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Cl'lapter 15

Understancling Curriculum:
A Postscript for the Next Generation

The field is no longer moribund; the field is no longer arrested. There is turbu-
lence now.

(William F. Pinar & Janet L. Miller, 1982, p. 222)

The mood is invitation, and humbleness, and deep search, first, for the germ of
life in oneself and, then, in [humankind].
(Ross L. Mooney, 1967b, p. 211)

An awareness of and sensitivity toward many environments—physical, psycho-
logical, social, and spiritual—are integral parts of postmodern proposals which
inform . . . curriculum.

(Patrick Slattery, 1989, p. 156)

The time is certainly right for curriculum change. So in an era of crisis and
complaint, we are cautiously optimistic and hopeful.
(William E. Doll, Jr., 1983c, p. 109)

The next century is ours.
(Jacques Daignault, 1992a, p.196)

I

Introduction

You’re back. It has been a long journey, we realize, these past fourteen chap-
ters. You were introduced to many, and sometimes complex, ideas. You
heard a very large number of individuals speaking in their own voices. These
ideas and voices required you to shift your ground many, many times, so that
you could appreciate what these ideas were about, what these voices were
saying, and why. And you thought curriculum was what the district office
required you to teach, or what the state education department published in
scope and sequence guides, or, if you are yet to teach, a list of books you
were to read. As you know now, curriculum incorporates those literal and
institutional meanings, but it is by no means limited to them. What you know
now is that curriculum is a highly symbolic concept. It is what the older
generation chooses to tell the younger generation. So understood, curricu-
lum is intensely historical, political, racial, gendered, phenomenological,
autobiographical, aesthetic, theological, and international. Curriculum
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848 Understanding Curriculum

becomes the site on which the generations struggle to define themselves and
the world.

Curriculum is an extraordinarily complicated conversation. Curriculum as
institutional text is a formalized and abstract version of conversation, a term
we usually use to refer to those open-ended, highly personal, and interest-
driven events in which persons encounter each other. That curriculum has
become so formalized and distant from the everyday sense of conversation is
a profound indication of its institutionalization and its bureaucratization.
Instead of employing others’ conversations to enrich our own, we “instruct”
students to participate in others’—i.e. textbook authors’—conversations,
employing others’ terms to others’ ends. Such social alienation is an
inevitable consequence of curriculum identified with the academic
disciplines as they themselves have been institutionalized and bureaucratized
over the past one hundred years. Over the past twenty years the American
curriculum field has attempted to “take back” curriculum from the
bureaucrats, to make the curriculum field itself a conversation, and in so
doing, work to understand curriculum. We invite you to participate in that
conversation.

Without wishing to preempt the aims of your instructor who may have
assigned this textbook, we appealed to you directly in chapter one not to
regard this textbook as a catechism to be memorized and recited. We
appealed to you to regard this textbook as the field appears to be suggesting
that we—teachers and students—regard the school curriculum: as a provoca-
tion to reflect on and to think critically about ourselves, our families, our
society. The point of the school curriculum is not to succeed in making us
specialists in the academic disciplines. The point of school curriculum is not
to produce accomplished testtakers, so that American scores on
standardized tests compare favorably to Japanese or German scores. The
point of the school curriculum is not to produce efficient and docile
employees for business. The point of the school curriculum is to goad us into
caring for ourselves and our fellow human beings, to help us think and act
with intelligence, sensitivity, and courage in both the public sphere—as
citizens aspiring to establish a democratic society—and in the private sphere,
as individuals committed to other individuals. As feminist theory has shown,
the two spheres are distinguishable in concept only. Once we shift the point
of the curriculum away from the institutional, economic, and political goals
of others, once we “take it back” for ourselves, we realize we must explore
curriculum as a historical event itself. That is, as soon as we take hold of the
curriculum as an opportunity for ourselves, as citizens, as persons, we realize
that curriculum changes as we reflect on it, engage in its study, and act in
response to it, toward the realization of our ideals and dreams. Curriculum
ceases to be a thing, and it is more than a process. It becomes a verb, an
action, a social practice, a private meaning, and a public hope. Curriculum is
not just the site of our labor, it becomes the product of our labor, changing
as we are changed by it.
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This has been a backward-looking book in one sense. We wanted that. We
wanted to link the field that exists now with the field that existed then. The
curriculum field has been suffering a kind of identity crisis, and we wanted to
help resolve that, by pointing to the continuities, as well as discontinuities,
between the traditional and reconceptualized field. We hope we have,
however modestly, succeeded. We hope that you, the student, can see how
the complex, sometimes highly theoretical field that exists now, evolved out
of a more “practical” and bureaucratic field that existed until just twenty
years ago. We also hope that by emphasizing the history of the field, and the
history of the contemporary discourses, that you have come to appreciate
that all fields of study have histories, all evolve, all suffer “paradigm” breaks,
and all proceed in directions they might not have, had those who devoted
their careers to these fields not existed. We hope you realize, then, that the
American curriculum field is not a thing; it is not finished. Rather, the
curriculum field, like other academic disciplines, is a conversation. And we
hope you will consider joining it. In summary terms, what can we say about
that conversation today?

I
The Curriculum Field Today:
Problems and Possibilities

Few of us have the courage to follow our thoughts wherever they might lead.
We all fear the dark at some level of our being.
(Philip W. Jackson, 1994, p. 24)

Eurocentric analysis is viewed as linear. Rooted in empiricism, rationalism,
scientific method and positivism, its aim is prediction and control. . . . African
epistemology, on the other hand, is circular ... and seeks interpretation,
expression, and understanding without preoccupation with verification.
(William H. Watkins, 1993, p. 331)

Such a language would be . . . one that grows in the middle.
(Ted Aoki, 1993, p. 99)

