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ABSTRACT

The intent of this paper is to examine several
dimensions of knowledge production and utilization in curriculunm.
Attention is given to what sorts of knowledge the field requires, the
form' it must take to be effectively utilized, and the processes by
which the reguired knowledge is created and put into appropriate
form. The paper draws upon work by Schwab and Broudy on the use of
knowledge in educational practice. Reference is also made to the
relationship between knowledge in curriculum and the larger field of
zetetics. Discussion of the development of curriculum knowledge in
technological form depends chiefly upon studies by Westbury and
‘0liver. Forms of inquiry in curriculun and the resultant knowledge
pool are examined comprehensively. Finally, knowledge utilization
concepts from Havelock and applied to linkage of curriculum knowledge
and practice. (RT) : :
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A basic grasp of the overall problem of knowledge production>-
and utilization in the field of.curriculum would seem to be
essential for the curriculum researcher, developer, or practi-
tioner. To know the chief features of the terrain in which one

works is a minimum expectation for anyone engaged in such work
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professionally. Yet, it may be observed that a great many
creators, conveyors, and users of curriculum knowledge are
considerably uncertain of their terrain, especially oubside the
limited range of guidelines within which they regulazly think

, end operate. Knowledgze of the more general phenomenon, to which
each may be contributing in_some‘particular aépect, wonld be |
helpful, were such knoyiedge available. This.largervperspective
might then make it possible to see new lines of researoh, to
recognize‘unfruitfui or less desirable efforts whioh need not
be pursued, or at the very least, to suggest relationships among

,stndies'thet'ere>doneAindependently;i,All.of=£hese'pOSSibilities
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would contribute to an accumulation of knowledge sbout curriculum
research and its utilization that is needed by anyone'norking in
this field. This paper is directed to the examination of this
larger oontext for curriculum research and practice,

This study has attempted to tring together what is known at
present about the production and utilization of knowledge in the
field of curriculum. At the outset, it must be admitted that no
previoue effort to survey this matter specifically in the field
of curriculum has been found, though within the field of educa-
tional administration, a substantial monogreph on this topic was
issued in 1968, in which there is some parallel work of consider-
able value. (Eidell, 1968) This absence of previous work on
the problem of knowledge‘production and utilization in curriculum
is evidence that scholars in curriculﬁm have generally pursued
their work without reference to nhat is known about knowledge
productlun and utilization* in general or to what others have
learned about it who are engaged in research in various practice-~
oriented fields where the problem 1s»simnlar to thelr own --. that

| is, nhere'ﬁne.proﬁlem of whet‘knoWledgeeﬁo attemrtlto produce is
1ntimately tied to the needs of the consumers for speciflc k1nds

fof knowledge.i Data on phenomena related to. KP&U have been.f

f*Freduen#lYQneregfter‘referred,to?SimpofesiKP&Urﬁ
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collected from a wide variety of fields. Analysis of these data has

yielded much knowledge about KP&U in general. This body of
accumulated knowledge serves as an excellent reference point for
the present review of the problem of XP&U in curriculum, It is
at least as relevant a resource for curriculum as the cesearch
in other fields, such as educational psychology or the subject
natter fields, on which curriculum research has typically
depended.

It is not convenient in this paper to review what is known
about the general problem of KP&U.* It is, nevertheless, appro-
priate to recognize that research on 52%2 in curriculum can be
viewed as an epplied field related to the more general study of
KP&U. Thus, the various domains of interest and the research
perspectives characteristic of theeéeneral field arevtaken‘as

vpoints of departure in Searching the curriculum field for
studies that m&j provide.éome understendioé of the problem in
curriculum; These are then‘ciﬁed or reviewed in‘sycﬁhetic mode’
and ordered to permit some“sﬁructured picture of KP&U in curri-
jculum‘to emerge. Tﬁe full ploture, however,'cannot be- dlscerned
1from’the results of thws study o It WilL become quite apparent .

‘~'thatitoo Pew studies have beeﬁ carrled ou£ so far for this to

- o *Such a reVLew wap conducted as background for the present
_ stLdy bee Shoyt 1971.v4,_, ’ _
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be possible. This survey reflects the great need for a new kind
~of curriculum research that fills in knowledge of KP&U in curri-
culum. Nevertheless, even the partial picture that can now be
put together has many implications for research,.development,a.nd

utilization activities that go beyond current practices.
‘Research Tnto Practice

Studies concerning the relationship between curriculum
research and curriculum practice are quite limited in number,and
many related studies add little to an understanding of the problem
of producing and ubilizing curriculum knowledge.* The;'e are no
general studies of the problem of how curriculum reséa;'ch gets
into curriculum practice; no general studies of the bproblem'
approached even in terms of the phrase, "knowledge productinon and
utilizationg".and few instances whneie particalar cases of know-
ledge production and utiliza.tic.n in curriculum have beeu docu-

mented, (Zidonis, 1967; Marsh, 1964; Grobman, A., 1969; Wooten,

*This sta.te of a.ffa.::rs is perha.ps lamen'ba.ble.f No doubt it
_represents a’ v1ew of cu.rriculum scholarship tha.t hes not pla.ced.
much: - emphasns upor checking what, krowledge of currlculum is
utilized nor upon what kind of knowledge: “the f:.eld requ:.res and,
; ‘conse.-quently, should De jprodeuced for 1ts use. ;- B .
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1965; Grobman, H., 1968; Rosenbloom, 196Lk)  The difficulties in
the process have been noted occasionally, but a&tempts to study
it ere virtually nil. (Zidonis, 1967; Stufflebesm, 1966; Foyan,
1968; NCERD, 1970) * -Despite the complexity of the actual pheno-
menon and the fact that it remains largely unstudied, arficles
advocating a look at the research-into-practice problem in cuéri-

culum eppear rarely. (Goodlad, 1969, pp. 369 and 37h)

