
PART I
THE CURRICULUM




Theoretical Dimensions 

1 CURRICULUM AND 
INSTRUCTION DEFINED 


AFTER STUDYING THIS CHAPTER YOU SHOULD BE ABLE TO: 

1. Define curriculum. 

2. Define instruction. 

3. Explain in what ways curriculum can be considered a discipline.

4. Create or select a model of the relationship between curriculum and instruction and describe your creation or selection. 

CONCEPTIONS OF CURRICULUM


Gaius Julius Caesar and his cohorts of the first century B.C. had no idea that the oval track on which the Roman chariots raced would bequeath a word used almost daily by educators twenty-one centuries later. The track—the curriculum—has become one of the key concerns of today’s schools, and its meaning has expanded from a tangible racecourse to an abstract concept.


In the world of professional education, the word curriculum has taken on an elusive, almost esoteric connotation. This poetic, neuter word does possess an aura of mystery. By contrast, other dimensions of the world of professional education like administration, instruction, and supervision are strong, action-oriented words. Administration is the act of administering; instruction is the act of instructing; and supervision is the act of supervising. But in what way is curriculum an act? While administrators administer, instructors instruct, and supervisors supervise, no school person curricules, and though we can find the use of the term curricularis
, it is only a rare curricularist who curricularizes.

The quest for a definition of curriculum has taxed many an educator. As long ago as 1976, Dwayne Huebner ascribed ambiguity and a lack of precision to the term curriculum.
 In the 1980s Elizabeth Vallance observed, “The curriculum field is by no means clear; as a discipline of study and as a field of practice, curriculum lacks clean boundaries. . . .”
 At the turn of the century Arthur W. Foshay attributed a lack of specificity to the curriculum.
 Indeed, curriculum seems at times analogous to the blind men’s elephant. It is the pachyderm’s trunk to some; its thick legs to others; its pterodactyl like flopping ears to some people; its massive, rough sides to other persons; and its ropelike tail to still others.


Though it may be vehemently denied, no one has ever seen a curriculum, not a real, total, tangible, visible entity called a curriculum. The interested observer may have seen a written plan that may have been called a curriculum. Somehow the observer knows, probably by word of mouth, that in every school in which teachers are instructing students a curriculum exists. A written plan provides the observer with an additional clue to the existence of a certain something called a curriculum. But if by some bit of magic the observer could lift the roof of a school in session and examine the cross section thereof, the curriculum would not be apparent. What the observer would immediately perceive would be many instances of teacher–pupil interaction we call instruction.


The search for evidence of the mysterious creation called curriculum is not unlike efforts to track down Bigfoot, the Bear Lake Monster, the Florida Everglades Skunk Ape, Lake Champlain’s Champ, the Yeti, the Almasty, South Bay Bessie, Scotland’s Loch Ness Monster, or Sweden’s Great Lake Monster. Bigfoot, the Yeti, and the Almasty, have left their tracks in the mud and the snow; Champ, Bessie, and Nessie have rippled the waters of their lakes; but no one has yet succeeded in producing incontrovertible photographs of these reputed creatures.


Nor has anyone ever photographed a curriculum. Shutterbugs have instead photographed pupils, teachers, and other school personnel. Perhaps if someone videotaped every instance of behavior in every classroom, corridor, office, and auxiliary room of a school every day and then investigated this record as thoroughly as military leaders analyze air reconnaissance photos, a curriculum could be discerned.

Certification and Curriculum


State certification laws compound the problem of defining curriculum because few, if any, professionals can become certified in curriculum. Whereas all professionals in training must take courses of one type or another called curriculum, there is not a certifiable field labeled curriculum. Professionals are certified in administration, guidance, supervision, school psychology, elementary education, and many teaching fields. But in curriculum per se? Not as a rule, although courses in the field of curriculum are mandated for certification in certain fields of specialization, such as administration and supervision. 


Nevertheless, numbers of curriculum workers, consultants, coordinators, and even professors of curriculum can be identified. These specialists, many of whom may hold state certification in one or more fields, cannot customarily hang on the wall a certificate that shows that endorsement has been granted in a field called curriculum.

While a certifiable field of specialization called curriculum may be lacking, the word itself is treated as if it had tangible substance, for it can undergo a substantial variety of processes. Curriculum—or its plural, curricula or curriculums (depending on the user’s penchant or abhorrence for the Latin)—is built, planned, designed, and constructed. It is improved, revised, and evaluated. Like photographic film and muscles, the curriculum is developed. It is also organized, structured, and restructured, and, like a wayward child, reformed. With considerable ingenuity the curriculum planner—another specialist—can mold, shape, and tailor the curriculum.

