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ABSTRACT 

This study deals with the problem of evaluating curriculum documents 

which prescribe or make recommendations for curricular change. In 

1980 a number of state and national education authorities in 

Australia released documents which contained proposals for 

reformulating the curriculum. Several of these proposals took the 

form of prescribing or recommending a core curriculum while others 

opted for a whole curriculum approach to the problem of the 

selection and transmission of educational knowledge. Although these 

are presented as practical documents - as proposals for action -

they also contain theoretical and ideological components which are 

usually understated. It is the contention of this study that the 

evaluation of such proposals should not be based solely on their 

pragmatic or technical aspects but that their theoretical adequacy 

and links with ideology should also be taken into consideration. To 

this end, four of these documents have been selected, two of each 

type of proposals, and are used to provide material to develop 

criteria for making evaluative decisions about the theoretical and 

ideological aspects of curriculum proposals. Internal criteria, 

based on an analysis of the coherence and consistency of curriculum 

proposals, are derived by re 1 at ing the proposals to one of two 

general theories of education. External criteria derive from a 

meta-critique where an attempt is made to formulate broader 

propositions which recognise the existence of opposition among 

various assumptions and are inclusive of those in conflict. 

iii 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

My principal supervisor for the duration of this study was Patrick 

Brady of the School of Education at Canberra College of Advanced 

Education. Dr Ann Hone also assisted me when Patrick was overseas. 

My thanks to both those people for their part in enabling me to 

complete this study. 

To Mal, for her commas and comments, heartfelt thanks. 

iv 



PREFACE 

This study attempts to develop an idea. The idea was initially a 

response to the renewed interest in core curriculum which became 

apparent in Australia at the end of the last decade. At that time I 

was a member of a working party for the A. C. T. Schoo 1 s Authority 

which was investigating curriculum structures for A.C.T. primary 

schools. One of the areas under consideration was the possibility 

of a centrally developed core curriculum for A.C.T. primary 

schoo 1 s. I a 1 so attended a core curriculum conference convened by 

the Curriculum Development Centre in Canberra. In addition, a 

number of core curriculum proposals were being released at that time 

and these were generating considerable comment in educational 

journals and discourse. It seemed to me that we were being asked to 

accept the concept of core curriculum without really understanding 

the implications of such a move. Thus, I began this study intending 

to analyse the philosophical, ideological and epistemological issues 

related to core curriculum using a number of core curriculum 

proposals which had recently been released. 

At that time, however, there came to my attention a number of other 

curriculum proposals which rejected the notion of a core but which 

seemed to be equally plausible and to have an equally valid 

justification. There wasn't anywhere near the amount of publicity 

or debate accompanying these documents and yet they were, in some 

cases, offered as rivals or direct alternatives to the core 
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curriculum proposals. I, personally, found these latter documents 

to be, on the surf ace at least, far more appealing than the core 

proposals. At that stage I could not identify my reasons for such a 

preference and it occurred to me that intuitive judgements are not 

sufficiently valid grounds for reaching such important decisions. 

Thus, the idea of investigating core curriculum proposals was 

expanded with a view to examining both types of curriculum 

proposals. This, ultimately, led me to the task of developing some 

criteria for making evaluative decisions about curriculum 

proposals. An understanding of the nature of curriculum proposals 

is a prerequisite for developing evaluative criteria so the first 

part of this study is given over to an exploration of conceptual and 

theoretical issues while the later chapters focus on evaluative 

issues. 

In Chapter l the problem is introduced. A brief description of the 

context in which curriculum issues are currently located is given 

and the four curriculum proposals used in this study are 

identified. The aims of the study are stated and the methodology 

described. 

Chapter 2 focuses on definitional problems, especially those 

concerned with the concept of core curriculum. Since the concept is 

used in various ways to define different structures or approaches an 

attempt is made to gain conceptual clarity by identifying 
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convnonalities among the various usages. The term "whole curriculum" 

is similarly clarified although this is a much simpler task since it 

is not a term which has been to my knowledge, used extensively in 

curriculum literature. While it has much in conman with the 

familiar 1whole child approach' it is not synonymous. Having 

clarified the two basic approaches to curriculum proposals, Chapter 

3 is given over to a brief description of four documents being used 

to provide source material for this study. 

Chapters 4 and 5, respectively, focus on the theoretical 

underpinnings of core curriculum and an oppositional position. In 

these chapters are raised a number of philosophical, epistemological 

and ideological issues which are crucial for an understanding of the 

basic differences between the two approaches. These issues, along 

with some technical and pragmatic concerns, form the source material 

for developing evaluative criteria. 

Chapter 6 sets up two theoretical frameworks to provide the 

parameters for assessing curriculum proposals with respect to 

internal validity. In this chapter the selected curriculum 

documents are analysed in terms of their assumptions about aims, 

knowledge, the learner and the learning process. This analysis is 

not exhaustive since the object is to derive evaluative criteria 

based on the internal aspects of curriculum proposals. 
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Chapter 7, in effect, dismantles the dichotomy set up for heuristic 

purposes in Chapter 6. Because the arena of curriculum is not 

confined to educational institutions it is necessary to look at the 

external influences and the wider social and cultural context. 

Thus, curriculum proposals need also to be located in some social 

theoretical framework. The critical source theory which is 

discussed in Chapter 7 as a basis for deriving external evaluative 

criteria formulates broader propositions which acknowledge the 

existence of opposition among various assumptions about education 

and the curriculum. 
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CHAPTER l 

THE CONTEXT AND THE PROBLEM 

l.l The Context of Curriculum Discourse 

Until relatively recent times the major initiatives and 

reformulations of the curriculum were largely taken up by educators 

and administrators working within the various systems in a 

relatively uncontested educational environment in Australia. During 

the 1960s Turner (1979 : 133) notes, curriculum, especially that of 

the secondary school, became problematic but was still largely dealt 

with as an internal matter. By this, Turner meant that the adequacy 

and relevance of the curriculum were being questioned but that these 

questions and the .formulations for their solution largely emanated 

from people working within the field of education. He, and others 

(for example, Walton 1979, Musgrave 1979a~ 7976b, Harman 1980), mark 

the 1 atter part of the 1970s as the period when curri cu 1 um became 

the focus of a more public and political debate in Australia. There 

are a number of possible explanations for this. Some of the factors 

are said to relate to changes in the social, economic and political 

institutions of Austra 1 ian society, while others are attributed to 

tensions within education itself. While there are obvious 

connections between them, it seems useful to list some of these 

factors separately to illustrate the complexity of the context 

within which the curriculum debate is taking place. The reader will 

be familiar with most of these issues as they are well documented in 

the literature. 
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l. 1.1 Social factors: 

• value pluralism (Musgrave, 1973) 

• lack of consensus on value priorities (Hewitson, 1980) 

• weakened family structures (Musgrave, 1979b) 

• rapid social change (Toffler, 1970) 

• influence of technology (Sharpe, 1981) 

• decline of traditional value systems and religious beliefs 

(Walker, 1979). 

l.1.2 Economic factors: 

• economic downturn (Blackburn, 1982) 

• structurally induced unemployment (Musgrave, 1979a) 

demand for economy and efficiency in educational 

management (Ashenden & Gallagher, 1980) 

• growth of welfare capitalism (Musgrave, 1979a) 

• redistribution of funds between the government and private 

sectors of schooling (Ryan, 1982). 

1.1.3 Political factors: 

• increasing Federal intervention (Hughes, 1980) 

• State/federal control issues (Allen, 1980) 

• the politicization of education (Beare, 1979) 

• accountability versus responsibility issues (Scott, 1980) 

• centre versus periphery debate (Walton, 1976) 

• teacher militancy (Beare, 1979). 
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1.1.4 Educational factors: 

diverse and poorly defined aims and objectives of 

schooling (Pusey, 1980) 

increased expectations of schools in both scope and levels 

of attainment (Hewitson, 1980) 

• a lack of agreement on the role of schools - public versus 

private good (Herriman, 1980) 

• declining teacher morale (Manefield, 1981). 

In listing these factors it is not intended to confer any particular 

validity on the claims but simply to suggest the complexity and 

problematic nature of the current cultural milieu. Nor is it 

intended to imply that these social, economic and political forces 

necessarily shape the curriculum of our schools. Taylor (1979 : 4), 

in fact, denies the legitimacy of such an approach and claims that 

"The hunt for economic, social and political 'factors• in the 

causation of educational change is symptomatic of the educator 1 s own 

loss of confidence. 11 Taylor prefers to locate education within a 

theory of culture and to examine the nature of the relationships 

from an interactive rather than a reactive perspective. Webster 

(1976 : 206-207) also denies the inevitability of external pressures 

forcing institutional change but states that: 11To have an effect on 

the curriculum, a crisis experienced by society in general must, 

therefore, be translated into a crisis that is felt within the 

educational institution11
• In fact, there is ample evidence of this 

happening in Australia at the moment with, for example, youth 

unemployment stemming from economic and political policies being 

converted into a curricular problem via the government-sponsored 

Transition Education Programme. 
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1.2 Implications for Curriculum 

While not all of the factors listed, and it should be noted that 

this is only a selection of the diverse and divisive issues 

currently in circulation, will have a direct effect on the 

curriculum, they form part of the context within which the writers 

of curriculum proposals frame their ideas. The implications for 

schools and the curriculum appear to be two-fold. First, in so far 

as schools are public institutions which all children and youth are 

compe 11 ed to attend, they are often seen as appropriate arenas for 

attempting to overcome or ameliorate widespread social 

discontinuities. The curriculum is the obvious target for any such 

attempt at social engineering. Second, in as much as some of the 

factors are sometimes perceived as deficiencies in schools 

themselves, there are calls for increased or revised methods of 

control. Again, the curriculum is an obvious target since changes 

in the structure of education have, as Nunan (1980 : 56) observes, 

made it 11 almost impossible to control teachers and schools by direct 

intervention". 

In essence, this means that external events may indirectly affect 

both the content and the organisation of the curriculum as the 

writers of curriculum proposals interpret and redefine them as 

educational imperatives. This is not to suggest that all proposals 

for curricular change are the result of social change or 

discontinuity but simply to indicate, at this stage, that the 

curriculum has its social antecedents and that, at present, these 

are much more visible and public than previously because it is 
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increasingly difficult 

education will also 

to achieve consensus. Changes within 

developments in 

filter through 

education and, lately, 

curriculum 

curriculum 

translated into concrete proposals for action. 

1.3 Curriculum Proposals 

proposals 

theory 

as 

are 

If, as Bernstein (1971a : 67) suggests, curricular change is a 

manifestation of a crisis in society• s basic classifications and 

frames (that is, relationships and structures), then it may be 

symptomatic of a crisis in parts of Australian society that, at the 

end of the 1970s and into the early 1980s, major curriculum 

proposals were released by most State and two Federal education 

authorities. Curriculum proposals are defined here as policy 

statements or position papers which make recommendations for 

curriculum change. In this study four such documents have been 

selected to provide the material to carry out some exploratory work 

towards developing some criteria for evaluating curriculum 

proposals. All were published in 1980. 

Two of the documents were released by Federal bodies: Core 

Curriculum for Australian Schools from the Curriculum Development 

Centre (hereafter, CDC) and, Schooling for 15 & 16 Year-olds from 

the Schools Commission • Of the other two documents released by 

State authorities, the Tasmanian Department of Education issued 

Requirements for a Curriculum and the Victorian Government, a White 

Paper on Strategies and Structures for Education in Victorian 

Government Schools (hereafter, White Paper). While a variety of 

other curriculum proposals from both Australia and overseas were 
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examined it is felt that the four selected are sufficiently 

representative to i1 l ustrate the conceptua 1 and theoret i ca 1 issues 

involved. 

Two factors governed the selection of documents. The first relates 

to the renewed interest in core curriculum as evidenced in recent 

curriculum proposals both within Australia and overseas. These 

proposals vary so greatly in form and content that there appears to 

be considerable ambiguity attached to the notion of core 

curriculum. In addition to this, the proposals themselves seem to 

have a tendency towards 1 right-answerism 1 
- core curriculum is seen 

as the cure for all the ills of education in society. Alternative 

courses of action are seldom mentioned and the arguments are all 

one-sided. At the same time, other curriculum proposals are being 

released which focus on the whole curriculum rather than on a 

particular aspect of it. Yet some of these documents aim at the 

same audience. 

This seems to pose a problem for the audience - in assessing 

curriculum proposals what criteria are important? The lack of such 

criteria not only prompted this study but also helped with the 

selection of the documents since it was felt that a comparative 

approach would be most fruitful . in developing a critical 

perspective. To this end, two core curriculum proposals, one State 

and one national, have been chosen: the Victorian Hhite Paper and 

the CDC Core Curriculum for Australian Schools. The whole 

curriculum proposals are the Tasmanian Requirements for a Curriculum 

and the Schools Commission, Schooling for 15 & 16 Year-olds. 
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The second factor which influenced the selection of documents 

relates to the particular stage of schooling being addressed. In 

this respect, it is felt that the compulsory years of secondary 

education are the ones really at issue in the core debate since the 

core of primary school education is still reasonably unproblematic 

and a compulsory core for senior secondary students who elect to 

stay on at school after the mandatory period seems logically 

incompatible. Turner (1979 184) corroborates this in his 

statement: "The junior secondary stage of education is clearly 

identified in the more public and pol it ica 1 arena as the stage 

requiring greatest attention in relation to problems of 

curriculum". Thus, the four documents selected a11 address, though 

some not exclusively, the curriculum of students who leave school 

at, or before, the end of Year 10. 

1.4 Aims of the Study 
, 

It is the writers contention that curriculum proposals,such as those 

being used to provide material for this study, are subject to a 

somewhat gratuitous evaluation on the basis of which they can be 

adopted or rejected. By this is meant, individuals or even groups 

base their decisions on a fairly superficial examination of the 

contents. Such readers use, the writer suspects, largely intuitive 

and pragmatic means of judging the worth of the proposal. Such 

factors as: the degree of convergence with their own ideologies, the 

amount of dislocation and effort involved, and the persuasiveness 

and apparent authenticity of the arguments may be decisive factors 

in choosing whether or not to imp 1 ement the proposal. The writer 

believes there are other, more valid grounds for making these 
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initial evaluative decisions. To this end the writer proposes to 

explore the possibilities of developing some criteria for evaluating 

curriculum proposals. Two types of criteria are envisaged. The 

first relate to the internal coherence, consistency and logic of the 

proposals. These internal criteria should alert evaluators to 

possible sources of inconsistency or even contradictions within a 

proposal which would render it impossible to implement in any 

meaningful way. 

The second set of criteria will be derived from an attempt to locate 

the proposals within a framework which takes account of the wider, 

often unacknowledged, sources of influence. Since proposals 

inevitably suggest change it is important to understand the nature 

and direction of the change envisaged. To do this it is necessary 

to relate educational assumptions and orientations to their 

socialcontext or, as Musgrave {1973 45) says, it "becomes 

important to make some judgment of the nature of ideologies from 

which contemporary curricular planners work. 11 Thus, external 

criteria explore the connections between education and society, 

morality and the world of principle. To an extent external criteria 

stand over and above internal criteria since internal validity is 

seen as a necessary but not sufficient condition in applying 

critical standards in evaluating proposals for curricular change. 

1.5 The Scope and Methodology of the Study 

One of the features of curriculum proposals which has already been 

mentioned {1.3) is manifest in the arrangement of the relationships 

between the contents; that is, core curriculum or whole curriculum 

approaches. This classification cannot be treated as unproblematic, 
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however, as the terms lack conceptual c1arity. Core curriculum 

appears to be one of those terms which have, as Grant (1971 : 185) 

suggests 11 
••• become so arbitrary in meaning, often by over-usage, 

as to require definition each time they are used." Simpson (1981 : 

23), in discussing the definitions of curriculum, makes the 

interesting observation that a multiplicity of definitions may 

indicate a lack of agreement rather than a lack of clarity. If it 

is the case,that different writers are talking about fundamentally 

different things when addressing core curriculum1 then the term is 

worthless unless one specifies which definition is being used. If 

it can be shown, on the other hand, that there are common elements 

within the definitions then it may be possible to use the term with 

an acceptable degree of conceptual clarity. 

The term 'whole curriculum' is also ambiguous but for a different 

reason. The sense in which the term is being used in this study is 

not, to the writer's knowledge, one which is commonly employed in 

the 1iterature - perhaps because the approach is a response to the 

increasingly complex nature of schooling in our society and, 

therefore, a relatively recent phenomenon. For this reason, it is 

necessary to provide the reader with a description of what is meant 

by the term. Thus, the first task in this study is to clarify the 

nature of the terms core curriculum and whole curriculum. 

This general classification of types of curriculum proposals is 

based mainly on structural attributes; that is, on the way in which 

the relationship between the contents is perceived. There are, 

however, more intrinsic differences which can only be understood by 
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examining the theoretical foundations of such proposals. To do this,, 

it is necessary to examine the philosophical, ideological and 

epistemological bases of core or whole curriculum approaches. Thus, 

the second task involves clarifying the theoretical bases of 

different types of curriculum proposals. This will be done by using 

recent literature about these issues as a basis for analysis and 

discussion. By doing this-tit should be possible to gain a clearer 

understanding of the implicit differences between the two 

approaches. These intrinsic variables then become open to critical 

scrutiny and, as such, should prove useful in the search for 

evaluative criteria. 

Once the major orientations and their underlying rationales are made 

explicit, the actual task of identifying some criteria on which to 

base evaluative decisions is possible. To guide this search, Moore 

in Educational Theory: An Introduction, 1974, seems to offer a 

useful framework. Curriculum proposals which make recommendations 

for act ion can be seen as examp 1 es of what Moore ca 11 s I pr act ica 1 

theory. 1 Moore differentiates between scientific theory and 

practical theory. Scientific theory, he claims, attempts to 

describe and explain truths about the natural world. It relies on 

empirical observation and testing to establish laws which explain 

regularities and can be used for predictive purposes. Practical 

theory, on the other hand, he sees as primarily prescriptive or 

recommendatory. It does not aim to explain what is, but to guide 

practice to what ought to be. Because such theory contains 

assumptions and prescriptive hypotheses about desirable ends and 

means of achieving these, it cannot be established or refuted simply 
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by reference to empirical data. Practical theory cannot, on this 

reasoning, be validated in the same way as scientific theory but is, 

according to Moore, capable of being validated in its own way. 

This, he suggests, is done by showing "that its conclusions are 

worthy of being put into practice11 (1974 : 17}. Moore is, of 

course, only referring here to the kind of prospective evaluation 

with which this study is concerned, since it is clear that any 

practical theory would have to be open to modification as a result 

of its being put into practice. 

Since the documents being used in this study conform with the 

structure of a practical theory suggested by Moore (1974: 16): 

(1) Pis a desirable end 
(2) In the circumstances, Q is the most effective way of 

achieving P. 
(3) Therefore, ao whatever Q involves, 

it seems reasonable to apply his test of validity or, rather, 

invalidity, since he stresses the central role of criticism. He 

gives these two main criteria for invalidating practical theory: 

(i) If it can be shown that there is a lack of internal 

coherence between the basic assumptions about aims, the 

learner and knowledge which render the conclusions 

unjustified because of inconsistency in the argument based 

on the assumptions, and/or 

(ii) if it can be shown that the basic assumptions are faulty, 

untestable or morally objectionable. 

Based on these criteria, Moore claims (1974 25} 11A valid 

educational theory is one which can withstand attempts to reject it 

on the grounds that its assumptions, arguments or conclusions are in 

some way unacceptable. 11 
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In these two tests lie the genesis of, respectively, the internal 

and external criteria which this study aims to develop. The third 

major task involves deriving internal evaluative criteria by 

analysing the theoretical adequacy of the selected documents. To do 

this,it is necessary to relate the proposals to a given framework or 

to set parameters with in which coherence and consist ency can be 

assessed. This will be done by using two models of education to set 

the theoretical parameters for assessing internal validity. The 

reader will be familiar with the 'traditional' and 'progressive' 

models of education which Moore (1974 : 21) calls "prototypes of 

educational theories." Since these two models appear to reflect the 

different orientations of core and whole curriculum proposals they 

will be developed as a heuristic device in Chapter 6 to assist the 

writer to focus on the internal aspects of curriculum proposals. It 

should be noted that the intention is not to evaluate the chosen 

documents but to use them selectively to derive generally applicable 

criteria. 

