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D ecker Walker concludes his re
cent discussion of the state of the field 
in this way: "I have the disquieting 
feeling that to justify its continued exis
tence, research in curriculum will have 
to do more than increase our com
prehension of curricular realities. It 
may also have to create new curricular 
possibilities, if it and public education 
are to survive. Comprehension is a 
good first step toward improvement, 
but it is not enough."1 

In this paper I wish to discuss the 
history of Professor Walker's "dis
quieting feeling" by sketching briefly 
the recent history of the field. In so 
doing I will underscore the ideas "cur
ricular possibilities" and "improve
ment' ' as these have been understood in 
the field, and why "comprehension" is 
viewed as a "first step." Finally, I will 
lay out in summary fashion a reconcep-
tualization of these important ideas, re
ferring to the work of Jurgen Haber-
mas, especially his work on knowledge 
and human interests, the confusion of 
the technical and the practical, and the 
relation between theory and practice. 
Richard Bernstein's The Restructuring 
of Social and Political Theory2 will be 
my sourcebook. 

A Map of the Field 

What is the state of the art in cur
riculum? It strikes me as a curious ques
tion. I can imagine its use in the present 
context only in order to>avoid the use — 
or misuse our colleagues in natural sci
ence might argue — of the term "sci
ence." More than a few of our col
leagues in areas like educational 
psychology, as well as in natural sci
ence, regard the curriculum field as in a 
primitive stage of scientific develop

ment. The title of the address acknowl
edges this much, but in so doing mis
uses the term "art." Neither the litera
ture of this field, nor current practices 
of curriculum development, strike me 
as artful in any serious way. I conclude 
that this title originates only in the need 
to acknowledge the non-scientific 
character of the field. I accept that the 
field is not scientific; I insist it is not 
artful.3 Thus let it be explicit that this 
paper attempts to answer the question I 
take to be behind the question printed in 
the program, namely: What is the state 
of the field? 

If we are to take Professor Walker's 
recent study as indicative, we must 
answer that the state of the field is tenta
tive. He concludes that curriculum re
search has increased our comprehen
sion of curriculum, but that in order for 
it to continue, curriculum research may 
have to create new curricular pos
sibilities. The first step toward im
provement has been taken, at least in 
part, and the second step — improve
ment — must follow. 

Implicit in this view is the widely-
held view among what Bernstein terms 
"mainstream social scientists" that the 
improvement of practice involves the 
application of empirically-verified 
theory.4 Now I do not think that Profes
sor Walker is a strict adherent of this 
social scientific view, but he accepts 
tacitly a version of it. It is suggested in 
the structure of this sentence: "Com
prehension is a good first step toward 
improvement, but it is not enough." I 
will argue, relying on Habermas, that 
such a view of theory and practice is 
sure not to lead to any serious im
provement in the public schools. 

Another widely held view.is that 
theory is not essential to the improve

ment of practice; in fact, it may deter 
such work. This is a view associated 
with some traditionalists in the field. 
With mention of traditionalists, permit 
me to acknowledge the "map" of the 
field I am employing.5 It is one I find 
minimally distortive, maximally use
ful. I discriminate among tradition
alists, conceptual-empiricists, and re-
conceptualists. Extremely briefly and 
for the moment (I will develop these 
characterizations in the course of the 
paper) I will describe them. 

Traditionalists value service to 
practitioners in the schools above all 
else', and this service is more important 
than the development of an integrating 
theory or conducting research (as this 
term is used by social scientists), al
though some traditionalists would 
maintain that theoretical considerations 
and research findings may be employed 
with discretion. Ralph Tyler is the 
traditionalist pαr excellance. There are 
other nearly as visible traditionalists 
whom I will mention when I describe 
this category in more detail. 
Conceptual-empiricists, the second 
group, define those terms according to 
contemporary social science. They 
tend to be trained in social science, and 
see service to practitioners subsequent 
to years of research, although of course 
even one study may have "implica
tions." Decker Walker is a visible 
conceptual-empiricist. Reconcep-
tualists is as broad a category as are the 
first two. They tend to be trained in the 
humanities, but even those whose 
backgrounds are social science tend to 
hold theoretical considerations above 
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the conducting of quantitative research. 
They have not (even if some maintain 
they have for the time being) aban
doned school practitioners, but funda
mental to their view is that an intellec
tual and cultural distance from our con
stituency is required for the present, in 
order to develop a comprehensive cri
tique and theoretical program that will 
be of any meaningful assistance now or 
later. Let me develop these characteri
zations as I sketch a recent history of 
the field, a history that begins in the late 
nineteen fifties when the curriculum 
field was identified with those in 19781 
identify as traditionalists. As with all 
"maps," there is a continuum where 
the divisions suggest unconnected, dis
crete entities. 