From paradigmatic unity to particularism. We have seen how the field has
moved from a paradigmatic unity—the Tylerian Rationale—to particular-
ism—the various contemporary discourses. The situation today is particularis-
tic and even balkanized, but not the bland eclecticism that emerged after the
struggle between social efficiency and progressivism in the second and third
decades of the twentieth century. This proliferation of discourses can be
traced to the vacuum created by the collapse of the Tyler Rationale. In this
vacuum scholars went to other fields as sources of new theory. This move
away from curriculum as institutional text must be termed an astonishing
success. The dying patient on which Schwab, Huebner, and Pinar
commented from 1969 to 1978 has been profoundly revived due to the trans-
fusions of important ideas from other fields. Yet, now that the patient is
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revived, there is another problem. How can we take the patient off the IV?
That is, how do we encourage autonomy and self-sufficiency, which is not to
say a new isolationism or selfimportance. To change images, like a strong
economy, the field must import—as well as export—important ideas to main-
tain dynamism. In the 1970s, in order to “jump-start” the economy of curricu-
lum studies, ideas were imported from European fields. Now that the econ-
omy is thriving, it is time to begin to generate domestic ideas, without
becoming protectionist. Indeed, it is clear that ideas from curriculum are
being exported to other fields, including (and the following list is suggestive
not comprehensive) early childhood education (Jardine, 1988a; Swadener &
Kessler, 1991; Kessler, 1991; Charlesworth, et al, in press), educational
administration (Giroux, 1992b; Maxcy, 1991), science education (Jacknicke &
Rowell, 1984; Good, 1992; Roscoe & Jacknicke, 1993), mathematics educa-
tion (Frankenstein, 1983; Gordon, 1983), at-risk students (Donmoyer & Kos,
1993), special education (Warner, 1991, 1992; Szepkouski, 1993), teacher
education (Giroux & McLaren, 1986; Gordon, 1986; Beyer, 1989, Grumet,
1989b; Pinar, 1989; Shaker & Kridel, 1989; Schubert, 1989b; Beyer, Feinberg,
Pagano, & Whitson, 1989; Block, 1993), curriculum evaluation (Eisner,
1985a, 1985b, 1991a), English education (Giroux, 1992c; Hurlbert & Totten,
1992), social studies education (Stanley, 1992b), language education (Edelsky,
1991; Walsh, 1991), reading (Block, forthcoming; Grumet, 1988a, 1988b;
Hunsberger, 1988, 1992), higher education (Tierney, 1993a), and teacher
development (Hargreaves & Fullan, 1992), as well as to humanities disciplines
such as cultural studies (Grossberg, 1993; Edgerton, 1992; Giroux &
McLaren, 1993) and literary theory (Leitch, 1992; see especially chapter 8
which reviews the history of the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies at
the University of Birmingham).

Distance from the school. The current interest in becoming closer to practi-
tioners may be an indication just how far apart from practice (i.e. the proce-
dural) we have moved. Indeed, in the 1970s, when Pinar first called for the
field to distance itself from the school and from teachers, he was in one
sense merely acknowledging what he observed to be the case—that education
professors were distant from teachers. In general, it was clear in the 1970s
that teachers were skeptical of education professors. The expert-client rela-
tionship characteristic of the traditional field had failed. For many, under-
graduate preservice teacher courses seemed intellectually lightweight at
best—silly and arrogant at worst. True, Pinar observed that a minority of
graduate courses were tolerable to students, and a fewer number still were
considered exciting. But what was clear, even in the 1970s, was that most
teachers did not regard us as friends, and certainly not as experts. Suggesting
that the field move away from the school as the institution was merely
acknowledging what was the case.

If there was ever a “paradise lost” of teacher-professor relations (during
the first decades of this century?), no doubt it expressed a client-expert rela-
tionship. Not until we reconceive our role as strictly consultants and collabo-
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rators, as many working in the area of teacher development today are labor-
ing to do, can this inequality and concomitant alienating consequences of
distrust and misunderstanding be lessened. John Dewey wanted “experts”
consigned to an “advisory role,” as democratic education would require.
Further, Dewey insisted that expertise must be subordinated to “fully partici-
patory, deliberative, democratic politics” (Westbrook, 1991, p. 188), recalling
the emphasis upon “deliberation” the Schwabian wing of the contemporary
field has emphasized.

If teachers have been skeptical of the contributions education professors
might make to school improvement, colleagues in arts and sciences, many
politicians, and even the general public have been, at times, downright
contemptuous. No matter that we education professors were even less
responsible for the crisis in the schools than teachers themselves. Just as the
students’ achievement (or lack thereof) cannot be completely attributable to
public schoolteachers, the failure of teachers cannot be laid entirely at the
feet of university and college teacher educators. None of us teachers—at any
level—is primarily responsible for how our students turn out; the process of
education, interwoven as it is with family, history, and culture, is much too
complicated to follow in a linear-causal fashion from the efforts of any one
group. Furthermore, as Philip Wexler has suggested, identity formation in a
“semiotic society” may occur largely outside school where the popular culture
is imagistic, not print-based, as in schools. If Wexler is right, and education
in an authentic sense now occurs outside school, and only incidentally inside,
then the responsibility of educators is commensurately reduced further.

In the university. Where does this leave curriculum theorists? We are left in
the university, a place of scholarship and teaching, where, instead of wring-
ing our hands over lost influence in the schools and rejection by teachers
and policymakers, we might commit ourselves to understanding what
curriculum is, has been, and might be. It bears repeating that this does not
mean fleeing from “practice,” turning our backs on teachers, pretending to
be like arts and sciences professors, as many educational foundation
professors have pretended in the past. We curriculum theorists must still
offer friendship and colleagueship to teachers; we must offer teachers our
expertise as they request (and as circumstances permit it to be offered and to
be accepted). We can offer politicians and policymakers that expertise but we
ought not be surprised and certainly not deflated when they decline to
employ it. After all, their interests in the schools are not necessarily
educational, rather political and economic. We curriculum theorists must be
firm that we are not responsible for the ills of public schools, especially given
that our advice regarding how they can be improved, indeed transformed,
has been and is so consistently ignored. Just as the field of economics is not
to blame for the ills of the American economic system, or just as the field of
political science is not responsible for the sorry state of the American
political system, the field of curriculum is not primarily responsible for the
condition of the schools. Or, as Bruce Kimball (1986), asks in regard to the
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liability of teacher-education programs: “[what if] departments of art or
music . .. were held responsible for the aesthetic sensibilities of American
popular culture?” (p. 21). That is not to say we university teachers have not
had a hand in the present dilemma, via teacher education (both pre- and in-
service), but hardly our whole bodies.

In order to advance. Further, in our insistence that we must fix the schools
(which cannot be fixed in any case, given present political and economic
conditions and given that politicians will not let us try), an insistence that will
only function to devalue our stock further, we undermine the only way we
might develop the sophisticated understanding which—should the school
establishment and politicians ever attend to our advice—might indeed help in
significant ways. Such understanding must be grounded in educational expe-
rience (not necessarily schooling), but it must not remain there. Like physics
or art, curriculum as a field cannot progress unless some segment of the field
explores phenomena and ideas that perhaps few will comprehend and appre-
ciate, certainly not at first and perhaps never. Our field will not progress
beyond a certain primitive point unless we support a sector of theory—such
as the work of Jacques Daignault—that perhaps most in the field cannot
understand initially. Imagine physics progressing if scholars in that discipline
were limited to work which beginning students readily understood. Imagine
art progressing unless forms of painting and dance were supported which,
initially, very few could appreciate. In any field there must be a sector of
advanced work; otherwise, a field cannot advance.