It will be apparent to the reader that an analysis of this type, 

based on internal criteria, will be incomplete. To leave the 

analysis at that level is to infer that curriculum proposals 

manifest only logical attributes based on educational theories which 

are themselves seen as unproblematic. This is, however, a partial 

and one-sided view of the nature of curriculum proposals and one 

which isolates them from their social context. It has already been 

noted that education is an integral part of our society and that 

there is an interactive relationship between the two. The writers 
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of curriculum proposals will hold views not only about the nature of 

education but also about the role of education in society and the 

nature of society itself. As Hewitson (1980 7) remarks, "These 

views reflect people's ideals and values in a broader perspective -

they are logically related to the kind of society which they 

envisage (and which, they would argue, should be envisaged by 

others) 11
• 

Meeting internal criteria is necessary but not sufficient. The 

general theories or broad perspectives which inform different 

proposals have themselves to be open to scrutiny. Tests for truth 

and validity cannot be derived from within a theory itself but must 

be the subject of external conditions or criteria which lie over and 

above such theories. Thus, in addition to meeting the tests of 

internal criteria based on theoretical adequacy, curriculum 

proposals need also to be exposed to a meta-critique so that links 

between theories and the wider contexts of society and morality can 

be explored. This is the fourth and final task of this study: to 

develop some external criteria which link curriculum proposals to 

their social origins. 

This will be done by exploring a critical methodology based on the 

critical social theory of the writers of the 'Frankfurt School'. 

Critical theory is applied in much the same way that educational 

theories are used to examine the interna 1 coherence of curriculum 

proposals; that is, in terms of assumptions about aims, the learner 

and knowledge. In doing this, however, critical theory performs a 

meta-critical function because it reveals the social origins of such 
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assumptions and, thereby, permits evaluative judgements to be made. 

Thus, external criteria perform the very important function of 

giving an ethical dimension to the evaluation of curriculum 

proposals. 

1.6 Summary 

The number and variety of curriculum documents which have recently 

been released appear to place the practitioner or curriculum 

administrator in something of a dilemma. When confronted with a new 

curriculum proposal - be it a policy statement or a curriculum 

package - what criteria are important in assessing its worth? This 

is the problem this present study addresses. In attempting to 

formulate some criteria the writer assumes that curriculum proposals 

are subject to a form of prospective evaluation as opposed to 

formative or summative evaluation; that is, the reader of curriculum 

proposals will make some judgements about the worth of the proposal 

before it is adopted or implemented. While there are many models of 

evaluation which assist educators to assess the pragmatic aspects of 

curriculum proposals, there appears to be a dearth of material which 

can offer similar assistance with respect to theoretical and ethical 

adequacy. This study represents an attempt to fill that gap. 



CHAPTER 2 

TWO APPROACHES TO CURRICULUM PROPOSALS 

As has been noted, many of the curriculum documents released 

recently in both Au stra Ti a and overseas ut i 1 i se one of two broad 

frameworks: a core curriculum or a whole curriculum approach. This 

apparently clear-cut dichotomy is not, on investigation, as simple 

or self-evident as the terms suggest. One of the things which 

c1ouds the distinction is the range and variety of meanings attached 

to the notion of a core curriculum. The ambiguity of this term is 

apparent in both the literature about curriculum and also in 

attempts to operationalise the concept in curriculum proposals. 

Another grey area with respect to conceptual clarity relates to the 

lack of an established description or definition of what constitutes 

a whole curriculum approach. It is the intention in this chapter to 

identify the major characteristics of both types of approaches to 

assist the reader to understand the fundamental differences between 

them. 

2. l A Core Curriculum Approach 

Core curriculum has been used by different writers to describe a 

form of organisation, a design principle, a process and a curriculum 

product. This variety of applications will now be examined to 

ascertain whether there are commonalities which permit the term to 

be used with some degree of conceptual clarity. 
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2.1.1 Core as Organisation 

Conne11, and others (The Foundations of Education, 1967), 

use the term core curriculum to describe a type of 

organisation as distinct from a subject or activity 

curriculum. The subject curriculum is described as one 

where the content units (subjects) are seen as separate 

bodies of knowledge with little or no attempt to integrate 

or interrelate the parts. The activity curriculum is 

described as one in which the content is not predetermined 

but is dependent on the needs and interests of the learner. 

Connell 1 s core curriculum organisation has a bipartite 

arrangement which includes a common core of socially useful 

knowledge plus an elective component to cater for individual 

interests and aptitudes. The socially useful knowledge 

component is viewed as essential for participation in social 

life and, therefore, necessary for all. For this reason,. 

core is equated with compulsory common learnings in this 

definition. 

This organisational model was used by the Wyndham Committee 

in their report on secondary education in New South Wales in 

1957. The Wyndham Report recommended, however, a core of 

compulsory subjects rather than a core based on socially 

useful learning experiences. Although it was called a core 

curriculum in the report (1957 : 82), it is probably best 

viewed as a subject curriculum with a compulsory component 

rather than as a core curriculum of the type described by 

Connell and his co-authors. 
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In a later paper prepared by Connell, 'The Concept of a Core 

Curriculum', 1980, he notes that in the United States of 

America in the nineteen thirties and forties core curriculum 

was used to describe a type of organisation which aimed at 

integrating significant parts of the whole curriculum. The 

core was supposed to provide a link between the conceptual 

frameworks of organised knowledge by integrating various 

subjects and synthesising learnings. A problem-solving or 

problem-centred approach which transcended subject or 

disciplinory boundaries was usually adopted. The reader 

should note that the bipartite arrangement is still evident 

but the function of the core is different. 

2.1.2 Core as Basis or Synthesis 

The two views of core curriculum presented by Connell 

represent two broad perspectives on the function of a core 

curriculum within the context of the total curriculum. 

Evans {1979 : 354-366) calls the first application - that of 

core as the selection of content considered essential to 

other learning and functioning - a 'core as basis' 

approach. The function of the core curriculum is to provide 

the necessary wherewithal for effective learning in other 

parts of the curriculum and for effective functioning as 

social beings. The second approach, where the core is 

viewed as an integrating mechanism, Evans calls 'core as 

synthesis'. In this view, the function of the core is to 

" ••• help students synthesise knowledge and skills which 
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have been gained in separate school subjects 11 (Evans, 1979 : 

360). Thus, the core of the curriculum consists of 

interdisciplinary studies. This notion of core as an 

integrating mechanism was adopted by Port Hacking High 

School (NSW) in the nineteen seventies. It should be noted 

that both functions are served by an arrangement which 

divides the curriculum into at least two parts. 

2.1.3 Core as Content 

A rather different view of the function of a core curriculum 

is taken by Smith, Stanley and Shores in Fundamentals of 

Curriculum Development, 1957. They also favour the use of a 

problem-centred, integrated approach but perceive the 

function of the core in a broader perspective. In basing 

the content of a core curriculum on social problems they see 

its function in terms of reconstructing and reuniting 

society. To them, disintegrative social tendencies could be 

overcome by emphasising social values within the context of 

a study of broad social problems or by themes of social 

living. While there is, implicit in their approach, an 

organisational framework and certain procedural principles, 

these are secondary to the overriding principle of core as 

the selection of content related to the aims of public 

education. A further function of core is thus seen in terms 

of its capacity to contribute to a better, more democratic 

and just society. 
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Still in this vein, but with a slightly different emphasis, 

are a number of writers who see the function of a core in 

terms of a search for consensus or cultural conformity. D. 

White (1979), notes that a trend in American curriculum 

literature in the nineteen forties was towards a core which 

emphasised the central values of society and gave guidance 

towards them. Crittenden (1980), also notes this 

application of the concept of a core curriculum. He claims 

that, in response to diversity and cultural disunity, a core 

related to common beliefs, values and skills on which the 

cohesion of society is thought to depend is likely to be 

promoted to preserve the existing cultural and social 

structures. The function of a core, in this view, is to 

maintain and reinforce, rather than to renew or reconstruct, 

society. It is, as White (1979 : 195) notes, " ••• concerned 

with a renewal and extension of consensus, rather than of 

culture." Core in this sense has a more conservative 

function than that envisaged by Smith, Stanley and Shores. 

2.1.4 Core as a Design Product, Principle or Process 

A recent contributor to core curriculum discourse (Kennedy, 

1981) believes that core curriculum can be conceived as 

either a process or a product. Kennedy, comparing the 1976 

British Columbian statement on core curriculum (1What Should 

Our Children Be Learning') with that published by the CDC in 

1980, points out that a core conceived as lists of 

predetermined, prescriptive goals is a curriculum product 

and that it 11 
••• suggests the core is already known (defined 
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by some group or groups in society) 11 (1981 : 49). This view 

of core curriculum, as something to be implemented, is 

contrasted with the CDC document which, she claims, views 

core curriculum as a process - a process of cultural 

mapping. In this case,schools 11 
••• use the core as a design 

concept to ask the question: what are basic and essential 

areas of knowledge, learning processes and learning 

situations ••• 11 (1981 46). To treat core curriculum as a 

product is, Kennedy claims, static and consensus-seeking 

while the process view is dynamic and not afraid to confront 

conflict. In both cases, the core curriculum is seen as a 

design principle although one design is committed to 
1right-answerism 1 while the other is much more open-ended in 

her view. 

It must be pointed out, however, that the outcome of the 

process of cultura 1 mapping as described by the CDC wi 11 

also be a curriculum product: ~ core curriculum. The only 

difference appears to lie in who does the cultural mapping. 

In the case of the Canadian document this has been done 

centrally by the Ministry of Education while the CDC favours 

involvement at the school community level. Diversifying and 

multiplying the centres at which a core is determined does 

not alter the fact that a curriculum product is being 

manufactured but, rather, simply increases the range of 

curriculum products available. 
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A final and similar analysis is presented by Reid (1981a) in 

an article called 'Core Curriculum: Precept or Process'. He 

claims that core curriculum can be viewed as a precept -

either as an overriding design principle or as a procedural 

principle, or as a process. Like Kennedy, Reid favours the 

latter approach. He cites English education and Paul 

Hirst's categorisations of 'forms of knowledge• as an 

example of an attempt to find the right formula by 

subscribing to a particular design principle. Hirst (1975 : 

187) claims that 11 
••• all knowledge and understanding is 

logically locatable within a number of domains 11 , and that 

the most rational way of developing these distinct modes of 

understanding 11 
••• would be by direct organisation of the 

curriculum in units corresponding to the forms" (1975 : 

190). The core, according to this design principle, would 

comprise those disciplines which correspond to Hirst's forms 

of knowledge. 

Reid uses American education to illustrate how design 

procedures, for example the 'rational' curriculum plan of 

Tyler or Taba, when used as an overriding or determining 

factor, leave important considerations untouched. Both 

these approaches, he claims, focus on products or solutions 

and foreclose debate on the practical and political issues 

involved. A more valid approach, in his view, would be to 

treat core curriculum as one idea among others to inform and 

facilitate deliberative decision-making. This approach, he 

claims, makes overt the complexities and ambiguities 
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involved in curriculum change rather than viewing change as 

the triumph of one formula over others. In fact, in this 

view, core curriculum is simply an idea or a concept. Reid 

fails to show that the core curriculum concept is or can be 

a process in itself as the title of his paper suggests. The 

process he recommends is that of practical reasoning or 

deliberative decision-making. 

Both Kennedy and Reid can be criticised for their use of the 

term core curriculum to refer to a process. In Kennedy's 

analysis, the process she refers to is that of cultural 

mapping - the result of which is a particular type of core 

curriculum. Kennedy shares the views of the writers 

mentioned earlier who see a core curriculum as a particular 

collection of contents based on certain selection 

principles. Reid, on the other hand, refers to process as 

the means by which people come together to make responsible 

curriculum decisions. Core curriculum is simply one topic, 

among others, which curriculum decision-makers should 

consider. It is probably best described as a theoretical 

construct in Reid's usage but is difficult to see how this 

nebulous construct can facilitate responsible 

decision-making unless some substantive meaning is attached 

to it. To use the term core curriculum to refer to a 

process is misleading. The various processes referred to 

are means of deriving a curriculum (not necessarily a core 

curriculum) - they are not the core itself. Clearly, there 

are different processes and procedures which can be used to 
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arrive at a given core but this activity cannot be called 

1 core curri cul urning'. Perhaps what these writers intend to 

convey is that the process is just as important as the 

product but this does not mean that the process can be 

equated with the product. In the case of a core curriculum 

proposal, what is being offered is a curriculum product or, 

in some cases, the recipe for making a curriculum product. 

2.1.5 Conclusions 

From the analysis so far, it is possible to identify certain 

features which seem to be basic to the notion of a core 

curriculum. First, it implies a form of organisation or a 

design principle whereby the whole curriculum is seen in 

terms of a bipartite arrangement - the core, however this is 

conceived, and a corresponding part to make up the whole. 

As has been noted, the structure of the core itself will 

depend largely on the way it is perceived in functional 

terms; that is, as either basis or synthesis. It would also 

appear that the core, so designated because of its essential 

nature, must a 1 so be deemed a mandatory component of the 

curriculum. The second common feature relates to content. 

It is meaningless to refer to the core of the curriculum 

unless this can be defined in terms of its content. How, 

and from where, this content is derived is at the heart of 

the core curriculum debate and needs a much more searching 

analysis than has been undertaken so far. This will be 

carried out in Chapters 4 and 5. 
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From the literature about core curriculum which has been 

mentioned in this chapter it is possible to elicit a number 

of functions which a core might serve. In organisational 

terms it may simply be used to give status to certain 

subjects or areas of learning, or to define a set of 

compulsory studies. It may be used to ensure that 1 the 

basics1 are taught or it could be used as an integrating 

mechanism so that the basics can be applied in an 

interdisciplinary approach. In terms of content a core may 

be employed as a means of ensuring a liberal education. It 

may be designed to achieve consensus and to maintain or 

regain social stability. Or it may be envisaged in terms of 

promoting social change and reconstruction. The variety of 

possible permutations between these organisations and 

contents, while perhaps not complete, can be observed from 

the following grid. Each cell represents the combination of 

an organisational principle and a selection principle. For 

example, Cell l describes the NSW Wyndham core curriculum 

which aimed at ensuring a general education by making 

certain subjects compulsory for all students. 

ORGANISATION 

CONTENTS Com~ulsory Basic Integrated 
s udies studies studies 

Li beral l 2 3 education 

Cultural 4 5 6 consensus 

Social 7 8 9 reconstruction 
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2.2 A Whole Curriculum Approach 

In this chapter so far the complex concept of core curriculum has 

been discussed at some length. This was necessary because its 

frequent appearance in the literature in different guises has 

obscured its meaning. Whole curriculum approaches are not so easy 

to document from the literature about curriculum since they are 

seldom addressed as such. Therefore, the discussion which follows 

attempts to synthesise the essential ingredients of the two whole 

curriculum proposals which are being used in this study, to draw on 

what literature is available and to point out obvious contrasts with 

core curriculum approaches. In this way, it is hoped, the reader 

will gain a clearer understanding of the nature of whole curriculum 

proposals. 

Whole curriculum proposals reject the divided curriculum approach 

whereby one facet or part of the curriculum is consistently seen to 

be more important than another. Curriculum content is not 

determined by some sort of objective selection principle but is 

contingent on other, overriding principles. In the documents being 

used in this study to illustrate whole curriculum approaches, these 

are: 'a concern for children' (Tasmanian, Regu irements for a 

Curriculum), and 'the needs of the age group' (Schools Commission, 

Schooling for 15 & 16 Year-olds). When the focus shifts from areas 

of knowledge and subjects thought to be essential to centre on the 

clients of the educative process, the content of the curriculum 

becomes problematic, as do the structures and processes involved. A 

single formula, whether this is based on a particular arrangement of 

contents or specifies the content itself, is seen to be too 

inflexible to provide for the diverse needs of students. 
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In this sense a whole curriculum approach is more than just a form 

of curriculum design which rejects the bipartite arrangement of a 

core curriculum. It is also holistic in the sense that it views 

students, knowledge and the learning process as complex, 

mu1ti-faceted and interrelated components of the curriculum. This 

approach rejects methods which suggest that there are universal, 

correct solutions to problems of curriculum. It appears to opt for 

more tentative, flexible solutions based on intentions rather than 

on the achievement of predetermined objectives. In both whole 

curriculum proposals being used in this study,. the 'right' intention 

and a willingness to modify and adapt the curriculum as the problems 

change are seen as being more valid than seeking permanently correct 

solutions. Thus, whole curriculum approaches seem to. have both a 

more dynamic and a more speculative nature than core curriculum 

approaches. 

Although content is regarded as problematic in whole curriculum 

proposals this does not imply that its selection is arbitrary or 

unimportant. Crittenden (1980 : 9) suggests that if the approach to 

the common core curriculum is broadened by asking 11what aspects of 

education are desirable for everyone in our society ••• , the answer 

can hardly avoid containing at least the outline of a complete 

curriculum of general education"; that is, the whole curriculum 

becomes the venue for planning for the educational needs of each 

student. Both the Tasmanian and Schools Commission proposals 

support the notion that all children have a right to initiation into 

their cultural heritage but suggest that diverse, rather than 

uniform, approaches are the best means of ensuring this access. The 
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concept of equifinality, that is, different paths to the same goal, 

underlies this approach. This concept, borrowed from general 

systems theory {see, for example, Lazlo or von Bertalanffy), refers 

to the fact that in open systems it is possible to start with 

different initial conditions and to use different methods to achieve 

the same ends. This is quite an important point and represents a 

point of divergence between core curriculum and whole curriculum 

proposals. The inference is that whole curriculum proposals tend to 

view education as an open system, with permeable boundaries and 

links with other social institutions, while core curriculum 

proposals tend to view education as a closed system. 

Insofar as whole curriculum approaches reject the arbitrary division 

of the curriculum into essential and non-essential compartments~they 

reflect a concern for the deve 1 opment of 'the whole child I rather 

than any particular aspect of the child's development. From this it 

seems possible to infer that the idea of the personal development of 

the individual weighs heavily in this approach. Personal 

development in its great variety calls for the maximum of choice an 

diversity across the whole curriculum. Perhaps the classic 

statement which exemplifies this approach is found in Children and 

their Primary Schools, the Plowden Report, which was released in 

England in 1967. 

This is not to suggest that excessive individualism or a 

preoccupation with the private rather than the common good underlies 

this approach. Both whole curriculum proposals being used in this 

study appear to suggest that Australian society and culture will be 
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better served if the education system develops fully the potential 

of every student. They reject any approach which focuses on the 

common good at the expense of individual casualties along the way. 

This, they claim, is wastage which our society cannot afford to 

sustain. Thus, the concern for individuals is a means of 

demonstrating a concern for the quality of life in Australian 

society generally. 

To summarise, whole curriculum approaches focus on the diverse needs 

and interests of students. These are seen to be best catered for 

through the utilisation of the entire spectrum of the curriculum 

in its broadest sense - the content, the teaching and learning 

strategies, the patterns of interaction and the flexible use of 

time. In focusing on the development of the full potential of each 

individual, curriculum content and organisation become matters for 

negotiation rather than being predetermined and immutable. 

Curriculum solutions are not something to find, but something to try 

in this approach. 

2.3 Summary 

In this chapter the two major orientations of the curriculum 

proposals have been outlined. It is clear, however, that this 

analysis leaves many questions unexplored. On the one hand are core 

curriculum proposals which utilise a divided approach in curriculum 

design and on the other hand, there are whole curriculum proposals 

which are opposed to such a division. Although this constitutes one 

of the fundamental differences between the two approaches the 

question of why this difference exists is still not clear. This is 
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apparent when one considers that, in functional terms, both core 

curriculum and whole curriculum proposals can claim to serve the 

same ends. For example, in the section on core curriculum content 

in this chapter {2.1.3), it was pointed out that the core could be 

conceived in terms of promoting social reconstruction or renewa 1. 

Whole curriculum proposals can manifest a similar orientation. 

Similarly, both types of proposals lay claims to promoting equality 

within education. Wherein, then, lies the difference? 

It has already been suggested that the question of content is 

crucial in this context. However, the selection of content itself 

is not the only area which needs to be explored. To appropriate 

Bernstein's now nearly classical words, it is also the way that 

educational knowledge is classified, distributed, transmitted and 

evaluated (197la : 47) which neech. to be investigated in order to 

gain a clearer understanding of the fundamental differences between 

these two approaches. 

4 and 5 of this 

These questions will be addressed in Chapters 

study in the context of the theoret ica 1 

underpinnings and oppositions to the concept of core curriculum. 

Before that, however, a descriptive account of the four documents 

being used to provide material for this study is included. 



CHAPTER 3 

AN OVERVIEW OF THE DOCUMENTS 

Although the content of each of the four curriculum proposals is 

being used selectively for the purposes of this study, the reader 

may find it helpful to have an overview of the general nature and 

purpose of each document. The writer acknowledges that there is a 

subjective component in the descriptive accounts which fol low. In 

practical terms, it is very difficult to say precisely where the 

description of a work ends and interpretation begins for, as Codd 

(1981 :29) observes, 11evaluative principles are built into the very 

procedures by which we describe and interpret literary or artistic 

works11
• In attempting to convey to the reader the general nature 

of the curriculum proposals a certain amount of interpretation with 

respect to the designers' intentions infiltrates the description. 