As the title to Professor Tyler's fa
mous book6 indicates, traditionalists 
have tended to be concerned about 
"principles" guiding curriculum de
velopment and implementation. The 
term "theory" has been employed to 
indicate that such principles are ab
stractions from actual experience of 
practitioners, and often at variance with 
actual practice. In a social scientific 
sense of the term, or in the sense it is 
used in the humanities, traditionalists 
have not been theoretical. In their 
books they have focused on schoolpeo-
ple, and they present an overview of 
considerations imagined pertinent to 
these readers. Prototypical tradition
alists include Alexander, Doll, Saylor, 
Shores, Smith, Stanley, Stratemeyer, 
Taba, and in the present time McNeil, 
the Tanners, and Zais.7 It is service to 
school practitioners that distinguishes 
traditionalists; service is more impor
tant than research or the development 
of theory. Many traditionalists tend to 
be former schoolpeople, and they tend 
to remain loyal — intellectually and 
culturally — to their former colleagues. 
This is understandable historically. (As 
you recall, the field began in the nine
teen twenties as a response to a practi
cal concern for curriculum matters, not 
as a conceptual extension of an extant 
cognate field, as we can say of educa
tional psychology, for instance. The 
first curricularists, then, were school 
teachers whose <interest in curriculum 
led them out of the classroom and into 
administrative offices.)8 

In one sense it was the closeness of 
the relationships between tradition
alists and schoolteachers that main
tained the atheoretical and ahistorical 
character of the field. Working so 

closely to our clients, and working so 
continuously to speak to their ques
tions, forbade us the intellectual dis
tance necessary, in part, to generate 
adequate curiculum theory. It was the 
very instrumentality of traditionalists, 
with its constant and enslaving preoc
cupation with the classroom, which 
made likely the fact that no meaningful 
and systematic understanding of that 
classroom could develop. 

Many traditionalists,have been 
conscious— at times painfully — of 
this inadequacy. These individuals 
were not surprised, I would guess, 
when cognate field specialists were 
selected to lead the so-called cur
riculum reform movement of the 
nineteen sixties. Curricularists were 
used infrequently during this time, and 
then primarily as consultants. This 
bypass was a kind of deathblow to a 
field whose primary justification was 
its expertise in an area now dominated 
by cognate-field specialists. The field 
has yet to fully recover from this event. 

During the curriculum reform 
movement the field began to undergo a 
fundamental transformation. The ap
pearance of conceptual-empiricists in 
the field in the nineteen sixties was part 
of the rise of the social sciences. The 
basic premise is that a scientific knowl
edge of human behavior (a subset of 
which involves curriculum) is possible. 
Of course, the notion of "science" is 
very much allied with a natural science 
model for social science. As sociologist 
Robert Merton, a prototypical main
stream social scientist, has observed: 
"Between twentieth-century physics 
and twentieth-century sociology stands 
billions of man-hours of sustained, dis
ciplined, and cumulative research."9 

Of course there are substantial disa
greements among social scientists over 
several methodological and theoretical 
issues, but it is a shared fundamental 
assumption among mainstream social 
scientists — who accept that social sci
ence can and must be modeled in some 
wayand in some measure upon natural 
science — that increasingly refined 
methodologies and sustained "cumula
tive" research will bring about a sci
ence of human behavior.10 

It is understandable that this view, 
one that is so persuasive partly due to 
the "success" of natural scientists and 

those who have applied their basic re
search to help construct technocratic 
society, would enter the curriculum 
field. If the traditionalists' "basic prin
ciples" and curriculum designs were 
acknowledged to be of little use — at 
least by those who funded the cur
riculum reform movement — then the 
"problem" was creating knowledge of 
great use." The "solution" lay with 
social science research. Enter the 
conceptual-empiricists, curricularists 
trained, increasingly nearly exclu
sively, in mainstream social science, 
and often ignorant of the field's history. 
This ahistorical view, not original with 
conceptual-empiricists, is in some de
gree inevitable with social science. If 
any knowledge worth possessing is yet 
to be discovered, there is little point in 
studying the unscientific past. 

Conceptual-empiricists argue that 
their research functions to serve school 
practitioners. By creating a science of 
curriculum, the traditional aspiration of 
the field can be realized. What distin
guishes conceptual-empiricists from 
traditionalists is the allegiance of the 
former to social science. Tradi
tionalists' allegiance has been to prac
titioners and to "kids." Conceptual-
empiricists seem to have their eyes 
more upon their colleagues in social 
science fields (upon creating nomolog-
ical knowledge) than upon practition
ers, who at times, given their participa
tion in experiments, seem a means to 
other ends (nomological knowledge). 
Such a view is characteristic of main
stream social science. But it can be 
understood another way. 