Knowledge Production

Knowledge production in curriculum, as one aspect of the
problen, has beeh somewhet more thoroughly studied. Its chief
 elements, nevertheless, tend to remain obscure. Many areas have
not beel: touched upon anywhere in the research literature.
Nothing substantial can be identified within either the sociology

or psychology of'éurriculum science. We do not know how the

% "The path from knowledge creation to kmowledge utilization
is a tortuous one, requiring extensive planning.” (Zidonis, p-
85)  In discussing Title I programs, Stufflebeam makes this same
point. "The pa&h:betweéngthéory~and‘praCti¢e is ‘long and fraught
With‘many-hazarQS}f;f(Stﬁfflebqamsjp,.126)3ndeyan‘diScusses

curficulax3researchlandfdevelppmept,pféblemS"relé£§dfto federal

| progrems and observes the slow but. nobiceable progress toward
‘achieving the widespread utilization that had been expected %o
. result from ESEA projects and R & D centers.’ (Boyan, 1968, pp.
22.29). Evidence of the impact of federal efforts is reviewed

in’ NCERD, pp. 139-153, which concludes with a caveat on the diffi-

‘- ¢ulty of tracing specific innovations back to ‘research.. It 'is

 Somewhat saster 1n such projects as BSSC Prysics or CHEM Study.
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the scientific community within the field of curriculum functions
organizationally or under what social and psychologicel stimuli,
constraints,and norms it operates. We do not know whether it
participates in the general attributes of the educational research
community as a whole or whether it behaves quite differently from
it.

The quantity of research productivity irn curriculum, it is
frequently pointed out, is guite low. These estimates are most
often derived subjectively, no doubt, by meking comparisons with
work in other fields of educational research or in terms of
standards internal to the curriculum field as to what counts as
qu ity resesrch. There are no empirical studies that would help
confirm or deny these thoughtful hunches, however. (Westbury,
1969, pp. 4-6; Mamn, 1968, pp. 375-376; Abramsop, 1966, p. 3893
Short, 1970, oP. 7-83 Goodla,d,-l969, p. 368; Foshay and Beilin,
1969; Myers end Klein, 1969, pD. 395-402; Broudy, l970;’pp. l6-
17) |

Areas of Froductivity

Occasionally, scholars have focused attention on the need
to redirect research efforts into new dimensions of the field in :
- an attempt to stimulate increased productiv1ty Recently, Schwab
“i‘(1970) has called for specialists in curriculum to take charge

ﬁrof their own field of expertize, charging that much of the proper
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work of curriculum research has been translocated to other fields
and other scholars outside its own immediaste community of scholars,
e.g., the subject matter specialists who inaugureted and developed
major curriculum‘reform projects of the 1960's. He has also noted
that the field of curriculum inquiry has devoted considerable
attention te inappropriate metatheoretical questions. As a
consequence, the barriers to productivity in the field have not
been reduced as mach as should be expected from such work. Schwab
suggests that Questions of the judgment of curricula, their con-
Hssruction,and their reconstruction have been neglected in the
‘werk of those whose task is to facilitate inquiry with metatheo-
retical clarification.

Schwab also finds that the same few concepts which have been
generated in the field, have been reiterated, restaﬁed, cozmented
upon, criticized,'cellected, traced historically,and used as the
basis for curriculum proposals over and over again_wiﬁhout the
concommitant generatién of new_concepts that meet the challenge
of practical imperatives at hand. Instead of facing these hard,

-substantive problems, currlculum scholars have tended to sub-
| stitute psuedo-scholarly charge and countercherge among them-
selves over each others' methods and research results (not the
CF only field of study to be gullty of thls, to be sure),and needed

i‘new work is left uncreated.

b it e

e b e A St bt Sk A AR
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And finally, Schwab is persuaded that the flight from the
practical to the theoretical in curriculum study has resulted in
many dead ends. He recommends the more fruitful epproach, at
least for the moment, of examining at first hend the various
exigencies of curriculum.as/they exist at various levels -- the
classroom; the school district, the state, the natioh,or others.
(Schwab, 1970, pp. 19-20)

‘Schweb's effort to redirect research productivity in curri-
culum has so recently been presented to the field that it will
be necessary to put off any attempt to determine whether research
will tend to follow his recommendetions or not. In any event,
several other curriculum scholars who have set forth possible
lines of inguiry or who have been provoked to discuss the topics
treated by Schweb have found themselves in essential agreement
about the desiratility of conducting more naturalistic studies
in curriculum. (Goodlad, 1969, pp. 369 and 37h; AERA, 1971;
Eisner, 1970)

Eisner (1970) has suggested a number of areas of the field
in whjch 1ncreased productiv1ty 1s urgently nendcd. He includes
the products and processes of curriculum reform and development :
7 projects, ihe implementation of a curriculum 1n schools, evelue-

tion of curricula, the role of curri specialists, different

:;‘approaches to ulum.build ng, (1nterdisciplinary, discipline-

Q-centered, etc ), the w&y the 1nstructional support system and

L Eg e

ol V]
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organizational structure.affect curriculum;and ways of adapting
curricula to particular settings.

Broudy (1970a) has remirded us that ultimately curriculum
research must seek generalizations that are embedded in integrated
frameworks of knowledge if studies are to be cumulative and have
power enough to be relied upon. He sets forth five categories of
hypotheses in which work could be pursued end research produc-
tivity increased: hypotheses about objectives, hypotheses about
relations between curriculum.inﬁut and outcomes, hypotheses about
specific curricular inputs based on these conclusions, hypotheses
sbout rules for seduencing or packaging inputss and hypotheses
about the uses of schooling.

Thirty-four types of currieulum studies are cited‘by Short
(1970) with, however, no indication given of the relative produc-
tivity among these various types. Although areas of high and low
productivity seemﬁtd'exist amcng the various areas of work men-
tioned, it would bejdifficult to conclude whether the distribu-
‘tion ef knowledge @roduction has any definite relationship to

thﬂ degree of need for ‘curriculun know;edge 1n the various areas

-;u'as expressed by those seeking 1t. Cons1dering the curriculum

L reseaxch context W1thout reference to the demand for its pro-

» [duct1vity, one must recognlze tha$ a high accumulaxion of~ihdividual
‘studies does not necessarlly censtltute grthh 1n knowledge For, as

‘.Glass points ‘_-  , >_f' S B o L I : v
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out, knowledge about education is not increasing nearly as fast
as is alleged. It is the educational research literature that
is proliferating. He adds:
A body of literature can grow faster than a
body of knowledge when it swells with false
knowledge, jynconclusive or contvradictory o
findings, repetitive writing or simple . dross.
If krowledge is not subjected to scrutiny,
it cannot be held confidently to be true....
The integration of isolated research reports
and the criticism of published works serve
an essential purpose in the growth of a
discipline." (Glass, 1970, pp. 323-324)