Of course, the theoretical wing of a field must not pretend that its work is
inherently superior to that which is institutional (or “applied,” if we take the
theory-practice relationship on a conventional continuum), but neither
should the theory wing of a field be subjected to anti-intellectual tirades
about “making a difference” in the schools or “improving practice” [see, for
instance, Sears, 1992b]. The theoretical wing of the field must not be
ignored, as several synoptic textbooks continue to do. For books claiming to
be surveys of the field to ignore the theory wing—or significant segments of
it—is simple irresponsibility. If there were a professional society of
curricularists, authors of such books would be expelled. Obviously, this is not
to say books must not be written which reject particular theoretical positions,
only those which ignore them.

The near-term future. How should the field progress in the near term? We
would answer, “pretty much as it is.” That faction of the field dealing with
curriculum as institutional text is probably still too large, but conditions will
continue which will reduce its size. One hopes it may never disappear alto-
gether. Curriculum theory must not be collapsed into discourse. To under-
stand educational experience requires being in the political, racial, aesthetic,
spiritual, gendered, global, and phenomenological world. There must
continue some extension toward schools as institutions as they are, as thank-
less and Sisyphus-like this work often seems. However, the next generation of
curriculum scholarship might move away from its sources in “parent” disci-
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plines, such as phenomenology and poststructuralism, and away from the
school, toward exploration of concepts indigenous to curriculum, indepen-
dent of institutional agendas.

Toward autonomy. However, the next generation’s movement away from
present sources to develop conceptual and methodological autonomy must
not be in order to mimic the other disciplines, which, after all, regularly
borrow from each other. Nor must a move toward autonomy be made simply
in order to be considered a “mature” discipline, as such a title would be
merely honorific. Rather, the field will move toward conceptual and method-
ological autonomy because staying near our sources pulls us toward a posture
of “application” or “implications for curriculum.” To understand curriculum
further we must capture its internal dynamics and moments, i.e. its move-
ments (flashes, raptures, intensities) of educational experience, so that
curriculum does not appear to reside apart from the ideas which elucidate it.
Such work does not imply a rejection of ideas conceived in other disciplines;
it means that such work will not proceed in a linear causal manner from
source to application. Rather, our work with sources will mirror the media-
tions and transformations that characterize educational experience.

Contemporary discourses transitional. Much of the work reported in this
textbook, we can say, exhibits, in the context of this discussion of the field’s
next step, a transitional character. Having rejected the narrow instrumental-
ism of the Tyler period, the field has moved toward theory, and intelligently
enough, employed some of the most current and sophisticated theory avail-
able at the time, ideas from social theory, phenomenology, feminist theory,
and so on. This phase is not played out yet, but perhaps nearly so, as we see a
proliferation of studies that are in their conceptual structure, similar, and
close to their sources, like pressure building on a fault line. A “leap” or shift
in conceptual “plates” may be forthcoming, when not only themes but
conceptual structures will change, and we think it is possible that this
“hybrid” theory will come, to change images, through cross-fertilization.

Several sectors of curriculum scholarship reported here exhibit porous
borders already. For instance, feminist theorists would insist their work is
profoundly political, and prominent political scholars have been moving
rapidly away from class into race and gender. Their current boundaries result
from being close to the parent disciplines which themselves are boundaried.
As well, a certain loyalty to the parent discipline is a likely concomitant to
immature appropriations of them. The transitional character of these sectors
as well as the coming hybridization is implied by the current breakdown of
borders associated with the sectors we have reported here, although this is
still generally in an early stage. For instance, Giroux’s notion of bordercross-
ings (1992a) might apply here, in one sense, that is, of moving easily across
borders that before seemed to employ customs agents. For true hybridization
to occur, however, the identity of the traveler must fuse with those with
whom he or she travels and visits.
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Giroux’s work may further illustrate this point. He can be said to have
moved from a nearly exclusive political emphasis to concerns for curriculum
as racial and gendered text, but these later aspects seem to be, in the context
of his opus, “add-ons.” That is, the basic theses do not seem to have changed
much from the “language of possibility,” struggling for a more democratic
public sphere, resistance to the status quo, and so on. Giroux seems to have
“added on” concerns for race, gender, and postmodernism in his most
recent writing, leaving intact his core theme of “critical pedagogy.” We make
this observation not as a criticism of Giroux—both his importance to the field
and his achievement are indisputable—but to offer a specific example of how
the work of Giroux’s generation, which is to say, the work which functioned
to reconceptualize the field in the 1970s, may not take us to the next
generation of scholarship. While Giroux’s generation may have taken the
field through the violence of a paradigm shift, a contribution of which those
of us in that generation might feel justifiably proud, we will not, most likely,
be the ones to take the field to the next step. That next step probably will not
constitute another paradigm shift, but a maturing conceptually and
methodologically toward independence and autonomy, and away from the
parent disciplines.

One example of this next stage might be hinted at by thinking about
theory and ethnography. For many mainstream scholars theory now seems to
some to be separated from schools. Ethnography, fashionable even among
mainstream scholars in the early 1990s, claims to describe what occurs in
schools. For these mainstream scholars, then, theory is considered to be
stripped of practice, but ethnography seems stripped of theory. Many of us
realize that this is not true, but there is on the surface a commonsense appeal
to this binary distinction. Our point here is that in the next stage of the
field’s development we might see theory which is very much explicit in depic-
tions of school life, and we might see explicit depictions of school life in
theory. Wexler’s (1992) Becoming Somebody [see chapter 13] and the work of
Margo Figgins [see chapter 11; also Ebeling, 1992] are current examples of
possible moves in this direction.

Philip Jackson, as we saw in chapter 1, presents the field as currently
moving in two directions, one pointing toward practitioners and the other
pointing away. It is not an either/or choice, of course. The fact is that the
contemporary field is moving in both directions simultaneously, as this text-
book makes clear. As we suggested earlier, the move closer to practitioners
may be compensatory, but it is important and it is to be supported. In the
next generation of work it may be merged with some strands of work in the
theory wing. In a certain sense, this movement within the contemporary field
represents a “second wave” (Pinar, 1988f, p. 13) of Reconceptualization,
however modest its program of action and intervention.

History important. The current and growing emphasis upon the history of
the field is important; we hope it will continue and intensify. Recent publica-
tions by curriculum historians such as Craig Kridel (1989), Herbert Kliebard
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(1986, 1992a), Larry Cuban (1984/1993), Daniel and Laurel Tanner (1990),
Daniel Tanner (1991), Ivor Goodson (1983), and O. L. Davis (1976, 1986)
highlight this important emphasis in the contemporary field. Organizations
such as the Society for the Study of Curriculum History (Kridel & Tanner,
1987) perform a significant service in institutionalizing this interest. Depart-
ments of Curriculum and Instruction ought to hire at least one historian, in
addition to several theoreticians, to join with those whose work is close to
schools. An American Curriculum Studies Association might be formed to
monitor the professional interests of the field so that the field receives
appropriate institutional support for curriculum history and theory.

