. therc is no sciencc of education (as opposed to reachins), and

thus no scientific and indisputable base for educatioral prescriptions, 1r must

follow that ail such prescriptions will reflect nothing rnore solid than rbc pret-

erences, the values, ;he ideology of those rvho are offering rhem' And so, there

is an obligation on such persons, first' Dot to behave as though this were not

the case oi as though rheLr prescriPtions enioved some kjnd of scieltific obiec

r ivnr rhar r l ,o.e 
" f . ,n. ' '  

i .  nor.  . rnd.,econd hrtrnts recosniTed lhrr '  ro \ec

"hoih" 
ne." r tv of 

"rr"rrng.onre 
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views without justification is to risk being totallv ignoredi to use a position ot

power to impose them without iustification is to stand convicted of indoctri-

natioD 3nd th€ abuse of aurhority.
Aeain we see, therefore, lhat the coDcept of ideologv is an important one in

Curiiculun Studies. as is the concept of ideologies competing for dominance

and of the curricuLum as a battle grould {or these competing ideologies A

study of curriculum, while not offering us spurious answers to questions of

values, will, like Socrates of old, draw our attention to important questions

which need to be asked about policies and practices and help us to achieve the

krDd of clarity which will enable us to see their utrderlvins ideolosies llore

Beyontl metbodolog

Curriculun Studies as it is beins defhed her€, th€n, soes far bevond what.is

now often called by that name in manv cours€s oI teach€r education For the

term is often now used to denote those courses which once were known as

pro{essional studies The added ingredient of Curriculum Studies is the

L,ron.-*r it places on the srud;nt of curriculun to be critical and

questioning in his or he. approach, to face the value issues central to such

siudies and, in shon, to recognize that the concern is not with mere

methodology, with the bor of educational practice, but much more with

ouestioDs oithe iustification of such pr:ctice, with the t"} as well as the how'

Ii is this critical dimension lhat is crucial to Curriculum Studies, at least a5 it

is conceived throughout this book. Curriculun Studies must be seen as a form
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of professional studies which takes full account of rhe need for teachers to
adopt what has been cailed an 'extended' professionalism, that attitude to
their work which nakes them professionats in the full sense rather than merely

We can takc this turther. At one level, Curriculum Studies can be seen, and
is seen by nunr as concerned largely wirh the mechanics of curriculum plan'
ning, development and innovation. There is no doubt that this is an impottant
area of study and that there are rnany curricula which could profit enormously
from the application olthe understanding ofthe mechanics ofcurriculum plan
ning which has been acquired through recent studies. There is much more to
Curriculum Studies than this, however, and this tufther, and crucial, dimension
is lost when we settle, or allow ourselves to be forced into settling, for a purely
rechnici . r  rpprodch. we ha\e already seen that.  i f  i t  i '  ro help,edche,.  and
other curriculrm planners with th€ most difficult theoretical rask they {ace -
rhat of justifyins tbeir curricular practices or proposals - it must go far beyond
rhis rather limited scientific and technological lev€I. tu Bill Reid (1978:29) has
suggested, curriculurn problems 'are practical problems which are moral rather
than technical in nature'. To deal with such problems, Curriculum Studies nust
embrace and tackle quesrions of what education is, or a! least of what differ€nt
approaches to schooling one might adopt. h must recognize that for some
people the term 'education' means little more than insffuction or the tlansmis-
sion of certain a$eed bodies of knowledge; for others it carries connotations
of the value of vshat is being transmiredi and yet again fot some its central
concern is the impact it makes, or is intended to make, on the development of
the individual educan& who are to be e)|posed to it.

To evaluate any curiculum plan or practice credrbly, thetefore, we need not
only m understrnding of the technicalities of curriculum plmniDg and innova-
tion but also th€ ability to discern the urderlying values ud asumptions of the
cuuiculum specification. Indeed, it would not be difficult to argae that the
latter may be far more important than the former. For to be subjected to some
form of iDdoctrinatory process through lack of the ability to analyse critically
and identify the value positions inplicit in the forms of curriculum we are
oflered or exposed to is, in the long term, inimical to educational development
in a way that sorne lack of understanding of the technicalities o{ curiculum
innovation or planning or dissemination can never be. For, while the latter may
diminish the quality o{ the educational experiences offere4 the Iormer must
have the eflect o{ rendering thos€ experiences positively antieducational.