The bypass of the traditionalists by 
the curriculum reform movement 
weakened the justification for tradi
tional curricularists in colleges of edu
cation: In the nineteen seventies, with 
less money for new curriculum propos
als, with fewer opportunities for par
ticipation in in-service programs and 
hence fewer opportunities to demon
strate curriculum leadership in the 
schools, traditionalists' presence in col
leges of education and universities be
came increasingly dependent upon 
others' assessment of the intellectual 
quality of their writing, not its popular
ity with practitioners. Thus the position 
of traditionalists, which is to say the 
field of curriculum, deteriorated. 
Numerous efforts were made to put the 
field back to its prior status — among 
them several theory-building efforts 
such as the A.S.C.D. commission on 
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curriculum theory.12 While such efforts 
stimulated in the beginning the impor
tant work, the trend continued. In 1970 
Schwab would pronounce the field 
"moribund," a diagnosis to be re
peated six years later by Dwayne 
Huebner.13 The only pulse detectable 
was the work of conceptual-em
piricists, and in the early nineteen 
seventies it seemed that if a curriculum 
field were to survive, it would be as 
another colony of mainstream social 
science. 

There appears now, however, to be 
another set of heirs to this field. James 
Macdonald, in a 1971 article discussing 
curriculum research, described this 
group. 

A third group of individuals look 
upon the task of theorizing as a cre
ative intellectual task which they 
maintain should be neither used as a 
basis for prescription or an empiri
cally testable set of principles and 
relationships. The purpose of these 
persons is to develop and criticize 
conceptual schema in the hope that 
new ways of talking about cur
riculum, which may in the future be 
far more fruitful than present orienta
tions, will be forthcoming. At the 
present time, they would maintain 
that a much more playful, free-
floating process is called for by the 
state of the art.14 

Many of these individuals met at a con
ference in 1973 at the University of 
Rochester, and yearly conferences 
have ensued.15 Four publications em
phasizing this work, including the 1975 
A.S.C.D. yearbook, have appeared, 
and are receiving critical attention.16 A 
journal emphasizing theoretical work is 
scheduled for publication in the autumn 
(1978).17 These individuals I have 
characterized as reconceptualists, al
though the term is controversial.18 

Metatheoretical Context 

In other places I have described these 
three groups and what their work indi
cates about the state of the field.19 

Today I wish to situatejhe three groups 
in a metatheoretical context, the broad 
outlines of which are provided by 
Richard J. Bernstein in his The Restruc
turing of Social and Political Theory. 
This study of the status of the three 
major metatheoretical orientations in 
the social sciences — empirical theory, 

phenomenology, critical theory — is 
useful in distancing ourselves from the 
present state of the field. Herbert 
Kliebard, speaking to the professors of 
a curriculum group in Minneapolis in 
1973, discussed the distinction be
tween the generalist and the specialist 
in a way which illumines the function 
of critical distance. 

The specialist can be likened to one 
studying, on his knees let us say, an 
area of a hillside. He examines care
fully, in detail, over time, an area of, 
say, five square yards. He discovers 
aspects of this area which only such 
in-depth study can permit. The 
generalist, on the other hand, can be 
likened to one aloft with, say, a hang-
glider. He is two hundred feet above the 
ground, and from his perspective, he 
can see the specialist, there over to the 
left, and the overall pattern of the coun
tryside, a pattern not discernible to the 
specialist. While the specialist gains in
formation not possible for the 
generalist to obtain, he cannot see the 
broader context in which this informa
tion occurs. It is the generalist who sees 
this, and understands the limitations of 
the specialists' perspective. Similarly, 
by leaving the comer of the field we 
have studied — curriculum — and 
situating ourselves in a broader point of 
view, we can comprehend more com
pletely the relation of our area to others, 
illumining areas we previously could 
not see. 

The point of view I offer today has 
three dimensions. Each of these is a 
fundamental theoretical issue which 
cuts across discipline. The first is the 
matter of the technical and the practi
cal; the second is the relation between 
knowledge and human interests; and 
the third is the relation between theory 
and practice. Each of these issues is 
extremely important to the work of cur-
ricularists. To discuss them, I will turn 
to Bernstein, and his discussion of crit
ical theory, primarily the critical theory 
formulated by the German philosopher 
Jurgen Habermas. Habermas' work is 
ambitious and covers a wide area. I will 
confine myself to his analysis of these 
three issues. 

The first issue Habermas views as 
the fundamental problem of contem
porary social and political theory. He 
characterizes this as the confusion of 
the practical and technical. Isolating 
three basic principles from the work of 
Thomas Hobbes, Habermas lays out 
the nature of the confusion. 