The institutional sector recedes. To understand curriculum comprehensively
requires understanding curriculum as institutional text. Because the topics
and functions of this sector of the field tended to be opponents in the 1970’s
decade of struggle for Reconceptualization, it has been somewhat difficult to
write completely impartially about these areas. It is quite important here to
distinguish between our own research programs and theoretical commit-
ments, and what the field is saying, and where we think the field ought to
move. First, we suspect there will always be an institutional sector of the field,
partly, as Goodlad and Su (1992) suggest, because the categories of curricu-
lum development, design, and evaluation are time-honored. Unlike Goodlad
and Su, however, clearly we do not see a simple reassertion of the traditional
wing in the aftermath of the Reconceptualization. Curriculum as institutional
text is a smaller “nation” than before; it has ceded considerable territory to
the contemporary discourses, as the simple distribution of pages in this text-
book makes clear.

There has been a second change as well in the effort to understand
curriculum institutionally. To a striking extent, the very nature of this sector
has changed, and changed in ways sometimes closely consonant and some-
times identical with the themes and programs of the reconceptualized field.
For instance, Elliot Eisner has advanced a rationale for curriculum evaluation
remarkably free of previous schemes’ bureaucratic and pseudoscientific
elements. The notions of “educational criticism” and “connoisseurship,” as
he himself acknowledges, rest comfortably in the Deweyan and Schwabian
traditions, intersecting but diverging discourses. Also indicative of this
change is the groundbreaking work of Lee Shulman, as well as the work of F.
Michael Connelly and D. Jean Clandinin, which takes seriously the complex
uses of knowledge by both teachers and students, and suggests strategies for

acknowledging and supporting these in curricular and school practice gener-
ally.

Overlapping efforts. The next stage of the field, as we have suggested, will
require that scholars not only read their own discourses, including new
source material for that discourse, but material outside their sector as well.
The careful reader of this textbook will have noticed overlapping ideas in
several discourses. For instance, within the autobiographical/biographical
sector, efforts to develop “personal practical knowledge,” “teacher lore,” and
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“collaborative autobiography” overlap. Hermeneutics is significant to several
sectors of curriculum research, especially the phenomenological and theolog-
ical (Pinar & McKnight, in press). Illustrative of overlapping across discourses
might be Shulman’s notion of “pedagogical content knowledge,” Daignault’s
“passage,” and Grumet’s “middle way.” Poststructuralism may function like a
virus for political scholarship, undermining its present structure and func-
tion. Racial scholarship may well become an integrative sector in which polit-
ical, feminist, phenomenological, poststructuralist, aesthetic, theological, and
international elements are recombined and synthesized into a sophisticated,
autonomous theory of curriculum. The point here is to build on what has
been done already. At this point in the field’s development we risk balkaniza-
tion, building nearly identical fiefdoms which do not contribute to a
“common faith” or to movement in the field as a whole. Perhaps we need a
“United Nations” of scholarship sectors to formalize dialogue across
discourse borders.

I
What Is the Field Saying?

The outbreak of crime and violence is a symptom of lives not lived deeply
enough. . .. At the end of the twentieth century we are in a boundary situa-
tion. We can transform ourselves, or not.

(Mary Aswell Doll, 1994, p. 15)

Emancipatory pedagogy is the freeing of one’s mind to explore the essence and
influence of the African-American race through the world, and the ability to
pass on that information as a foundation upon which to build.

(Beverly M. Gordon, 1993, p. 278)

Liberatory education can help us create a dialogue across differences.
(Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1990a, p. 12)

It is not possible to answer this question in summary fashion. To attempt it is
to risk composing a “masternarrative,” creating the illusion that we, or any
observer, stands apart from the field, and can distill the complex discourses
we have reported into a single narrative. Theory is not such a narrative. In
the reconceived field, theory is intended to undermine such pretensions to
definitiveness and universality. Bowers is right when he observes: “In the
hands of liberal-technicist educators, theory has become the talisman for
centralizing authority over the decision-making process and increasing the
efficiency of control and predictability. We all are quite clear that an
‘objective’ position is in principle impossible” (Bowers, 1984, pp. 14-15).
With this acknowledgement of our “positionedness,” we think it is possible to
make a very general statement regarding what the reconceptualized field of
curriculum might be saying.

No longer arrested. The place to begin a summary statement is that the field
is no longer arrested. When that allegation was made—first by Schwab in
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1969, then by Huebner in 1975, and by Pinar in 1978 that the field was mori-
bund and arrested, respectively—the traditional field was in place. However,
the Tylerian paradigm was collapsing, from both internal difficulties which
Kliebard, Huebner, Eisner, Macdonald, and others made clear in the 1960s
and 1970s, and by external developments, such as the National Curriculum
Reform Movement of the 1960s, as well as the changing political terrain of
schools and departments of education, as we described in chapters 3 and 4.
The fact that a generation of curriculum professors remained in place whose
careers were invested in a paradigm that had collapsed made for a crisis in
the field. Naturally, this generation was not about to say, “Oh, it’s over, is it?
Okay. Here, take the microphone.” Nor did we rebels—would-be revolution-
aries—ask for the microphone politely. As perhaps in any paradigm shift,
emotions intensified and overstatements were made, all around, as chapter 4
reminds us.

A relatively rapid shift. Despite these excesses, the field made a relatively
rapid reconceptualization [10 years approximately is our estimate for the
shift to have occurred], and as this textbook indicates, the reputations of the
major scholars associated with the too-broad [see Hlebowitsh, 1992] concept
of “traditionalists” remain intact. Even Tyler himself, who has not always
been treated completely fairly, remains an enormous figure, whose shadow is
very much cast still today. Of course, the field is today hardly “one happy
family.” Even during periods of so-called “normal science,” when a paradigm
is securely in place and faces no insurmountable challenges from within or
destabilizing circumstances externally, differences in viewpoint bring
tensions and even acrimonious disputes, as the controversies in the political
sector [chapter 5] or the theological sector [see chapter 12], for example,
indicate. Other disputes occur across discourse borders, as feminist critiques
of political and poststructuralist scholarship illustrate. Other sectors seem
relatively free of significant criticism, either internally or externally, as the
phenomenological movement indicates. There are signs that the
phenomenological movement is extending beyond its own borders to influ-
ence scholarship in other sectors, for instance, Aoki’s work with teacher
voice [see chapter 13], Carson’s phenomenological revision of curriculum
implementation [see chapter 8], his political efforts to promote peace educa-
tion [see chapter 5], and his interest in international and global education
[see chapter 14]. The theological and international sectors too often tend to
be ignored. So, what does this somewhat smooth although dynamic situation
tell us, very generally speaking?