The view of Curriculum Studias which underpins all that follows in this book
will include, indeed emphasize, corsiderations of this deepet kird. For it is a
maior assutrrption that th€ narrower, mechadical, technicist version of
CuFiculum Studies, while irnponant, does not in itself warrant a book of this
scope or kind. In particular, it does not wanant a book whose prime concern
is with the need for a critical approach to the study of the curriculum, sirce the
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nechanical view is by defnition non critical, valuereutral ald raiscs no ques-

rions of rvhether the parricular curricuLum we night be pla|ning is of educa-

tionel valuc or not; its concern is rnerclr with the mechanics of planning and

Too much ofrvhar Ls called 'Curricuhm Studies'these days is concerned with
nothing nore signilicanr or more intellectually denand;ng than issucs o{

methodology, unally within pllft'ctrlar subject areas. \qhatever one calls it,

ther€ is a need for a study of curLicular theories and practices which gocs far

beyond this; and it is with thrt kind of study that we shall be concerned herc.
Perhaps wc should call it'pedagogialogy', or some such, a term which niight
have the adva.tage C.S. Peirce once clained for onc of his iinguistic creltions,
namely o{ being'ugly enough to be safe irom kidnappers'.

Curriculum Studies, then, is scen throughout this book as a critical, analyti'
cal expLoration of the curriculuni as a totality! a theoreticavconceptual and
practical/empirical exarninarion of all the many dimeDsio$ of the curriculum
debale and of curiculun planning, a critical evaluatior of curriculum theories
and practices, and a forln of inquiry which goes far bcyond coosiderations of
merc methodology rnd rranscends both particular subject specialisms and par'

Conce|tudl dflallsis

It foUows, thercfore, and rhis musr bc stressed, that a major concern is cotrcep-
tual analysis, since its prime purpose must be ro achieve conceptual clarity in
thiDling about the curriculun as a b:sis for ensuriDg practical coherence in the
inplementation of that thinking - again a proper natching oftheory and prac
tice. hs cotrcern is to coDceptualize the practice of education - at bo$ the
gcDeral and the particular levels. It lequires, therefore, as was strggested earliet
the development of an understanding of a wide range of theories, views and
enpirical insiShrs of the kind generated by the work of psychologists, sodoLo-
gisrs and many others but, nore than this, it demands the ability to sort through
these ideas, theories and insights to identify and, ifpossible, resolve logical and
conceptual mismatch and its resultaDt practical incoherence and confusion.

Many, perhaps nost, oi the conceprs esseDtial ro any properly rigorous dis-
cr-rssion of the curriculum or any attempt to implemeni curriculrm proposals

are highly problematic in nature, are complex in meaning and cannot, without
derriment to the quality of both that discussion and its implementation, be
treated as though they were snnple, self'evident and non-controversial. This is
another aspect of that attempt, which we connnented on earlier, to tl€at edu-
cational plannins and policy-nakins as forms ofapplied scierce. ConcePts such
as 'aimt, 'objectives', 'processes', 'approached, ltandards', 'ability', 'progres'
s ion' , 'coDt inui ty ' , 'coherence' , 'evaluat ion' , 'apptaisal ' , 'accountabi l i ty 'and
even tubjects' or nrdividually named subjects arc fai fron being non-problem-
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atic in their meanings, just as they are equally faJ, as we saw above, fron being
value-free. Nor are they matters of ernpiricai 'fact' or scientific .truth' One

does not, or ar least one should not, go out to 'discover' by empirical experi-
nenr aims, objectives, studards or any other of those things. Tliis is aoother
najor intellectual flaw iE many crrreft policies and practices

Further, th€ kind of deliberate obfuscatiotr of these central educational con-
ceDls which characterizes rec€nt official pronouncemeuts on education and
cuiriculum, such as that confusion of the concepts of education and teachnrg
which we noted earlier is intellectually dishonest as well as politically sinister'
For one of its e{fects, and indeed intentions, is to sabotage and stifle the kind
of open debate about the school curriculum which is essential ro any genuinel)
dernocratic sociai context.

In any curriculum debate, rherefore, a maior concern nust be with an araly-
sis of what these conceprs n1ay mean, what, in the tontext of any parricular
debate or policy pronouncement, they are inrended to mean, and, crucially,
what, in that part;cular context, they aclually do meu. In any curriculun PlaD-
ning conceptual clarity is a sine qua non of effectiae pracdce. In particular ir is
cruciaL that the rnany concepts used in any statemenr of policy or practice be
conpatible with each other, and a major purpose ir subjecting the,n to such
conceptual analysis is to ensure that they are. A good exanple oi this, and one
lve will find ourselves returningto constandy throughour rhis book, is the ques
don of rhe compatibility of many of the concepts which are central to current
policies with the notion of democracy.

Vorthwhile and productive r€sear€h into curricular mafters, then! must
embrace conceptual as well as, indeed perhaps moreso than, empirical inquiry.

Engagement in Curnculum Studies of this kind, th€refore, involves che devel-
opnent of skills with which to make this kind of challengiog ctitical amlysis and
evaluation oI curricular schenes, ptoposals and theories - whether these are
one's or*n or are offered by others - to explore rigorously their underlying coD-
c€ptual suuctues and to rnake sinilarly critica.l evaluatiorls of educational prac-
tices - again both one's own and those of others - in terms not only of their
effectiveness but aiso of their educational worth and their conceptual coherence.
In short, it necessiates a raising of levels oI perception and awareness in relation
to all aspects of curricular theory and practice.