Tt would not be far wrong to conclude that, if productivity
in curriculum research refers to the kind of knowledge that is
scrutiniZed, synthesized, packed-down,and highly valid, there is
really a very low level of knowledge production in any. of the
many aspects cf the field and, consequently, in the fleld as a
whole.* |

One cannot help but wonder why +nis may be sO. 'No disci-,

o plined studies have been found wnlch have traced the causes of

*Of course, this’ conclusion is dlfflcult to validate s1nce}

the body of curriculun knowledge that has: accumulateF is: not

readily available “in’ the’ form suggested by Glass.ﬂ Individual

,studies are scat+ered and. current reviews of" convenlent group-

. ings of ‘them are. spotty _Anyone who mlght wish to collect and

| boil down all that has been generated on'a given problem in the
sy ..

bl $ S i St b VA TS e

“gaining?access to what-,.
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this condition,and so the matter is open to several hypotheses.
If it is because competition and scientific norms within the
community of curriculum scholars discourage rather than encourage
research productivity, we do not have studies to tell us so. If
it is becausn researchers have Viewed the phenomena of the curri-
culum field from less than the most fruitful perspectives,'we are
only uow beginning'to have alternative vantage points being
cogently suggested which might evoke changes in what is studied
and hopefully lead to more productive lines of inquiry. Perspec-
tives presented by Schwab, Eisner, Broudy,and Glass represent a
few of the more radical alternatives¥ among proposals which vie
for recognition in the field as to what should be studied inlcurri-
‘culum and how such matters should be viewed.

Factors Affecting Quality of Knowledge Produced

No doubt this dilemma over what constitutes the'proper.con;
"_'text for curriculum inquiry plays a large part in inhibiting

E research productiVity in the field. For purposes of conducting |

‘ﬂrresearch upon particular phenomena associated With the curriculum

‘ufnfield definition of its boundaries, its subgect matter, its-

-» : *Radical in the sense that they require conceptual shifts in
T,the way the problems ‘of the . field are viewed and not. just more and

’fbetter refined studiesvof the sort that have largely been generate
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major domains of inquirf, its most telling questions and most
insistent problems,its.key‘concepts, its generative ideas, and
its conceptual systems would seem to be-necessary. (Westbury,
1969; see also Gowin and Mm_mn, 1969, pp. 554-556). Yet
inquiry in the curriculum field is so UAsettled that it is diffi-
cult to find tWo studies that define any of these fegtures in
the same way. This situation tends to impose upon every investi-
-gator the necessity either to stipulate his -own original defini-
tions without regerd £ar previous work done or to examine exhaus-
tively all such definitions generated to dete “efore deciding
to build his inquiry upon those he finds reason to believe best
serve his_purposas. Tf this is the sort of situation faced by
the curriculum researcher, it alome could considerably limit
the amount and quality of curriculum research ultimately produced.
However,ithis thothesis has admittedly not heen checked, let
alone confirmed | | | o

It may be instructiVe to mention some‘concrete examples of
‘fcontroversies that exist within this contextual aspect of know-
”ledge production in cur*iculum. For instance, boundaries that
‘differentiate curriculum phenomena from those appropriate to some
,other field of investigation are among those features that must

‘.:pfbe defined w1th reasonable clarity before studies can be bullt

;tupon other related

boundary'problem that is most -
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frequently th f.source of quite different definitlons of the
phencmensa, appropriate for study in curriculum is what the line
should be which marks off instruction, methodology;and/or instruc-
tional materials from curriculum, VthnSOn would sharr =~ divide
them into mutually exclusive areas of research concerns. { Jokmson,
1657, 1969b)  Mann and Westbury, among others, epparently world
not, (Mann, 1966; Westbury,-i969; M&ers end Klein, 1969, ~p.
397-398 'and L01-402) . Alvik has analyted the different posikions
in this controversy. His work makes it possible to stipulate |
boundaries in terms of the kinds of questions one_is intereied
in exploring -- questions of educational philosophy, didactics
(educational ends and means), methods of imstruction, implemen-
tation of plans, or evaluation of plans and of their implementa-
' tion._ (Alvik, 1970) Another boundary problem that is far from |
being satlsfactorlxy resolved concerns the milieu in which curri-
- culum is set. Clearxy, there are varlables WhICh affect an educa-u
tLOnal program that ex1sts out81de the currlculum 1tself but whlch:
' cannot be totally 1gnored‘1n currlculum research (Elsner, 1967

‘, ‘McNe:Ll 1969, Welss, 1_969, Macdonald, 1969-70) B

One deflnltronal problem related to the context for curri- .

culum 1nqu:ry has continued to he very vexlng for many researchers

Hdespit’ the fact that there has long been considerable clarlty and i‘

f&fv;de acceptancelln the_flel'yof 8- certa1n setvof dlstlnctlons
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that are virtuelly self-evident. Two domains of curriculum
inquiry which concern different phenomena and which need not be
confused are those pertaining to curriculum as a product (of a
curriculum development process) and to curriculum development as

a process (of developing a curriculum product). v(Macdonald, 1964
E-Johnson, 1969a) While these two domains do not exhaust the list
of possible phenomena of interest to researchers, they do have

the virtue of being relatively discrete domains, perhaps more so
than others that have been set forth,‘such as that of‘curriculum
evaluation. It is surprising that so much of the language in
which curriculum inquiry has been explicated has overlooked this
rather firm distinction. An example of another domain of inquiry,
which is not so Widely accepted as that of curriculum as & process
.or that of curriculum as a product concerns problems of curri-
‘cular policy as they appear. separately or as part of matters of
fpublic or administrative policy. (Westbury, l969, P- ll)

- The so- called Tyler rationale (Tyler, l950) has served as

: one rather widely accepted conceptual system for defining the

‘context of curriculum 1nqu1ry. Together with some - of 1ts more

N recent modifications (Goodlad and Richter, l966), 1t is coming

‘more 1nto question as a suitable conceptual schcme within which

'”fffto conduct practice and, secondarily, 1nquiry., Still there are

”5t\:those who defend it vi rously ‘ (Myers‘and Klein, l969, pp.,.