We do not wish to homogenize the distinctiveness of the various individ-
ual discourses. For example, political scholars should press toward activism.
Yet, while respecting tendencies toward “extremism” in individual discourses,
we must realize that no one discourse offers final answers to curriculum
questions. We may wish a comprehensive theory of curriculum, but it cannot
pretend to be a “totalizing” one. We can avoid totalization by realizing that
such a comprehensive theory is, to borrow McCarthy’s (1990) term, nonsyn-
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chronous, not merely additive, i.e. two parts political, two parts race, one
part theology. Rather, we might appreciate that according to time, place, and
voice—which include our individual institutional situations—we enact various
elements of a comprehensive point of view, we become infused by them as it
were, and in Deweyan fashion, move our practical situations forward. Unlike
Lasch (1991), we believe progress is possible, despite the often illusory nature
of progress, its contentiousness, persisting ethical, moral, and political
dilemmas associated with the concept, and its technological dangers. We
believe in—and accept theological grounding for—a moral view of humankind
that asserts the primacy of human study, teaching, and understanding.

We now understand the curriculum to be even more complex than our
predecessors understood it to be, certainly much more complicated than
most politicians and many colleagues in arts and sciences realize. In this
respect, we are in the odd position of knowing much more than other
groups who act as stakeholders in the curriculum, but, in real political terms,
we are the least politically powerful group to be able to act on that knowl-
edge. Perhaps that is one price of understanding, although one would hope
not, for it is those working in educational institutions who suffer most as a
result.

Textbooks are the beginning. It is an understatement to observe that curricu-
lum is not simply those materials made by experts or by textbook writers;
textbooks are the beginning. That second clause might sound flippant,
perhaps arrogant. Of course, what is recorded as human knowledge in books
and on computer discs is of unspeakable importance. That is not in question
here. What is in question is what the reconceived field has studied: what has
been made, what is made, what can be made, what might be made of human
knowledge in our time, for our ends, given the great political, racial,
aesthetic, and gender issues of our day? There is no devaluation of the
“tradition” when we use the simple and bureaucratic word “textbooks.”
Tradition and textbooks are the ground against which, in honor of which, all
curriculum study can be said to occur and proceed. It is we who live now,
and those coming to live after us, who become the figure in this gestalt. The
curriculum question becomes: what do we make of this knowledge, which is
to say, what do we make of the world, what do we make of ourselves?

Movement. From different traditions toward different ends each of the
contemporary discourses points to an understanding of curriculum in terms
of movement, even, we might say, velocity, knowledge prompting question-
ing that moves the student (a broad category to include the teacher and
scholar as well as the student) from one “location” to another, a location we
hope as educators is more intellectually complicated, more developmentally
mature, more passionate and compassionate. This movement may be like
skating on the frozen surface of facts, generalizations, theories, but it may
also create the sense of intellectual space being extended, enlarged, and
multiplied so that intelligence itself may be mulitiplied as well as
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“sharpened.” In this view, curriculum is not only particles moving through
space, but it is the space in which the particles move, and the velocity and
intensity of movements. The passages are intellectual and bodily, and they
are relational, gendered, racial, political, and phenomenological. Some would
term such movement cosmological (Oliver & Gershman, 1989). Velocity and
intensity decrease and cosmology becomes obscure when curriculum
becomes encrusted with ideology, with politics, with the bureaucratism of
institutions so that the “free play of the signifier,” that is, the free movement
of ideas, is reduced. To the extent the curriculum reproduces or resists a
status quo, it is “lifted out” of its passages, and bores crevices in the mind,
creating ruts and rituals that decrease movement, and produce inauthentic
knowing and static, bureaucratic knowledge. Similarly, teaching for tests
subverts the movement of curriculum, recapitulating the recitation of the
nineteenth-century faculty psychology and classical curriculum.

This is not to say that velocity and intensity imply an anarchy of teaching
and learning, although “chaos” as a concept in curriculum has achieved
legitimacy (Doll, W., 1993a). It does suggest, however, that the organizing
designs of the curriculum are only superficially in the books we read and the
lectures we give and the small group discussions in which we participate. The
organization of curriculum occurs in the lives of educators and students,
involving political, racial, gendered, phenomenological, autobiographical,
aesthetic, theological, international configurations as well as institutional
ones. School curricula are discursive formations and configurations of facts,
feelings, etc., which reflect the temporality, historicity, and provisionality of
knowledge. Curriculum designs and organizations are a little like kaleidos-
copic. configurations of what we know, traces of what we have forgotten and
suppressed, distributed through the echoes and shadows of life history, popu-
lar culture, and laced with desire. Put another way, Bowers (1984) has
observed:

Existential choice is thus expanded in proportion to the complexity of the
symbolic code the individual acquires. A complex symbolic world provides the
means for choosing among different interpretational schemes, as well as imag-
ining future possibilities that would result from different scenarios. . . . What
cannot be imagined cannot be chosen. (p. 47)

Then and now. Like Dewey, Bode (1927) spoke about the psychological (as
opposed to logical) organization of subject matter. Bode made a compelling
if “folksy” (Bullough, Jr., 1981, p. 4) defense of Deweyan progressivism.
These were the heydays—the late 1920s and the 1930s—of curriculum
construction. In his introduction to the 1927 edition of Bode’s Modern Educa-
tional Theories, Bagley spoke of the receptiveness of schools to professional,
presumably, university-originated ideas of curriculum making. The questions
he asked are still, to a degree, questions regarding what knowledge is of the
most worth, but he located the answers in the organization of subject matter,
the construction of curriculum. That was taken-for-granted. There was
opportunity on a grand, public scale.
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Today the location of opportunity is different. There is little curriculum
construction to do on the scale and in the senses that Dewey, Bobbitt, and
Bode argued over. Today public curriculum construction is located in the
multinational textbook conglomerates, in state textbook adoption com-
mittees, in district or ministry curriculum guidelines. The era of local
construction of curriculum materials, certainly at the secondary level, is over.
Where curriculum can be constructed now is in the “lived space” of the
classroom, in the lived experience of students and teachers. In such space
and in such experience, the knowing teacher and student can find passages
from what is given (indeed, mandated) to the what might be, “a middle way”
between strict adherence to the facts and to participation in flights of fancy,
a “midpoint” between the idiosyncrasy and spontaneity of chaos and
intimacy, and the predictable formalism of bureaucratic officialdom.
Passages, middle ways, and midpoints can be discussed via the “pedagogical
content knowledge” of a self-knowing teacher, a teacher who knows that her
or his pedagogical obligation is not to deliver someone else’s mail (not a little
of it “junk” mail at that), but, with his or her students, to compose our own
correspondence (cf. Figgins & Pinar, 1993) regarding the knowledge the
textbook publishers and district curriculum guidelines have decreed.