The writer believes, however, that the interpretation is compatible 

with the describable properties of the documents in question, 

In addition to the descriptive account and drawing on the 

perspectives presented in the previous chapter, the dominant 

features which link the proposals to their core or whole curriculum 

categorisations will be drawn out. 
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White Paper on Strategies and Structures for Education in 

Victorian Government Schools 

This document is a policy statement of the Victorian Government 

outlining new administrative arrangements for government schools in 

Victoria. It is the only policy statement being used in this study 

and, as such, provides a useful contrast with the other three 

discussion papers. The White Paper sets out new organisational 

arrangements for the education system as a whole and gives 

direction for reform in a number of areas: curriculum and services, 

building, administration and finance, policy and planning. This 

present study is principally concerned with the parts relating 

directly to curriculum rather than with the complete list of 

proposed changes. 

The White Paper is a stage in an ongoing Ministerial Review of 

education in Victoria which began in 1979. The first stage of the 

review culminated in a set of 'Aims and Objectives for Education in 

Victoria'. These are reprinted in the White Paper and contain the 

original reference to a core curriculum for Victorian schools. The 

aims statement was followed by a 'Green Paper on Strategies and 

Structures for Education in Victoria' in May, 1980. This 

discussion paper contained some very controversial statements with 

repect to curriculum; for example: "Curriculum develops first to 

meet the needs of society ••• 11 (p.19, 4.10), and "Core curriculum 

constitutes those concepts and areas of study which ensure the 

fundamental issues of importance to our society are passed on to 

the chi 1 dren in our schoo 1 s • • • to ensure that the demands of 
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society with respect to basic skills and education are met" (p.18, 

4.7). The weight of the public and professional response, with 935 

submissions being received from both local and interstate sources, 

resulted in considerable revision to the curriculum section of the 

White Paper which was tabled in parliament some six months later. 

The core curriculum proposal set out in the White Paper is really 

just an outline of what is going to happen rather than a statement 

of the core curriculum itself. Core curriculum is defined and, 

interestingly, the definition quoted above from paragraph 4. 7 of 

the Green Paper was dropped and that coined by the C. D.C. adopted. 

It is, "that set of basic and essential learnings and experiences 

which can be expected of all students who pass through our schools" 

(p.35, 6.4). This is a very broad definition and the document goes 

on to indicate what will be included: 

Rather it will consist of guidelines, pointing to key 
objectives, skills and learning which should be made available 
to all children ••• , it will be the responsibility of each 
school to translate the core curriculum into teaching 
programmes - into the means by which it is taught ana 
experienced in classrooms (p.36, 6.6). 

While this represents a change from the Green Paper where the core 

curriculum was conceived as a total package "which will be provided 

for students throughout Victoria" (p.17, 4,6, emphasis added), it 

is a change only in the degree of central control. The core will 

still be centrally prescribed and will set out the fundamental 

learnings for students at different stages. This appears to be 

very similar to the British Columbian {1976} version of a core 

curriculum which sets out the goals and objectives for the primary, 

intermediate, junior secondary and senior secondary levels of 
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education. As was noted in the previous chapter, the core in these 

terms is a curriculum product. A form of cultural mapping takes 

p 1 ace at the system 1 eve l and schools are expected to devise the 

means for achieving the objectives. The efficiency and 

effectiveness of the programme of each school in Victoria is to be 

reviewed at "specified intervals" to "encourage schools 

continuously to test progress in implementation of aims and 

objectivesn (p.23, 5.6). From this,it is clear that teachers are 

viewed as instrumental agents engaged in the implementation of an 

externally controlled curriculum. 

The concept of a core curriculum is very broad in terms of coverage 

in the White Paper since only 'specialist, technical and advanced 

studies' are said to be needed in addition to the core to provide a 

full or tota 1 curriculum. These terms are not defined but they 

constitute the school-based component of the total curriculum. By 

a process of deduct ion it is evident that, if the core is to 

contain everything other than specialist, technical and advanced 

studies, it is to be very comprehensive and will probably consitute 

almost the total curriculum for some students. The White Paper 

gives no indication of how the non-core areas relate to the 

core-curriculum in terms of content, time or organisation. 

Three arguments or justifications for Government intervention in 

the curriculum are given (pp.35-36): 

(i) It is the Government's responsibility to ensure that all 

children have the right of access to worthwhi1e knowledge 

and enriching experiences. 
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(ii) It is the Government 1 s responsibility to ensure that the 

education system meets the increasingly complex needs of 

society. 

{iii) It is the Government 1 s responsibility to ensure that the 

wide, complex and interrelated set of learnings necessary 

for effective participation in contemporary life are passed 

on to all individuals through the schools. 

These three reasons are also given to justify a common core 

curriculum for Victorian schools. Since alternative forms of 

curricular arrangements are not considered, one is led to believe 

that a core curriculum is the correct and only solution to the 

problems of individual development in a complex and demanding 

society. The tendency towards 1 right answerism1 which was 

mentioned in the previous chapter is reinforced in the White Paper 

since no mention is made of a time scale for reviewing the core, 

although there are plans to systematica11y monitor schools' 

achievement of core objectives. Thus, the core proposal has an air 

of permanency about it. 

In the bulk of the White Paper,concerns for economy and efficiency 

are pervasive notions which are overtly linked with other proposed 

structural changes. It is interesting that the obvious connections 

between these concerns and the proposal for a core curriculum are 

not spelt out in any detail. Although it is acknowledged that the 

core curriculum is to be introduced in the interests of economy and 

efficiency (pp.10-18), it is justified on other grounds (see above, 

(i) (ii) (iii)). The economic and political implications of a core 

curriculum are not addressed in the document. 
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The White Paper policy can be seen as an attempt to regain or 

reaffirm government control of education in Victoria by prescribing 

the content of education and circumscribing the role of schools in 

carrying out curriculum development and evaluation. The bulk of 

decision making power is to return to central authorities and 

school autonomy with respect to curriculum is to be replaced by 

school responsibility. Such a move increases the potential and 

opportunity for introducing accountability mechanisms. It improves 

what Pusey (1980) calls the Government's 'steering capacity• - a 

capacity which, in his view, trends such as school based curriculum 

development and school autonomy had undermined. 

With respect to the dominant features which locate this proposal in 

the core curriculum category (apart from its own terminology), 

there is clearly a bipartite curriculum arrangement with separate 

core and non-core areas envisaged. With regard to content, 

however, it is more difficult to locate the exact orientation since 

little information is given. Being very broadly conceived it is 

possible that the core is seen as a means of achieving a liberal 

education which would locate it in either sectors 1, 2 or 3 in the 

grid in Chapter 2. There is, however, further evidence to suggest 

that the core is seen as an artifact designed to help overcome 

perceived problems with diversity within the education system and 

social disunity generally, in which case sectors 4, 5 or 6 may be 

more appropriate. There is no evidence to suggest that the 

document views the curriculum as an agent of social 

reconstruction. The White Paper aims to co-ordinate, unify and 
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rationalise educ at iona 1 management. It is not so much an 

educational document as a statement of economic and political 

intent with respect to education in Victoria. 

3.2 Core Curriculum for Australian Schools. 

The C.D.C. document represents not so much an attempt to bring 

education under control but, as Nunan (1980:56) observes, to bring 

culture under control through education. This makes for a vastly 

different application of the concept of a core curriculum to that 

employed by the Victorian Government. Whereas the White Paper is a 

government policy document and has authoritative status with 

respect to implementation, the C.D.C. document is a discussion 

paper which is not backed with the authority to enforce 

compliance. As such, the C.D.C. approaches the question of a core 

curriculum with different purposes and strategies in view. 

The C.D.C. is a Commonwealth statutory body established in 1975 to 

develop teaching and learning materials for Australian schools. It 

has limited power to directly influence schools and school systems 

and generally aims to work through existing structures in the 

States and Territories. As a national policy discussion paper the 

Core Curriculum document aims to inform and influence educational 

debate and practice at a 1 l levels of curriculum management, from 

individual schools to other national educational authorities. 

Because of thisJ it relies heavily on persuasive argument and 

rhetoric since its adoption is contingent upon convincing the 

audience of its worth and merit rather than relying on the power of 

prescription. 
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Although the C.D.C. discussion paper had been in preparation for 

some time its final version was produced rather quickly. In 1977 

the Council of the C.D.C. decided to mount a programme which 

started with a national working party on 'Core Curriculum and 

Values Education'. Some related research studies were commissioned 

by the C.D.C. on core curriculum and values in education and these, 

though incomplete, with the report of the working party were used 

in producing Core Curriculum for Australian Schools. This document 

was completed and published hurriedly following the release of the 

Victorian Green Paper which was seen to contain a very restrictive 

definition and application of the core concept. The C.D.C. paper 

provided an alternative definition to the narrow, instrumental and 

centralist one used in the Green Paper and this was subsequently 

used as 'ammunition' to have the concept modified somewhat in the 

Victorian White Paper. 

The C.D.C. discussion paper contains a number of definitions of 

what is meant by the term core curriculum. Among these are: 

(i} The core is that part of the whole or total curriculum 

which all students are required to study. (p.2) 

(ii) • •• that set of basic and essential learnings and 

experiences which can reasonably be expected of all 

students who pass through our schools. (p.4) 

(iii) the core curriculum should be determined by the 

fundamental purposes of schooling, for the kind of society 

we are seeking to sustain and in recognition of the 

individuality of students. (p.11) 
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(iv) ••• the core is a selection of interrelated parts from that 

whole [curriculum], organised and unified, 

to certain principles. [That is], 11a 

... , 
set 

according 

of aims, 

principles and values which relate to the defined 

characteristics and major needs of contemporary society and 

all youth 11
• (p.13) 

(v) Defining the core curriculum requires us to make selections 

from the contemporary culture and organise them into 

programs of school learning. (p.14) 

(vi) The core comprises fundamental learnings for all 

students.(p.15) 

(vii) ••• the core is that part or dimension of the curriculum in 

which we are striving for common learnings and 

experiences,. (p.16) 

(viii) The plan for a core curriculum requires that a distinction 

be drawn between core and elective or optional studies, and 

that a time allocation be made for each. (p.21) 

From this collection of extracts it is possible to glean that, 

among other things, the C.D.C. believes that a core curriculum 

ought to be both common and compulsory, that the content should be 

based on some universal educational principles and common cultural 

elements, and that the core is conceived in terms of minimal 

competencies (see point {ii) above). This much is reasonably 

comparable with the Victorian Government•s concept a1though the 

White Paper does not specify the principles, elements or 

competencies which are deemed essential. The C.O.C. document goes 

on to state, however, that included in the core are learning 
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processes and learning situations as well as areas of knowledge - a 

factor which complicates the design of the C.D.C. core curriculum 

since the core cannot be conceived solely in terms of content. The 

product the C.D.C. envisages is much more complex than that of the 

Victorian Government. It assumes a higher level of professionalism 

and expertise of teachers - as does the C.O.C.'s recommended 

process for arriving at a core. 

While the White Paper states that the core curriculum framework 

will be provided to schools, the C.D.C. claims that each school 

should develop its own core curriculum. The C.D.C. document 

presents an exercise in cultural mapping to illustrate the types of 

principles and elements which need to be taken into consideration. 

In doing this, the document appears to pre-empt what it claims is 

the role of each school. It presents a particular world view and 

emphasises the essential values which establish and support that 

view. There is considerable ambiguity in this document in respect 

of the school's role. While affirming its support and belief in 

the primacy of school based curriculum development, the C.D.C. tends 

to treat their version of a core curriculum as a curriculum product 

- albeit incomplete, which schools have to 11refine and develop" 

(p.21). While disavowing centralist intentions the C.D.C. 

recommends a nat iona 1 core for all Australian schools and states 

that: 

11 In the last resort, we must deem certain kinds of learning to 
be basic and essential and bend our efforts towards them. Our 
membership of a unified Australian society and our commitment 
to common aims justifies us in doing this" (p.14) 

The document fails to reveal how school based curriculum 

development and a national core curriculum are compatible notions. 
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The content areas suggested by the C.D.C. as representing basic and 

essential learnings for all students are both comprehensive and 

extensive. It is so broad, in fact, that it would appear to 

require a vast proportion of the time available to schools. The 

balance of the curriculum, 11a wide range of specialist, optional, 

technical and advanced studies" (p.4), is not defined and the 

relationship between core and optional studies is not addressed in 

the document. As with the Victorian proposal, the C.D.C. core 

purports to represent only a part of the curriculum but appears to 

try to fulfil the function of the whole curriculum. The core 

becomes, in Wilson•s tenns (1981:57), 11the whole apple11
• 

Whereas the Victorian Government•s policy on core curriculum may be 

seen as an attempt to regain political and administrative control 

over teachers and schools - powers that were reduced in the trends 

of the 1970 1s towards school based curriculum development and 

school autonomy - the C.D.C. proposal appears to have more 

far-reaching goals. In recommending a national core which focuses 

on universal aims, fundamental agreements and the common, 

consensual elements of a so-called unified Australian society, the 

C.D.C. appears to be attempting to bring culture itself under 

control by promoting and legitimating a particular world view - a 

liberal, capitalist and establishment version of reality according 

to Nunan (1980:56). No possible problems are investigated and 

social diversity, conflict, divergence and alternative paths are 

de-valued in this form of cultural mapping and transmission. 
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Core Curriculum for Australian Schools presents only arguments in 

favour of a core curriculum. As a discussion paper it therefore 

fa i 1 s to present a ba la need view of the subject and its 

alternatives. In describing and justifying one kind of core it 

aims to persuade rather than to encourage informed debate. As 

such, it may be viewed as a rhetorical document, and one which 

embraces a particular ideological position. It fits squarely into 

the core curriculum framework in terms of organisation and content 

selection as outlined in Chapter 2. 

3.3 Schooling for 15 & 16 Year-olds. 

This study report was produced by the Schools Commission in 1980 as 

part of the Commission's responsibility to review various aspects 

of school level education in Australia. The Schools Commission was 

established in 1973 as a Commonwealth Statutory body to make 

recommendations to the Government on the financial needs of 

Australian schools. While Schooling for 15 & 16 Year-olds is not a 

report which prescribes policy as, for example, the Victorian White 

Paper does, it is evident that the Commissions role in Government 

education funding puts it in a strong position to influence 

curricular developments in schools. 

The report itself focuses on an age group which, the Schools 

Commissionersclaim, is at risk in the present socio-economic 

climate. Three reasons are given for this: 

{i) At the age of 15 or 16 formal schooling comes to an end for 

almost half of this age group. 
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(ii) Increasing youth unemployment gives rise to consideration 

about the role and purposes of schools. 

(iii) There is considerable ambiguity with respect to the role 

and status of individuals as they make the transition from 

childhood to adulthood. (Preface, Schooling for 15 & 16 

Year-olds.) 

Thus, the Cammi ss ion's focus is on the content and practice of 

education during the years of compulsory secondary schooling. 

In some respects the Col'l1l1ission 1 s approach to the curriculum is 

anti-core since it promotes the idea of an 'adaptive school' which 

will be responsive to, and value, the needs of the whole age group. 

This will not be done, it suggests, {p.9) by treating all 

individuals as identical units with common needs but by "giving 

greater attention to individual student needs, progress and 

differences" (p.57). In this context the Commission recommends 

integrated planning across the whole curriculum. This includes not 

just the areas of knowledge to be taught, but also the school 

climate, the patterns of interaction, the forms of discipline and 

other factors which shape the school experience of the student. rt 

suggests that traditional forms of school organisation neglect 

significant aspects of student development and experience and 

reorganisation should stem from a concern for the whole child. By 

starting with a concern for the whole child the Commission's report 

focuses fairly naturally on the whole curriculum. It does not 

advocate a bipartite arrangement whereby one section of the 

curriculum is singled out for special attention but looks to ways 

in which the total experience of schooling can be geared to the 
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benefit of each student. This is a broader view of curriculum than 

that adopted by the Victorian Government or the C.D.C. who 

concentrate on a particular component of the students' educational 

experience and development. 

The means by which the Schools Commission suggests that valuing the 

whole age group would be facilitated involves the concept of an 

adaptive school. Adaptive schools are those which continually 

renew and modify structures and practices in the light of changing 

student needs. The Commissioners suggest that critical 

self-analysis is the process which schools should undertake to 

determine their effectiveness. School level analysis and action 

should be supported by system-level and national support structures 

which assist schools by providing leadership and disseminating 

appropriate policy documentation {p.18). Curriculum reform, the 

Commission believes, stems from the need to "match curricula and 

materials precisely with the needs of particular students" (p.64), 

and this can only be done by those directly involved in the 

educationa 1 transaction. Thus the report strongly supports school 

based curriculum development as a means of achieving flexible and 

responsive curriculum structures and content. 

In focussing on both the organisation and content of schooling this 

study report is the most radical proposal being used in this study 

in terms of the action envisaged. It requires not only a complete 

reorientation of objectives and a reorganisation of structures but 

also calls for a shift in attitudes and a commitment to improve 
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schools. It challenges the 11model of schooling dominated by the 

values and requirements of academically oriented training" (p.69) 

in three ways: 

{i) for its unjust selective function, 

(ii) for its irrelevance to the practical demands of working and 

living in our society, and 

(iii) because it treats as unproblematic questions about 11 the 

relationship between the kind of schooling we have and the 

kind of society we want to be" (p.69). 

The latter is a fundamental question, according to the Commission's 

report, and school or curriculum reform should aim to overcome the 

disadvantages and injustice of the extant system. School refonn is 

seen as a prerequisite for reconstructing society along more just 

and democratic lines. 

Among the suggestions for curricular reform which the Commission 

recommends are strategies to reduce alienation and failure. A 

school which is committed to benefit all students, the Schools 

Commission suggests, needs to: 

(i) change basic organisation structures to create satisfying 

human relationships - seen as a prerequisite for success and 

to avoid alienation (p.54}, 

(ii) broaden the curriculum and use interdisciplinary approaches 

to teaching, 

(iii) encourage students to work together and minimise practices 

which promote excessive individualism and competition (p.3), 
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(iv) re-examine the intellectual and institutional assumptions 

which currently govern the curriculum of the compulsory 

years with a view to making it relevant to the contemporary 

needs of both the individuals and the changing social 

milieu, 

{v) broaden the criteria of success to include not only 

academic achievement but also social competence and 

practical skills, with parity between a range of course 

options so that all students grow and benefit as a result 

of their school experience. 

(vi) maintain close links with the community and to relate 

learning to living. The cultural content which is selected 

for transmission should have persona 1 significance to the 

student and relate to identifiable social realities. 
11Teaching methods should be such as to bring common sense 

knowledge, concerns and experience of students into 

interaction with ideas and structured infonnation drawn 

from the subject areas. 11 (p.14) 

Throughout the report there are repeated attacks on subject based, 

academic curricula which are biased towards those students bound 

for higher secondary and tertiary studies. The Commission believes 

that the junior, compulsory period of secondary education should be 

treated as a complete phase in its own right. Secondary schooling, 

especially the compulsory phase, is aimed at induction into adult 

society; it should be based on the broad spectrum of adult needs 

and should be oriented towards effective human functioning in 

whatever post-school option is chosen. To this end the aim is to 
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produce individuals who are capable of acting autonomously, who are 

confident and competent, and who are motivated and prepared to face 

the future wisely. 

The whole curriculum approach recommended by the Commission has 

far-reaching implications in terms of existing attitudes and 

educational practices. The focus is not on efficient 

administration (as it is in the White Paper), or -0n effective 

organisation (as in the C.D.C. paper}, but on a humanitarian 

concern for the qua 1 ity of 1 ife in Austra 1 ia generally and, in 

particular, for the quality of the experience of schooling for 

Australian youth. 

3.4 Requirements for a Curriculum. 

This document was produced by a study group from the Curriculum 

Branch of the Tasmanian Education Department. It is not a policy 

statement but a discussion paper designed to help people involved 

in curriculum development to clarify their ideas, stimulate 

discussion and improve practice. It does not specify what should 

be taught but, rather, discusses curriculum issues generally and 

provides some criteria whereby current practice may be assessed. 

In this respect it is qualitatively different from the other three 

documents already discussed. It does not make direct 

recommendations or prescriptions for action but presents ideas and 

a framework in an indirect, non-threatening way. 
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Interestingly, the study group began its investigations by looking 

for a core curriculum for Tasmanian secondary schools. This 

occurred as a result of a Departmental report, Secondary Education 

in Tasmania, 1977, which included a recommendation for a 'core of 

six broad areas of activity in which the school should attempt to 

involve all students'. The study group, which was initally called 

the Core Curriculum Study Group, set out to prepare guidelines for 

a balanced curriculum for secondary schools. During the time the 

study group worked together a further report, Tasmanian Education: 

Next Decade, 1978, was also released. In this document the key 

processes of communicating, thinking and valuing were described as 

central to a core curriculum. As the study group's work evolved 

its secondary school orientation and also the issue of a core 

curriculum disappeared. The group's final report, Requirements for 

a Curriculum, discusses the whole curriculum in terms of four 

general requirements which apply to all schools. 