First the claim of scientifically 
grounded social philosophy aims at 
establishing once and for all the con
ditions for the correct order of the 
state and society as such. Its asser
tions are to be valid independently of 
place, time, and circumstances, and 
to permit an enduring foundation for 
communal life, regardless of the his
torical situation. Second, the transla
tion of knowledge into practice, the 
application, is a technical one. With 
a knowledge of the general condi
tions for a correct order of the state 
and of society, a practical prudent 
action of human beings toward each 
other is no longer required, but what 
is required instead is the correctly 
calculated generation of rules, rela
tionships, and institutions. Third, 
human behavior is therefore to be 
now considered only as the material 
for science. The engineers of the cor
rect order can disregard the 
categories of ethical social inter
course and confine themselves to the 
construction" of conditions under 
which human beings, just like ob
jects within nature, will necessarily 
behave in a calculable manner. This 
separation of politics from morality 
replaces instruction in leading a good 
and just life with making possible a 
life of well-being within a correctly 
instituted order.20 

The practical question — how can 
one provide a practical orientation 
about what is right and just in a given 
situation — evaporates, and is replaced 
by the technical one involving increas
ingly subtle control of human behavior. 
Habermas notes that in advanced indus
trial societies there exists: 

. . an escalating scale of continually 
expanded technical control over na
ture, a continually refined adminis
tration of human beings and their re
lations to each other by means of 
social organization. In this system, 
science, technology, industry, and 
administration interlock in a circular 
process. In this process the relation
ship of theory to praxis can now only 
assert itself as the purposive-rational 
application of techniques assured by 
empirical science. The social poten
tial of science is reduced to the pow
ers of technical control — its poten
tial for enlightened action is no 
longer considered. The empirical, 
analytical sciences produce technical 
recommendations, but they furnish 
no answer to practical questions.21 
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This lack of answers is a familiar 
lamentation in the curriculum field. 
Above all else, the traditional function 
of curriculum theory is to guide prac
tice: curriculum development, design, 
and evaluation. This guidance, if we 
reflect momentarily, is not of a pruden
tial sort. Instead, it is technical. The 
sense is that adequate curriculum 
theory could be applied to practical 
situations, transforming them from un
ordered, potentially chaotic situations 
to ones of smooth and consensual pro
cedure. I overstate here only a bit. This 
identification of the practical with the 
technical expresses, in a profound way, 
the state of the curriculum field. Before 
reconceptualist literature, one is hard 
put to find curriculum writing which 
escapes this confusion. Once such il
lustration may be Ian Westbury's 1972 
essay on the Aristotelian art of rhetoric 
and Schwab's sense of the practical, 
which may be an attempt to restore a 
classical view of the practical .22 

Clearly, the traditionalists attempted 
to write about the practical in some 
systematic way. Understandably these 
curricularists expressed the Zeitgeist 
and wrote instead about the technical. 
The writing is not always sophisticated 
in a technical way, but its impersonality 
and attempt at generalization and pro
cedure indicate its genesis in the spirit 
of the technical. The idiosyncracy of 
actual situations, the lived quality, the 
ethical dimension, the aesthetic: as 
Huebner23 has written, these disappear 
into the procedural. 

This confusion of the practical and 
the technical is possible only in a scien
tific age, a time when science is the 
measure of what is and what is not. 
Habermas captures this historical de
velopment succinctly in his discussion 
of the "dissolution of epistemology," 
and its reduction to the philosophy of 
science. A classical interest in mo
dalities of knowing — epistemology — 
has become a concern for scientific 
knowing: 

For the philosophy of science that has 
emerged since the mid-nineteenth 
century as the heir of the theory of 
knowledge is methodology pursued 
with a scientistic understanding of 
the sciences. 'Scientism' means 
science's belief in itself: that is, the 
conviction that we can no longer un
derstand science as one form of pos

sible knowledge, but rather must 
identify knowledge with science.24 

With this historical understanding of 
the present intellectual situation, we 
can see how inevitable it was that the 
traditionalists were followed by 
conceptual-empiricists. If the difficulty 
was that traditional understanding of 
curriculum matters were insufficiently 
rigorous and excessively haphazard — 
and from a scientific perspective such a 
judgment is inescapable — then the 
"solution" lay with rigor and systema
tic research. Because traditionalists 
were atheoretical they lacked any po
tent defense against these charges. The 
practical becomes even more closely 
the technical, and the language of cur
riculum is reduced further to the objec
tive language of the procedural with its 
atemporal, ahistorical quality. 
Beauchamp's Curriculum Theory is an 
example par excellance .25 