The return of Dwayne E. Huebner. Another perspective on the historical
shifts in the field became available in a recent and important paper by
Dwayne E. Huebner (1993; see chapters 3 and 4.) More than fifteen years
after leaving Teachers College, Columbia University and the curriculum field
for the Divinity School at Yale University and the field of religious education,
a 70-year-old Dwayne Huebner returned to curriculum theory by composing
a paper focused on the spiritual in curriculum. Huebner’s paper was in
response to an invitation to speak in New Orleans to a seminar on spiritual-
ity and curriculum, sponsored by three nearby universities, organized by
William E. Doll, Jr. In a powerful reading, Huebner returned to many of the
themes that had preoccupied him—and the field—over a life span. Huebner
appreciates that the problem of the field remains one of language (Huebner,
1966b; see chapters 3, 4, 8, and 11):

How can one talk about education, specifically, curriculum, and also talk about
the spiritual? The problem is one of language. . . . Thanks to Macdonald, Pinar,
Apple, and a variety of other curriculum writers who stand on their shoulders,
we no longer have the horrendous hegemony of technical language (drawing
primarily on learning theory and ends/means structures) usurping discussion
of education. (p. 1)

Huebner acknowledges that, while not dominant in the scholarly field,
technical language remains embedded in the schools, i.e. in the talk of
schoolpeople. To some extent he blames the field he left for the present
predicament of educators, lost in the technical, pseudoscientific language of
bureaucratic legitimation which erases not only the spiritual but the imagina-
tion as well. In a “we” that includes educators and especially educational
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psychologists, he reminded us that: “We have forgotten or suppressed that
imagination is a foundation of our givens” (1993, p. 1). Evoking a notion of
educational journey that he had employed over two decades ago (1975a), he
dismissed once again the language of educational psychology, and especially
that of learning theory: “‘Learning’ is a trivial way of speaking of the journey
of the self” (p. 4). It is this pseudoscientific and profoundly distorting
language that had led Huebner to become skeptical of mainstream research:
“Several years later I began to question the educator’s dependency on the
research enterprise” (p. 1). In part, it is the pretense of certainty of the social
and behavioral sciences fields that is so reprehensible. It is awareness that
there is a “beyond” to our knowledge that is the beginning of the theological:
“It is a ‘moreness’ that takes us by surprise when we are at the edge and end
of our knowing” (p. 2). What other damage has technical language done as
he looks back at thirty years? In language which reminds us of Robert
McClintock’s strong essay on study published in that memorable 1971 issue
of Teachers College Record [see chapter 4; also McClintock, 1971; Jennings,
1971] Huebner (1993) observed:

Similarly, the significance of the word “study” has been destroyed. Students
study to do what someone else requires, not for their own transformation, a
way of “working” on their own journey, or their struggle with spirit, the other-
ness beyond them. Just as therapy is work—hard work—but important for the
loosening of old binds and discovering the new self; so too should education as
study be seen as a form of that kind of work. (p. 8)

From students and study, Huebner moves to teachers and teaching.
Sounding not only theological but phenomenological (cf. Aoki 1992a, 1992b;
Aoki & Shamsher, 1993), Huebner (1993) reminded the audience that:
“teaching is a vocation. . . . A vocation is a call” (p. 8). Indeed, the vocation of
teaching, he continued, involves three aspects: “Three voices call, or three
demands are made on the teacher. Hence the life that is teaching is inher-
ently a conflicted way of living. The teacher is called by the students, by the
content, and by the institution within which the teacher lives. . . . Spiritual
warfare is inherent in all vocations” (1993, p. 9). Given such complexity of
this calling, Huebner (1993) understands that: “The pain of teachers, unable
to respond to the call of some students, is often too much, and they seek
relief by hardening their hearts” (p. 10). How can teachers respond to the
demands of their profession? Huebner (1993) tells us:

It is also quite clear to me, that it is futile to hope that teachers can be aware of
the spiritual in education unless they maintain some form of spiritual disci-
pline. This needs to be of two kinds. Given the inherent conflicts involved in
teaching, and the inherent vulnerability of their vocation, teachers need to seek
out communities of faith, love, and hope. . .. The second discipline is a disci-
plining of the mind, not in the sense of staying on top of all the educational
research and literature, but in the sense of developing an imagination that has
room for the spiritual, such that when you look out over the educational land-
scape you see not only what is there and recognize your call to respond with
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love, truth, and justice; but so you can also see the principalities and powers,
the ideals and the spiritual possibilities hidden behind all of the forms and
events that are taken for granted. (p. 11)

Here Huebner has pointed to the center of understanding curriculum,
especially as theological text. He enables us to appreciate that finally our
struggle to teach and to study with others and with God is precisely that: a
call for labor, for discipline, sustained by faith, love, and hope. The effort to
understand curriculum as theological text is not a separate specialized sector
of scholarship; it is a call to live with others morally and transcendentally:
“The need is not to see moral and spiritual values as something outside the
normal curriculum and school activity, but to probe deeper into the
educational landscape to reveal how the spiritual and moral is being denied
in everything” (Huebner, 1993, p. 11). In seeing how the moral is denied we
glimpse how we might work toward its realization.

Dwayne E. Huebner returned to the curriculum field November 20, 1993,
on the campus of Loyola University in New Orleans, but it was clear he had
not left us. As our abbreviated and simplified reports of his work in this text-
book make clear, he and a very few others—such as his friend and colleague
James B. Macdonald—helped create the world we inhabit now and labor to
recreate as educators and theoreticians. His generative influence has been
evident in many discourses, including the political, the phenomenological,
and the aesthetic as well as the theological. Huebner may have left the field
partly in grief over what has happened in the schools, and partly because he
was unable to find solace in the emerging scholarly field which his own work
had made possible. His own journey has been remarkable, highly significant
for an entire field of study. As he retires in spring 1994, Huebner remains
one of the most important minds the field of curriculum has known.

Changed and still the same. In these ideas we see how the field has changed
and how it has stayed the same. No longer are we asking and acting upon
our answers to the fundamental curriculum question—what knowledge is of
most worth?—by constructing curriculum materials. We answer the question
via our own discursive “moves” with our students and with ourselves. These
moves, the field is suggesting, are complicated, but they can be passages away
from the curriculum as literal, as institutional, as officially decreed. These
moves are political, racial, gendered, autobiographical, phenomenological,
aesthetic, theological moves, deconstructed moves, and moves away from the
provincialism of the United States of America toward global and interna-
tional understanding. The reconceived field of curriculum understands that
its raison d’etre is seeking answers to fundamental questions—including what
knowledge is of most worth?—and, in this one specific sense, in the struggles
of the 1970s the reconceptualists were reasserting a past that had been
allowed to be forgotten. In seeking to answer these questions, curriculum
development as a paradigmatic organizing concept and activity has been
largely abandoned. The field still seeks to befriend its constituency in the
schools and, to a lesser extent, in the government, but having been largely
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abandoned by the latter, segments of the field have redoubled their efforts
toward the former, in programs called “teacher lore,” “personal practical
knowledge,” and “collaborative autobiography.” As well, the field has created
a theoretical wing to ensure that it does not again collapse on the social
surface of existing bureaucratic institutions, as it did in the triumph of
Bobbitt and Tyler that became the traditional field.