Like the Schools Commission study the Tasmanian group adopted a 

humanitarian approach in that they began with a concern for the 

child, for the whole child, and this led them to address themselves 

to the whole curriculum rather than any particular part or aspect 

of it. Differences and diversity, with a flexible approach to 

cater for these, are key themes underlying the discussion. If a 

core can be detected in this report it seems to be that the child 

itself is the core; that is, the student is the focus around which 

curriculum decisions are located. It is stressed that, "By 

choosing what to learn and what to ignore, each child ••• creates 
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his own curriculum" (p.5). The concern for children, that each 

individual in the age group derives satisfaction and benefit from 

the curriculum, permeates this report. 

Unlike the other three documents, however, this one lacks a sense 

of urgency for curriculum reform. It does not condemn current 

practice or suggest that change is imperative. One reason for this 

may be that Tasmanian schools have managed to avoid being caught up 

in the educational crisis debate which is currently sweeping the 

mainland. Or it could be that this document deliberately sets out 

to de-fuse the crisis arguments by promoting a positive image of 

current practice. A third reason for the documents optimistic 

overtones may be due to the fact that it was written ma inly by 

teachers and for teachers. It is thus an 1 internal document•, 

concerned with the educationa 1 and pedagogica 1 aspects of 

curriculum rather than its wider social connections and 

influences. Whatever the reason, Requirements for a Curriculum is 

couched in terms which, while promoting change and improvement, 

suggest a gradual and evolutionary process based on teacher 

development and a humanitarian concern for children. 

The four requirements which the study group considered essential 

for a curriculum were: 

(1} that it spring from a concern for children 

(2) that it should help each child learn, and go on learning, 

as much as he can about himself, the world and the people 

in it; 

(3) that it contains a strong thread of usefulness; and 
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(4) that it highlight some purpose to which all teachers can 

ascribe (p.5). 

The first three of these requirements are discussed mainly in terms 

of practical problems for the classroom teacher to solve. The 

needs of individua 1 students with respect to abi1 it ies, interest, 

rates of learning, and so on, are seen as curriculum problems. The 

teacher's task is to adapt the curriculum "so that it fits the 

child rather than the other way round." (p.11) What curriculum is 

not specified. It is suggested that a curriculum related to the 

total development of children needs to be sufficiently flexible, at 

least in terms of organisation, to permit teachers considerable 

latitude in implementation. 

The final sect ion, 1 Some Common Purposes' , focuses on some more 

global concerns. The three words, •communicating', 'thinking' and 

'valuing• are selected as exemplifying the kinds of activities each 

child needs to participate in, and master, in order to be able to 

1 shape the course of his own life' (p.31}. They are seen as 

processes central to both learning and teaching. They are not 

confined to any subject or part of the curriculum but are rather, 

supra-curriculum in orientation. These common purposes are seen., 

not only as principles of procedure but also as underlying the 
~ 

selection" curriculum content. Questions of what to teach wi Tl be 

guided by these three key concepts. 

While it is apparent that the study group supports school based 

curriculum decision making (p.2,23), the main emphasis is on the 

classroom teacher as a curriculum developer. By viewing the 
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curriculum as what actually happens in classrooms or, more 

particularly, as what happens to children to change them, the 

writers have avoided coming to grips with question about political 

or ideological control over the curriculum. The report seems to 

suggest that curriculum in Tasmanian schools is controlled by the 

individual teacher. It sets few parameters for curriculum 

selection and, to a large extent, ignores social constraints and 

influences on the curriculum. 

As a Departmental discussion paper it presumably aims to influence 

and improve curriculum development - otherwise there would be 

little point in its publication and dissemination. The initiative 

to change practice in accordance with the ideas presented is, 

however, left entirely to the teachers themselves. The writers 

claim there is no compulsion, either morally or in actual terms, 

for teachers to change practice in accordance with the recommended 

strategies. One wonders, then, why the Departmental officers spent 

two years in working through the four essential requirements of a 

curriculum to then claim that it is perfectly valid for schools to 

ignore the ideas and suggestions in the report. While, however, 

the point and purpose of the document may be somewhat ambiguous it 

does represent, along with the Schools Commission paper, an 

alternative to core curriculum proposals. 



CHAPTER 4 

THEORETICAL UNDERPINNINGS OF CORE CURRICULUM 

As was mentioned in Chapter 2, there are still a number of grey 

areas with respect to the nature and purpose of the concept of core 

curricu1um. In this chapter it is the intention to examine some of 

the theoretical foundations which are used to justify core 

curriculum proposa1s. The term 1 theory 1 is used here in a fairly 

general, non-scientific sense to refer not only to what Moore 

(1974:8) ca11s 11 a body of connected principles, counsels and 

recommendations, aimed at influencing what goes on at the ground 

floor level 11 (that is, in classrooms), but also to the 

philosophical underpinnings of the theories themselves. 

To do this)the works of various writers in the field of curriculum 

will be cited. While not all may profess to be educational 

theorists they do aim to present a coherent and convincing set of 

ideas aimed at influencing educational practice. For the most part 

the writers cited in this chapter are predominantly concerned with 

establishing a basis for the content of the curriculum rather than 

with the more pragmatic aspects of curriculum implementation. 

Since the centrality of content appears to be one of the underlying 

differences between core and non-core approaches J this overriding 

focus on content to the exclusion of pedagogical considerations 

will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter which deals 

with theoretica1 oppositions to core curricu1um. 
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It should be noted that only a few of the writers whose works are 

cited here have directly addressed the issue of a core curriculum 

but all have implications for a core in their analysis of issues 

related to curriculum selection and direction. It should also be 

noted that these writings derive mainly from the academic context 

of curriculum theorising. In this context the problem of selecting 

curriculum content is not viewed as a search for consensus (which a 

more pragmatic approach often involves), but as a search for truth 

and validity. Three groups of writers have been chosen to 

illustrate three different theoretical positions, all of which can 

be used to justify a common core curriculum. These three positions 

can be seen to correspond fairly closely to the content orientation 
1.+ 

categories depicted on the grid on pagehof this study. 

The first group of writers is concerned with the notion of what is 

basic and essential knowledge. 11 In a situation of change, 

diversity and pro 1 iferat ion, they look for structures and 

categories which will provide a means of distilling the essence of 

knowledge" (Yates, 1979 :9). Such writers as Hirst, Phenix, White 

and Lawton are cited as examples of theorists who explore this 

approach. A second group, whose main concern lies with quality and 

intrinsically valuable and worthwhile goals for education, includes 

Peters, Stenhouse, Inglis and Williams. The third group comprise 

the reconstructionists Reynolds and Skilbeck, whose emphasis 

incorporates concerns for equality and intentional direction raised 

by the other groups. For this framework the writer i5 indebted to 

Lyn Yates who uses these categories in a chapter from Core 
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Curriculum and Values Education: A Literature Review, a 

pre-pub 1 icat ion issue of a study report commissioned by the CDC 

from La Trobe University. 

4. 1 Core as Necessary, Sufficient and Non-ideological. 

The writers in this first group vary considerably in their 

approaches to curriculum but all share a concern to identify 

something about the state of knowledge itself as a basis for 

deriving curriculum content. The claim for an end to ideology 

which unites these writers is based on the notion of the 

objectivity of public knowledge. In this view, certain kinds of 

knowledge are seen as the relatively stable and universal elements 

which provide the key to understanding and, ultimately, to freedom. 

For this reason these 'objective• areas of knowledge - usually the 

disciplines - are seen as a sufficient basis for school curricula 

as well as a necessary foundation for further learning and living. 

Part of the rationale for this approach rests on the notion of a 

basic minimum which should be provided by schools to enable all 

students to have access to those areas of public knowledge which 

are considered as prerequisites for effective social 

participation. Thus, these writers also manifest a common concern 

for equality and individual rights. 

One of the most articulate explanations of the relationship between 

the disciplines and the curriculum can be found in the works of 

Paul Hirst (1965, 1974, 1975, and Hirst and Peters, 1970). Hirst 

sees education as being concerned with the development of the 
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rational mind which he sees in terms of the development of 

particular forms of knowledge. According to Hirst, if the goal of 

universal education is to be pursued then everyone must have access 

to the same kinds of knowledge; that is, those which promote the 

development of mind. Thus, those forms of knowledge which promote 

the development of the rational mind should, logically, form the 

basis of the curriculum. He suggests the fol lowing criteria for 

ascertaining those areas of knowledge which ought to be deemed 

essential because of their capacity to develop human rationality 

and understanding. These areas of knowledge can be identified by 

(i) their logically distinct structures, 

(ii) their inner-connectedness, 

(iii) their distinctive methods for exploring truth, and 

(iv) their publically verifiable status. 

Hirst sees seven or eight of these domains or forms of knowledge 

existing at present - each with its own conceptual or structural 

framework. These are, mathematics, the physical sciences, the 

human sciences and history, literature and the fine arts, morals, 

religion and philosophy (1975:187). The close relationship to the 

traditional disciplines is apparent and Hirst explains these as 

phenomena which have been developed or achieved over time and which 

now form publically verifiable and testable ways of thinking and 

understanding experience. To the extent that any of these ways of 

knowing is omitted or underdeveloped,Hirst claims the mind will be 

underdeveloped and incapable of rationalising certain experiences. 
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The capacity of rational thought and the development of a rational 

mind are, then, seen as a prerequisite for effective human 

functioning and for individual freedom. Thus, for Hirst, the 

universal objectives of the curriculum should be drawn from the 

fundamental aspects which characterise each discipline or area of 

knowledge and that these should be pursued by all pupils. To deny 

anyone access to the forms of knowledge, for whatever reason, is, 

according to Hirst (1975:188), to promote "inequality of 

educational opportunity of the most far-reaching kind 11 because, by 

doing so, you limit their capacity to act rationally; that is, with 

full understanding. 

P.H. Phenix (1964) also believes that education ought to be 

concerned with engendering essential meanings but, unlike Hirst, 

does not base his entire division of knowledge on rationality. 

Phenix believes that people make sense of their world by 

integrating various experiences and that it is necessary to develop 

this capacity in order to achieve a distinctly human existence. He 

discerns six 'realms of meaning' through which he claims human 

experience may be assimilated and integrated: symbolics, empirics, 

aesthetics, synnoetics, ethics and synoptics. Each of these, he 

claims, "may be described by reference to its typical methods, 

leading ideas and characteristic structures11 (1964:6). The 

similarity between Phenix and Hirst's criteria for constructing 

knowledge categories is obvious although Phenix 1 divisions appear 

to be rather more arbitrary than those of Hirst who at least makes 

claims about the objectivity of his forms of knowledge and refers 

to recognisable public traditions and a process of rational 

analysis. 
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Because Phenix belives these six realms of meaning cover the 

complete range of human experience he says that they 11 may be 

regarded as comprising the basic competences that general education 

should develop in every person" (1964:8). Further, he goes on to 

say that basing the curriculum on the realms of meaning 

"counteracts the fragmentation of experience that is one of the 

sources of meaninglessness" (1964:9). Thus, to Phenix, the realms 

of meaning represent some reasonably permanent and universal 

criteria for selecting curriculum content - all of which, he 

claims, is derived from the disciplines (1964:314}. 

Like Hirst, the objective status of the forms of knowledge and 

understanding embodied in the disciplines is used to justify their 

primacy in curriculum planning and, from within the disciplines, to 

select that material which is representative of the field as a 

whole 11 by discovering for each discipline those seminal or key 

ideas that provide clues to the entire discipline" (Phenix, 

1964:11). Again, like Hirst, Phenix believes that these essential 

meanings should be transmitted to all students in the interests of 

equality and humanity. 

D. Lawton (1975) does not support Phenix' extreme realist approach 

to the disciplines but claims that these are partly conventional 

and partly real. He believes that the disciplines form the major 

part of the common culture; that is, the public forms of knowledge, 

and that education is largely concerned with the knowledge aspects 

of culture. Aside from their objective> status Lawton sees the 

disciplines as a necessary component in curriculum organisation 
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because their structure fac i 1 it ates efficient and effective 

learning, makes reality more meaningful and allows reality to be 

approached in different ways (1975:82). Lawton claims that an 

adequate general curriculum needs to have sufficient coverage of 

the disciplines as well as balance between them. He envisages that 

his six core areas (or another arrangement based on the 

disciplines) would be taken by all pupils to a minimum level of 

understanding and experience and beyond that pupils would be 

encouraged to delve deeper and wider into these disciplinary fields. 

J.P. White (1973, 1975), while basing his compulsory curriculum on 

a modified version of Hirst•s forms of knowledge, does not see that 

all have parity of esteem. His argument is that some knowledge and 

understandings (the humanities) are more important than others (the 

natural sciences) and that essential learnings can be justified on 

grounds other than that of distinctiveness of structure. For some 

'activities•, participation or engagement is necessary to develop 

an understanding in the field and these, White claims, should have 

priority in the curriculum. That these are required content White 

justifies on the grounds that curtailment of liberty or choice as 

children is necessary to ensure that they have as much autonomy as 

possible as adults (1973:35). Without the knowledge of a liberal 

education presented in the compulsory curriculum,individuals would 

be unable to make those informed and reflective choices v1hich are 

necessary in a democratic society. {White, 1973:22). 
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There is a problem with White 1 s analysis in that, once the notion 

that the forms of knowledge don't have parity of esteem is 

introduced, doubt is cast on the whole structure of the argument. 

If you cannot appeal to their intrinsic importance as justification 

for inclusion then you have to appeal to something outside the 

forms, that is, to another kind of knowledge, to provide the 

criteria for selection. In White's case, this is the degree to 

which the discipline actively engages the learner. Having 

abandoned, in part, the objective status of the forms White 

introduces a subjective component into the selection process. 

Despite their different categorisations and sometimes different 

rationales,these writers are representative of a group which share 

a concern for covering, in the curriculum, the major forms of 

inquiry which have emerged. They see this as basic for a liberal 

(general) and liberating education. Their lack of agreement on a 

definitive set of knowledge structures and their basic features 

highlights the difficulty of selecting curriculum content. This 

does not, however, weaken the thrust of their argument that these 

public traditions of knowledge and understanding must be a 

fundamental concern for curriculum designers. 

The connections between this view, that some forms of knowledge 

have intrinsic and unique status, and the core curriculum are 

fairly obvious. If there are different ways of knowing and these 

are encapsulated in the forms or disciplines, then these should be 

the basis of the curriculum for all students. This is, in fact, 

one of the epistemological arguments employed in most core 
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curriculum proposals. The traditional disciplines feature strongly 

in the CDC 1 s nine core areas of knowledge and experience. What is 

also apparent is the underlying theme of equality of access to the 

culture through induction into the public traditions of knowledge. 

It is interesting, however, that the force of the argument for most 

of the writers confines access to a level of minimal competencies 

rather than universal mastery. The disciplines are not the only 

source of content in recent formulations of core curriculum. In 

the following sections two different justifications are given for 

curricular formulations. 

4.2 Core as Vital Culture 

A number of writers argue that the 'forms of knowledge• thesis is 

inadequate in that it is insufficient merely to provide the tools 

for social participation through exposure to the key elements of 

knowledge. Although sharing a concern for equality with the 

previous group of writers·_,they see that education should also be 

concerned with qua 1 ity and should, therefore, be purposely 

directional rather than neutral in introducing children to the 

public traditions of their culture. These writers claim that 

education should do more than provide the where~dthal for entry 

into the competitive post-school market, it should direct pupils to 

the intrinsically worthwhile rather than to simply utilitarian 

activities. They share a concern for 'the good life•, not just for 

the individual but for the society as a whole. Thus, these writers 

do not look to knowledge itself as the primary justification for 

curriculum content but seek a new basis in social and cultural 

structures and activities. 
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R .S. Peters (1966, 1967, Hirst and Peters 1970), found the 

utilitarian argument wanting because it could not account for the 

va1ue attributed to many educational activities. He a1so found 

that the principle of equality was a necessary, but not sufficient 

moral basis for education, and that other principles such as 

freedom, fraternity and reason also need to be considered. While 

agreeing that the development of mind and the Hirstian concept of 

differentiated modes of thought are important, Peters emphasised 

that the selection of content is based on value judgements. He 

claims that there will always be a value question so that there 

can never be sett1ed or permanent solutions. 

In Peters' view, to answer the question, 'Why do this rather than 

that?' one must not only look at the cognitive content of the 

disciplines but also at the extent to which they "illuminate other 

areas of life and contribute ••• to the quality of living" 

{1966:159). Games like bridge and chess, he claims, have a 

considerable cognitive content but this can not change a person's 

view of the world in the way that science or history can. Thus, he 

argues, worthwhile activities and knowledge should be se1ected so 

that the standards of culture are transmitted in a way that gives 

them a practical point and purpose in people's lives. 

Stenhouse (1967) acknowledges, as does Peters, that there is an 

advantage in discussing the curriculum in terms of the disciplines 

because they have identifiable standards built into the structure. 

He a 1so shares Peters I concern for worthwhi 1e curriculum content 

but focuses more sharp1y on the individua1. Stenhouse (1967 :7) 

maintains: 
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culture is desirable in so far as it supports individuality 
rather than confines it. By definition, culture represents 
a social consensus which is a basis for social coherence, 
and this coherence must be achieved; ••• The prime purRose 
of a planned education should be to induct the individual 
into culture in such a way that his individuality and 
creativeness is enhanced. 

Stenhouse sees no inherent conflict between a dual emphasis on the 

cultural and the individual as he sees culture as a resource for 

education. Culture is learned but it is the task of the school to 

ensure that that selection from culture~ which is the curriculum., 

passes on the \tlorthwhile content of the culture - and worthwh ile 

content is, in Stenhouse> terms, that which develops and liberates 

the individual mind. Mass culture is, to Stenhouse, a debased 

culture because it encourages conformity. Thus the common culture 

must be mediated through the application of critical standards to 

ensure that the process of induction into the culture is a 

liberating rather than an assimilating experience. 

Fred Inglis (1975) also supports a type of curriculum which focuses 

on the moral ends of education. Like Stenhouse, his is a view in 

which he suggests that there are truths and goodness which children 

must not only confront but should also come to admire. He is very 

critical of both the utilitarian and 1 ideology-of-no-ideology1 

bases of curriculum which, he claims, eliminates truth and 

celebrates the-way-things-are. (1975:40). Inglis maintains that 

there are some subject matters, ways of teaching and types of 

relationships which cultivate the private soul. These, he 

believes, need to be pursued to give our lives historical point and 

purpose. 
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Williams (1975} is also critical of utilitarian ideologies which he 

says largely serve class interests. He claims that twentieth 

century education based on liberal traditions is an anachronism and 

cannot anticipate or cater for cultural change, He argues that, 

for a truly democratic society, the education system needs to 

transcend the class-based and biased traditions by adopting a 

common curriculum based on a genuinely open culture. To do this, 

he claims, education has to confront the politics, economics and 

social institutions of our time so that the curriculum becomes the 

means of induction into the existing culture for everyone. 

The writers in this section look to the key elements in modern 

society - change, conflict, diversity, inequality - as the basis 

for curriculum planning. In doing so they show a concern for 

quality and direction as a goal for education and acknowledge that 

this involves value judgements. This position suggests that the 

core of the curriculum will not be found only in knowledge 

structures, but also in the culture itself - in its unique 

historical and contemporary functioning. Thus, a social as well as 

a cognitive component must be built into the curriculum which can 

serve individuals, and through them, the society. Implicit in this 

approach is a search for consensus about those values which are 

basic to any society and it is this notion, of a common cultural 

content, which links this perspective with core curriculum 

proposals. 
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4.3 Core as the Source of Social and Cultural Reconstruction 

Whi1e the reconstructionists hold to the principles of equality and 

quality in education,they see this in societal terms; that is, they 

focus on society rather than the individual and see education 

systems as potential forces for facilitating, promoting and 

possibly guiding cultura1 change (Skilbeck 1975:27). This view 

rejects the not ion that educ at ion merely serves and preserves the 

culture and supports the view that education can and shou1d aim to 

change society for the better. 11Basically the idea is that the 

stress in education should be on catering for soc ia 1 needs rather 

than individual ones, ••• 11 {Harris, 1977:173). Reconstructionism 

may be espoused for different reasons, for example, to improve the 

capacity of society to utilise technology or to make a society more 

democratic - whatever the ends, the ass umption is the sama - that 

schools can initiate cultural change. 