T
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397-389; Kliebard, 1970; Macdonald, 1965, 1966 1967, 1968
Huebner, 1966a, 1966b, 1967; Tyler, 1970, pP. 56:35)\

Partially a result of different philosophical;positions:on
curriculum (and perhaps of soﬁe_éé%?erences in interpretation of
Tyler rationale), this question of the definiuien of en appropriate
conceptual system for the curriculum field is part of a deeper
dilemma that has long puzzled curriculum researchers. This is
the all-pervasive issue of the kind of theoretical effort that is
appropriate to the field. Some scholars have sssumed that descrip-
tive theory of the kind generally sought in the basic sciences,
is the only proper kind of theory to be generated in curriculum.
Others have assumed that prescriptive theory, which offers program-
metic guidance, is the essential need of the field. Still others
arevnot certain but what both or perhaps neither are the correct
‘ones to aim for. (Mann, 19685 Scott, 1968; Beauchamp, 1965, 1968;
| Eisner, 1967; macdonald, 196., Huebner, 1968b Maccia, 1963, 1965,
1966 r968 Smith 1963, Goodlad 1968, Schwab, 1969, Elliott and
'Foshay, 1963, Foshay and Berlin, 1969) This fundamental issue
is beglnnlng to show signs of- possible resolution through the
badvent of relevant theorstical studies within the field of instruc-

"tional systems and the fleld of knowledge productlon and utiliza-.v

‘rl;‘rtion._ (Oliver, 1970, Hmvelock '1969; pp:5871' to 8-51)

. of movledge produce

have ‘an’ 1mpact upon the qpalltyfrs f

“in urrlculum research have b _n,reviewedfw?[7“
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nere briefly in so .far as work now available or related to this

| matter permits. Ope is left with the distinct impression that
there may have been more debate in the research literature over
what problems should be spproached and how they should be defined
than there has been actual production of studles or accumulatlons
of curriculum knowledge. One cannot say for certain without a
complete review of the substantive studies done in the field.
Since this has hot been attempted anywhere in the literature and
since the present treatment is concerned primarily with studies of
the problems of knowledge production in the curriculum field and
not with the recitation of the research produced within it, it is
only proper to leave open the question of the quality of work done
in the field and %o defer_judgment on how well the actual research
fares in making curriculum intelligible and in providing useful
‘knowledge.

-’Methods of Inquiry

| An ex&mination of the methods of 1nqu1ry used in currlculum

' research provides another perspectlve on the problem of" knowledge

_vproduction 1n curriculum. Methods of research are at the heart of
’creating knowledge and some understanding of the state of curri-
culum inquiry from the methodological point of v1ew 1s required

ij":i.:E one is to have a comprehen81ve plcture of the problem of

;~knowledge productlon in curr:.culum° »;iJn
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There is no evidence that the work of zetetics, the wost
general science of research and creative activity (Tykociner,
1966), has been deliberately utilized in the conduct of curri-
culun inquiry. That is, there appears to be very little aware-
ness that knowledge production in curriculum is a species of the
more general phenomenon»of knowledge production and, consequently,
mey derive power from the concepts developed in that science
concerned with the general»aree. Curriculum research does not
reflect the conceptual clerification zetetics provides regarding
classification of phenomena and methodologies of research. Educa-
tion and its congtituent fields of study, including curriculum,
in Tykociner's zetetic system of knowledge, 1s one of the dis-
seminative sciences. Such disseminative sciences hridge the gap
between that area of knowledge concerned'with"increasing under-
standing of new<problems'through the creation of disciplined
knowledge (called zetetics) and that area of knowledge concerned
‘with enabling the work of society, political econOmic, social,
_etc., to be carried on (referred to as social cybernetics) This
position within the total scheme of knowledge has two dlmension s
resulting from its relationship to zetetics~and to. social eybernetirs.

g There is first a social ethics dimension resulting from the ,

’“'Jﬂwobligation to dissemi“"te know edge for the use of personal living

o i}and acting in society._ The second is a dimension whivn would 3{_:i"”"‘
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emphasize education in zetetics jteself so that pupils may know
the principles and methods of knowledge creation which will enable
them to cope with problems of life and society that would remain
unintelligible, given the knowledge at hand. (Tykociner, 1966,
PP. 59- 62 and 79-82) These ideas sbout the location of the
phenomena of curriculum in the total range of possible categories
of scientific study suggest much of value about the substantive
character of the context of curriculum inguiry, While they do not
solve all the problems of defining the context of curriculum
inquiry, they do lead to an intelligible grasp of problems vir-
tually unassailable without such a theoretical framework of a
system of sciences and they may suggest fruitful lines of inquiry.

With respect to what can be jearned in zetetics that may
clerify methodological questions in curriculum inquiry,‘it is

evident from the work of Tykociner that an understandlng of

"fresearch methods in general can provide more fundamental tool

‘than those we have adapted from bas1c s01ent1f1c dlsc1plines,

‘ joften 1nadequately perceived. Systemaiic study of the research

7‘process falls in the branch of . zetetics known as zetesis. Work
in the fleld of zete81s has yielded anaxysis of the logical

;methods available for use in 1nqu1ry, an understandlng of the»~

‘elltypes of problems for whlch each 1oglca1 method is valid,

"‘t;;recognltion of the technolog1cal 1nstrumentation appropriate to
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the conduct of experimental and theoretical inuestigation, and
knowledge of general research methodologies. Perhaps most useful
is a description of the essential phases of the general zetetic
process, which in Tykociner's representation includes twenty-three
steps from theé inception and definition of a problem to be explored
through the setting forth of new findings and their implications.
(Tykociner, 1966, pp. 173-201) It is to work of & similar nature
that philosophers of science interested in educational phenomena,,
have most recently turned for resources in their efforts to
clarify the methodological issues in educational research.
(Cronbach and Suppes, PP. 135-148; Gowin and Millman; Glass, 19703
Maccia, 1971).