Interpretations of Curriculum


The amorphous nature of the word curriculum has given rise over the years to many interpretations. Madeleine R. Grumet labeled curriculum as a “field of utter confusion.”
 Depending on their philosophical beliefs, persons have conveyed these interpretations, among others:

· Curriculum is that which is taught in school.

· Curriculum is a set of subjects.

· Curriculum is content.

· Curriculum is a program of studies.

· Curriculum is a set of materials.

· Curriculum is a sequence of courses.

· Curriculum is a set of performance objectives.

· Curriculum is a course of study.

· Curriculum is everything that goes on within the school, including extra-class activities, guidance, and interpersonal relationships.

· Curriculum is that which is taught both inside and outside of school directed by the school.

· Curriculum is everything that is planned by school personnel.

· Curriculum is a series of experiences undergone by learners in school.

· Curriculum is that which an individual learner experiences as a result of schooling.


In the foregoing definitions you can see that curriculum can be conceived in a narrow way (as subjects taught) or in a broad way (as all the experiences of learners, both in school and out, directed by the school). The implications for the school to be drawn from the differing conceptions of curriculum can vary considerably. The school that accepts the definition of curriculum as a set of subjects faces a much simpler task than the school that takes upon itself responsibilities for experiences of the learner both inside and outside of school.


A variety of nuances are perceived when the professional educators define curriculum. The first definition, for example, given in Carter V. Good’s Dictionary of Education describes curriculum as “a systematic group of courses or sequences of subjects required for graduation or certification in a field of study, for example, social studies curriculum, physical education curriculum. . . .”
( Let’s see how a few writers on the subject define curriculum. One of the earliest writers on curriculum, Franklin Bobbitt, perceived curriculum as

. . . that series of things which children and youth must do and experience by way of developing abilities to do the things well that make up the affairs of adult life; and to be in all respects what adults should be.


Hollis L. Caswell and Doak S. Campbell viewed curriculum not as a group of courses but as “all the experiences children have under the guidance of teachers.”
 J. Galen Saylor, William M. Alexander, and Arthur J. Lewis offered this definition: “We define curriculum as a plan for providing sets of learning opportunities for persons to be educated.”


The Saylor, Alexander, and Lewis definition parallels the one given by Foshay as “a plan for action by students and teachers,”
 and by Hilda Taba in a discussion of criteria for providing sets of learning opportunities for curriculum development: “A curriculum is a plan for learning.”
 She defined curriculum by listing its elements:

All curricula, no matter what their particular design, are composed of certain elements. A curriculum usually contains a statement of aims and of specific objectives; it indicates some selection and organization of content; it either implies or manifests certain patterns of learning and teaching, whether because the objectives demand them or because the content organization requires them. Finally, it includes a program of evaluation of the outcomes.


Ronald C. Doll defined the curriculum of a school as:

. . . the formal and informal content and process by which learners gain knowledge and understanding, develop skills, and alter attitudes, appreciations, and values under the auspices of that school.


Daniel Tanner and Laurel N. Tanner proposed the following definition:

The authors regard curriculum as that reconstruction of knowledge and experience that enables the learner to grow in exercising intelligent control of subsequent knowledge and experience.


Albert I. Oliver equated curriculum with the educational program and divided it into four basic elements: “(1) the program of studies, (2) the program of experiences, (3) the program of services, and (4) the hidden curriculum.”


The programs of studies, experiences, and services are readily apparent. To these elements Oliver has added the concept of a hidden curriculum, which encompasses values promoted by the school, differing emphases given by different teachers within the same subject areas, the degree of enthusiasm of teachers, and the physical and social climate of the school.


A different approach to defining curriculum was taken by Robert M. Gagné, who wove together subject matter (content), the statement of ends (terminal objectives), sequencing of content, and preassessment of entry skills required of students when they begin the study of the content.
 Mauritz Johnson, Jr. agreed basically with Gagné when he defined curriculum as a “structured series of intended learning outcomes.”
 Johnson perceived curriculum as “the output of a ‘curriculum development system’ and as an input into an ‘instructional system.’ ”


Geneva Gay, writing on desegregating the curriculum, offered a broad interpretation of curriculum:
If we are to achieve equally, we must broaden our conception to include the entire culture of the school—not just subject matter content.


