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S "' Philosophical Foundations I
Y -~ and Instructional Design - ’
}) {Curricutum Theory)

Qur purpose for th{s symposium is in keeping with last year’s 2'\ oo
or1g1na1 proposah i.e.’ to address, from a d1fferent vantage po1nt, some
" major theoret1ca1 1ssues of our f1e1d and .to st1mu1ate 1nterest in

ﬁhese issues among members of AECT and to prov1de an oooortun1ty for

. dma]ogue and d1scuss1on E -, o

f' Last year my paper addressed the not1on that within ‘the field of -

~
educat1on, researchers are faced w1th competing’ educat1ona1 philosophies

,that ref]ect divergent 1nterpretat1ons of reality, know]edqe-and value.

Depend1ng upon' our individual orientation toward 11v1nq and our perception
of the “wor]d" (our immediate social- context) we consc1ous]y/unconsc1ous1y

espouse a particular ph1losophy of educat1on and act in certa1n ways within
\

A

the c]assroom.‘ ] S . -

s

The major focus of my paper was on epistemoloqy._ [ tried to develop
an epistemological framework within which diverse modes of inquiry could
be used’to camprehend rea]fty; I identified the‘impliqatiohs'ditferinq
modes ot fnquirx wou]d.have for future researoh.within our'fieldlrspeoifically
research of a conceptual/theor1t1ca]/ph1]osoph1ca] nature Iftried to s
situate our current practice and thinking in the f1e]d w1th1n that

' ' }ep1stemo]og1ca1 framework, 1dent1fy1ng the need to generate diversity in

|our reserach methodology.

Introduction: Situating My Discussion

Th1s paper 1s concerned w1th curriculum theory and develog%ynt yhd
the p]ace of curriculum theory w1th1n the area of 1nstruct1ona] techno]ogy
;0ur field ut1]1zes the instructional design model, or the systems approach-
pto instruCtion (E;ﬂ; Kemp, 1977; Banathy,71968; Gaqne and Brjqos, i?75§ etc.),
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for organlz1nq subJect matter for 1nstruct1ona1 purposes ‘Hence,"our:
- J 3

: ﬁ1e1d is concerned (or Should be‘concerned) w1thvcurr1cu1um theory and

v bl
-

development yoow CLt ‘_% U .

Instructional design 1s a va11d mode]/process to ut111ze for orqan1z1nq

)

curr1cu1ar content It 1s a very popu1ar mode] It has stronq h1stor1ca1
, roots W1th1n the f1e1d of currﬂculum (K11ebard 1975 ADDle, 1979 Koett1na,
Al979) Yet: 1t is on]y one model‘for organ1z1nq the 1nstruct1ona1 process
o When we exam1ne the not1on of curr1cu1um theory, we beq1n to qet a broader
: sense of the complex1ty of the process of schoo]1ng T »“”

I will® deve]op.my paper as’ follows -1 want to 1dent1fy the: centra]

£

question of: curriculum wh%E shou]d we' teach?) and exam1ne'the notion of
_curriculum theory. I w111 then 1ook at the 1mp11cat1ons for the' f1e1d of

1nstruct1ona1 technologyt>hat I be11eve wou]d\enhance the*ut111zat1on of

: ' 3
ional process. . L » y o

-*

, . med1a,w1th1n the instruc

\

[ chose to 1ook at curricu]um theory because, as I hope to‘show “qt
is through an ana]ys1s of curr1cu1um theory that we beq1n to move toward “

_differing ph1losoph1ca1 v1ewpo1nts reqard]nq schoollng Thrs»w111 provide ~

~a framework for v1ew1nq the 1hstruct1ona1 des1qn mode] as one means of -
F . -

«

curriculum design. . -

;

Curriculum: What Should We Teach?