Habermas appears to distance him
self from this situation, characterized 
as it is by the intellectual hegemony of 
the natural and social sciences. From 
this point of view he identifies three 
"cognitive interests": these are the 
technical, the practical, and the eman
cipatory. "The approach of the em
pirical-analytic sciences incorporates a 
technical cognitive interest; that of the 
historical-hermeneutic sciences incor
porates a practical one; and the ap
proach of critically oriented sciences 
incorporates the emancipatory cogni
tive interest."26 Each of these is as
sociated with one fundamental dimen
sion of human life. Work is associated 
with the technical interest; interaction 
with the practical interest guiding the 
historical-hermeneutic disciplines; and 
power is associated with the eman
cipatory interest guiding the critical 
disciplines; i.e., the critical social sci-

. ences. Habermas emphasizes that these 
interests are non-reducible, and he 
criticizes any attempt — whether by 
empiricists or by historical disciplines 
— to claim that one interest provides 
the most fundamental understanding of 
the world.27 

Nonetheless Habermas does regard 
the third interest — the emancipatory 
one — as the most basic one, although 
the other two cannot be reduced to it. It 
is the most basic in that the technical 
and practical interests can be pursued 
only to the extent that the conditions for 
free, open communication are present. 
Such conditions demand an open, 

self-critical community of inquirers. 
Habermas concludes that implicit in the 
technical and practical interests is a re
quirement for the intellectual and ma
terial conditions for emancipation, i.e., 
an ideal state in which free, open in
teraction can occur.28 

The technical interest alone cannot 
maintain such a perspective; it accepts 
what is static and deformed in the his
torical present as timeless. It becomes, 
in its absorption with the application of 
"knowhow," the static and the de
formed. The notion of emancipatory 
interest, however, provides the epis-
temological basis for a quite different 
function for the social sciences. 
Habermas terms these the critical social 
sciences, performing as they do a cer
tain order of critique which is not static 
but freeing in its effect. Habermas 
writes: 

The systematic sciences of social 
action, that is economics, sociology, 
and political action, have the goal, as 
do the empirical-analytic sciences, of 
producing nomological knowledge. 
A critical social science, however, 
will not remain satisfied with this. It 
is concerned with going beyond this 
goal to determine when theoretical 
statements grasp invariant reg
ularities of social action as such and 
when.they express ideologically fro
zen relations of dependence that can 
in principle be transformed. To the 
extent that is the case, the critique of 
ideology, as well, moreover, as 
psycho-analysis take into account 
that information about law-like con
nections sets off a process of reflec
tion in the consciousness of those 
whom the laws are about. Thus the 
level of (nonreflective) conscious
ness, which is one of the initial condi
tions of such laws, can be trans
formed. Of course, to this end, a crit
ically mediated knowledge of laws 
cannot through reflection alone ren
der a law itself inoperative, but can 
render it inapplicable. 

The methodological framework 
that determines the meaning of the 
validity of critical propositions of 
this category is established by the 
concept of self-reflection. The latter 
releases the subject from dependence 
on hypostatized powers. Self-
reflection is determined by an eman-. 
cipatory cognitive interest.29 

Habermas then cites psychoanalysis 
as a discipline the essential method of 
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which is systematic self-reflection. It 
requires, Bernstein notes, a "depth of 
hermeneutics." Habermas: "The tech
nique of dream interpretation goes 
beyond the art of hermeneutics insofar 
as it must grasp not only the meaning of 
a possibly distorted text, but the 
meaning of the text distortion itself, that 
is the transformation of a latent dream 
thought into the manifest dream. In 
other words, it must reconstruct what 
Freud called the 'dreamwork'.' '30 Such 
work is not disinterested. The psy
choanalyst is guided by his interest in 
assisting the patient to move through 
his suffering and be released from the 
debilitating symptoms from which he 
suffers. This can be achieved only to 
the extent that the analyst is successful 
in assisting the patient to become con
scious of his distinctive self-formative 
process. The "act of understanding to 
which it leads is self- reflection." 31 

Habermas agrees with Freud that this 
sort of emancipatory self-under
standing cannot come through the 
analyst's imparting information to the 
patient, or merely by applying 
psychoanalytic theory in a technical or 
strategic manner. What is necessary is a 
coming to consciousness by the patient, 
a process that functions to dissolve re
sistances. Freud warns in this regard: 

The pathological factor is not his (the 
patient's ignorance) in itself, but the 
root of the ignorance in his inner 
resistances. It was they that first 
called this ignorance into being, and 
they still maintain it now. The task of 
the treatment lies in combating these 
resistances. Informing the patient of 
what he does not know because he 
has repressed it is only one of the 
necessary preliminaries to treatment. 
If knowledge about the unconscious 
were as important for the patient as 
people inexperienced in psycho
analysis imagine, listening to lec
tures or reading books would be 
enough to cure him.32 

Thus it is the patient's own recollec
tion and reconstruction of his past that 
is the central knowledge in this proce
dure. A technical manipulation of the 
patient by the analyst is by no means 
sufficient. What is necessary is a set
ting off, in the patient, of a process of 
depth self-reflection. Habermas com
ments: 