Evelyn J. Sowell offered the definition: “what is taught to students, both intended and unintended information, skills, and attitudes”
 whereas Herbert K. Kliebard observed that “what we call the American curriculum is actually an assemblage of competing doctrines and practices.”


Jon Wiles and Joseph Bondi also saw “the curriculum as a desired goal or set of values that can be activated through a development process culminating in experiences for students.”


Expressing the view that the word “ ‘curriculum’ has come to mean only a course of study,” D. Jean Clandinin and F. Michael Connelly held curriculum to be no less than “a course of life” led by teachers as curriculum makers.


Departing from a definition of curriculum as “school materials,” William F. Pinar, William M. Reynolds, Patrick Slattery, and Peter M. Taubman described curriculum as “symbolic representation.”
 Said these authors:

Curriculum understood as symbolic representation refers to those institutional and  is cursive practices, structures, images, and experiences that can be identified and analyzed in various ways, i.e., politically, racially, autobiographically, phenomenologically, theologically, internationally, and in terms of gender and deconstruction.

More recently, concerning the various interpretations of curriculum, Peter S. Hlebowitsh commented, “When we begin to think about the curriculum as a strictly professional and school-based term, a number of different interpretive slants on what comprises the curriculum comes into play.”

Definitions by Purposes, Contexts, and Strategies


Differences in substance of definitions of curriculum, while they exist, are not as great or as common as differences in what the curriculum theorists include in their conceptions of the term. Some theorists elaborate more than others. Some combine elements of both curriculum and instruction, a conceptual problem that will be examined later in this chapter. Others find a definition of curriculum in (1) purposes or goals of the curriculum, (2) contexts within which the curriculum is found, or (3) strategies used throughout the curriculum.

Purposes.
The search for a definition of curriculum is clouded when the theoretician responds to the term not in the context of what curriculum is but what it does or should do—that is, its purpose. On the purposes of the curriculum we can find many varying statements.


When curriculum is conceptualized as “the development of reflective thinking on the part of the learner” or “the transmission of the cultural heritage,” purpose is confused with entity. This concept could be stated more correctly: “The purpose of the curriculum is transmission of the cultural heritage,” or “The purpose of the curriculum is the development of reflective thinking on the part of the learner.” A statement of what the curriculum is meant to achieve does little to help us sharpen a definition of what curriculum is.

Contexts.
Definitions of curriculum sometimes state the settings within which it takes shape. When theoreticians speak of an essentialist curriculum, a child-centered curriculum, or a reconstructionist curriculum, they are invoking two characteristics of the curriculum at the same time—purpose and context. For example, an essentialistic curriculum is designed to transmit the cultural heritage, to school young people in the organized disciplines, and to prepare boys and girls for the future. This curriculum arises from a special philosophical context, that of the essentialistic school of philosophy.


A child-centered curriculum clearly reveals its orientation—the learner, who is the primary focus of the progressive school of philosophy. The development of the individual learner in all aspects of growth may be inferred but the plans for that development vary considerably from school to school. The curriculum of a school following reconstructionist philosophical beliefs aims to educate youth in such a way that they will be capable of solving some of society’s pressing problems and, therefore, change society for the better. Setting forth a “feminist argument,” Madeleine R. Grumet argued that “what is the most fundamental to our lives as men and women sharing a moment on this planet is the process and experience of reproducing ourselves.”
 Holding the view that “schools are ritual centers cut off from the real living places where we love and labor,”
 she defined curriculum as a “project of transcendence, our attempt while immersed in biology and ideology to transcend biology and ideology.”
 Again we see a particular orientation or context within which the curriculum is lodged.

Strategies.
While purpose and context are sometimes offered as definitions of curriculum, an additional complexity arises when the theoretician equates curriculum with instructional strategy. Some theoreticians isolate certain instructional variables, such as processes, strategies, and techniques, and then proceed to equate them with curriculum. The curriculum as a problem-solving process illustrates an attempt to define curriculum in terms of an instructional process—problem-solving techniques, the scientific method, or reflective thinking. The curriculum as group living, for example, is an effort at definition built around certain instructional techniques that must be used to provide opportunities for group living. The curriculum as individualized learning and the curriculum as programmed instruction are, in reality, specifications of systems by which learners encounter curricular content through the process of instruction. Neither purpose, context, nor strategy provides a clear basis for defining curriculum.