v
Conclusion

The prism hangs in my study window, swaying slighting with the spring breeze.
It turns, and I watch new patterns emerge in the crystal planes as blooming
forsythia meld into green branches. I see that I cannot turn the prism for
others in a complete or constant manner, just as I cannot possibly view all the
patterned colors detailed by its movement. I struggle with the story of my own
teaching, knowing that this is only half the telling and that even this half is
refracting only scenes, slight segments of the process of teaching and thinking
about curriculum. Still, some students, as they leave our class, speak of never
being able to think about curriculum in quite the same ways
(Janet L. Miller, 1990b, p 95)

Theory is the result of our desire to create a world we can understand.
(Elliot W. Eisner, 1985c, p. 29)

We have portrayed the field as it is today, a field just recently reconceptual-
ized, animated, filled with a thousand voices. It is a vital and energetic field,
not one smooth and neatly subdivided as, for instance, academic psychology.
As William A. Reid (1992) writes, reflecting on the shift in the 1970s: “Yet,
fifteen years on, there still seems to be little agreement about what the
‘reconceived’ field should be like” (p. 193). That is true. There remains little
agreement. Cherryholmes (1988a) thinks there will not be, that the character

of curriculum is controversy. However, we do not regard that as a terrible
problem.

A more serious problem, we believe, is the apparent inability of the vari-
ous sectors to speak to each other, to move into an independent “middle”
from their various “corner” positions, and to develop a literature on curricu-
lum at some distance from sources in other disciplines. These issues of disci-
plinary sources and the field’s autonomy are not new. Fifteen years ago Pinar
wrote:

What is crucial for reconceptualists . . . is to remember that these [European])
traditions are sources for the Reconceptualization. We must use their insights
to create our own. We are Americans not Europeans; we are curricularists not
philosophers or psychoanalysts. We must avoid the temptation to uproot
insights from these traditions and “apply” them to the educational issues of our
time. Such work is by definition derivative and distorting, involving as it does
reduction of complex issues to conceptual systems created in other times, on
other soil, for other purposes. To become scholars of phenomenology or of
Marxist theory first and curricularists second is to betray our historical calling.
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These origins are important; I do not demean them. But they are origins only,
and we must create our own intellectual and practical discipline, independent
of its sources, sensitive and responsible to our present. (1979a, pp. 97-98)

Being sensitive and responsible to our present is one typification of the
educator’s challenge, inviting us to do the order of educational labor laid out
by each of the contemporary discourses. In the accomplishments that under-
standing such work may bring, we move toward independence. Pinar wrote:

We must take seriously our responsibility to face the educational issues of our
time, both in their surface forms as well as in their deeper theoretical signifi-
cance, a significance we must identify. This means being willing to speak in our
own voices, with words which while clearly related to established theoretical
traditions, strictly speaking belong to no one discipline. Almost as a kind of by-
product we must be willing to attempt what our predecessors and contempo-
raries may have wished but never achieved. We must make curriculum studies

. into an autonomous discipline, with its own distinctive research methods
and theoretical emphases. Of course, these methods and emphases will bear
significant relation to the traditions from which they originated. However, they
will not be identical or reducible to them. (1979a, p. 99)

In remaining loyal to our sources, the contemporary reconceptualized
field may be placed in danger of being torn apart by tendencies toward
“particularism” or “localisms” in the contemporary discourses, not unlike the
nationalisms which we have seen in world politics in the early 1990s. The
field is threatened by being taken too far to the left by the Marxists; by focus-
ing too narrowly on gender by certain feminist theorists; by focusing too
narrowly on phenomenological pedagogy by phenomenologists; by focusing
too righteously on the Western Judeo-Christian contribution by theological
scholars; by focusing too preciously on art by those who understand curricu-
lum as aesthetic text, and too exclusively on life history by the autobiogra-
phers. What the next generation might explore is a political phenomenologi-
cal understanding of curriculum, influenced by gender analysis, autobio-
graphical theory, situated internationally in a multiracial global village. This
is not to suggest a bland eclecticism, i.e. understanding curriculum as
political, racial, etc. etc. etc. The various dimensions of curriculum must be
interrelated nonsynchronously rather than as parallel aspects (McCarthy,
1990; see chapter 6).

Believing that “curriculum is essentially public and institutional in charac-
ter” (p. 172), William Reid (1992) asks: “Could curriculum inquiry reinter-
grate the new-found humanism of the reconceptualists with the insistence on
the public nature of curriculum as subject matter which we find in the tradi-
tion which they sought to replace?” (p. 174). We believe that the answer the
field makes to Reid’s question is yes, a qualified yes. We cannot share with-
out modification Reid’s insistence that “curriculum is intrinsically and histor-
ically an institutional conception” (p. 174). Historically yes; intrinsically no.
We see work—autobiography, for instance—that is not identified with institu-
tional interests. We do agree with Reid (1992) that “those interested in
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curriculum inquiry should, in the 1990s, be taking stock both of what the
work of the last 20 years has achieved, and what it has failed to achieve. The
limitations of ‘traditional’ approaches has been exposed” (p. 177). We
disagree that “on the other hand, we have not, as yet, equipped ourselves
with criteria for understanding how far the various kinds of experiments in
which we are engaging might, in combination with elements of the more
established schools of thought, contribute to a ‘reconceived’ tradition of
curriculum inquiry with a distinct and coherent character” (p. 177).

We believe this textbook demonstrates that the field has evolved to exhibit
a “distinct and coherent character.” Like no other specialization in educa-
tion, influenced as it is by the humanities, arts, and social theory, curriculum
is a hybrid interdisciplinary area of theory, research, and institutional prac-
tice. True, it is balkanized and particularized; there are problems of cross-
discourse communication. Clearly, however, the contemporary curriculum
field is distinctive and coherent. The problem is consolidation, and this Reid
(1992) understands. As we opened this textbook with his question for the
1990s, so we close it: “Whether the 1990s will indeed prove to be a period of
consolidation and integration, based on broadly humanistic approaches . ..
remains to be seen. It would be a worthy agenda” (p. 177). We agree.

One effort at consolidation and integration is the scholarship of Peter S.
Hlebowitsh whose reconsideration of the Tyler Rationale in light of the
Reconceptualization we reported in chapter 4. In another essay, Hlebowitsh
(1992) suggests that Dewey’s work can provide one line of thematic continu-
ity between the traditional and reconceptualized fields. A renewed apprecia-
tion (Schubert, 1987) for this line could help mend the fractured identity of
the contemporary field, thus supporting a moment of consolidation and
integration. Hlebowitsh (1992) suggests that the distinction between proce-
dure (linked with Bobbitt) and method (as conceived by Dewey) is the
thematic line that links the reconceptualized field with aspects of the tradi-
tional one. He writes:

The difference between procedure and method in the curriculum is the differ-
ence between Bobbitt and Dewey; it is also the difference between Bobbitt and
a number of “traditionalists,” including Tyler, Taba, and the Tanners (to
mention three generations of curriculum scholars). Method is in the spirit of
Dewey’s pragmatism; it is the thread with which the divided nature of curricu-
lum scholarship may begin to receive mending. (Hlebowitsh, 1992, p. 82, emphasis
added)

[Hlebowitsh’s most recent work (1993) seems to have forsaken the project of
mending.]