Reynolds and Skilbeck (1976) suggest that the type of curriculum 

which could accomplish this task is based on 'cultural mapping'. 

This process takes into account not only the disciplines (which 

constitute an incomplete map of human culture) but other cultural 

domains as well - 11 
••• the polity, economy, morals, belief systems, 

the principal social institutions and the forms of everyday 

experiences 11 (Skilbeck, 1975:33). From this systematic analysis of 

comtemporary culture the fundamental, universal aspects of culture 

will be identified. Since this, in itself, is insufficient to 

cater for the diverse needs and interests of all pupils,a strand of 

culture which builds on everyday interests must be incorporated. 
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Finally, the orientation should not be one of induction but towards 

critical and creative contributions to the development of the 

culture so that a procedural principle is also involved. (Reynolds 

& Skilbeck, 1976:123) 

The core of the curriculum in this approach includes those 

universal aspects of culture which are shared and desirable and 

these are pursued by all pupils. These include: 

L the systems of symbolic and expressive forms of 
knowledge .•• 

2.the process of social interaction and control ••• 
3.the complexes of beliefs, values, customs, skills, etc ••• " 

(1976:122) 
The peripheral curriculum 11 corresponds to the areas of choice and 

differentiation in culture" (1976:22). Cultural mapping is 

undertaken at a national level in order to achieve the 

mega-dimension of cultural analysis but this is translated into 

curricula at the school level. This is, in fact, the framework 

advocated in the C.D.C. core curriculum proposal; perhaps not 

surprising , since Skilbeck was one of the principal authors of 

that document. 

4.4 Summary 

All of these \llriters offer guidelines for the activities of 

selection and direction which are necessarily involved in 

curriculum planning. In doing so they underwrite various 

justifications for the notion of a common core curriculum. Their 

wide-ranging preferences with respect to these issues highlight the 

difficulty in finding a consensual basis for curriculum. They do, 

however, all share a concern for the content of the curriculum -
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whether this be conceived in terms of forms of knowledge, culture 

or combinations of both. This is the principal feature which links 

these theories or quasi-theories to the concept of a core 

curriculum. Core curriculum proposals all manifest an overriding 

concern with the content of education. They are attempts to find 

an answer to the question, 'What aspects of culture should 11,e 

transmit through our schools?' Clearly, the foregoing presents an 

array of answers. The first group of writers appear to suggest 

that the core of the curriculum ought to focus on cognitive 

development. The second group suggests that cognitive development 

is insufficient; that this needs to be imbued with an ethical 

dimension. The third group would appear to wish to take this one 

step further and add a critical dimension in order to inject a 

dynamic force so evidently lacking in the two previous 

constructions of curriculum theorising. 

The concerns and issues discussed by the writers cited in this 

chapter are not the exclusive domain of core curriculum proposals. 

Whole curriculum proposals are also concerned with issues of 

quality, equality, access to the culture, intentions and 

directions. Where they differ from core proposals is that the 

selection of content is not perceived as an overriding design 

principle. In whole curriculum proposals issues of quality, 

equality, and so on, rely just as much on the process of 

distribution of knowledge as on its selection. In the next chapter 

the writers cited a1l oppose, for various reasons, the concept of a 
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common core curriculum. In doing so, not all see the alternatives 

approach but their positions help to as a whole curriculum 

illuminate the different theoretical foundations which inform 

curriculum discourse and practice. 



CHAPTER 5 

THEORETICAL OPPOSITIONS TO CORE CURRICULUM 

OR, A RATIONALE FOR CATERING FOR DIFFERENCE 

To be consistent this chapter should perhaps have been called 

'Theoretical Underpinnings of Whole Curriculum Proposals' to 

logically follow on from Chapter 4. The lack of relevant 

literature prohibits such an approach. Instead, this chapter 

introduces a selection of writers whose positions have negative 

implications for, or are directly opposed to, a core curriculum. 

By doing this it is possible to indirectly derive those essentially 

different theoretical bases which underwrite whole curriculum 

proposals. At the same time the writers in this chapter offer a 

useful critique of the three theoretical positions outlined in the 

previous chapter. 

As will be evident to the reader from Chapter 4, it is 

impossible to do justice to the authors cited in this type of 

literature survey. In endeavouring to encapsulate the major thrust 

of their ideas in a few sentences or paragraphs it may appear that 

their assertions lack support. It should be pointed out that the 

writers in both this and the previous chapter argue convincingly 

for the positions which they support in their respective books and 

articles. Readers of this study who are not familiar with the 

theoretical positions outlined will no doubt find it helpful to 

refer to the original sources. 
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The writers cited here are capable of being grouped in different 

ways. For the purposes of this study five different positions or 

trends have been identified. The first group see 'Core Curriculum 

as a Form of Alienation' for some groups in society. These writers 

promote a view of education which involves at least two forms, one 

for the able or privileged and one for the less able, and they 

believe that curricula should reflect these differences. A second 

position adopted by A.H. Kelly and A. Harris, sees 'Core as 

Illusion'. These writers come to the conclusion that any core 

curriculum will be illusory because it will only purport to be 

common but will actually represent a political victory for some 

groups in society. In the third section, 'Curriculum as Ideological 

Selection', there are a number of writers (chiefly the 'new 

sociologists•) who see as problematic the idea of an objectively 

based, consensua 1 curriculum. Although their views lead them to 

different conclusions a 11 are in some way concerned with the link 

between educational knowledge and the wider social structures. Two 

writers who see 'Curricula as Social Processes• are Easthope and 

Esland. Both endeavour to link curriculum content to the processes 

of social interaction. A final perspective, is that of a 'School 

Based Curriculum'. The devolution of curriculum decision making to 

schools appears to undermine the concept of a core curriculum and to 

offer support, at least in terms of the curriculum proposals being 

used in this study, for the holistic approach. 



- 69 -

5.1 Common Curriculum as a Form of Alienation 

G.H. Bantock (1975) bases his opposition to a common curriculum on a 

socio-historical dichotomy in British society. In his view there 

existed in pre-industrial Britain two cultures, "that based on 

1 iteracy for the sophisticated and that based on an oral tradition 

for the folk" (1975:214). He claims that these two cultural 

traditions still exist, the meritocracy or middle class for whom the 

high culture is still appropriate, and the 11folk 11 or working class -

descendants of the peasants and artisans - whose culture is based on 

different traditions and levels of consciousness. The existing 

education system, he believes, by failing to take into account the 

dual cultural legacy, disadvantages and alienates the folk because 

it is based on the high culture. He claims, further, that the 

theory of embourgeoisement, whereby working class culture will be 

assimilated to middle class habits as industrialisation progresses., 

has not occurred and that programmes of compensatory education to 

overcome cultural deprivation have failed. 

Bantock identifies curriculum content as the principal source of 

difficulty and claims that organisational or methodological 

solutions are impotent. He believes that the watered down academic 

curriculum is incapable of engaging the attention of the folk. He 

proposes reform which acknowledges the different cultural traditions 

in the form of two discrete curricula - one for the meritocracy and 

one for the masses. Bantock does not elaborate on his ideas for the 

curriculum of the meritocracy in this paper but presumably it is 

based on the preservation of the high culture. It is also possible 
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to deduce that it will emphasise abstract and academic knowledge and 

incorporate the notion of education as delayed gratification as he 

cites these as obstacles to be overcome in devising a curriculum for 

the folk. 

Bantock's alternative curriculum for the working class (he doesn't 

say how these will be selected) eschews cognitive development in 

favour of a kinetic-affective approach. In this context Bantock 

takes issue with Professor Hirst's statement that " ••• we must get 

away completely from the idea that linguistic and abstract forms of 

thought are not for some people" (1975:219). Bantock suggests that 

the evidence is to the contrary and that, rather than wait for a 

method whereby the less able may be introduced to the abstractions 

of the traditional curriculum, it would be more responsible to 

provide an alternative curriculum, thereby seeking justice on the 

grounds of appropriateness rather than sameness. (1975:224). 

A.H. Halsey (1972) is also concerned to seek curriculum justice for 

his target group, children from the inner city zones or, 

Educational Priority Areas (E.P .A.' s), in England. He argues that 

two concepts of equality, those of access and outcome, are obsolete 

because evidence shows that schools are unable to redress, to any 

significant degree, social inequality. He suggests schools should 

aim instead to promote 'opportunity for equality' by empowering 

students and giving them the means to control their social 

environment. 
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Halsey believes, as does Bantock, that the traditional academic 

curriculum discriminates against some children and denies them 

access to the culture. He claims that curricula are largely 

irrelevant, and too far removed from the experience and 

understanding of E.P .A. children, and that this leads to school 

failure and alienation from the majority culture. His alternative 

curriculum for E.P.A. students aims at giving them access to their 

own culture rather than that of the society at large. His 

community school concept involves: 

an alternative curriculum realistically related to the 
LP .A. environment and designed to equip the rising 
generation with the knowledge and skills to cope with, give 
~ower over and in the end transform the conditions of their 
local community (1972:12}. 

c.0t1•.,1 ders 
Perhaps Ha 1 sey conceives this as an interim measure and" that once 

the skills have been learned in the local context,they can then be 

transferred to the exercise of power and contro 1 over the wider 

social context but it would appear that Halsey's plan effectively 

isolates E.P.A. children from participation in the mainstream 

culture. 

Midwinter (1975) was also involved with the E.P.A. Project being 

the director in the Liverpool region. As did Bantock, Midwinter 

found fault with compensatory education programmes because they are 

based (falsely, he claims,) on the assumption that there is nothing 

inherently wrong with a uniform system of education or curriculum. 

He believes it is wrong to assume that equality of opportunity is 

best served through standardised provisions. This fails to work, 

he says, because "social background has proved so crucial an 
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element in educational performance" (1975:231). To him, 

compensatory schemes merely attempt to patch up the inadequacies in 

a faulty system and he believes that a new system is in order. 

Midwinter's concept of a community school, like that of Halsey, 

stresses immediacy and concreteness in the learning situation. He 

does not believe that E.P.A. children derive social benefit from an 

academic curriculum and that the academic component should be 

reduced with a commensurate increase on social education. The 

resources for this enlarged social component are drawn from the 

local community since this content is most relevant and most likely 

to engage the learner's interest. Midwinter maintains that this 

does not amount to a second-class sort of education since it is 

intended that, 11from the stable base of an understanding of their 

own locale, children can look outwards to wider frames of 

reference" (1975:231). 

These writers are all critical of the traditional academic 

curriculum because, for various reasons, it unfairly discriminates 

against the less able or less privileged. They are concerned that 

children receive unequal benefit from such a curriculum and they 

see the solution in the provision of differential treatment. This 

obviously runs counter to core curriculum arguments which see 

equality of opportunity in terms of uniform treatment. It does, 

however, strike a chord of similarity with whole curriculum 

proposals, particularly that of the Schools Commission, in that 

these writers all attempt to cater for difference by making the 

curriculum socially relevant and tailoring it to suit the needs of 

particular groups. 
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There is a fundamental difference, however, in that these writers 

see the provision basically as two discrete curricula which would 

be adopted according to the 1 oca l ity of the schoo 1. The Schools 

Commission and Tasmanian proposals both suggest that all children 

need socially relevant curricula and that flexibility to cater for 

different interests and aptitudes should be a feature of the 

curriculum with every school. In this way disadvantaged groups or 

individuals would not be isolated or cut off from the mainstream 

culture but remain part of it. Alienation and failure would be 

avoided because the curriculum for each child would be appropriate. 

5.2 Core as Illusion 

Unlike some of the other writers, both A. Harris and A.H. Kelly 

specifically confront the issue of a common core curriculum and 

argue strongly against it. Both claim that it is impossible to 

develop a core which will be truly consensual and that any core 

which may purport to be common will, in fact, represent a political 

victory for some groups. 

Alan Harris (1977) bases his opposition on the notion that it is 

impossible to reconcile conflicting claims in three areas which are 

commonly used as a justification for core curriculum proposals. In 

the first of these areas he outlines three educational ideologies 

which, he says "have practical consequences for the organisation 

and methodology of education" (1977:171). The first of these, 

classical humanism, focuses on the transmission of the most valued 

aspects of the cultural heritage. He points out that the selection 
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process becomes extremely problematic in this view because it tends 

to emphasise the 'high culture' and this, as Bantock points out, is 

inappropriate for the majority of students. The second ideology, 

progressivism, is equally problematic as a basis for a core 

curriculum because it stresses the freedom of individuals to pursue 

their own interests and the promotion of personal autonomy. The 

lack of structure associated with this approach will, Harris 

claims, preclude the adoption of a core curriculum. 

His third ideology, reconstructionism, is based on the belief that 

education can change society for the better. This, he says, is 

based on an analysis of social needs which can throw up contingent 

educational needs but cannot indicate what ought, in the long term, 

to be central curricular aims. All three ideologies, he claims, 

have inherent contradictions which pose problems for the concept of 

core curriculum but to try to reconcile the three different 

viewpoints in a coherent way is impossible. 

The second area which he maintains has been used to justify core 

curriculum are educational theories. He cites Hirst' s 

knowledge-based approach and criticises it on the grounds that 

other equally important educational goals are ignored. He claims 

that educational theory is inadequate as a derivative source for 

core curriculum because there is no objective means of developing a 

core. 

The third area he looks at, 'political' sources, is equally 

unproductive in the search for a consensual basis for core 

curriculum. He points out that needs-based approaches reflect 
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value stances and are ultimately about estab1ishing educational 

priorities. This, he claims, involves arbitrary judgtents so that 

the core will largely be determined by political pressure. He 

concludes by saying, 11That I cannot conceive any theoretical 

process by which any sort of core curriculum which would be both 

appropriate and morally justifiable for all pupils could be 

est ab l i shed11
• ( 1977: 179). 

A.H. Kelly (1977) puts forward a similar case. He also cites three 

kinds of arguments which are commonly used to justify the idea of a 

common core curriculum and points out how attempts to reconcile 

these are futile. He claims that philosophical or epistemological 

arguments such as those represented in the I Core as Necessary, 

Sufficient and Non-ideological' section of Chapter 4, are 

founded on particular views of the nature of knowledge and that the 

triumph of one view over others involves value judgements. 

Secondly, he cites sociological arguments (roughly equivalent to 

'Core as Vital Culture?' in the previous chapter) which, he claims, 

are based on particular views of what society and its culture are, 

or about what they ought to be. He points out that a core derived 

from these arguments will be arbitrary in a modern pluralist 

society. The third set of arguments, based on political-economic 

criteria, he claims is equally unhelpful because questions of the 

social utility of content and accountability are, again, value 

questions. 
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Each of these sources, he points out, has inbuilt flaws and 

contradictions, but to try to balance the conflicting demands of 

all three is absurd. Kelly maintains that core curriculum 

discourse is a debate about means rather than ends and that, while 

it is conceived in terms of content it will inevitably founder 

because of the plurality of needs and pressures which compete for 

inclusion. He suggests that it may be possible to reach agreement 

on broad educational principles while leaving curriculum decisions 

on implementation up to the schools. In his view a common core 

curriculum wi11 be an imposition because of the impossibility of 

reconciling competing interests and that curriculum decisions are 

best made in the context of smaller communities. 

Both these writers argue strongly that a common core curriculum is 

an impossibility because it will only purport to be common. They 

highlight the difficulty in reaching a consensual basis for the 

select ion of content and point out that adherence to overriding 

principles, for example epistemelogical or sociological bases, 

inevitably leave some questions unaddressed. In doing this, they 

indicate some important considerations with respect to curriculum 

proposals generally, namely, the extent to which educational and 

non-educational criteria are incorporated. These types of 

considerations will be dealt with in the following chapters. 
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5.3 Curriculum as Ideological Selection 

The 11 new sociological1' critique on the traditional grounds for 

curriculum theory and practice introduces a number of key issues 

which have important implications for curriculum policy and 

proposals. Two issues which are especially relevant are those of 

relativism and principles of social control. These were touched on 

in the previous section but there is a growing number of writers 

who focus on these issues. Many have been concerned to expose 

established theories and views of education to reveal their 

ideological bases and/or their "flawed" theoretical assumptions. 

Others have been particularly concerned to investigate the 

relationship between schooling and the wider social order. 

Bernstein (l97l(a), 197l(b), 1971(c), 1975) and Bourdieu (1971) 

explore the link between the principles of curriculum selection and 

organisation and the broader criteria of social control. They both 

see the functionalist role of schools as preserving the existing 

social order with respect to differential possession of power, and 

material and status inequalities. Bernstein (1971a) attempts to 

show how educational knowledge, pedagogy and evaluation procedures 

reflect both the distribution of power and principles of social 

control. According to his theory~ it is possible to see both the 

power and control elements in the structuring of experience by 

examining the way a society classifies and frames educational 

knowledge. In his analysis, classification refers to the way in 

which contents or subjects are insulated from one another, giving 

an indication of the power structures in the educational division 
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of labour and hierarchy. Framing refers to the degree of control 

teachers and pupils possess over the selection and transmission of 

educational knowledge in the pedagogical process. He uses these 

concepts to develop a typology of educational knowledge codes; 

collection and integrated, which, he claims, "enter into, and 

shape, consciousness" (197l(a):54). 

Collection codes, featuring compartmentalisation and hierarchical 

power structures (attributes of the traditional academic 

curriculum, he claims), underwrite the concept of knowledge as 

private property and socialise students to accept the inequalities 

of the prevailing external social order. Integrated codes, on the 

other hand, which attempt to blur the boundaries and reduce the 

authority of the separate contents, have the potential to empower 

students with respect to control over the learning process. A 

shift from collection to integrated codes symbolises, in 

Bernstein's terms, "that there is a crisis in society's basic 

classifications and frames, and therefore a crisis in its 

structures of power and principles of control 11 (1971 (a) :67). As he 

sees it, integrated codes require different patterns of power and 

control. It may be that he is referring to what Pusey (1980:23) 

calls a 
froM 

move away direct 
·. " control towards increased steering 

capacity for governments and education authorities. Although 

Bernstein doesn't envisage it, it could also be seen that a move 

away from open or integrated codes back to a collection code might 

also symbolise a crisis in the wider structures of power and 

control. The retreat from school based curriculum decision-making 

in Victoria might be an example of this. 
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Bourdieu (1971) similarly analyses the means by which broad 

cultural legitimacy is conferred on the styles of thought of 

particular social classes. He argues that the role of the school 

is to preserve and maintain existing social class structures by 

objectifying and legitimating the thought forms of the dominant 

cultural order. This is done, he claims, through the cultural 

preferences which are manifest in the curriculum and through 

selective practices which reflect and maintain the status quo. He 

maintains that, because the forms and language used in educational 

settings are different to that of the political economy, the 

relationship is masked and thus avoids criticism and detection. 

According to both these writers, the curriculum is a hidden ann of 

the dominant social order. To expose its function and the covert 

relationships with the wider social and cultural order, the 

curriculum needs to be seen as problematic rather than being taken 

for granted. In viewing curriculum as a social construct both 

Bernstein and Bourdieu show a concern for illuminating hidden 

practices which reflect and perpetuate inequalities in the wider 

social mil ieu. 

Michael Young (1971, 1975 , and Young and White 1975/76) also sees 

the curriculum as a social construct and explicitly confronts the 

idea that it might have a common basis founded on some notion of 

the objective status of certain forms of knowledge. He criticises 

people like Hirst who endeavour to identify and justify curriculum 

content on intrinsic grounds. Young claims that knowledge is 

socially constructed. He argues that, because knowledge is 
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socially constructed and subject 

justification for a unilateral 

to change there can be no 

or common approach to the 

curriculum. Young claims that there Oc"8 no objective criteria for 

truth or rationality and that, if teachers are to succeed as change 

agents, action will have to take place on a pluralist basis in 

order "to challenge the politics of a world that legislates one 

particular selection as knowledge" (1975:8). Young, and others who 

question the objective status of knowledge, hold that 
11 justifications for curriculum content are unavoidably political, 

as are definitions of what is good" (Young, 1976:53). In this view 

curriculum content must always be viewed as problematic and 

interpreted as part of a socio-historical context rather than 

confining the debate to a supposedly non-ideological educational 

conte)(t. 

Michael Apple (1976) claims that, "the role of the school as a 

mechanism for selecting, preserving and passing on conceptions of 

competence, ideological norms and values, and often only certain 

social groups• 1 knowledge 111 (1976:209), needs to be investigated. 

In his view, questions about meaning in social institutions tend to 

become questions about control. Apple claims that curriculum 

selection is often unconsciously constrained by ideological and 

economic presuppositions, and that the establishment and 

preservation of cultural hegemony or dominance is carried on 

through the cultural apparatus of society, that is, its schools. 