To date no authoritative guide to inquivy in currlculum has
been published. Thus, there is considerable debate about methods

of work appropriate to curriculum inquiry. (Schutz, 1969) It

: must be recognized hOWever, that ingredients for the development

of methods of work appropriate to curriculum inqulry are already

available in the metatheoretical contrlhutions of scholars in

=the science of zetesis, phl osophers concerned with refining '

: scicntific methods of work, methodological theorists in educa~
.':‘tional research and curriculum.research methodologists. The

-task that remains to be done is to synthesiZe and structure the

'Ef}ffrelevant knowledge avail&ble'i 7these sources and to identify the |
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kinds of curricular research problems to which these methods are
appropriate.

Among the most promising work done specifically on methods
of ‘mlrriculum-inquiry are studies by Basley, Stanley, Goodlad,
and Schweb. Easley mekes a case against orer-clependence upon
statistical procedures in a field which has yet to produce pheno-
menological and theoretical work in which such tools are appro-
priate. Easley advocates studies which report the operation of
the full range of .variables observable in curriculum as a basis
for theoretical development and statistical testing of generaliza-
tions.(Egsléy, 1967) * On the other hand, Stanley notes that for
purposes of conducting decision-orientied _studies, the method of
controlled compara.tive expe_r:‘l.menta.tion in curriculum is qnite
appropriate and amensble to statistical treatment. (Staniey,
1970) **. Goodlad stresses the role of invention as a mode of
1nquiry appropr:n.a,te to a field such as curriculum. As a form of
fluid as opposed to stable, inquiry (Schwa.b. 196&), invention

poses o.lternative concepts, modes, and principles for conductlng

, *See a.s an example of such inguiry, the study by Hawthorne,
1971. Also McClure, l971a,, and Walkery 1969 ' ‘

| **Anderson, 1969, is typics.l of this type of stuqv Yor &
_;,dlscussion of. the possibilities (and’ the diﬁ'icultles) of utili-
.zing curriculum reforms us experiments, see’ ‘Campbell, 1969. 'For

"f; {_,recent general rev:.ews of methodological problems in curriculum
“ evaluation, turnito Baker, 1969, Westbury, 1970, Hea.th, 1969,
e Suchman, 1970,

Hemphill 1969, a.nd Welch 1069
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practice." (Goodlad, 1968, pp. 11-1k)  Schwab also has urged
this same kind of inquiry in curriculum. He has termed it Ythe
anticipatory generation of alternatives." (Schwab, 1970, pPp.
33.35) * |

Turning to tae question of who should do the inquires appro-
priate to the field of curriculum, recognition has slowly emerged
that the problems of curriculum require both the use of methods
of work mastered by those schooled in particular conventional
diseiplines of inquiry and methods not available in such sources
but possessed by persons skilled in creating new forms of know-
ledge through the processes of selecting and combining diverse-
elements in accord with the demands of particular curricular
tasks. The full implications of thls recognition of the need
for multiple and varying approaches in curriculum inquiry are

not yet apparent. NEvertheless, a rationale is beginning to be

4 articulated on the basis of Schwab's categorization of curriculum

'as a practical enterprise, chiefly deliberat1Ve in character._
(Schwab, i97o, DP. 2-rh and 36-39) If curriculum is indeed
essentially a deliberative phenomenon, then to obtain the best

selection from among alternatives, there must be knowledge about

L *See Shane, 1967, and Shane & Shane, 1970, for analyses basic lﬁ
‘:,.4”‘to the kind:of inquiry*in curriculum that: 1nvents future alterna- o
if;tﬁms. ’ ] : S A S

a2
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every aspect of all proposed solutions and about theveffect of
~each as a whole, as well as about the deliberative processvitself.
Research is needed, therefore;'on both discrete questions thatkcan
be studied with- methods from a given discipline and on more complex
ones that can be answered only by eclectic treatment, utilizing
the informed'judgment of persons»fully immersed‘in the practical
ramifications of thehcurricular‘issue being conSidered;k‘

'StudieS'illustrating the use of curriculum'inqutry may be
cited to clarify‘this emerging view of curriculum.inquiry.*
Historical'approaches have been utilized by Kliebard;_1968, 1970a,
and by Seguel, l966. A review of historical studies in curriculum
appears in Bellack, 1359, o

Broudy, 1967, 1970b3 Soltis, 1968, 1970; Phenix, 1962, 196k4a,
»196%‘- Schwab', 196ka; ’Scheffler, 1958; ‘Hueb'ner; 19673 Martin, 1969,
all illustrate philosophical approaches. Collectionskof‘such

studies appear in Lev1t IQVl,and Martin, 1970.

AL

. : *Note that every one of these atuﬂies deale with dirferent .
;curricular phenomena ‘and that no. attempt is made here" to trace

-"replications of any - study, 1f in-fact- they exist, consequentky

- the validity of each study's findings cannot be considered fully

verified Also note that the 1llustrations of curriculum inquiry

listed here do’ not exhaust those that could: be identified in each

category nor is a full taxonomy ‘of categories of inquiry intended.' |

‘Not. included in. this sample. of’ curriculum studies are meny which
‘-prﬁmarily concern . problems of the validity of‘methods ‘of .research
‘utilized in curriculum: inquiry and other related metatheoretical

R matters, e.g., Hhebner, l968b and:Man 'jl969.;,;,-
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Political-Sociological Studies: Kimbrough, l965, 19703
Lippitt, 1965, 1966;
Huebner, 1970.

Social-Psychological Studies: Dreeben, l968
Anderson, et al., 1969;
Eisner, 1967,
Macdonald, -1969-70;
Walberg, l969,
Overly, 1970;
Huebner, l966a, 1968a.

POllcym.t'lbuW&tlﬁn Sbudles. B vGideonse, l968;
Cohen, 1970%

Alternatives Generated:
Techrologies for Doing Various Curricular Activities:
For Innovating in Curriculum: Lawler, 1970.

" For Developing or Selecting
Curriculum Material or ; ,
Packages: Eash, 1969;
: Payne, 1969;
Tyler & Klein, 1968;
Stevens & Morrisett, 1968.

For Developing Proposals for
Total Curricular Programs: Short, 1965.