First it includes two movements 
equally: the cognitive, and the affec
tive and motivational. It is critique in 
the sense that the analytic power to 

dissolve dogmatic attitudes inheres 
in analytic insight. Critique termi
nates in a transformation of the 
affective-motivational basis, just as 
it begins with the need for practical 
transformation. Critique would not 
have the power to break up false con
sciousness if it were not impelled by 
a passion for critique ,33 

It is psychoanalysis, then, that offers 
an illustrative structure of an eman
cipatory discipline. Habermas is care
ful to note that he regards as questiona
ble and largely expendable those con
ceptual categories by which psycho
analysis understands the patient's 
" t e x t . " It is the structure of 
psychoanalysis, its basis in self-
reflection assisted by a pedagogue who 
is the analyst, that is pertinent to the 
formulation of critical social science. 

What would an emancipatory disci
pline of curriculum look like? That is 
not clear to me, although my sense is 
that the movement in the field that is the 
reconceptualization aspires to such 
work. At the present time, reconcep-
tualists generally are preoccupied with 
a comprehensive critique of the field as 
it is, a field immersed in pseudo-
practical, technical modes of under
standing and action.34 The understand
ing is that to realize the aspirations of 
the field we must repudiate the domi
nant trends by examining their domain 
assumptions, such as the notion of 
technical interest. In a sense, the recon
ceptualization becomes more fully 
intelligible as it is viewed as a surfacing 
in the curriculum field of the same his
torical movement which has surfaced in 
philosophy as critical theory. As a stu
dent of these matters in the social sci
ences, Bernstein detects "an emerging 
new sensibility that, while still very 
fragile, is leading to a restructuring of 
social and political theory."35 Recon-
ceptualists, in historical context, can be 
seen not as isolated, reactive cur-
ricularists, but as colleagues in a mul-
tidisciplinary transformation of our un
derstanding of fundamental issues in 
the human disciplines. The work of 
Maxine Greene exemplifies the order 
of effort necessary.36 

A danger I see in a coming stage of 
the reconceptualization is a flight from 
our responsibility to create new cur
riculum theory by becoming scholars of 
critical theory and phenomenology.37 

The temptation is powerful; such 

scholarship offers intellectual and psy
chological security, or at least the illu
sion of same. But critical theory and 
phenomenology are movements in 
philosophy not in curriculum, and 
while explication of that work is neces
sary and fruitful for us, a retreat to 
explication of philosophical texts rep
resents an evasion of our professional 
responsibility. As curricularists we 
must address ourselves to the 
historically-established concerns of the 
curriculum field. We must continue to 
address ourselves to our contem
poraries in the field: to traditionalists 
and conceptual-empiricists. We must 
explicate the nature of our efforts, and 
at the same time, attempt to offer our 
work in ways which will permit others 
— not yet on the scene — to make 
syntheses of reconceptualized cur
riculum theory and traditional and 
conceptual-empirical curriculum 
theory. The field to finally emerge will 
not be one created solely from the 
hands of reconceptualists, but from the 
hands of us all. The quality of that field 
yet to come, and concomitantly, the 
quality of that field's contribution to 
American education, is very much re
liant upon our capacity to move through 
this complex, difficult time in the field. 
We must move ahead with our own 
theoretical program while keeping one 
eye to grand syntheses, of which our 
own work will be but one, albeit impor
tant, part. 