He is not suggesting a conspiracy theory but points out that, in 

failing to ask the right questions, curriculum theorists and others 

have left a gap in our understanding of the struct ure and function 

of education. 
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All of these writers are concerned that the debate about curriculum 

should not be foreclosed by seeking solutions in areas which 

isolate education from its socio-political context. To these 

writers, epistemological and cultural theories {such as those 

discussed in Chapter 4) which appear to treat questions of 

truth and goodness objectively, posit a reality which tends to 

reinforce and legitimate the existing social order. Although the 

writers cited here vary in the extent to which they see knowledge 

as relative and socially constructed, all endeavour to link 

educational knowledge to broader social structures and ideologies. 

5.4 Curricula as Social Processes 

Two writers who believe that the forms of transmission of 

educational knowledge are an integral part of the curriculum are 

Esland (1971) and Easthope (1980). Bernstein could also have been 

included here as his concept of 1 frame 1 relates specifically to 

pedagogical relationships. Easthope argues that social processes 

are as much a part of the curriculum as its content but that in 

core curriculum discourse the social relationships of teaching and, 

ultimately, the ends of education, are treated as non-problematic. 

He outlines three 'ideal' types of education: 

(i) 

(ii) 
(iii) 

communal resocialising agencies such as drug rehabilitation 
centres, 
apprenticeships, and 
schooling. 

Of these, he claims that the two former types place primacy on the 

processes of interact ion and actively seek to change the 

individual. Schooling, on the other hand, he sees as being 
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conducted largely on the lines of liberal non-intervention. This 

is so, he maintains, because an overriding concern for content and 

the rational organisation of the curriculum which is a feature of 

developed schooling stands over and above the pupil and the teacher 

so that "social interaction becomes a secondary rather than a 

primary feature of the process" (1980:162). In his view the 

advocates of a common core curriculum suggest changes in content 

but, because knowledge is still reified, their proposals are 

incapable of effecting change in the processes of its 

transmission. He argues that the processes are inappropriate and a 

major cause of alienation and educational failure but that, while 

curriculum continues to be viewed in terms of content, these 

problems will remain. To overcome this, he suggests, curricula 

need to be viewed as, "Social creations in which what is to be 

transmitted is linked to how it is transmitted" (1980:153). 

Esland also criticises the reification of knowledge which he claims 

"has been firmly embedded in the norms and rituals of academic 

culture and its transmission" (1971 :75). He looks at the 

interpersonal relations between teachers and students and 

conceptualises the teaching/learning process as the intersubjective 

construction of reality. He points out that knowledge can be 

viewed as an entity, in which case it is a commodity owned by the 

teacher to be passed on to the student. On the other hand, a view 

that dereifies knowledge not only makes problematic the status of 

knowledge but also calls into question the processes of its 

transmission. The concept of ownership must be abandoned when 

knowledge is "seen as subject to the interpretations of individuals 
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as these are mediated through particular social processes11 

(1971:77). Esland makes the point that the interpersonal relations 

of the school and the changing forms and content of knowledge have 

socio-structural correlates. Thus, the survivial of objectivist 

epistemologies and pedagogical practices which treat children as 

deficit systems 11to be progressively initiated into public thought 

forms which exist outside him as massive, coercive facticities, 

albeit 1 worthwhile 1 ones11 {1971:89), can be linked to wider social 

ideologies in Esland's view. 

Both these writers see as a crucial issue the way in which 

educational knowledge is transmitted. They suggest that a 

curriculum conceived in terms of content is dehumanising because it 

isolates the learner from what is to be learned. As such, 

curriculum as fact (subjects, forms of thought, disciplines or 

aspects of culture) is basically conservative. It will allow 

successful initiates to redescribe or reconstitute their world but 

not to change it. A humanist approach which acknowledges the 

learner as an active agent in the transmission and generation of 

educational knowledge implies not only different pedagogical 

procedures but al so a different view of the aims and purposes of 

education. 

5.5 School-based Curriculum. 

The emergence of school based curriculum (S.B.C.), to the degree 

that it becomes responsi v e to the local environment and varies 

from schoo 1 to schoo 1, in many ways cuts across the concept of a 
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common core curriculum. Two aspects, in parti.cular, seem at odds 

with the core concept, these are diversity and the devolution of 

power. Where the notion of a core curriculum implies a consensual, 

unified social structure and culture and a uniform means of 

initiating young people into their cultural heritage, the concept 

of S.B.C. tends to emphasise diversity in achieving this goal. 

This is based on the twin propositions that: 

(l} Curricula should be appropriate to the needs of the 

particular children (Karmel, 1973:48), and 

{2} Curricula decisions are best made at the local level where 

the students, their needs, and the context in which they 

operate are intimately known {Vaughan:1973:13). 

As Connors (1978:14} points out, S.B.C. locates the focus of school 

education on the students. 

For each school to design and develop its own curriculum it is 

necessary that the authority to determine curriculum content be 

diffused - and with this devolution of authority to individual 

school communities lies the potential for substantial diversity. 

The diversity and freedom which are an integral part of the S.B.C. 

movement appear to be irreconcilable with the notion of a common 

core curriculum. Unless there is a mechanism whereby the common 

elements of education are determined centrally, the latitude 

implicit in S.B.C. will effectively destroy any appearance of 

commonality. Conversely, if the core is collectively determined 

and prescribed, S.B.C. in any real sense is impossible since the 

right of the school to decide is largely rendered ineffective. The 

role of schools becomes that of implementation. 
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A school-based core, which is all S.B.C. would seem to permit, is a 

very limited concept in terms of core curriculum theory. In terms 

of content S.B.C. appears to share little common ground with 

notions of a core curriculum. If, as Kelly (1977) suggests, the 

core is conceived in terms of broad principles then it raises a 

point with regard to the degree of commonality being aimed for. It 

seems that if there is too much scope for individual interpretation 

then little that is common will ensue. S.B.C. appears to 

underwrite whole curriculum proposals which suggest there are 

diverse means of attaining common ends. In fact, the whole 

movement when conceived in terms of the opening sentence of this 

section rather than as a procedural appendage to a core curriculum 

proposal, sees the attainment of educational equality better served 

through differential rather than uniform curricular provisions. 

5.6 SUMMARY 

The links between the key ideas about the type of society in which 

we live, the nature of knowledge and curriculum theory discussed in 

this chapter and the whole curriculum approaches outlined in 

Chapter 2 can now be drawn out more explicitly. 

Theory of Society 

To an extent the writers in Chapter 4 a 11 subscribe to the 

notion that societies manifest universal elements. It is to these 

they look as a basis for a curriculum and the focus of education. 

For Hirst, for example, the universal elements of culture lie in 
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the structures or forms of knowledge, for Peters they take the form 

of worthwhile activities which manifest the universal morality, and 

for the culture theorists the universals are derived from an 

analysis of the common values and institutions. The writers in 

this present chapter, however, claim that such views merely 

underwrite the dominant ideology in a society and that curricular 

patterns deriving from this view serve "to produce individuals 

equipped with the system of unconscious (or deep Ty buried) master 

patterns that constitute their culture" (Bourdieu, 1971: 194). 

Implicit in this criticism is the notion that the "master-patterns" 

being transmitted are in some way repressive or in some way 

constitute an insidious form of social control because they are not 

open to criticism. 

All of the writers in this chapter subscribe to a pluralist view of 

society whereby the needs, wants and interests of individuals and 

groups differ and are often in conflict. Society is not a reified 

entity which can be encapsulated in some sort of universalistic 

terms but is seen as a human artifact capable of being reshaped and 

redefined according to the will of its members. To these writers, 

curriculum formulations which do not acknowledge, or cater for, 

diversity and conflict are necessarily conservative and intolerant 

of changes. The pluralist view welcomes conflict and criticism as 

a source of societal regeneration. Pluralism is seen not only to 

be a defensible model of social order but one which is preferable 

to more static conceptions. Bernstein (1971(a), 1971(b)) suggests 

that a move from collection to integrated educational knowledge 

codes might be symptomatic of a move from societies based on 



- 87 -

mechanical solidarity, "wherever individuals share a common system 

of belief and common sentiments which produce a detailed regulation 

of conduct" (1971(b):166), to organic solidarity which "presupposes 

a society whose social integration arises out of differences 

between individuals" (197l{b):166). The implications of such a 

shift for curriculum and schooling are reflected in the theory of 

knowledge to which many of these writers subscribe. 

Theory of Knowledge 

In their criticisms of traditional curricula, objectivist 

epistemologies and cultural consensus formulations of curriculum, 

most of the writers in this chapter are concerned to unmask the 

so-called value-free or non-ideological conceptions of knowledge to 

reveal their social origins. For example, Harris and Kelly 

maintain that curricula that purport to be common will represent 

the views and preferences of some dominant group in society. 

Bernstein and others argue that a view of knowledge and curricula 

which focus on the purity of categories 11 creates monolithic 

authority systems serving elitist functions 11 (Bernstein, 

1971 (b) :169). Esland and Easthope point out that when socially 

approved knowledge is viewed as some kind of entity or commodity 

the shares will be unequally distributed and those who 'miss out• 

become alienated both from schooling and the cultural heritage 

which it is designed to transmit. 
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Most of the writers cited in this present chapter subscribe to the 

theory that knowledge is socially constructed and has no intrinisic 

or objective justification. The writers vary with respect to the 

degree of relativism they see inherent in this view of knowledge 

but Pring (1976:71) sums it up as 

The relativist position is as follows: since what counts as 
knowledge is a social product, and as such requires 
acceptance by those in the position to decide {the 
authorities), different forms of social life and different 
authorities produce different 'definitions of knowledge'. 
What counts as knowledge is relative to different social 
contexts. 

Thus, the relativist position denies that there is only one true 

version of what constitutes socially-approved knowledge. Writers 

subscribing to this theory believe that, because knowledge is 

produced as a result of social interaction, it cannot be 

objectively categorised and differentiated. To do so, they claim, 

is to confer subjects, disciplines or other socially-approved forms 

with a legitimacy which masks the fact that they are social 

constructs and linked to the structures of power and control in the 

wider social context. When knowledge is viewed as problematic 

"official" versions are challenged and the social bases of these 

artifacts opened to scrutiny. 

Curriculum Theory 

The third key theoretical position links the theories of knowledge 

and society. When society is viewed as a composite of different 

individuals and groups with different needs, wants and interests 

which are subject to change, diversity becomes a key note in 

educational provision. The "common" culture becomes problematic. 
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Linked to the notion that the forms and content of knowledge are 

open to change and redefinitfon, the content and structure of the 

curriculum also become problematic. It is clear that, in this 

view, the traditional academic curriculum or varieties of core 

curriculum which link an official version of knowledge to uniform 

provision lack the flexibility and diversity to cater for all 

students. A curriculum which can cater for plurality and diversity 

needs to be both flexible and open-ended. When individuals, as 

this view suggests, are seen as capable of generating knowledge and 

constructing their own reality, standardised provisions are both 

inappropriate and repressive. Thus, Bernstein suggests, that 

pluralism, integrated codes of educational knowledge and 'open' 

pedagogical procedures go together. {197l(a), l97l(b}}. The 

curriculum cannot be seen in terms of bounded contents and 

inflexible structures but needs to be continually negotiated for 

each set of participants in their various contexts. 

The links between this theoretical position and whole curriculum 

proposals are fairly obvious - particularly the Schools Commission 

concept of an adaptive school. When the curriculum is conceived in 

terms of the appropriateness of its content and methodology for 

individual students flexible structures and adcptive processes are 

called for. The definition of "socially-approved knowledge" is 

broadened so that all have access to the culture. Individual and 

social goals are not seen as mutually exclusive but as in need of 
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balance - a balance, however, which is protective of the individual 

so that the nuture of difference, rather than competition, is the 

means to social diversity. •Personal development in its great 

variety, and society's demand for diverse skills, become 

compatible, rather than conflicting with educational aims" (Wilson, 

1981:59). 



CHAPTER 6 

A SEARCH FOR INTERNAL CRITERIA 

6.1 Introduction 

Curriculum problems are practical problems. They are not solved on 

paper but in the day to day interactions and transactions which 

take place in schools. Curriculum proposals, documents which 

advocate curricular change, are effective only insofar as they 

influence what happens in classrooms. As such, most proposals are 

directed at teachers and contain pract i ca 1 suggestions or 

recommendations for action. They posit a picture of what ought to 

be and suggest means for achieving this end. Thus, curricular 

problems are conceived in essentially pragmatic terms in these 

proposals. However, as Reid (1978:21) remarks, quoting Popper, 

"practical problems are essentially imbued with theories •••• 

Curricula are planned, implemented and justified in ways that 

reflect implicit as well as explicit theories of the nature of 

students." 

The theoretical aspects of curriculum proposals are not confined to 

theories about the nature of students. They also often 

incorporate, as will now be evident from the two preceding 

chapters, theories about the role and function of education, the 

nature of knowledge and the learning process, and even about the 

nature of society itself. As has been mentioned, these limited 

theories are sometimes brought together to form more composite or 
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general theories of education. Moore, for example, claims that in 

educational theory, as a particular instance of practical theory, 

assumptions are made. "involving a prescriptive hypothesis - that 

some end should be achieved, and assumptions about the means to 

achieve that end 11 (1974: 17). The components which he suggests are 

necessary for a general theory include: 

assumptions about the ends to be achieved or the aims of 

educ at ion. 

assumptions about the learner and the learning process. 

assumptions about the nature of knowledge and the methods 

used to impart it. 

Similarly, Meighan and Brown (1980:42} suggest the following list 

of components or limited theories which constitute what they call 

an educational ideology. While apparently more detailed, Moore's 

three general requirements or categories of assumptions would 

appear to incorporate all of the following with the exception, 

perhaps, of point (d), 

(a} a theory of knowledge, its contents and structure, 

(b} a theory of learning and the learner's role, 

(c} a theory of teaching and the teacher's role, 

(d} a theory of resources appropriate to learning, 

(e} a theory of organisation of learning situations, 

(f) a theory of assessment that learning has taken place, 

(g) a theory of aims, objectives and outcomes. 
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Although Meighan and Brown refer to educational ideologies and 

Moore to educational theories, both appear to be talking about the 

same thing. Moore defines educational theory as, "an organised 

body of principles and recommendations directed towards those 

concerned with educational practice" {1974:9). This non-scientific 

use of the term theory is very close to Meighan and Brown's 

definition of an educational ideology; that is, 11the set of ideas 

and beliefs held by a group of people about the formal arrangements 

for education, specifically schooling ••• " (1980:139). Both refer 

to composite systems of ideas relating to the nature and purpose of 

education and both acknowledge the existence of competing forms. 

Since both are referring to the same sets of component theories to 

describe a more inclusive phenomenon, a general theory or an 

ideology, which, whether acknowledged or not, underlies attempts to 

solve practical problems, the choice of terminology is not 

important. The point is, that different or opposing views or 

beliefs will result in different curricular solutions. In this 

paper the term theory is used for the sake of consistency but it 

must be kept in vie\'i that educational theories have a significant 

ideological component. 

The existence of alternative or competing educational theories 

helps to explain why curriculum proposals manifest different forms 

and orientations. They also provide a means of analysing such 

proposals. If, as Moore suggests, practical theories can be 

invalidated by virtue of inconsistency between their contributing 

sets of assumptions or between their assumptions and the 

conclusions, then one way of assessing the internal coherence and 
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consistency of curriculum proposals is to endeavour to locate them 

within a particular theoretical framework. By doing this it 

becomes easier to pinpoint inconsistencies within the proposals. 

It is not being claimed that the evaluator needs to have an 

intimate knowledge of the various educational theories, only that 

she/he needs to be aware of the possible existence of theoretical 

inconsistencies which could cause problems in successfully 

implementing the proposals. 

The writer has found it useful to do some research into this area 

in order to develop two 11 ideal" theory types incorporating features 

of those limited theories which various writers suggest are 

components of more general theories of education and which appear 

to be relevant to the proposals themselves. Although readers may 

be aware that the use of polarised dichotomies has been criticized 

for being unduly restrictive {Meighan & Brown, 1980), their use 

here is felt justified because they are being used simply as a 

heuristic device. With four proposals to examine the writer has 

found it useful to have a 'checklist' to refer to. The type of 

analysis which is being illustrated and the criteria which are 

derived wi1l be relevant regardless of the theory of education 

being subscribed to. By using two dominant intellectual traditions, 

the methodology merely reflects the bipartite approach adopted 

throughout the study but does not limit its use to those particular 

traditions. 



- 95 -

In developing the table or checklist which follows, in addition to 

Moore 1 s categories or sets of assumptions, some general emphases 

have been added. These alternative theories or paradigms have been 

given different names by different writers, for example, 

traditional/progressive (Moore, 1974; Bennett, 1976) or 

rationalist/humanist (Reid, 1978). What these categories seem to 

have in common and what appears to link them to the two types of 

curriculum proposals being used in this study is that one is 

conservative and somewhat instrumentalist in its orientation while 

the other tends towards reconstructionism and is more future 

oriented and utopian in outlook. For the purposes of this study, 

the alternatives which seem most appropriate are the 

rationalist/conservative on the one hand and 

humanist/reconstructive on the other. Again, it should be 

emphasised, the following table has been developed mainly to assist 

the writer in locating possible sources of inconsistency within the 

documents. 
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RATIONALIST/CONSERVATIVE 

Reductionist 
Equality as equal 

opportunity 
Consensus-oriented 
Means-oriented 
Values stability 
Conservative 

EMPHASES 

HUMANIST/RECONSTRUCTIVE 

Holistic 
Equifinality - equality as 

equal outcomes 
Tolerates diversity 
Ends-oriented 
Values growth 
Utopian 

ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT THE AIMS/ENDS OF EDUCATION 

Utilitarian goals 
Predictable outcomes 

Intrinsic ends 
Conservative orientation 

Achievement of objectives 
Rationally defensible 
Quantitative concerns 

Utopian goals 
Uncertain outcomes 

Socially defined ends 
Reconstructionist 

(.)riel"\~~• i o,., 

Pursuit of intentions 
Morally defensible 
Qualitative concerns 

ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT LEARNERS AND THE LEARNING PROCESS 

Passive recipients of 
knowledge 

Essentially similar 
Stress on convergence/ 

mass phenomena 
Emphasis on states of 

knowledge (products) 
Intervention 

Active participants and 
creators of knowledge 

Essentially different 
Stress on divergence/ 

individualisation 
Emphasis on ways of 

knowing (processes) 
Nurturing 

ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT KNOWLEDGE 

Knowledge has distinct form 
Objective reality 
Value-free/non-ideological 
Permanently valid forms or 

disciplines 

Knowledge is a unity 
Subjective/relative status 
Value-oriented 
Acknowledges change 
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Having outlined two general theoretical frameworks the remainder of 

the chapter will be given over to a discussion of the four 

documents using the categories of assumptions outlined in the 

preceding table. It should be noted that, while a considerable 

amount of both spoken and written material followed the release of 

most of these documents, it will not be referred to in this section 

of the analysis. The type of critical standards advocated in this 

study assumes that readers of such proposals will not become 

involved in extensive research but will treat the documents as 

complete statements of the authors' intentions. Thus, the 

documents should be capable of standing alone. To this end, the 

analysis is based simply on what the text says and conclusions 

drawn from this. Anderson (1981) calls this 'textual analysis1 

whereby the author's meanings and intentions are interpreted 

without the aid of supplementary statements or critiques. 

6.2 Schooling for 15 and 16 Year-olds 

{References nominate the relevant section and paragraph 

number in the text.) 

Assumptions about the aims or ends of education 

In keeping with the general orientation of this document the aims 

of schooling are outlined from the students' perspective under the 

heading of 11What Students Should Gain from Schooling11 (1:13). This 

is a refreshingly different approach for two reasons: 

(1) it focuses directly on the clients of the educative 

process, and 
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(2) it avoids the usual tendency to state aims in general, 

unquantifiable terms. 

These are 'action specifications' and, as such, act as practical 

guidelines which are capable of being operationalised. 

Students should get 

(a) an excitement about and the confidence to undertake a 

commitment to some activity which they want to continue 

to pursue; 

(b) confidence in their power to influence events affecting 

their lives, whether at individual or societal level; 

(c) the experience of having been regarded as a valuable 

person and of valuing others; 

(d) skills and knowledge which qualify them to be eligible 

for what they consider to be appropriate paid employment, 

and/or to enter further education or training; 

(e) knowledge that they can seek out information which 

interests them or which they need for particular purposes; 

{f} a framework of organising ideas about the working of the 

physical and social world to which new inputs can be 

related; 
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(g) a sense of their own existence within a continuing 

culture with social and moral values which are open to 

reinterpretation; 

(h) confidence that they have been given access to knowledge 

which helps them to make sense of the physical and social 

world and that reasonable attempts have been made to make 

that access a reality; 

(i) the ability to question objectively new ideas and 

experiences and make judgments about their relevance to 

them; 

(j) the opportunity to become involved in activities they 

could not otherwise have come to know. 