. *Tn commentlng upon the need for. research on: problems of over-
*:all currlculum development for use in formulatlng educational pollcy,
‘the authors of recent O.E.C.D. study stress, "The need for an over-
call. approach to the educatlonal system, as: distinct from the »
“research into, and the development of, partlcular sectors or fields

of study." This emphasis upon research and’ development- within
'fsubJects or. portlons of the currlculum,'characterlstlc of most of
the currlculum reform proaects of “the 1960's, has been challenged
by those who- recognlze the very . llmlted value ‘of much of the
research done in this connection for policy deliberations concerning
_the overall currlculum.; (Stoke, et al.; 1966) See also Goodlad,
v;;1966 Keppel,: 1966; ‘King, 1969, Meyers and Kleln 1969, McClure,

~1ﬁl97lb and Elsner, 1971
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For Evaluating Curricula: Grobman, 1968.

For Choosing amcng Policy
Alternatives: Berlak, 1970.

For Selecting and Organizing.
Curriculum Content: _ DeVore, 1970.

For Determining Curriculum
Objectives: : ' Weaver, 1971l.

Proposalsvfor Total Curricular Programs:
Broudy, et al., 196l; Phenix, 1964; Stratemeyer, et al.,
1957 . Smith, et al., 1957; Klng & Brownell,
19663 Berman, 1968.

Proposals for Curriculum Elements:

Kind of Individual to be
Developed: Alberty, 1967.

Content for Basic Studies,
Developmental Studies,
Molar Studies: Broudy, et al., 196k.
Objectives in Various Subjects: Popham,:l970.
The use in curriculum research of each of these modes.of inquiry
(and of addltlonal ones not 1llustrated here) has tended to pro-
'duce a product of more quallty than when undlscxpllned methods
. ‘uhave been attempted._ Stlll, 1t is apparent that formal concept-
‘fQ uallzatlon of the most Valld procedures ass001ated Wlth each
cmethc of study needs to be- expllcated 1n terms appllcable to

.currlculum phenomena 1f the quallty of the products of curr1—5

- culum 1nqu1ry 1s to be 1mproved

Thls examlnatlon of several aspects of the problem of know- N

'%,7ledge'productlon:1n currlculum permlts only one broad concluslon,
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and that is that we know remarkably little about it. The activity
which can be identified as knowledge production in curriCulum is
1ittle understood; it produces relatively little quality work; it
is uncertain what it should be studying and what definitions it
most profitably might adopt; the centroversies over its key con-
cepts and modes of inquiry 111 more of the research literature
than do solid reports of researeh'accomplished; and it appears to
be quite isolated frem.the mainstream of.known-how abbut'sazmﬁ
techniques of inquiry. We know more‘ebout'the difficulties
encountered in the field than we do about the elsments thax ccn-
stitute its structure. Within the last few years, however, iew
developments have begun to appeaf which may stimulate the rezfine-
ment of'the task and methods of knowledge production in curriculum
and may direct‘inquiry toward the productionbof more and better

curriculum knowledge.

‘Utilization of Curriculum Knowledge

If ldttle has been Iound that makes knowledge-productlon in
'currlculum 1ntelllg1ble, much less is avallable on- the subJect of
: knowledge utlllzatlon 1n currlculum.d As a domaln for 1nvest1ga-

tlon, 1t has llteralLy escaped d1rect attack ‘One could eas1ly,
d,suspeetlthet currlculum knowledge is not used 1n currlculum prac-

.,ticefer?thapglt_ha not been notlced that 1t has been used and
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therefore, left unexamined. Perhaps this is too harsh a judgnent
to draw merely from.the absence of studies about utilization of
curriculum knowledge. It may not be far wrong, however, to think
that the practitioner or user of curriculum knowledge has per-
‘ceived the confused state of knowledge productlon in the field
and has chosen to remaln skeptlcal of its findings. Wishlng to
act responslbly, he,hasvdeferred h1s use of knowledge produced
about curriculum_until hevcould receive it with more confidence.
Meanwhile, e tnrns'to other sources of information in which he
believes he can put more faith. This matter of user attitude
toward curriculum research has not been studied. It .is this
kind of fnndamental research that is necessary if utilization
“rather than non-utilization of curriculum‘knowledge’is taken as
a desirable goal Reasons for non-utilization would also:be
worthy obgects of investigation.* No doubt, the kind of SOClal
psychologlcal factors renorted 1n studies of reasons g1ven by
heducatlonal adm1n1strators for not us1ng research knowledge
xd(Schmuck l968) would be slmllar to those that mlght turn'wp 1n-;

?\kstudles pertalnlng to the utlllzatlon of currlculum knowledge.

» *Appllcatlons in the fleld of currlculum of concepts related
to factors affecting the utlllzatlon of knowledge, &8 generated
in the more general ‘science of knowledge utilization,. would be
useful in expandlng the- understandlng of thls phenomenon 1n
rcurrlculum ‘See Havelock 1969 :
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Whatever the actual factors are which may account for the
prevailing level of use of curriculum knowledge, there is more
interest at the present time in developing new and better tech-
nigques far putting users in touck with the available kmowledge
than there is in learning what the phenomenon of knowledge ubili-
zation in the field of curriculus: is like and what inhdbits or
augments the funétioning of this process. Without the benefit of
knowing in what ways such efforts may corntribute to acftual utili-
zation of curriculum knowledge, & number of delivery systems
have been established that make possible more and speadier access
to curriculum information. The ERIC system, which facilitates
the dissehination of.educational research and information in
general, provides curriculum information via comprehensive index-
ing of published and unpubl%shed documents and.access to reproduc-
tion in hard copy or microfiche on a fee per item basis.* No
studies of how much this system is utilized to obtain curriculum
.1nformatum1havebeen located nor have any currlrulum studies

'apparently been dlrected at an assessment of the umpact of What

*Research in Educatlon, avallable since 1966 from Superinten-
’_dent of Documents, Washlngton, D. C., 1ndexes chlefly unpublished
reports filed with Educational Resources Informatlon Center, USOE .«
_Current Index of Journals in Education, a publlcatlon since 1968

- of Collier-Macmillan, New-York City,: 1ndexes publlshed artlcles
‘ from most magor educatlonal aournals.




has been retrieved through the system. Clearly, that which may

be zccarded the status of curriculum knowledge (derived by means
of valid modes of inguiry and Qevelopment) is not readily dis-
tinguished in this system from that which is cﬁrriculum opinion.,.
repmrts of practice; limited studies and experiments, or untested
prodfincts. Thus, it is possible for a user to attribute to certain
information obtained with the assistance of ERIC more validity as
tested curriculum knowledge than it may deserve and to utilize it
inappropriately. This delivery system takes no responsibility~for
the way in which its consumers handle the infermation it makes
available.