Such syntheses are some time off. 
The state of the field today is frag
mented and arrested. Reconceptualized 
notions of curriculum are not widely 
understood.38 These notions aspire to 
be intellectually independent of the 
so-called cognate fields, and aspire to 
produce emancipatory knowledge. One 
such notion, potentially, I submit, is 
the theory of curriculum I have been 
developing with the considerable assis
tance of Madeleine R. Grumet.39 Fun
damental to our view is the sense that 
curriculum research must emancipate 
the researcher if it is to authentically 
offer such a possibility to others. We 
have devised a method by means of 
which the researcher can examine his 
own "limit situations" in Freire's 
sense, his own participation in frozen 
social and psychological structures, 
and his complicity in the arrest of intel
lectual development characteristic of 
American schooling. Essential to our 
formulation is acknowledgement of the 
false quality of "self" and "world;" 
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human being is irrevocably "being-in-
the-world." The world is both cause 
and consequence of the conditioned 
and the chosen in human life. Our aspi
ration is to gain increasing access to 
that which is conditioned, allow it to 
surface, to be released or permitted to 
remain (in either case in conscious
ness), hence open to the conscious in
tentions of the individual. It is the re
pression of the primitive, as Jung40 never 
tired of emphasizing, that has been a 
cost of technocratic-industrial civiliza
tion. The primitive — including the 
violent and erotic — is repressed and 
forgotten, but not gone.'" It is pro
jected, in classic psychoanalytic fash
ion, onto television and film screens, 
the same violence and sexual hunger 
banned from the conscious arenas of 
daily life. They are banned but present 
in unconscious subversive ways, ways 
which enslave us. The point for cur-
ricularists is this: the generally de
bilitating, arrested condition of Ameri
can culture forbids profound intellec
tual movement and achievement. In 
disagreement with Freud, who tended 
to insist that repression is the necessary 
cost for intellectual achievement, it is 
clear in our time that intellectual 
movement, the fluidity of mind which 
we associate with the overused term 
creativity, the order of intellectual ad
vance for which the movement of 
twentieth-century physics is one ex
emplar, is very much reliant upon fluid
ity of being. Such ontological move
ment, dialectically related to cultural 
movement, can be initiated and main
tained through conscious work with 
oneself and others, work allowing to 
surface material now frozen in 
unconsciousness.4 2 Such surfacing 
must be attended to cautiously, and 
control — of some fundamental sort 
that is not repressive — maintained. 
This subtle, complex process occurs 
without psychotherapeutic structuring, 
without the regressive method. How
ever, Grumet and I have found that 
discriminating, sensitive use of the 
method with interested students helps 
melt, if you will, intellectual blocks or 
frozen areas, and allows intellectual 
movement. Individual intellectual 
movement occurs in complex dialecti
cal relation to others — present physi
cally as~teachers and other students — 
and through print in books and other 
artifacts. This dialectical movement 
occurs in the context of individual life 
history; when it occurs it is educational 

experience. In this sense we research 
the role of curriculum in educational 
experience. Other modes of eman
cipatory curriculum research must be 
formulated. 

The final area I wish to outline is the 
important issue of theory and practice. 
Habermas' view of their relation is very 
helpful. In the fourth edition of Theory 
and Practice he writes: 

The mediation of theory and praxis 
can only be clarified if to begin with 
we distinguish three functions, 
which are measured in terms of dif
ferent criteria; the formation and ex
tension of critical theorems, which 
can stand up to scientific discourse; 
rhe organization of processes of en
lightenment, in which such theorems 
are applied and can be tested in a 
unique manner by the initiation of 
processes of reflection carried on 
with certain groups toward which 
these processes have been directed; 
and the selection of appropriate 
strategies, the solution of tactical 
questions, and the conduct of politi
cal struggle. On the first level, the 
aim is true statements, on the second 
authentic insights, and on the third, 
prudent decision.4,1 

Recently, Habermas has stressed 
this third function of the mediation of 
theory and praxis, "the selection of ap
propriate strategies, the solution of tac
tical questions, and the conduct of 
political struggle." In attempting to 
answer recent criticism (particularly by 
university students in Europe) that says 
he has abandoned the project of unify
ing theory and practice, Habermas 
notes that such unification is problem
atic, for political action does not au
tomatically follow from a transformed 
consciousness. In fact, he argues that 
theory can never be used directly to 
justify political action. When it is de
manded that theoretical statements 
provide absolute authority in determin
ing what is to be done in the arena of 
social action, Habermas insists that 
both theory and praxis are deformed.44 

He writes: 

Stalinist praxis has furnished the 
fatal proof that a party organization 
which proceeds instrumentally and a 
Marxism which has degenerated into 
a science of apologetics complement 
each other only too well. (TP, 36) 
. . . Theory cannot have the same 
function for the organization of ac
tion, of the political struggle, as it has 
for the organization of enlighten

ment. The practical consequences of 
self-reflection are changes in at
titudes which result from insight into 
causalities in the past, and indeed 
result of themselves. In contrast, 
strategic action oriented toward the 
future, which is prepared for in the 
internal discussion of groups, who 
(as the avant-garde) presuppose for 
themselves already successfully 
completed processes of enlighten
ment, cannot be justified in the same 
manner by reflective knowledge.45 

The dist inction among uncon
strained theoretical discourse, enlight
enment, and strategic political action 
are extremely important. In a sense, 
Bernstein notes, Habermas would seem 
to be closer to Hegel, and to Freud, than 
he would seem to be to Marx. This is so 
given that the immediate aim of critique 
is insight into the past. Thus it is retro
spective as it aspires to initiate a pro
cess of self-reflection by which aware
ness of, and liberation from, the com
pulsions of the past are possible. As 
Hegel noted, the order of freedom the 
bondsman realizes as he becomes con
scious that he has a mind of his own, is 
in a sense abstract and empty. It is not 
yet concrete freedom, and it arises in a 
world in which nothing has materially 
changed.46 

Habermas stresses this essential 
point again. 