From these it becomes clear that the Commission's view of an 

'educated' person is one who is independent in the sense that, when 

they leave school they are socially competent, confident and 

capable of acting autonomously. This notion of the function of 

schooling as one of empowering people to take control of their own 

lives rather than being forced to take on roles by circumstances or 

default is a continuing theme throughout the document (see for 

example, 1.10, 3. 19, 7 .38, 8.3, 9.3). Schooling is regarded as a 

liberating force for both the individual and society since the 

reduction of alienation by empowering people to become active 

agents in directing change is seen as a regenerating force in 

society. 
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The assumption that schools can, in fact, contribute positively to 

social change (9.3) rather than simply reacting to it places this 

document firmly in the reconstructionist paradigm. The proposal 

faces squarely the 11fundamental question about the relationship 

between the kind of schooling we have and the kind of society we 

want to be" (9.1) and suggests that a qualitative improvement in 

schooling for all students is one means of moving towards a better, 

more just society. The concern with just ice and the percept ion of 

the ro 1 e of the schoo 1 as one of "redressing or moderating the 

effects of social class and accidents of birth" (5.17) reflects a 

concern for equality of outcomes. The emphasis on maximising the 

benefits of schooling for every student (1.14), and making schools 

more humane and responsible institutions similarly locates this 

document clearly in the humanist camp. 

Assumptions about the learner and the learning process 

To be consistent with the assumptions made about the aims of 

schooling, the learner should be viewed as an 'active participant 

and creator of knowledge' (see Table, p.qb). This is, in fact, how 

learners are perceived in the Schools Commission proposal. The 

need for active involvement on the part of the learner is seen as a 

prerequisite for attaining the goals of schooling outlined in the 

previous section. The view of students as passive recipients is 

challenged in several places (see, for example, 1.17, 2.2, 3.5, 

3.8, 3.16 and Chapter 7). The Commission points out the need "for 

students to become active researchers and generators of knowledge" 
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(3.16), and to exercise critical intelligence (3.10) as a basis for 

understanding and influencing the patterns and structures of 

society. 

In line with this view of the learner the Commissioners suggest a 

complete reorientation of the compulsory years of secondary 

education. They advocate measures which will: 

- de-emphasise hierarchy (7.7, 7.21), 

- foster friendly, co-operative and rewarding 

relationships between all of the participants in the 

learning process (7.5-7.18), 

- be less competitive and non-segregating (2.12, 8.12), 

- acknowledge individual differences in ability and 

interest (2.10), 

provide opportunities for active engagement in 

learning situations and experiences (Chapter 3), and 

- make school a satisfying and enjoyable experience 

(2.7, 2.8). 

The Commission's concept of an adaptive school is based on the need 

to change the processes of schooling so that the aims are 

attainable. In their view, goals such as developing competence, 

confidence and autonomy are incompatible with structures which do 

not permit students to experience these qualities in the school 

situation. 
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Assumptions about knowledge 

One of the two key principles of reform which the Commission 

advocates is •relating knowledge to life'. There are two important 

considerations involved here. First, the Commission suggests, it is 

necessary to broaden the definition of school knowledge to include 

not just the academic· skills but also practical and social 

accomplishments. In other words, schools should value and promote 

the ful 1 range of knowledge necessary for "effective human 

functioning" {7.42). In doing this all students are given the 

opportunity to achieve success at school because success is not 

judged solely on academic attainment. The Commission points out 

that structural changes and different credentialling procedures are 

necessary if such a view of knowledge is to succeed. In particular, 

they suggest "shifting the organising principle away from subject 

and subject specialisations by teachers towards the needs of 

students of a particular age" {7.27). 

Secondly, in addition to broadening the range of socially approved 

knowledge, the Commission suggests that school knowledge should be 

related to a range of social realities and to everyday experience 

(3.9). This de-reifed view of knowledge acknowledges that, when 

••• knowledge and the world are changing it is more 
important to gain practice in perceiving, researching and 
making decisions about problems and issues which have 
reality in students• lives and in their transition to adult 
status, than to encourage the stocking up of ideas and 
information in the hope that they may 'come in usefuP at 
some later stage. (3.5}. 
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Thus, knowledge is not only seen to be subject to change but its 

usefulness at any particular time is also subject to redefinition. 

Therefore, the Commission advocates flexible and reflective 

curricular constructions which "give emphasis to knowledge in a way 

which passes on the cultural content of society, which is useful in 

a range of settings and which involves the personal development 

of students ••• " (3.2). 

This brief synopsis shows that this particular curriculum proposal 

does have consistency in so far as the assumptions it makes about 

aims, learners and knowledge form a coherent framework. Further, 

the strategies suggested seem to be an appropriate means of 

realising the goals and intentions promoted in the document. 

6.3 Requirements for a Curriculum 

For this type of analysis the Tasmanian document is not 

particularly helpful. In endeavouring to make the document as 

digestible as possible., the writers have not only simplified the 

language but have also tended to understate the importance of their 

ideas. These are very commendable ideas but their links with the 

powerful and compelling theories which support them have almost 

been obliterated in the effort to discuss the abstract concept 

curriculum in a concrete and practical way which 11does not confront 

teachers with a fresh set of demands for urgent action11 (p. 2). 

There are, however, theoretical links which, though obscure, can be 

discerned by careful reading and appraisal of the text. These 

could and, for the benefit of the reader, should have been stated 

more clearly as evidence to support the action recommended. 



- 104 -

Assumptions about the aims or ends of education 

With respect to the aims or ends of education the document is both 

humanitarian and reconstruct ive in so far as it promotes the view 

that the curriculum must (1) 11 spring from a concern for children" 

(p. 4), and (2} empower children to shape the course of their own 

1 ives ( p. 31). This latter concern appears to be based on the 

notion that autonomous people can act as agents of change and 

improvement in both the personal and social spheres as the 

following extract signifies. 

But why should the curriculum help a child make discoveries 
about himself? It is not just so that he can fit into his 
niche in the adult world. It is also to help him realise 
that he can make the world better for others and for 
himself, and to give him confidence to try. (p.17). 

The curriculum, including the organisational and interpersonal 

arrangements, is seen as the vehicle or means for achieving a 

particular educational goal - that is, a certain kind of person, an 

'educated person'. The view of an educated person promoted in this 

document is someone who can think for themselves. Education is not 

seen in utilitarian terms but is much more open ended and complex. 

It suggests that an educated person wi 11 be a better person and 

will, as a result, enhance society. 

Similarly, the concern for individuals and the stress on intentions 

rather than objectives show that the writers consider that, while 

the ends of education are the same for all children, the means may 

vary. They suggest that if one is clear about, and committed to, 

the particular goal one is striving for then the means - the 

curriculum - will vary according to individual needs. The path to 
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educational equality, the writers claim, is not through uniform 

provisions or a core curriculum, but through diverse provisions 

which take into account the different needs of individuals. Thus, 

the notion of equifinality is an important guiding principle in the 

document. All this could have been made more obvious, however, had 

the study group not isolated their discussion of the curriculum 

from the wider concerns of education and society. By simply making 

recommendations for action which are not linked to explicit 

educational goals, the document fails to give adequate guidance and 

direction to the practitioners. 

Assumptions about the learner and the learning process 

Since this document focuses on children it gives a much clearer and 

more coherent view of the learner and appropriate learning 

contexts. The learner is viewed as an active participant and 

generator of knowledge. With respect to curriculum the study group 

emphasise that, to an extent, "each child creates his own 

curriculum" (p. 5). Children are not only seen as having an active 

role in creating their own curriculum by choosing what to learn and 

what to ignore (p. 5), but also in creating their own knowledge and 

reality. The study group believes that each perceives, interpets 

and synthesises knowledge in their own way. This uniqueness in the 

way children grow and learn is Qc\:119wledged in the practical 

recommendations for flexible curricular provisions and diverse 

learning situations. 



- 106 -

Assumptions about the nature of knowledge 

In this area the document is less clear since the writers appear 

unwilling to make definitive statements. It is, however, apparent 

that the study group believes that the knowledge contained within 

the disciplines should form an essential part of the curriculum. 

They suggest that this can be presented either as separate subjects 

or in an integrated way with the proviso that the method chosen is 

both interesting and coherent for children (p. 12). From this it 

is not posible to discern whether the study group sees knowledge as 

fundamentally a single mode of experience or as consisting of a 

number of distinct forms of understanding. However, from other 

parts of the report which recommend "fitting the subject to the 

child" (p. 11), and emphasise the importance of experiential 

learning and every-day knowledge, it seems possible that the study 

group favours the former view. This is a fairly crucial point, 

however, and one which should not be left unresolved. The view of 

knowledge - whether as unity or as discrete forms - will inevitably 

influence the pedagogical procedures employed and these, in turn, 

are inextricably linked to the way in which the aims of education 

are realised. Thus, the study group's unwillingness to commit 

themselves to a particular view of knowledge constitutes a weakness 

in the report as a whole. 

It is difficult to assess theoretical adequacy when the writers 

deliberately eschew using theoretical justifications and examplars 

to support their line of argument. There are justifications for 

the type of action the study group recommends but these have not 
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been drawn out. Instead, the document appears simultaneously to 

legitimise every position leaving the way open for conservative 

forces to prevail rather than giving unambiguous direction for 

qualitative improvement. 

6.4 White Paper on Strategies and Structures for Education in 

Victorian Government Schools 

(References cite numbered paragraphs in the text.} 

As has been noted, this document differs in status from the other 

three being used in this study in that it is a formal statement of 

Government policy which sets out new management and organisational 

procedures for schools and the education system in Victoria. As 

such, its recommendations are mandatory rather than optional and it 

purports to represent the end product of a consultative and 

deliberative process rather than an attempt to initiate such a 

process. Never the less, it is still clear that the writers felt 

the need to justify and support their decisions and it is from this 

rhetoric that the ideological and theoretical positions can be 

derived. 

Assumptions about the aims or ends of education 

Statements of aims which are not linked to specif i c content or 

procedural principles are virtually meaningless. Even when stated 

as 'action specifications' as they are in the Schools Commission 

document,there is sti1l a need to give substance and direction to 

these goals by outlining appropriate content and strategies. When 
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aims are stated in very broad and general terms the need for 

clarification is even more imperative. The statement of "Aims and 

Objectives for Education in Victoria" included in the White Paper 

is of the general kind. Broad goals and slightly more specific 

objectives are posited but these are open to a variety of 

interpretations. On the surface ,the aims of education set out in 

the report are unobjectionable. There appears to be a balance 

between intellectual development and the development of confident, 

competent persons, and between individual and social concerns. The 

aims are neither unduly instrumental nor unrealistically utopian, 

although there is injected into the midst of the sentiments a 

mundane economic proviso for 11
••• the attainment of these broad 

objectives within the framework of available funds ••• 11 (l .5). It 

is from the bulk of the report, however, that these aims are given 

a more definite form and the aims and purposes of education become 

clearer. 

There is, pervading the report, an emphasis on economy and 

efficiency which is unrelated to any educational criteria. Many of 

the recommendations including regionalisation, the restructuring of 

management systems and the introduction of a common core curriculum 

are argued for on the grounds of improved efficiency, 

accountability or economy (5.1). There is no evidence, and only 

limited supportive rhetoric, to suggest that any of these measures 

will appreciably improve the learning experiences or outcomes for 

students. Although it is claimed that the report focuses on "the 

individual child in the school 11 (3.16), there are no examples of 

how, for example, a core curriculum wi Tl lead to a qua 1 itative 
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improvement in the educational experience of students. It remains, 

therefore, to view the changed strategies and structure as measures 

of expedience and instruments for attaining new educational goals. 

Economy and efficiency are not educational criteria and since the 

report fails to include specific educational justifications for the 

rationalisation of education in Victoria,it must be seen as being 

primarily instrumental and political in orientation. 

Some of the aims and objectives outlined in the Aims statement are 

capable of being translated into very different educational 

programmes. Objectives such as: 

to prepare [students] properly for life after leaving 

schoo 1 {1. 5. 1), 

to determine desired levels of literacy, numeracy and oracy 

• • • and to develop every student to these levels at the 

very least (15.2}, and 

to provide the opportunity for students to exercise 

autonomy and responsibility through their school experience 

(l.5.3), need to be justified in terms of the ends they are 

required to serve. Jin the absence of examples of content 

and pedagogical procedures or principles, it i s impossible 

to fore see whether the educational programmes developed to 

achieve these goals will be fundamenta11y humanitarian or 

utilitarian. Given the orientation of the rest of the 

report,the balance sways heavily towards the latter. 
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Assumptions about the learner and the learning process 

As has been foreshadowed in the previous section, the White Paper 

is not about students but focuses on strategies and structures for 

managing schools and the system. In fact, children and classrooms 

are rarely mentioned and children in classrooms, not at all. When 

students are mentioned, as in the section relating to a core 

curriculum (6.4-6.8), they are generally referred to collectively 

as if all children are essentially similar, have the same needs and 

respond equally to uniform treatment. The rhetoric of 

individuality, difference and diversity featured in the Aims 

statement is not reflected in the proposed organisational 

strategies. There appears to be a contradiction between the notion 

of a broad, compuslory, common core curriculum and the objective 

"to provide equality of opportunity for all students by catering as 

far as possible for individual differences" (l.5. 1). 

As with any core curriculum proposal, there is the assumption that 

knowledge can be prespecified, prepackaged and presented in an 

essentially s imi 1 ar way to a 11 students. Knowledge is seen as a 

commodity which can be •passed on' to students. Knowledge is thus 

objectified and capable of being segmented and differentiated into 

essential and non-essential components. The essential component, 

the core curriculum, can be determined almost without reference to 

the learners since it is seen to have an existence quite apart from 

them. The students' lack of knowledge and their need for certain 
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kinds of useful knowledge puts them in a deficit ba 1 ance with 

respect, not only to knowledge, but also to the power necessary to 

generate knowledge. The students• role is generally seen as 

passive in this and other core curriculum proposals. 

Because the report omits completely any recommendations with 

respect to learning situations and the learning process, we are 

given no clues as to how the core curriculum is to be transmitted. 

If the deficit view of learner is correctly deduced (though it must 

be remembered that this is based on negative evidence), then the 

stress will be on imparting knowledge rather than on more 

open-ended techniques. This seems to be confirmed by 

recommendations for reintroducing standardised procedures for 

assessment and evaluation (5.6, 6.8), though the form of these 

accountability measures is not made clear. Again, there is a lack 

of educational criteria for more stringent evaluation mechanisms. 

The fact that divergence is seen to be harmful (3.23) may simply 

mean that more importance is attached to the goal of efficiency 

than an indication of a link with a particular educational theory. 

Nevertheless, it seems possible that if divergence is to be 

minimised in the curriculum and assessment areas then this may 

carry over into the teaching/learning situation as well. 

Assumptions about the nature of knowledge 

The approach to curriculum advocated in this document suggests that 

knowledge is viewed primarily in instrumental terms. Worthwhile 

knowledge, that is, the content of the core curriculum, is that 
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which: enables individuals to become contributing members of 

society, meets the needs of the community and, al lows effective 

participation by individuals in contemporary life {6.5). The 

emphasis is on preparing students for social participation {1.5.4) 

by " ••• transmitting the shared ethical, moral, and social values 

and standards of society" (1.5.3) in what is essentially an 

uncritical way. Worthwhile knowledge is useful knowledge and, 

since its usefulness is what makes it worth having, the grounds for 

regarding it as true are not seen to be very important. Whose 

knowledge, values and standards are being transmitted, and for what 

purpose, is treated as unproblematic. Thus, the social origins of 

curricular knowledge are ignored. In the absence of criticism, 

legitimacy is conferred on the dominant view and socially approved 

knowledge becomes that which serves the interests of the hegemonic 

regime. 

6.5 Core Curriculum for Australian Schools 

Assumptions about the aims and ends of education 

As with the Victorian proposal the aims of education are stated in 

very general terms. There are four 'universal aims of education' 

cited, as we11 as some aims for Australian schools. The general 

aims include: 

the nurturing and development of the powers of reasoning, 

reflective and critical thinking ••• 
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the maintenance, development and renewal (and not merely 

the preservation) of the culture; ••• 

the maintenance, development and renewal {and not merely 

the preservation) of the social, economic and political 

order; ••• 

the promotion of mental, physical, spiritual and emotional 

health in all people (p. 9). 

As with the Victorian aims of education there is nothing 

objectionable in this set of aims. There is an obvious attempt to 

balance individual and social interests. There appears to be a 

reconstructionist orientation in that education and educated 

persons are seen to have a role in reforming the cultural and 

social order. What is not apparent, however, is any hint of the 

nature or direction the renewal process might take. This becomes a 

little clearer when reference is made to the lists of aims 

specifically for Australian schools and also to the core curriculum 

proposal itself. 

The aims for Australian schools include the values to be promoted 

(p. 10), and skills to be mastered (p. 11). The C.D.C. claims 

there is wide agreement on the sets of values, skills and kowledge 

they have listed as goals for Australian schools. Apart from this 

assertion, that there is widespread agreement, there is no other 

justification for their inclusion. The values, in fact, represent 

one particular world view, a liberal, capitalist and establishment 
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view of the way things are and, presumably, how they ought to be. 

The existence of competing ideologies and alternative versions or 

visions of Australian society are not considered. The preferred 

view depicted by the C.D.C. is presented as an uncontested set of 

values which views society in an uncritical way. The view of what 

is, in the absence of any alternative vision for the future, also 

becomes the goal for what ought to be. Thus, despite the 

reconstruct ioni st orientation of the universal aims of education, 

it seems that schools have an essentially conservative role with 

respect to the transmission of societal values. 

The view of an "educated person" has a somewhat different 

complexion, however, when one examines the skills which the C.D.C. 

suggests are required by an educated person (p. 11}. This section 

suggests that schools can act as agencies for promoting social 

reform by producing people who are not locked in to a given set of 

beliefs but who are capable of making informed and critical 

judgments about such beliefs. Clearly, when schools are expected 

to teach traditional values alongside a belief in the inevitability 

and desirability of social and technological change, as well as the 

skills and knowledge which makes such change possible, the question 

of balance is critical. The C.D.C. document is unhelpful on this 

question, preferring to leave it to the school to decide. 
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Assumptions about the learner and the learning process 

As with the previous section, some confusion exists with respect to 

the nature of learners in this document. The concept of a 

compulsory core curriculum presupposes that there is a known, or at 

least potentially identifiable, body of content, a selection of 

which it is the task of the school to transmit. Given that this 

content can be prespecified and educational programmes developed 

appropriate for its transmission, the role of the learner is to 

receive it. If they 'take it all in', and the onus appears to be 

on the students, then their future seems unproblematic. The 

assumption that if everyone is brought to a certain level in 11 basic 

and essential learnings" all problems will disappear is 

misleading. By viewing students as a collective, individuals are 

detached from social groups in a way which allows differences to be 

ignored and inequalities to be maintained. The core curriculum 

approach appears unable to accommodate the notion of positive 

discrimination or unequal treatment, and the only differences 

acknowledged in the core concept are related to ability. The 

learners thus become disembodied competing individuals. 

Beyond this it is difficult to discern how the C.D.C. views the 

learner since the document concentrates on children's needs (as 

defined in the context of the existing social structure) rather 

than on children's nature. The notion of needs relates fairly 

closely to the notion of dependence. With respect to curriculum, 

at least, it appears that students are dependent on others to 

define what is relevant and worthwhile. When this is done and the 
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result is a common core curriculum for all students, the unstated 

assumptions that all children have the same needs, and that access 

to the culture is through a single path, become more obvious. As 

this is a fairly contentious issue it is incumbent on the C.D.C. to 

justify their stance but there is no evidence of this in the 

proposal. 

Little reference is made to appropriate methods for achieving the 

aims of education. Lip service is paid to the need to consider 

learning situations and learning processes but the document 

provides no basis for their emergence. This is left for schools to 

determine. The same reticence does not extend, however, to the 

content of the core curriculum and the nine core areas of knowledge 

are presented in a relatively detailed way. 

Assumptions about knowledge 

All core curriculum proposals may be seen to subscribe to a 

reductionist approach to knowledge insofar as they attempt to 

distil from the aggregate of knowledge and/or experience those 

elements which are deemed to be essential. Whether the essentials 

are derived from some sort of Hirstian process of transcendental 

deduction or whether knowledge is related to "selections from 

contemporary culture 11 (p. 14) is of little consequence - both try 

to find something intrinsically valuable in whatever it is that is 

being defined as knowledge as a basis for its justification. In 

fact, the C.D.C. proposal has a little of both approaches. The 

nine core areas of knowledge and experience which the C.D.C. sees 



- 117 -

as a cultural map are not very different from Hirst•s forms of 

knowledge. The C.D.C. does not suggest that these areas be taught 

as discrete subjects and seem to support the idea that knowledge 

ought to be viewed as unity rather than as a number of distinct 

forms of understanding. If this is the case it is difficult to 

understand why the structure of the core curriculum so closely 

resembles that of a traditional subject curriculum. 