Finalty, w€ nrrst again nore rhat many of the insights which had begun to
emerge from this tind of criticai questioning of the school curriculun have
been lost as that questioning has been largely pre-empted at the practical levcl
by the imposition of centralized political conaol, such as that which has char-
acterized schooting in England and \0ales since the 1988 Education Act
Teachers have now been told what they are ro kachJ and their rrainers are
required to train them to 'deliver' the stipulated curriculum rather than to
reflect on its major {eatures, so that questions o{ the purpose or justification of
this curriculum, or even ofits logical or intell€ctual coherence, have effectiv€ly



The Crlt.rlLht

bcco rcmovccl {rom thctr sphere oi inflLrence. Il howe'er, as a rcsult of this,

teachers and educationists generall-v ce.rse ro face drese qirestionsj even if a!
pr.senr the,v can approach then onl,v in a largely theoretical rvay, then those
quesrrons !'ill be faced by no one, and rhere are issues encapsulated in rhose
questions which many would sec es vitaL not only ro the futurc ofeducation but
to rhe quality of the society in which fLuure gererations rlill Live. The debate
dmst go on, .cnrralizcd control or not, and it must be conducted ar a properly
risorous aDd critical level- It is tlnr knd of debatc Curriculum Studics eDdcav
ours to fuc1. Ard rr is that kind of debate whose inportance this book is seeking
to reaffirm and ro rvhich it is artcmpting to contrjbute.

All drat follows, drerefore, should bc seen by rhe reader as aD atenpt to
providc hnn or her with tlie undcrstanding 3nd, particularly, the crirical appn
rarus needed to eogage in rhis kind oi rigorrus study of curricutar practices,
both as a sound underpinning for hLs or her owl practice and as a firrn basis
lor evaluar;ng official policy, especially when this is being imposed by force of
law, .rnd making appropriaicly professional contributions to what must be a
continuing professional debate.

I! is in this sense ratbe. rhao in that of rhe purely mechanistic or lechnicist
rhat rhe book seeks to improve drc qnalit) oieducational provision ar all levels.

Key issues raised by this chapter
1 what {orn of school curriculum is nost conpatible with education in and

tor a dcmocratic societyl
2 what is thc nosr appropriate form of intellectual study of education and tire

school curriculum:
3 Why is this kind ofsrudy irnponant for teachers?

for sociery at large?
.1 How prevalerr is rhis kind of study at the presenr tine?

Suggested further reading
Caft, V. (r99 S) Fot E la.atian: TaodiJs C/iti.dl Educatio@l Enq,iry, Btcki.\sham ald

Philddelphia: Open Universiry }ress.
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Knowledge and the Curriculum

Our exploration of the issues which are key to curriculum plaDning must besin

from an anatysis of the status of human knowledge {or several reasons Firsr, it

will be obvious tha!, however we conceive of education and curriculum, Iearn-

nrg o{ some kind is central to it, so that what is to be learned must bc a najor
plannins consideratioD

Second, itwillbecome plainthat what is crucial ro curriculum Planning is not

rnerely what knowledge our curriculun should be concerned to transmiq but
how rhat knowledge r€lates ro other aspects o{ cruriculum planning. wc saw in

Chapter 1 thar there is a strong cme for claiming that in curriculum plaNing

and, indeed, in any debate about the curriculum, we must look bevord consid-
erations of content alon€ and recognize that questions of the purposes or
reasons for our decisions are logically prior to those about their substance ll
we accept that curriculun planning nust begin wilh stat€ments about rhe pur-
poses we hope to attain or the principl€s uPon which our pmctic€ is to be
based, all decisions about th€ €ontent of our curriculum must be subsidiarv to
rhose prior choi€€s. For, as Ralph Tyler said (1949:1), sucir decisioos will be
answers io the question, 'What educational €xperiences can be provided drat
are likely to attain these purPoses?'

A third reason for starting with a discussion oI knowledge arises from this.
For n wil already be apparent that there are diffei€nt ways of conc€Ptualizitrg
the curriculunr, and how we conceptualize it will depend on how we conceive
hurnan knowledge. One of the most sisni{icant, and also one of the most dan'

serous, fallacies with which the curriculum debate has been, and continues to
be, beset, is the failure to recognize the problematic nature of human knowf
edge and the consequent assumption that it is Possible to identifv ron-prob-
lematic elements which must form th€ core o{ the curriculum without turther
debate. Thus, decisions concerning the krowledge-content of the curriculum
become the first, indeed the only, srage in cutriculum planning And thc cur-
riculurn debate proceeds at the superficial level of shared assumptions about
hunan knowledge - uncritical assumptions which do not acknowl€dge its prob-
lematic nature, wh3t l0ittg€nstein (1980) called question marks which do not
go deep enough - rather than at the deeper level where these assumptions
thenselves are recognized as a signific.ant part of the debat€

Finally, this in rn draws our attefltion to a major consequencc of recogniz-