- Kliebard (i97f) has stated that‘the"central questdon of , currfculum is
‘“what should we teach?" AsL1ng this quest1on we are 1mmed1ate1y faced
with a ser1es of quest1og?¢1ssues -
1. _Ay should we teach th1s rather than that7
w2, ‘Who should hafeui:ceSS to’ what knowledge7 p,
3; Nhat affects woukd accrue from the study, part1cu1ar1y the
‘pro1onged study, of a given doma1n of knowledqe’
o !
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4% ﬂgﬂ.shduld,the varigy of the curriculum be inter-related

Bt whole? N

- >, Tak1nq the Qentral queki" . B-riculum (what shou]d'we_teaeh?) and
ggemely the four 'just mentioned;
.what def1n1t1on/understand1ng of thef~frd theory (curricd]um theery), can

po helD us come to grips with our cen!ﬁaﬂ question?

1ow1nq meaning for the word theory: .

|

K11ebard (1977) suqqests the f

tAny more or less systemat1c analys1s of a set of re]ated
. concepts.’ . . ) , ) Y

" The systematic analysis“is an .

Attmept to clarify what may be initially. vaque concepts and
‘ L thereby unpack the nature<of the problems under consideration.

'Thus, through systematic analysis, we attempt to clarify the various::
. , A\ : M . _

v cdncepts/understandihqs 'mg]ied in our four ‘questions. R e
Examoles may be he]pfu] here What is’implied in our four questions?

'What are the 1mp11cat1ons, what are the h1dden not1ons we can "unpack"

!

from these quest1on 2 B " o T . t
1. Why teach this gather than that’ . 1P

We can't teach everything. We need to be seléctive and chose
what we.are“to teach.from a.vast array of information within

a given field. What will be the the basis of our choices?
Utility? Relevance? " Personal meaning? Survival skills'?,

Needs of business/industry? Is there an "accepted" curriculum/ -
body of knowledge for each.discipline?’ . .

2; Who-phoqu!have access to what knowledge?

' : Wha{ criteria do we use for determining who gets what in-

~ formation?  Probable destination of students?. Social
efficiency? 1.Q.? Standardized test1nq7 Vocational/ . . o
trade? Who determines what is legitimate reqard1nq a ’
"body of know]edqe° ‘

3. What affects wou]d accrue from the study of a given doma1n
6f knowledge?

Does the study of mathematics encourage rational thought

_processes? Do certain studies "make us" better peopte?
Do the humanitieés/cultural studies make us more complete
human beith?‘NWhat knowledge is of most worth? -

o SRPRREI s &
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What we end up t1arifying/ana1yzjng are-our assumptions underlying our

orientation to.understanding "curriculum".
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4, How shou]d the various parts of the curr1cu1um ‘be 1nter—
re]ated “in order to create a coherent whole?
[ s 5
.+ Schools .are the only ”p]acé" where rea11ty 1s 1so]gteﬂ
~ into-disciplines of study. "Why emphas1ze the basics? .
“Why not organize/integrate d1sc1p11nes thrOUQh ‘team -
teaching? - ‘ . , '

The problems we are unpack1ng, ana]yz1ng and t\gﬁnq to c(ar1fy are

' ph1losoph1ca1 1n nature They are concerned with the nature of rea11ty

' (ontd]hgy); the nature of knowledqe (epistemology); the nature of va1u1nq

¢

-

) .

(aXio]ogy) the nature of soc1ety, the purpose of schoo]1nq, the nature of

b

society.

(/’ﬁ\\?“we pursue this kind of quest1onn1nq, we move 1nto neg]ected areas

in. curr1cu1um studies, for example

1. The itaken-for-granted rea11ty of schooling;

-
., B

. 2. The conceptua& emptiness of our notion of, andruse of the

»
k3

‘term knowledge;

3. The_position of'yelue—neutraljty regarding the process of

schooling; etc. )

s

o«

[

/

; Implications for Instructional Technology
! o . i i t

i 4 . . .
question of'the field of curriculum (What to teach?) and the attendant .

quest1ons ra1sed

f#

Why teach this rather than that? . X " o

Who should have access to what know ge’ -

What affects would accrue from the study of a q1ven domain:
of knowledge?