In a class by itself is the definition of curriculum as ends or terminal objectives. W. James Popham and Eva L. Baker classified curriculum as ends and instruction as means when they said, “Curriculum is all the planned learning outcomes for which the school is responsible.”
 In designing the curriculum, planners would cast these outcomes or objectives in operational or behavioral terms.


The operational or behavioral objectives are, in effect, instructional objectives. According to the proponents of behavioral objectives, a compilation of all the behavioral objectives of all the programs and activities of the school would constitute the curriculum. The curriculum would then be the sum total of all instructional objectives. You will encounter in this text an approach that distinguishes curriculum goals and objectives from instructional goals and objectives. You will see later that curriculum objectives are derived from curriculum goals and aims of education, and instructional objectives are derived from instructional goals and from curriculum goals and objectives. Both curriculum objectives and instructional objectives can be stated in behavioral terms.


Some advocates of behavioral objectives seem comfortable with the notion that once the terminal objectives (the ends) are clearly specified, the curriculum has been defined. From that point on instruction takes over. This view of curriculum as specification of objectives is quite different, for example, from the concept of the curriculum as a plan, a program, or a sequence of courses.


In this text curriculum is perceived as a plan or program for all the experiences that the learner encounters under the direction of the school. In practice, the curriculum consists of a number of plans, in written form and of varying scope, that delineate the desired learning experiences. The curriculum, therefore, may be a unit, a course, a sequence of courses, the school’s entire program of studies—and may be encountered inside or outside of class or school when directed by the personnel of the school.

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CURRICULUM

AND INSTRUCTION


The search to clarify the meaning of curriculum reveals uncertainty about the distinctions between curriculum and instruction and their relationships to each other. We may simplistically view curriculum as that which is taught and instruction as the means used to teach that which is taught. Even more simply, curriculum can be conceived as the “what” and instruction as the “how.” We may think of the curriculum as a program, a plan, content, and learning experiences, whereas we may characterize instruction as methods, the teaching act, implementation, and presentation.


Distinguishing instruction from curriculum, Johnson defined instruction as “the interaction between a teaching agent and one or more individuals intending to learn.”
 James B. Macdonald viewed curricular activity as the production of plans for further action and instruction as the putting of plans into operation. Thus, according to Macdonald, curriculum planning precedes instruction, a premise with which I am in agreement.


In the course of planning for either the curriculum or instruction, decisions are made. Decisions about the curriculum relate to plans or programs and thus are programmatic, while those about instruction (and thereby implementation) are methodological. Both curriculum and instruction are subsystems of a larger system called schooling or education.

Models of the Curriculum–Instruction Relationship


Definitions of the two terms are valuable but can obscure the interdependence of these two systems. They may be recognized as two entities, but like cojoined twins, one may not function without the other. That the relationship between the “what” and the “how” of education is not easily determined can be seen in several different models of this relationship. For lack of better terminology, the following labels are coined for these models: (1) dualistic model, (2) interlocking model, (3) concentric models, and (4) cyclical model.

Dualistic Model. Figure 1.1 depicts the dualistic model. Curriculum sits on one side and instruction on the other and never the twain shall meet. Between the two entities lies a great gulf. What takes place in the classroom under the direction of the teacher seems to have little relationship to what the master plan says should go on in the classroom. The planners ignore the instructors and in turn are ignored by them. Discussions of curriculum are divorced from their practical application to the classroom. Under this model the curriculum and the instructional process may change without significantly affecting one another.
INSERT FIGURE 1.1

The Dualistic Model
Interlocking Model. When curriculum and instruction are shown as systems entwined, an interlocking relationship exists. No particular significance is given to the position of instruction or curriculum in either of the versions of this model presented in Figure 1.2. The same relationship is implied no matter which element appears on the left or the right. These models clearly demonstrate an integrated relationship between these two entities. The separation of one from the other would do serious harm to both. 