The organization of action must be 
distinguished from this process of én-
lightenment. While the theory 
legitimizes the work of enlighten
ment, as well as providing its own 
refutation when communication 

.fails, and can, in any case, be cor
rected, it can by no means legitimize 
a fortiori the risky decisions of 
strategic action. Decisions for the 
political struggle, cannot at the outset 
be justified theoretically and then be 
carried out organizationally. The 
sole possible justification at this level 
is consensus aimed at in practical 
discourse, among the participants, 
who, in the consciousness of their 
common interests and their knowl
edge of circumstances, of the pre
dictable consequences and secondary 
consequences, are the only ones who 
can know the risks they are willing to 
undergo, and with what expecta
tions. There can be no theory which 
at the outset can assure a world-
historical mission in return for the 
potential sacrifices.47 

This acknowledgement of a gap be
tween theoretical justification and 
strategic action is interpretated by 
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many as a grand "cop-out." For those 
who insist that unifying theory and 
practice means that theory tells us pro-
cedurally how to transform social real
ity, such a conclusion is inescapable. 
Whether these interpreters be "vulgar 
Marxists" or "bourgeois engineers," 
they are attempting, in Bernstein's 
judgment, to reduce all strategic action 
to technical manipulation. The desire is 
for a science and theory sufficiently 
secure that definitive judgments as to 
procedure are possible. Those Marxists 
who insist such a science is possible, 
even inevitable, follow in the tradition 
of the great bourgeois thinker Thomas 
Hobbes. They accept the central aim of 
his project, the achievement of a sci
ence of human beings which would 
provide the authoritative foundation for 
reconstructing society. When Marxists 
insist that Marxism is the true science, 
they fail to comprehend that they have 
succeeded only in making science into 
ideology.48 

Habermas is attending here to an 
ambiguity seemingly intrinsic to the 
human condition. That is, as a species, 
as an individual, one seems never to be 
in a position to know absolutely that 
enlightenment has in fact occurred, that 
without doubt it has released one from 
the constraints of the past and initiated 
genuine self-reflection. The subtlety, 
persistence, and strength of the various 
forms of resistance and delusion; the 
inadequacy of intellectual understand
ing alone to effect complete transfor
mation; the ever-present possibility that 
enlightened understanding may be, fi
nally, another form of illusion: such 
considerations insist that the evaluation 
of the success or failure of critique must 
always be tentative in some degree.49 

For some, this tentativeness brings 
discouragement. Such a response I re
gard as unwarranted. The inherent in
capacity of theory to provide a defini
tive program of social action, in the 
present context for teachers, adminis
trators, curriculum developers and 
evaluators, does not mean that the qual
ity of strategy cannot be attended to. 
While strategy does not follow from 
theory in an explicit conceptual way, 
the preconceptual ground for strategy 
does have significance for the quality of 
strategy. An enlightened person, a per
son engaged in continual self-reflexive 
examination of himself, will communi
cate this relation of self to self to others, 
even if material conditions force 
strategic action that is in some measure 

unacceptable to himself and to others. 
If the individual is preoccupied with 
technical manipulation of his behavior 
to force a desired outcome, even if this 
outcome is claimed as humanistic, the 
social experience of this behavior is one 
of technical manipulation. The follow
ing may help clarify this slippery but 
important matter. 

Perhaps you recall Kierkegaard's 
mocking of certain groups in Danish 
society: businessmen, rushing to keep 
appointments; churchmen and theo
logians, establishing doctrines of sin
less behavior and jockeying for politi
cal position within the church; and uni
versity professors, particularly Hegel 
of course, who vaulted themselves into 
god-like perspectives, divested of their 
individuality. The learning of many 
theologians and scholars was excep
tional, yet their sensibilities were brit
tle, dehumanizing. What had been the 
function of learning for such people? 
Function is indicated by the character 
of sensibility, which is in one sense 
prior to the character of participation in 
the social world. Any use of knowledge 
to arrest the development of the indi
vidual, suggested by its use to aggran
dize one's social position or to mystify 
one's political action, indicate that 
"the relation of the knower to the 
known" is an enslaving one. The qual
ity of knowledge produced and the 
quality of strategic action taken when 
such a relation exists, are necessarily 
enslaving. 

The production of curriculum 
knowledge is important to the ad
vancement of the field. However, if 
this production does not originate in an 
emancipatory intention but in a static 
one — such as an essentially atheoreti-
cal accumulation of a "body of know
ledge," or the application of theory 
(comprehension) to practice (im
provement) — then no fundamental 
movement in the historical situation 
can occur. The state of the field is ar
rest. For movement to occur, we must 
shift our attention from the technical 
and the practical, and dwell on the no
tion of emancipation. Not until we are 
in emancipatory relation to our work 
will we devise theory and formulate 
strategic action which will, in Walker's 
term "improve" the nation's schools. 
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