Certain of the professional journals and publications of pro-
fessional organizations in the field of curriculum share to some
extent in this same dilemma, but often through the exercise of
editorial and advisory board judgments, the gquality of scholarship

in the publication is quite high.* A comprehensive review of

*See Educatlonal Leadershxp, Journal of Currlculum Studies,

‘*,and Curriculum Theory Network. The  Review of Educat;onal‘Rggggrgh

-issued by the American Educatlonal Research Association, has as its

1‘~purpose to identify, summarlze, and ‘eritically analyze research in

education. - Its: 1ntegrat1ve reviews and critical perspectlve on knowledge
being generated prOV1de,perhaps, the ‘best overall access for poten-

tial users to qual1ty knowledge. “Studies in' curriculum are period-
ically revlewed. .See also- AERA's forthcomlng Annual Review of
.Educational Research and the AERA sponsored Encyclopedia of Educa-

- Tional Research, appearing at the. beginning of each decade.
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such journals would be helpfml +to determine how consistently the
criteria of quality prodmction of curriculum knowledge is evident
in the work published. Here again, however, the publishers have
little control over how their readers interpret or utilize this
material, whatever its quality as legitimate knowledge. Studies
of what persons do with what ¥They read in these sources and in
other curriculum iiteraturs are done infrequently and suggest
1little that might j1luminate the problem of utilization of curri-
culum knowledge. (Huenecke, 1970)

The mechanisms now available for locating and retreiving
curriculum knowledge seem inadequate at best. (Schwab, 1970, PP-.
36-39) A.special purpose information analysis center devoted to
curriculum knowledge, like those existing in the ERIC gystem in
fields snch as administration, counseling and personnellservices,
and the several subject and problem areas of education, does not
exist. There is little opfOrtunity for those who need SPecialiZed
knowledge about curriculum to be put 1n touch W1th those who nay

- have thls knowledge or who could generate 1t. There is no autho~
'ratatlve Journal establlshed to serve thrs purpose.3 Among the

: few channels bhat ex1st for.obtalnlng access to expert knowledge
in’ currlculum, partlcularly that which is rot readily avallable

in print,,are the graduate sohoolsvof_educatlon and,thelr curriculum l_
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research centers.® = may go to them to learn what is new, or
one may call upon =z ermsultant from such a center to come and
present some of tki= Therd.to~get knowledge. If one 1s willing to
wait awhile, what w== Tumy learn in either of these ways may come
out in print eventw=llly, though there is no guérantee that it will
or that it will cems out in a form appropriate to users'
requirements. Intesz=sTingly, the need for imprcved informétion
transfer within the T3g1d of curriculum has not received systema-
tic or comprehensive study.

When viewed more broadly , the problem of the utilization of
knowledge in curricuivm can be studied in several ways. It may
be approached as a natural process which needs to be observed and
recorded, abstracted and conceptualized, and both distinguished
from and integrated imio situations which motivate the phenomenon
in order that particular curriculum practices may be understood
~and rationally direzted toward selected goals. It has already

been noted that seliirm has the process been observed and recorded

*Occasionaly, curriculum knowledge of wide utbility is gene-
rated in the U. S, Educational R & D Centers and the ‘Regional
Educational Laboratories,fin independentﬁcurricu1um projects, and
_ in state and local school agencies, but none of these is devoted
~ primarily to this task. (Chase, 1968; Boyan and Mason, 1968;

Chase, 1969; Schutz, 1970; Lindman, 1956; Alkin, 1969, 1970) - The
‘graduate schools of education working in this area vary consider-
ably in their output. It .is not common knowledge which of these
__can best provide particular kinds of curriculum knowledge.
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in curriculum. In the records of the activities carried on by
several of the early'national curriculum reform projects, no
mention is made of whether the developers turned to curriculum
knowledge as part of the input to their task, or if they did, how
they extracted such knowledge for their use. (Grobman, 1969;
Bruner, 1966; Marsh, 196L; Watson, 1965; Clark, 1965, especially
p. 236; Schwab, 1970, p. 19) In many local development projects,
no doubt consultants bring curriculum expertize to those doing
- the planning, but this kind of event and the sort of knowledge
conveyed is rarely committed to paper (or any other record) so
that the phenomenon may be studied.

As for conceptualizations of the knowledge utilization process
in curriculum, the task has not been attempted apart from the more
general treatments of educational.research, development, and
dissemination. (Clark, 1965; Anderson, 1961) Much research could
be done to check whether the Havelock and Benne conceptualization

of knowledge ut111zatlon 1n general both as a system and as a

process, can be emplrlcally valldated w1th1n the narrower context
or’currlculum (Havelock and Benne, 1967)

Of somewhat more 1nterest to students of the utlllsatlon of .
ourrlculum.knowledge has been the problem.of developlng strategles‘
for 1ncreas1ng utlllzatlon in the context of currlculum 1nnovatlon.

',In this domaln, currlculum scholars have almost always dellberately,
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sought to incorporate the work of scholars,in‘the science of
knowledge utilization in general into their guidelines for planned
curriculum change. (Mackenzie, 196L4; Leeper, 1965, 1966; Lawler,
1970) Possibly, as that science increases knowledge, more and
more of its concepts and relationships will needvto be integrated
into new guidelines for introducing curricular innovation. (Miles
& Lake, 1967; Jung, 1967;‘Havelo¢k, 1970b) A recent synthesis of

such knowledge into A Guide to Tnnovation in Education 'by the

Center for Research on the Utilization of Scientific Knowledge
(CRUSK) at the University of Michigan (Havelock, 1970a) provides

an authoritative and practical hendbook, easily translatable into
-curriculum terms. Once such strategies‘are developed for curri-
culum, they will need to be tried out and tested in many practical
situations to see just how curriculum knowledge is utilized and
whether the‘desired changes are produced. Reports of the results
of such research will provide data on how to attain fuller utili-
zation of currlculum knowledge (among other things) so that
currlcular change may be more ratlonally controlled (Dlonne, 19703
Walker, l971) Both currlculum knowleage utlllzatlon models built

- upon the parent sclences and technlques for effectlng approprlaue

v utlllvatlon of currlculum knowledge must be tested in the heat of
practlce if dependable models and technlques are tc emerge. Alter~
f‘natlve models and technlques of these klnds have yet to be generated

fln currlculum, let alone tested.
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Studies examined to this point reflect a conception of the
utilization of curriculum knowledge which is more complex than
the direct transfer of information from a producer to a willing
recipient who forthwith "utilizes" it. This complexity should be
anticipated from studies done on the utilization process in general,
but‘nothing exists in the curriculum research literature that fully
penetrates this mystery and makes intelfigible the dynamics of
utilization when it occurs.