INSERT FIGURE 1.2

The Interlocking Model

Curriculum planners would find it difficult to regard instruction as paramount to curriculum and to determine teaching methods before program objectives. Nevertheless, some faculties proceed as if instruction were primary by dispensing with advance planning of the curriculum and by letting it more or less develop as it unfolds in the classroom.
Concentric Models. The preceding models of the relationship between curriculum and instruction reveal varying degrees of independence from complete detachment to interlocking relationships. Mutual dependence is the key feature of concentric models. Two conceptions of the curriculum–instruction relationship that show one as the subsystem of the other can be sketched (Figure 1.3). Variations A and B both convey the idea that one of the entities occupies a superordinate position while the other is subordinate.
INSERT FIGURE 1.3

The Concentric Model


Concentric model A makes instruction a subsystem of curriculum, which is itself a subsystem of the whole system of education. Concentric model B subsumes curriculum within the subsystem instruction. A clear hierarchical relationship comes through in both these models. Curriculum ranks above instruction in model A and instruction is predominant in model B. In model A instruction is a very dependent portion of the entity curriculum. Model B makes curriculum subservient to and derivative from the more global instruction.

Cyclical Model. The cyclical conception of the curriculum–instruction relationship is a simplified systems model that stresses the essential element of feedback. Curriculum and instruction are separate entities with a continuing circular relationship. Curriculum makes a continuous impact on instruction and, vice versa, instruction has impact on curriculum. This relationship can be schematically represented as in Figure 1.4. The cyclical model implies that instructional decisions are made after curricular decisions, which in turn are modified after instructional decisions are implemented and evaluated. This process is continuous, repetitious, and never-ending. The evaluation of instructional procedures affects the next round of curricular decision making, which again affects instructional implementation. While curriculum and instruction are diagrammed as separate entities, with this model they are not to be conceived as separate entities but as part of a sphere—a circle that revolves, causing continuous adaptations and improvements of both entities.


Each curriculum–instruction model has its champions who espouse it in part or in whole, in theory or in practice. Yet how can we account for these numerous conceptions, and how do we know which is the “right” one to hold?
INSERT FIGURE 1.4

The Cyclical Model
Common Beliefs. As newer developments occur in education, as research adds new insights on teaching and learning, as new ideas are developed, and as times change, beliefs about curriculum and instruction also undergo transformation. The “rightness” or “wrongness” of concepts like curriculum and instruction cannot be established by an individual educator or even by a group of educators. One index of “correctness” might be the prevailing opinion of most educators at a particular stage in history—a rather pragmatic but nevertheless viable and defensible position. Though no one to my knowledge has made a count of prevailing postulates regarding curriculum and instruction, most theoreticians today appear to agree with the following comments:

· Curriculum and instruction are related but different.

· Curriculum and instruction are interlocking and interdependent.

· Curriculum and instruction may be studied and analyzed as separate entities but cannot function in mutual isolation.


In my judgment, serious problems are posed by the dualistic conceptual model of the relationship between curriculum and instruction with its separation of the two entities and by concentric models that make one a subsystem of the other.


Some curriculum workers feel comfortable with an interlocking model because it shows a close relationship between the two entities. Of all the curriculum–instruction models that have crossed my path, however, I feel that the cyclical has much to recommend it for its simplicity and for its stress on the need for the continuous influence of each entity on the other.

CURRICULUM AS A DISCIPLINE


In spite of its elusive character, curriculum is viewed by many, including me, as a discipline— a subject of study—and even, on the graduate level of higher education, as a major field of study. Curriculum is then both a field within which people work and a subject to be taught. Graduate and, to some extent, undergraduate students take courses in curriculum development, curriculum theory, curriculum evaluation, secondary school curriculum, elementary school curriculum, middle school curriculum, community college curriculum, and, on fewer occasions, university curriculum.


Can there be a discipline called curriculum? Are the many college courses in curriculum mere frosting, as some of the critics of teacher education maintain, or is there cake beneath the surface? Is there a curriculum field or occupation to which persons can devote their lives?

The Characteristics of a Discipline


To arrive at a decision as to whether an area of study is a discipline, the question might be raised, “What are the characteristics of a discipline?” If the characteristics of a discipline can be spelled out, we can determine whether curriculum, for example, is a discipline or not.

Principles. Any discipline worthy of study has an organized set of theoretical constructs or principles that governs it. Certainly, the field of curriculum has developed a significant set of principles, tried and untried, proved and unproved, many of which are appropriately the subjects of discussion in this text. Balance in the curriculum, discussed in Chapter 13, is a construct or concept. Curriculum itself is a construct or concept, a verbalization of an extremely complex idea or set of ideas. Using the constructs of balance and curriculum, we can derive a principle or rule that, stated in simple terms, says, “A curriculum that provides maximum opportunities for learners incorporates the concept of balance.” Sequencing of courses, behavioral objectives, integrated studies, multiculturalism, and a whole-language approach to the teaching of language arts are examples of constructs incorporated into one or more curriculum principles.