Understanding curriculum. What we teachers and students make of what is
given to us is in large measure determined by our willingness to explore the
questions implicit in the various discourses reported in this volume. Just as it
is not enough for teachers to work with a model of teaching in which they
simply transmit a body of knowledge or a set of skills to students, just as it is
not enough for students to regard learning as reproducing such content and
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such skills, so it is not enough for curricularists to view the object of their
study as “out there,” waiting to be described and represented to teachers as
formulae and recipes. What is required is more profound understanding of
curriculum. By understanding curriculum we do not mean the ultimate and
definitive representation of what is there already, waiting for the right words.
Nor do we mean that educational experience can be collapsed into discourse
and become simply the object our practice forms. Rather, understanding
curriculum implies remaking both experience and its discursive representa-
tions so that we see the past and present more clearly, and where our seeing
might lead us. Thanks to political scholarship we are clear that we must see
the curriculum as an ideological document which both expresses and
requires particular forms of labor embedded in the reproduction of power.
We understand that to resist politically means linking forms of the curricu-
lum with the larger society, with analysis of the “selective tradition,” with
cultural capital made available to different populations differentially. To
understand curriculum politically leads us to racial and gender investigations
(and they lead back to politics), as both sets of representations function to
distribute knowledge and power differentially. Phenomenological, aesthetic,
autobiographical, and theological experience both expresses political privi-
lege and undermines it. International understandings of curriculum help us
to bracket the taken-for-granted, and the intertextual understanding of
curriculum that the reconceptualized field offers can lead us to ask, with
greater complexity and sophistication, the traditional curriculum questions:
what knowledge is of most worth? What do we make of the world we have
been given, and how shall we remake ourselves to give birth to a new social
order? What John Dewey said in reference to philosophy might be said in
reference to the contemporary curriculum field:

A [curriculum theory] which was conscious of its own business and province
would then perceive that it is an intellectualized wish, an aspiration subject to
rational discriminations and tests, a social hope reduced to a working program
of action, a prophecy of the future, but one disciplined by serious thought and
knowledge. (Dewey, quoted in Westbrook, 1991, p. 147)

Here Dewey unites self-realization and society (Westbrook, 1991), two of the
major currents in contemporary curriculum scholarship. An intellectualized
wish expressed as a social practice, thoroughly theorized and subject to
rigorous critique which functions to reformulate the wish, reexpressed as
practice: a moving form, that is understanding curriculum today.

\4
Prologue

Curriculum is our memorial to an old intentionality. Remembered, resymbol-
ized, a former relation to the world is reviewed and then arranged for someone
else. . . . What curriculum theory strives to return to the reception of curricu-
lum is the reflexive moment that was there in its creation.

(Madeleine R. Grumet, 1990c, p. 193)
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Any discussion of curriculum reform must address issues of representation as
well as issues of unequal distribution of material resources and power outside
the school door.

(Cameron McCarthy, 1993b, p. 291)

That’s how a textbook might end, is it not? A summary statement in which
3200 references are incorporated, requiring, it is true, notching up the level
of abstraction, but summing it up in the process. Doesn’t work, does it? Even
summoning the grand ghost of Dewey isn’t enough. [We are not trying to
exhume Dewey for the 1990s; see, for instance, Paringer, 1990; Doll, W,
1993b). Why? Charles Ives doesn’t sound like Aaron Copeland. Unlike the
Grand Canyon, curriculum is not a thing of nature, but of culture [Kieran
Egan (1992) reminds us that: “our culture is our nature” (p. 118, emphasis
added).] And culture is contentious. Furthermore, we are arguing over what
to tell the children (and what not to tell them). We are reinventing the world,
although we manage often to present it in schools as a museum piece, some-
thing dead to be revered or at least memorized. In this book we have worked
to present the sound of silence breaking (in Janet Miller's memorable phrase;
Miller, 1982a), of the cacophony that occurs when everybody is moved into
the same room. No one note—no matter how abstract, how melodious—can
capture what is multiple, contradictory, contentious. A modest aspiration,
perhaps, but we find ourselves in a field where most pretend theirs is the
only discourse worthy of study. Now that everyone is in the same room, what
is next?

While the field may always be cacophonous, we think the scholars in the
field might choose to be kinder to each other, might acknowledge each
other’s presence more frequently and more respectfully. As you can see, a
number of people are working on similar problems, inspired by similar tradi-
tions, aspiring to like ends. There is no reason why these people might not
work together a bit more. The curriculum field, it has been pointed out, is a
disciplinary community (Pagano, 1981), and there is much to be gained if we
started acting a bit more like one. Feminist theory might represent a model
that is more genuinely collaborative.

We are not suggesting, of course, that the field requires more order, that
its diversification is a problem. On the contrary, we call for collaboration,
conversation, and disciplinary autonomy to increase the complexity of the
field. We agree with Henry Louis Gates, Jr., who, writing in regard to his
own field of African-American Studies, endorses critical inquiry: “We are
scholars. For our field to grow, we need to encourage a true proliferation of
ideologies and methodologies, rather than to seek uniformity or conformity”
(1992, p. 126). Like Gates, we seek growth and proliferation. Our hope is
that this book supports that movement.

You can see that this field is very much a conversation, despite the efforts
of some to pretend others do not exist. It is a conversation that invites your
participation. Unlike more mature fields, curriculum theory remains, rela-
tively speaking, open. You needn’t search for a niche, for some small area
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that has not yet been explored. The new, reconceptualized field—the
contemporary field—of curriculum theory is hardly more than a generation
old, and the frontier is all around us. You might find that inviting. It is a field
where your interests can be pursued. From our point of view, the most
important motive for entering a field is that it is interesting, that it appeals,
that one’s interests can be supported and developed.

Perhaps the most exciting areas may be ones we have not identified in this
book. They may be areas—hybrid ones—that will evolve out of existing
sectors, across discourses, identifying areas of focus and specialization of
which we cannot conceive at this time. Because the field is relatively young,
somewhat unstable, still quite open, such work may find warmer welcomes
than it would in a more conservative and mapped field. As you have seen, the
conversation in the field shifted rather dramatically just twenty years ago,
and it might shift again, in a direction we cannot foresee at this time. This is
the excitement of working in the curriculum field. And it is the promise of
excitement not of prudence that we think should inform your choices
regarding graduate study in education. We invite you to join us. The next
moment is yours.
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