It has been widely recogﬁized, however, that development
efforts of the kind found in large scale curriculum development
projects form an essential link in the chain between knowledge
production ard utilization. (Boyan, 1968, pp. 21-24) Boyan,
in reviewing the state of the art of educational development
says:

"Observation of what has oocurred in 1nstances where

serious, sophisticabed, and extensive development work

characterized the introduction of a tested innovation

strougly suggests that educational development is a

necessary, if not sufficient, condition to improving

the relatlonshlp\between the production and utiliza-

atlon of new knowledge. (Boyan, 1968 pp.,23 2&)

',Studles of ways curr1culum.deVelopment processes,ln fact, can be
effectlvely oonducted and llﬁked to ut111za+1on processes, as well
as to knowledge productlon processes in- currlculum; remain to be

done._ Agaln, work by CKUSh suggests that such procedures can be

;concelved and these act1v1t1es optlmalxy llnked 1f currlculum :

Firn
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scholars, who are immersed in the requirements of currioular
problems, capitalize upon models of knowledge utilization in
general and engage in this metadevelopment task., (Havelock, 1969,
pp. 11-15 to 11-32)

Boyan goes on to observe that intended users of the products
of educational inguiry or of educational development,'often do
not find these products available in an understandable form nor
do they receive preparation or trueining for using them wisely
and well. _(Boyan,:l968, p. 2i4) This observation suggeste the
need not only for developers to serve as linkers to users, but
also for, perhaps, a whole series of specialists who‘know par-
tlcular knowledge at various stages along the knowledge production
--knowledge utlllzatlon continuum and can translate uhe knowledge
into appropriate forms for particular users and can prepare them
to use it appropriately. Such roles and divisions of knowledge
have not yet teen conceived or acted upon in this sense in the
curriculum field. If the work of CRUSK is taken as illuminating
this problem of llnkage roles and dlfferentloted forms of linkage
messages (knowledge), then its 1mpllcatlons for creation of new
patterns and technologies. of utlllzatlon of currlculum knowledge
are far beyond the present realities in currlculum and much work -
to advance the fleld in th1s d1rect10n can be undertaken. (Havelock,

1969, pp. 7 1 to 7 MO and 8- l to 8- Sl) Examlnatlon of the types
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of knowledge received and possessed by various persons in curriculum
who act as linkers, together with studies of what transformations
in that knowledge they generally make to enable clients to be

able to use it, are necessary first steps in research that will
lead to improved practice in this area. Not even the distinctions
between'basic research, applied‘research and development, practi-
tioners, and users are yet clear in curriculum research, so it is
unlikely that knowledge of dependable linkage strategics among
various persons located within these categories is in an adequate
state of refinement.

In summary, research to date on knowledge utilization in
curriculum sheds little light on the problem. This review of
available research suggests r-re gaps that need to be s’udied
than it reveals substantial knowledge already gained. Several
lines of inQuiry are open. Social-psychological-organizational
factors affecting utilization of curriculum knowledge in positive
or negative ways need to be investigated. A better understanding
of present research dissemination mechanisms available_to anyone
seeking curriculuﬁ knowledge would be a desirable gosl for future
studies. The advances made in the mapping and control of curri-
culum innovation can be ewamined and improved upon through the
development of more prec1se formulatlons of the knowledge transfer
and utlllzatlon process and the testing of newer change strategles

based on tnese modelz., The implications for research of the

35
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linkage concept include work on who serves in linkage capacities
in the curriculum knowledge production—to—utilization chain, what
types of knowledge each takes responsibility for, and how each
handles such xrowledge in the face of user needs. The ingredients
for fashioning schemes for improved curriculum knowledge utiliza-
tion which can then be tried and tested will be available if, and

only if, these many types of curriculum research are undertaken.

Conclusions

Knowledge about curriculum is a significant, perhaps indis-.
pensable, contribution to the array of informaticn needed to
make practical decisions on many aspects of educational programs.
Not always, however, is curriculum kncﬁlsdge sought out in recong-
nition of its value in such circumstances.n When it is, the
storehouse of curriculum knowledge may,at times, seem void of
that which is most nesded. Producers of such knowledge are often
concerned that the knowledge they have generated is not utilized.
Thus, a classic situation occurs in which the knowledge production
components of a given field of endeavor appear unsynchronized
with the knowledge utilization components of that field, or Vice
versa.

Thls k1nd of problem may seldom be fully resolved but an
1mproved 1elat10nsh1p between knowledge productlon and utilization

of knowledge in currlculum, or in any other field, can be sought.

36



-37-

As a first step, the problem has to be analyzed conceptually and
attacked from a number of research pefspectives; 5 review of this
kind of research on the curriculum.gggghproblem has ind  nfated that
a degree of understanding is emerging. A great lack of research
on relevant dimensions of the problem is apparent, but even though
a complete picture is not available, certain key concepts upon
which the beginning of a solution may be built have been identified.
The second major step in improving the production-utilization
relationship concerns addressing these concepts in formulating and
testing strategies and procedures for conducting the activity of
curriculum.ﬁggga Tt is recognized that refinement and extension
of the concepts of linkage and of varied forms of knowledge for
varied kinds of linkage relationships are required in this second
step. Continued interaction between the knowledge that is emerging
in the sciences of knowledge production and knowledge utilizatién
in general and the knowledge that is accumulating concerning the
phenomenon of curriculum KP&U will provide a number of fruitful

avenues for the required research and development.
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