A major characteristic of any theoretical principle is its capacity for being generalized and applied in more than one situation. Were curriculum theories but one-shot solutions to specific problems, it would be difficult to defend the concept of curriculum as a discipline. But the principles of curriculum theory are often successful efforts to establish rules that can be repeated in similar situations and under similar conditions. Many people will agree, for example, that the concept of balance should be incorporated into every curriculum. We encounter more controversy, however, over a principle that might be stated as, “The first step in curriculum planning is the specification of behavioral objectives.” Though some maintain this principle has become universal practice and therefore, might be labeled “truth,” it has been tried and accepted by many educators, rejected by some, and tried and abandoned by others.

Knowledge and Skills. Any discipline encompasses a body of knowledge and skills pertinent to that discipline. The field of curriculum has adapted and borrowed subject matter from a number of pure and derived disciplines. Figure 1.5 schematically shows areas from which the field of curriculum has borrowed constructs, principles, knowledge, and skills. Selection of content for study by students, for example, cannot be done without referring to the disciplines of sociology, psychology, and subject areas. Organization of the curriculum depends on knowledge from organizational theory and management, which are aspects of administration. The fields of supervision, systems theory, technology, and communications theory are called on in the process of curriculum development. Knowledge from many fields is selected and adapted by the curriculum field.


The “child-centered curriculum” as a concept draws heavily on what is known about learning, growth, and development (psychology and biology), on philosophy (particularly from one school of philosophy, progressivism), and on sociology. The “essentialist curriculum” borrows from the subject areas of philosophy, psychology, and sociology, and the academic disciplines.


You might ask whether the field of curriculum contributes any knowledge of its own to that borrowed from other disciplines. Certainly, a good deal of thinking and research is going on in the name of curriculum. New curricular ideas are being generated continuously. These ideas, whether they be cooperative learning, computer literacy, or character education (to mention but three fairly recent concepts), borrow heavily from other disciplines.


The skills used by curriculum specialists are also borrowed from other fields. Let’s take an example from the field of social psychology. Generally accepted is the notion that a curriculum changes only when the people affected have changed. This principle, drawn from the field of social psychology, and applied in the field of curriculum development, was perhaps most dramatically demonstrated by the Western Electric researches conducted by industry in the 1930s.
 Here researchers discovered that factory workers assembling telephone relays were more productive when they were consulted and made to feel of value to the organization. Making the workers feel important resulted in greater productivity than manipulating the physical environment, for example, lighting in the factory. The feeling of being part of the research studies also created its own aura, the so-called Hawthorne effect, named for the Western Electric’s Hawthorne plant in Chicago. Since the feeling of involvement can in itself contribute to high productivity, this effect is one that researchers learn to discount, for it can obscure the hypothesized or real causes for change. However, the educational practitioner who is aware of the Hawthorne effect may take advantage of it to promote learning.
INSERT FIGURE 1.5

Sources of the Curriculum Field

Criticisms have been made of the Western Electric researches.
 In spite of the criticisms, however, the findings still appear generally sound. An instructional leader—let’s call him or her a supervisor—is the person who acts as a catalyst or agent for bringing about change in people. How does the supervisor do this? He or she makes use of knowledge and skills from a number of fields: communication theory, psychology of groups, and other areas. How does the supervisor help teachers to carry out the change once they have subscribed to it? He or she applies principles and skills from management, from knowledge of the structure of disciplines, and from other areas.


Consequently, we can conclude that the field of curriculum requires the use of an amalgamation of knowledge and skills from many disciplines. That curriculum theory and practice are derived from other disciplines does not in any way diminish the importance of the field. The observation of its derived nature simply characterizes its essence. Curriculum’s synthesis of elements from many fields in some ways makes it both a demanding and an exciting arena in which to work.


In a cyclical fashion the derived discipline of curriculum in turn makes its own potent impact on the disciplines from which it is derived. Through curricular research, experimentation and application, subject areas are modified; learning theories are corroborated, revised, or rejected; administrative and supervisory techniques are implemented or changed; and philosophical positions are subjected to examination.

Theoreticians and Practitioners. A discipline has its theoreticians and its practitioners. Certainly, the field of curriculum has an array of workers laboring in its name. Mention has already been made of some of the titles they go by: planners, consultants, coordinators, directors, and professors of curriculum, to name but a few. We can include them under the generic title of curriculum specialist.