How should the various parts of the curr1cu1um be inter- re]atéd
to form -a coherent whole? ¢

Then I can make the f0110w1ng statemeqf . o - -
- 312 o
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Teaching is essentially a' philosophical endeavour and there-

fore educational activity can be conceived within the con- *

text of a philosophy or world-view.
Essentia]]y we would be eXamining our teaching activity-through a process
of self-reflection based on a pht]osophiea] wdr]d—view; ‘This is not a
new idea. -I think most-of what we do in schoo]s can be examined within
‘the context of particular framewords What [ am suggesting here that,}is
different is the choice of frameworks.
,. , if the~statenent I just made on teaching can be acgepted; we are

. led to dtﬁterent:kinds of questions wjthin the field of curriculum

*

because we are using a very different kind of 1anguage,.a4different
cohcep%EaE framework that asks different QUestions than We'usually ask in. :

. the field of currjcd]um;l As’ Giroux (1981) suggests, a different question
‘arises: R — |

Whether the new language and concepts used are raising pro-

¢ - foundly important questions and issues about the gcurriculum
- itself.
i My .contention is yes, the new Tanguage and formas of analysis will do just

that, nameLy”raise more profoundly important issues nqt_on]y.within the
field of curricu]um,‘but within our own fie]d as well. | We will be required
to exam1ne the d1sc1p11nes df philosophy of educat1on, soc1o]ogy of educatton,
the revisionist historian's work on ‘public schooling; etc. This w111 |
certainly broaden our base/perceptions and help us to see the targer picture,
not just the "What to teach7” |
App]e (1982) has suggested that teachers today-are being. de- sk111ed
in the art and craft of teach1ng because of the form curr1cu1um has taken.
At the same time, they are being re-skilled into managerial roles because
of that form. «The eurriculum field can bring back the=art'and'cra%t of
'

:teaching Educat1ona1 techno]oqy can provide d1vers1ty of th1nk1ng regard1nq

curr1cu1um and 1nstruct1on ‘That would be curriculum theor1z1nq
. 313
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This means that we mioht.fotus less on the specifics of instructional
¢

design, aqd attend more to the coptent ‘of instruction and to the diversity

. of modes “of expressinq ideas for instructionai pUrposes This ‘will require

~that we become familiar with the area of curriculum studies, and the

debates,-issues, prob]ems and concerns of that area of study. “For example,
current curricuium 1iterature is critical of systems manaqement procedures
used in organiZinq subJect content (cf. App]e, 1979). These same critiques

can be used in examing the 1nstructiona1,design model as a means of organ-

I

' izing the 1earninq process. ihe [.D. model has a constitutive interest in

» . .
controiiing that process .

Contro] is consititutive ‘of the model itseif the nature of the mode]i

1

The instructionai deve]oper (teacher) makes a]] the decisions reqarding

‘the organization and p]anning~of the 1earning process, and this is done

usually prior to meeting students who will undergo the instruction. ‘One

'primary legitimating factor for usinq this "scientific/systematic approach"

v

to designing instruction is the. obJective natur of the results pianned for
;

Yet, methods of inqu1ry have constitutive interests Empirical methodo]oqy

has an interest in control. ‘This,is verified in praxis by examining the J/
instructional design model and pqurmas that have been designed according
to the model. Knowledge is predetermined what students will "think

%ee] and learn" is predetermined, by someone other than the students. ihe

’

. | . .
major difficulty with applying a control model to the learning process .is

“centered on questions that point toward the "non-neutrality" of education:

"Whose knowiedge is it? Who selected it?l-Why is it organized and taught
in this way? To this~particu1ar group?" (Apple, 1979,Hp.'7).‘ Linkinq.
these questionsbwith the emphasis on Standardization of methodology -and
outcomes that is characteristi%.of the instructional design mode], and
the model's emphasis on control of theliearning process, any deviation

from predetermined outcomes cannoafg considered. Thus all students who go

. 8

o

;
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through the structured learning activities of the model are e*pected to

arrive at the'same point (input-output model). I believe thiswis a re-

AN

\

. ! . g . . N\
ductionist and simplistic view of education that poses stﬁ1ct-11m1tat;3xi
on what is determined "legitimate knowledge," andlhow'one arrives at

legitimate knowledge.

-
.