Curriculum specialists make a number of distinctive contributions to their field. Specialists know what types of curricula have worked in the past, under what conditions, and with what success. Since the name of the game is improvement, specialists must be well grounded in the historical development of the curriculum and must possess the capacity to use that knowledge to help the schools avoid historical pitfalls.


Curriculum specialists generate or help to generate new curriculum concepts. In this capacity specialists draw on the past and conceive new arrangements, adaptations of existing approaches, or completely new approaches. Alternative forms of schools, for example, are newer arrangements and approaches for the same general goal—education of the young.


While curriculum specialists are indulging in the “big think,” hoping to bring to light new theories—a worthy goal not to be dismissed lightly—other, and perhaps more, curriculum specialists are experts in application of theory and research. They know techniques of curriculum planning that are most likely to result in higher achievement on the part of learners. They are familiar with variations in the organizational patterns. They must be not only knowledgeable but also creative and able to spark innovations that give promise of bringing about higher achievement in learners.


The concept of “core” curriculum dating from the 1930s and the 1940s, for example, that integrated two or more subjects, was a promising, creative innovation. In one of its shapes the core curriculum, which we will discuss in Chapter 9, fused English and social studies into a block of time—ordinarily two to three periods—at the junior high school level, using content based on adolescent needs and interests. But was this innovative concept truly original, unique to the field of curriculum, or was it adapted and drawn from a variety of disciplines? Examination of the subconcepts of the core curriculum shows that it owed a great deal to other disciplines. The adolescent-needs base followed in some core programs came from student-centered, progressive learning theories, as did the problem-solving approach used in instruction. One reason for the inauguration of this type of core curriculum in schools in the 1930s and l940s could be attributed to dissatisfaction with the subject matter, as evidenced by, among other factors, the low holding power of schools of the times.

CURRICULUM SPECIALISTS


Curriculum specialists often make a unique contribution by creatively transforming theory and knowledge into practice. Through their efforts a new, at first experimental, approach gradually becomes a widespread practice. As students of the discipline of curriculum, they also examine and reexamine theory and knowledge from their field and related fields. Awareness of past successes and failures elsewhere helps those who work in the field of curriculum to chart directions for their own curricula.


Curriculum specialists are in the best position to stimulate research on curricular problems. Specialists carry out and encourage study of curricular problems, comparisons of plans and programs, results of new patterns of curriculum organization, and history of curriculum experiments, to indicate but a few areas of research. Specialists encourage the use of results of research to continue efforts to improve the curriculum.


While classroom teachers daily concern themselves with problems of curriculum and instruction, the curriculum specialist is charged with the task of providing leadership to the teachers. Since there are so many different types of specialists in so many different locations, you will find it difficult to generalize on their roles. Some curriculum workers are generalists whose roles may be limited to leadership in curricular or programmatic planning or whose roles may also encompass instructional planning and decision making.


Some curriculum workers confine their spheres of action to certain levels or subjects, such as elementary, middle, or secondary school curriculum; community college curriculum, special education, science education, early childhood education; and others. What can be observed is that the roles the curriculum leader plays are shaped by the job, by the supervising administrator, and by the specialist himself or herself. At varying times the curriculum specialist must be

· a philosopher

· a psychologist

· a sociologist

· a human relations expert

· a technology expert

· a theoretician

· a historian

· a scholar in one or more disciplines

· an evaluator

· a researcher

· an instructor

· a systems analyst
Supervisors


An additional clarification should be made at this point—that is, the relationship between the roles of persons designated as curriculum specialists and those persons who are called supervisors. Some consider the titles synonymous.


In this text a supervisor is perceived as a specialist who works in three domains: instructional development; curriculum development; and staff, primarily teacher, development. 
 When the supervisor works in the first two domains, he or she is an instructional/curriculum specialist or often referred to as an “instructional supervisor.” Thus, the curriculum worker or specialist is a particular type of supervisor, one with more limited responsibilities than a general supervisor. Both the curriculum specialist and the supervisor fulfill similar roles when they work with teachers in curriculum development and instructional development, but the curriculum specialist is not primarily concerned with such activities as organizing inservice programs and evaluating teachers, which are more properly responsibilities of the general supervisors.