' If T focus on-divefie forms/modes of rétiona]ity, I can arrive at

. know]que through interpretive understanding (Verstehen) and critical

, _stience.m In working with symbol systems, gig;_in.analyzinq\the 1anguaqé
of film, the language of video, the 1anghqge of photogriphy,-visual
imagery, etc., I am situatea]in another mode of rationality, I am 1ookin9
for interpretive-understanding.\ When these interpretafﬁons are open to
critical aha]ysis,_I am situated in yet another m of~r§tipnality, thai/(
of'criéicél science, critical thinking and anajysigu The empifﬁcaT ﬁode]

- of education does ﬁot use/recognize inteﬁpretive’understandinq-or critjgél
thinking as methodo]ogy.- I suggest we explore a]ternatj?e ways of orgaq—"

~izing ctrricula that-acknowledge that students ére'cqoable of having valid
views of the world and at the séme time recoqniéing that thase vifws are
open to critical analysis. . : |

Thére are other mode ‘of cqrricu]é'organization that we could exp]oré.

We will need to examine t:i\\dterqturé outs}de of our field that is specific—\
ally cdﬁcérnedeith curriéu]um development. Th%s coula be a fruitful area for
future research and a]fernative'praxis.-fﬁn‘reseérch efforts wf]] be of a

' theoreticai/conceptual nature, and once the theory/conceptual base is clearly
explicated (a legitimate research endeavok),'tesfinq Epg frameworks will

- demand varied research technidues and reporting. Definitive, generalizable
conclusions regardihg the ”one:best” curriculum organizational model will

© not. be our research aim,' However, greater undé?sfanding of the complexity

of the curriculum organizati&na] process could result ‘and enhance our praxis.
- ] . ) 2‘ .
) _
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To 1ink .the notions of curriculum and media together will sugﬁest

. ) . s
. new‘ways’qf Touking at the learning process. It will provide a different_

¥

1an§uage and conceptual framework for looking at the debates, issues,

-problems and concerns jin our field.

. S . t
r

>

> B 313
- g 10



Bibliography -

Apple, Michael W. -Ideology and Curr1cu1um Londnn:‘ Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1979. . -

’ 4 «
Apple, Michael W. Curricula Form and the Logic of Technical Control:
Building the Possessive Individual. In Apple, Michael W. Cultural
and Economic Reproduction In Education: Essays on Class, IdeoIogy
and the State. London:” RoutTedge and Regan, PauI 1982.

3

Banathy; Bela H. InstrUctionaI Systems. Belmont, California: Fearon ’
Publishers, Inc., 1968. E —

Gagne, Robert, and Briggs. Leslie. Instructional Design. New York, NY :
Holb, Rinehart and Winston, Inc. 1974. ~

Giroux, Henry A&. Toward A New Sociology o€y Curriculum. . In Giroux,
Henry, Pénna, Anthony, and Pinar, WilT™M@m, eds., Curriculum and
Instruction: Alternatives.In Education. Berkeley: McCutchan
Publishing Corp., 1981. Yy :

~N

Kenp, Jerrold. Instructional Design: A Plan For Un1t and Course DeveIopment ~
2nd. Ed. Belmont, California: Fearon PubI1shers, Inc , 1977. '

Kliebard, Herbert M. Bureaucracy and Curr1cu1um Theory. In Pinar, William.
Curriculum Theorizing: The Reconceptualists. 'Berkeley, California:
McCutchan Publishing Co., 1975. 4 : .

KIiebard, Herbert M. Curr1cqum Theory: ~ Give Me, A For Instance Curriculum
Inquiry, Vol. 6, No. 4, 1977 (pp. 257-269)."

Koetting, J. Randall. Towards A Synthesis of A Theory of Knowledge -and
. . Human Interests, Educational Technglody and Emancipatory Education:
: A Theoretical Investigation and Critique. Unpublished Doctoral
Dissertation; University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1979. ~ '

Pinar, William, ed. Curriculum Theorizing: The Reconceptualists.
Berkeley, California: McCutchan Publishing Co., 1975.

Jg ' >

317 . !

11