Role Variations


As with so many jobs in the field of education, difficulty arises in attempting to draw firm lines that apply under all conditions and in all situations. To understand more fully the roles and functions of educational personnel, we must examine local practice. Teachers, curriculum specialists, and supervisors all engage in activities to improve both curriculum and instruction. At times their roles are different and at other times their roles are similar. These personnel, all specialists in their own right, frequently trade places to accomplish the task of improvement. Sometimes they are one and the same person—the teacher who is his or her own curriculum specialist and supervisor. Whatever the structure of leadership for the improvement of curriculum and instruction, all teachers and all specialists must ultimately participate in this challenging task. Since curriculum and instruction are the mind and heart of schooling, all personnel, all students, and the community as well participate in the improvement of what is offered by the school and how it is implemented.


Chapters 3 and 4 will describe roles of personnel involved in curriculum development, including teachers, students, department heads, lead teachers, team leaders, grade coordinators, administrators, curriculum specialists, supervisors, and laypersons.
SUMMARY


Curriculum and instruction are viewed as separate but dependent concepts. Curriculum is defined in a variety of ways by theoreticians. This text follows the concept of curriculum as a plan or program for the learning experiences that the learner encounters under the direction of the school.


Instruction is perceived in these pages as the means for making the curriculum operational, that is, the techniques that teachers use to make the curriculum available to the learners. In short, curriculum is program and instruction is method 


A number of models showing the relationship between curriculum and instruction have been discussed. While all models have their strengths and weaknesses, the cyclical model seems to have particular merit for its emphasis on the reciprocity between curriculum and instruction.


Planning should begin with the programmatic—that is, with curriculum decisions, rather than with instructional decisions. Appropriate planning begins with the broad aims of education and proceeds through a continuum that leads to the most detailed objectives of instruction.


Curriculum is perceived as a discipline, albeit a derived one that borrows concepts and principles from many disciplines.


Many practitioners work in the field of curriculum, including specialists who make a career of curriculum planning, development, and research. Teachers, curriculum specialists, and instructional supervisors share leadership responsibilities in efforts to develop the curriculum.


As a discipline, curriculum possesses (1) an organized set of principles, (2) a body of knowledge and skills for which training is needed, and (3) its theoreticians and practitioners.
Questions for Discussion

1. Does it make any difference which definition of curriculum you adopt? Why? Give examples of the effects of following different definitions of curriculum.

2. Should curriculum be an area certified (credentialed) by the state? Why?

3. What is the purpose of distinguishing curriculum from instruction?

4. In what fields must a curriculum specialist have expertise?

5. Does planning start with the curriculum or with instruction? Why?

Exercises 

1. Locate and report three definitions of curriculum that differ from those quoted in this chapter.

2. Describe the characteristics of a discipline.

3. Describe whether curriculum is a discipline, a pseudodiscipline, or not a discipline, and state your reasons for your decision.

4. Make a brief presentation on the distinctions between a curriculum specialist and a supervisor, using selected quotations from the professional literature or from persons in positions with those titles.

5. Show the differences, if any, between the terms curriculum worker, curriculum specialist, curriculum planner, curriculum coordinator, curriculum consultant, and instructional supervisor.

6. Locate in the literature and describe one or more models of the relationship between curriculum and instruction that are different from those that appear in this chapter. 

7. Describe your own model of the relationship between curriculum and instruction.

8. Report on the purposes and activities of the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, the Council of Professors of Instructional Supervision, and Professors of Curriculum.

9. Take each of the disciplines from which the field of curriculum borrows and describe at least one contribution (principle, construct, concept, or skill) borrowed from that discipline.

10. Decide whether there are any sources of the curriculum field not shown in Figure 
11. State what you believe is meant by the following terms: curriculum planning, curriculum development, curriculum improvement, curriculum revision, curriculum reform, and curriculum evaluation.
12. Report on the Western Electric researches mentioned in this chapter and explain their significance for curriculum development. Include in your answer your description of the Hawthorne effect. Evaluate some of the criticisms of the Western Electric researches.

13. Consult one or more of the following references (see bibliography) on the meaning of “hidden curriculum”: James A. Beane et al.; Henry Giroux and David Purpel; Kenneth T. Henson; John D. McNeil; Albert I. Oliver; Allan C. Ornstein; and Francis P. Hunkins.

14. Explain what George S. Morrison means by formal curriculum, informal curriculum, hidden curriculum, and integrated curriculum (see bibliography).

15. Define types of curricula described by Allan A. Glatthorn and by John I. Goodlad (see bibliography).
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