The C.D.C. fails to justify either their complete package or the 

separate components, other than to claim it relates 11 
••• to some 

major trends and needs in our society and the agreed aims of 

education" (p. 17, emphasis added). As the core curriculum 

purports to be a map of that which is basic and fundamental one 

needs to know the basis for the selection. If this is not stated 

then the core simply becomes a preference rather than a core. 

Perhaps this could be done but the C.D.C. document does not do it. 

Readers are left with the impression that the knowledge chosen is a 

fairly arbitrary selection with respect to epistemological validity 

but it almost certainly has considerable utilitarian appeal. 

6.6 SUMMARY 

de Castell and Freeman (1981:39) claim, 

For a coherent educational theory, which we think Peters 
rightly characterizes in terms of important principles such 
as equality and respect for persons as well as the 
assumption of freedom, an epistemological position which is 
coherent with them is required. 

One of the problems which remains with both the core curriculum 

documents is that, while the aims of education tend to support the 

important principles mentioned above, both the epistemological 

assumptions and the assumptions regarding appropriate procedures 
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and strategies are inconsistent with them. The failure to 

recognise that the learner's conceptualisations are constitutive of 

the educational experience makes the achievement of such goals 

unlikely in practice. The notion of pre-specified curricula or 

objectives involves both imposition and domination - both of which 

appear to be incompatible with at least some of the goals the core 

curriculum proposals promote. The liberal theory which underlies 

both core proposals appears unable to reconcile these 

contradictions unless one accepts that rational autonomy is simply 

a goa 1 of education rather than something which is to be found 

in praesenti in children. 

On the other hand, the whole curriculum proposals appear to 

manifest a much greater degree of consistency and coherence with 

respect to the sets of assumptions they contain. Because students 

are viewed as active agents in the learning process there appears 

to be a better mesh between the epistomological and ethical 

positions adopted and, therefore, a better chance that the stated 

aims could be realized in practice. Liberal theory is not totally 

abandoned but is subservient to the felt needs of actual people in 

concrete situations. Of course, this means that the possible 

outcomes are far more open-ended than the more conservative core 

proposals but it would appear that there is a greater chance for 

all students to achieve the aims. especially those relating to 

autonomy and respect for persons. 

The type of analysis and evaluation advocated in this chapter 

involves a thorough examination of the text of curriculum 

proposals. It is being suggested that it is insufficient to adopt 
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or reject curriculum proposals on the basis of a superficial 

reading and an intuitive assessment. More rigorous and critical 

standards need to be applied to ensure that there are no 

i neons i st enc i es or contradtc.4-ions between the sets of theoret i ca 1 

assumptions being used. If there are internal contradictions then 

there is little chance that the proposal will be an effective guide 

to practice. 

Of course, internal consistency does not guarantee that the aims 

will be achieved but can be seen as a necessary prerequisite. 

Implementation of curriculum proposals, an· aspect which is beyond 

the scope of this present study, has its own set of constraints 

which must also be faced. It seems possible, however, that the 

presence of such inconsistencies may help to explain why schools, 

despite conscientious efforts, have failed to change the fact that 

schooling benefits some students more than others. 

Internal coherence is a necessary but not sufficient criteria on 

which to base evaluative decisions. There are, in addition, 

ethical considerations and external conditions which proposals must 

satisfy. The proposals cannot, for reasons outlined earlier, be 

viewed in isolation but should be seen as part of a wider social 

context. The critical methodology must,therefore,extend beyond the 

proposal itself to link it to a view of the nature and direction of 

the society as a whole. The writer recognises that such an 

investigation could well form the basis of a complete study in its 

own right. What is offered in the next chapter is a framework 

indicating the types of issues which are involved in the kind of 

meta-critique and a methodology which practitioners could use. 



CHAPTER 7 

CRITICAL THEORY AND CURRICULUM PROPOSALS 

7.1 Why Critical Theory? 

To introduce critical theory at this late stage in the study is 

perhaps a little hard on the reader but it has become necessary for 

a number of reasons. First, the way in which the term 'theory' has 

been used in the earlier sections of this study has tended to reify 

educational theories; that is, to attribute to them a status and a 

reality which they do not actually possess. Proponents of 

particular theories tend to do this and, for heuristic purposes, 

the writer has reflected this approach in order to highlight the 

oppositional components of the various theories mentioned. This 

position, however, tends to foreclose debate and appears to rule 

out any chance of reconciling the oppositional thinking involved. 

Reifying educational theories leads to an 'either-or' situation: 

one theory is seen to be right and the others wrong or, at best, 

based on faulty premises. Fortunately, critical theory appears to 

offer a way out of this apparent deadlock so that reconciliation of 

differences and progress towards a more dynamic model of 

educational theory is possible. 

A second reason for introducing critical theory is to broaden the 

scope of the discussion to incorporate educational theories which 

have not entered this present discourse. The reader will have 

observed that the discussion has involved mainly the liberal and 
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progressive theories of education - or variations of these - almost 

to the exclusion of other positions. Critical theory makes no such 

distinctions. It is, in this sense, a meta-theory. Its tenets and 

its methodology are applicable to all theories and, as the context 

of this study suggests, to all curriculum proposals - not just 

those being used in this study. 

Third, but related to the previous points, the dichotomous approach 

used in the preceding chapters appears to limit the role of 

evaluators to that of jurors - they weigh the facts or the evidence 

and make a decision. Critical theory gives evaluafors a much more 

creative role - one which requires them to actively participate in 

identifying problems and finding solutions. Solutions are not 

limited by the unitary standards of closed systems of reasoning 

which inform particular theories, but are both humane and 

provisional. The evaluator's frame of reference goes beyond the 

irmnediate situation or documentation. She/he is al so required to 

take into account the broader societal framework and to have a 

vision of the future as a guide to action. 

A fourth reason for introducing critical theory has already been 

foreshadowed. The analysis thus far has tended to treat curriculum 

proposals and, by extension, schooling, in isolation. In the 

Chapter 6, particularly, where the internal coherence of curriculum 

proposals was discussed, the reader will have noticed that the 

analysis was incomplete. Essential links between the proposals and 

their underlying theories with the wider social and cultural milieu 

were not developed. Not only were the links obscure but there was 
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little to suggest that the evaluator• s role involved a conscious 

awareness of the external conditions and constraints which 

influence curriculum proposals. This is what critical theory does 

and, as is suggested in this chapter, the evaluator needs to do in 

order to promote the kind of change and improvement which is 

advocated in most of the curriculum proposals. 

Finally, the introduction of critical theory at this point enables 

the writer to conclude the study on a positive, optimistic and, 

hopefully, helpful note. Some of the foregoing might 

understandably seem very demanding and perhaps even intimidating 

for the teacher-evaluator. Critical theory, as the writer sees it, 

offers a practical methodology which any open-minded and 

conscientious educator can use. 

7.2 What is Critical Theory? 

The problem for the reader, when critical theory is introduced at 

this stage of the study, is to link it to the theoretical framework 

which has been developed in the earlier sections of the study. The 

problem for the writer is to encapsulate critical theory in such a 

way as to make this possible. This is not an easy task as critical 

theory is a relatively new and underdeveloped theory at this 

stage. It does, however, have important things to say to 

educational evaluators and it is these aspects of critical theory 

which the writer wi 11 draw out. It should be understood that the 

following does not pretend to be a comprehensive analysis of 

critical theory. It does, however, hope to present that theory 

without distorting its major tenets. 
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Giroux (1983: 1) claims that 11
••• critical theory refers to the 

legacy of theoretical work developed by certain members of ••• 1 the 

Frankfurt Schoo 1111
• Such writers as Marc use, Horkhe imer, Adorno 

and Habermas contributed some of the original work on which 

critical theory is being built. Although these writers do not, in 

their combined works, present a coherent theory, they articulate a 

new perspective which has come to be known as critical theory • 

•.• the concept of critical theory refers to the 
nature of self-conscious critique and to the need 
to develop a discourse of social transformation 
and emancipation that does not cling dogmatically 
to its own doctrinal assumptions (Giroux, 1983:1). 

This quote contains three important aspects of critical theory. 

First, it hints at an anti-positivist stance. Positivism refers to 

those theories or traditions which demand that a 11 statements of 

significance be validated in quantitative terms. This tradition, 

according to critical theory, separates matters of fact from 

questions of value in such a way as to preclude critical reflection 

on the origin and nature of its own ideological assumptions. Facts 

are reified and the ethical considerations suppressed. Crucial 

links between positivist theories or images of knowledge and the 

wider society are ignored. These links, claim critical theorists, 

must be exposed in order to ascertain patterns of domination - the 

unmasking of which is a prerequisite for transformative action. 

Positivism, by concealing (though perhaps not intentionally) these 

patterns tends to be a politically conservative force and to 

celebrate a technocratic rationality which prevents people from 

creating - and maybe even contemplating - a more just society. The 

educational theories manifest in the two core curriculum proposals 
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being used in this study are examples of the conservative and 

liberal versions of positivism. This will be expanded in the next 

section of this Chapter. 

A second, but not unconnected, aspect of critical theory relates to 

the dual roles of theory as both a goal and a tool (Kuhn, 1962:7). 

Critical theory not only seeks to embody a school of thought which 

will lead to social transformation and emancipation but it also 

presents a methodology for proceeding. In its interest in social 

transformation and human emancipation, critical theory focuses on 

the need to make overt the links between 11 
••• the institutions and 

activities of everyday life with the logic and commanding forces 

that shape the larger social totality, one that is invaluable for 

understanding the interplay between schools and the dominant 

society" (Giroux, 1983:1). According to Habermas (1971), the 

mystification which results from a lack of awareness of the links 

and forces which shape people~ lives and consciousness limits their 

autonomy and ability to change their circumstances. 

Writers of the Frankfurt School and later critical theorists vary 

in the way they see social transformation taking place. At the 
11 soft 11 end of the scale are writers like Habermas who see radical 

change emanating from the creation of conditions that foster 

critical thinking and communicative competence. Given these 

conditions, such writers believe that emancipatory and socially 

transformative practices will follow. At the other end of the 

scale are the 'radical' writers who claim that no worthwhile 

curriculum improvement is possible without, as a prerequisite, a 
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radical transformation of political and social institutions. 

Despite this range of perspectives, all share a common concern for 

human emancipation and see as crucial the role of criticism in 

achieving emancipatory policies and practices. The emphasis on 

critique as a function of this theory gives it particular relevance 

for this present study and for education generally. If we take 

emancipation to mean freedom from constraints which inhibit the 

attainment of worthwhile educational goals, and criticism as both a 

process and an attitude directed towards achieving synthesis, then 

critica 1 theory becomes an obvious and necessary tool for 

educational evaluation. 

The third element of critical theory which is suggested in Giroux• 

quotation is the importance of dialectical thought and processes. 

Dialectic is concerned with the formation of clear 
definitions, with the recognition of opposition among 
various assumptions and definitions, and with the formation 
of broader propositions that are inclusive of those in 
conflict. (Proppl, 1982:14). 

Thus, critical theory has both an unmasking and a regenerative 

function through the dialectical process of analysis and 

synthesis. Dialectic involves critical reflection which aims at 

increasing individual or group self-awareness and understanding. 

This is a prerequisite for taking genuinely transformative action. 

The dialectical process is, therefore, future-oriented. It uses 

temporarily I static' images (where and what are we now?) in order 

to go on (where and what do we want to be?). This process shares 

with the evaluative process the need to begin with the 

participants I old understandings and awareness and end with new 

levels of understanding and awareness. It is both formative and 
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emancipatory in that it frees people from false consciousness by 

enabling them to see and understand the forces which shape their 

minds and situations, thereby endowing them with the autonomy 

necessary for self-conscious action to transform undesirable 

conditions. 

This brief look at critical theory touches on some of the areas 

where critical theory and educational evaluation come together. In 

the following section further insights will be drawn out as a 

method of critique is applied to the proposals being used in this 

study. Again, the critique is not complete as it is intended only 

to illustrate the possibilities of critical theory in educational 

evaluation in eliciting those external factors and forces which 

evaluators cannot afford to ignore. The same structure as was used 

in Chapter 6 to examine internal conditions will again be 

employed; namely, critical theory and its relationship with aims, 

the learner and knowledge. 

7.3 Critical Theory and the Aims/Goals of Education 

It was claimed in Chapter 6 that the goals for education in 

both core curriculum documents were essentially instrumental 

although no reason was advanced for this. Critical theory provides 

a possible explanation. According to critical theory, when 

knowledge is separated from valuesi the knowledge which is selected 

is made to appear as the rat i ona t product of soc i at and economic 

necessity and, as such, needs no further justification. This is 

apparent in both the Victorian and C.D.C. core curriculum 
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proposals. Although the C.O.C. recognised that values existed and 

even stated them (p. 10), what is presented is a reflection of the 

dominant value system in our society with little sign of critical 

distance. The Victorian Government failed even to state its 

values, resorting instead to objectivist rhetoric and technocratic 

solutions. Here we see, respectively, the liberal and conservative 

versions of positivism. The first attempts to reduce values to 

knowledge which is then presented as 'value-free'. The second 

divorces knowledge from values, pretending to act as a neutral 

political broker. Neither acknowledges the possibility that 

knowledge could be an expression of certain knowledge-oriented 

values or interests. Both approaches use the guises of neutrality 

and rationality to avoid the questions and ethics and intentions. 

As Young (1982:23) points out, 11We may reasonably doubt the 

adequacy of this from a policy point of view since it results in 

the freezing of social values into a reflection of the existing 

social order, cutting off other policy options." Education 

policies or curriculum documents which merely accept the existing 

order are conservative. Whether by design or unintentionally, they 

militate against transformative action because they foreclose 

discussion and speculation about alternatives. 

The whole curriculum proposals, on the other hand, and particularly 

that of the Schools Commission, attempt to justify their value 

stance by confronting these questions of moral and social values. 

There is some evidence of critical distance with respect to 

existing social policies and structures and a recognition that 

reform in the curriculum must be realistically related to a more 
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distant goal of general social reform. The Schools Commission 

document is action-oriented in that it seeks to introduce changes 

in both policy and practice which will facilitate this reform. 

Moreover, the critical distance manifest in the document itself is 

also recommended as a procedural principle for school learning. 

While I have called this document 'reconstructionist' in other 

Chapters, it is clear that it also fits squarely into the critical 

theory paradigm - albeit at the 'soft' end of the spectrum. In 

this respect it differs from the C.D.C. variety of 

reconstructionism which relies heavily on a questionable notion of 

consensus with respect to social values and directions. 

Critica 1 theory seeks, as a first principle, to open to critica 1 

analysis, the nature of the relationships between power, knowledge 

and values. For the educational evaluator this means 

acknowledging, in the first instance, that normative interests 

underlie particular theories and proposals and, in the second 

instance, ascertaining whose interests are being promoted. Armed 

with such knowledge, the evaluator is then in a position to evaluate 

the worth and impact of the proposal. In the dialectical process 

which has been suggested as an appropriate methodology for this 

kind of meta-critique, the evaluator is forced to confront her/his 

own values. In this way, critical theory suggests that the 

emancipation of the evaluator from her/his own irrationality and 

false consciousness is a pre-requisite for making decisions which 

will result in emancipatory policies and practices in schools. 
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Educational goals are, in one sense, always idealistic since goals 

are, by definition, points to strive for and, once achieved, lose 

their guiding impetus. They encompass a view of the future, and it 

is this vision which gives educational goals, policies and 

practices their dynamic quality and their reconstructive force. We 

cannot begin with the assumption, at either the policy or practical 

level, that the major aim of education is •to fit' students in to 

existing society. It is the future society, the one we decide we 

want, towards which we must direct our educational efforts. 11 We 

must decide how autonomous and articulate we want Australian 

citizens to be - whatever difficulties this may create for the 

archaic authoritarianism of the workplace11 (Young; 1982:29). 

Critical theory and methodology appears to provide a practical and 

worthwhile alternative to past practices. Using it, goals and 

practices which perpetuate inequality and cause alienation are 

unmasked - as are goals which are merely rhetorical statements 

unsupported by practical, action-oriented recommendations. 

Critical theory links goals to action - emancipatory action - which 

is itself linked to a view of a socially reconstructed society. It 

is clear that to do this, the evaluator must come to terms with 

her/his own values and be able to recognise their origins and 

significance as a prerequisite for recognising constraints and 

influences which operate on an institution like schooling. 
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7.4 Critical Theory and the Learner/Learning Process 

It was noted in Chapter 6 that neither core curriculum proposal 

paid much attention to these areas. This was seen as a major fault 

because, by ignoring the client and the interactional processes of 

the curriculum, the goals are reduced to being little more than 

rhetorical statements. The emancipatory and reconstructive 

rhetoric of aims statements can only be realised in praxis. The 

evaluator of curriculum proposals needs to have some idea of the 

curriculum content and pedagogical procedures in order to assess 

the likely outcomes of the proposed changes. Critical 

methodologies, in principle at least, offer some useful guidelines 

with respect to these areas. 

Persona 1 development is a stated or implied goa 1 for students in 

all of the curriculum proposals being used in this study. It is 

usually couched in terms such as: capacity for decision making, 

personal autonomy, responsible participation, confidence, 

competence and so on. These types of aims suggest that the 

curriculum and pedagogical process ought to be strongly biased 

towards enabling students to develop their own value system. 

Critical theory suggests that, in order to do this, students must 

come to grips with what a given society has made them; how it has 

incorporated them ideologically and materially into its rules and 

logic, so that they become aware of their capacity for 

self-conscious choice and, ultimately, for effecting social 

reform. To do this, they must engage the issues and values which 

give their lives and their society its particular form. R.E. Young 
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calls this the method of critical reason - 11 
••• the historically 

self-aware reflection of the historical subject" (1982:26). Of the 

four documents being used for this study, only the Schools 

Commission report promotes this approach with any degree of 

conviction. 

Such a view presupposes that students are active agents in their 

own learning and developmental processes. It also suggests that 

the learning routine for each student is different - that each 

individual must discover for her/himself the implications for human 

action. Critical theory is, therefore, very much opposed to 

policies which prescribe content, which devalue the practical 

(ethical and political knowledge), which have a determined 

cognitive emphasis or which stress conformity. All of these 

practices militate against the student developing her/his potential 

for critical reflection and self-reflection. 

The critical theory viewpoint challenges the traditional view of 

instruction and pedagogical relationship between teachers and 

students. The concept of critical reflection involves open 

dialogue and contradiction; a dialectical process through which 

understanding and awareness (and their correlates autonomy and 

responsibility) are made possible. Young (1982:30} points out 

that, although such dialogue will be distorted by the 

false-consciousness participants bring to the communicative setting 

(by virtue of their early life experiences in a particular 

historical and social setting), it is the potential of dialectical 

discourse to unmask these errors and faulty perceptions. 



- 132 -

The value-orientation of critical theory implies that it is the 

structure of schooling which must become the focus for attention 

for emancipatory and socially transformative action to ensue. It 

is self-evident that the goal of social particpation through the 

development of autonomous, articulate citizens demands 

opportunities for these valued traits to be exercised in 

classrooms. As a corollary to this, such skills have to be 

realistically related to personally significant problems and 

issues; namely, those which directly influence the lives and social 

situation of the students themselves. They must engage the student 

in such a way as to promote an increased awareness and 

understanding of the forces which give our society and culture its 

particular form. This kind of knowledge and experience is 

emancipatory both individually and collectively. The educational 

evaluator,therefore,needs to reflect critically on the proposed 

knowledge content and pedagogical structures in order to gauge the 

kind of experience which students may undergo, and to decide 

whether these are consistent with the goals of personal development 

and social improvement. 

7.5 Critical Theory and Knowledge 

Habermas (1971} identified three different styles of reasoning or 

forms of knowledge related to different human needs or interests: 

{i) control over nature and objective processes which he calls 

a technical frame of reference. This is the instrumental 

knowledge which we need to adapt to, and control, natural 

processes in order to survive and achieve our purposes 
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(ii) a practical frame of reference which is basic for 

understanding in communication and social interaction. 

This is the hermeneutic knowledge which gives us access to 

systems of meaning for securing a shared social reality. 

(iii) an emancipatory interest or frame of reference which is the 

basis of self-understanding and individuatiuon. This is 

the critical knowledge necessary for genuine autonomy. It 

is also the means by which individual and cultural growth 

and progess is made possible. 

Instrumental reason or knowledge attempts to objectify the world in 

order to control it. It is fairly obvious that core curriculum 

proposals rely quite heavily on this conception of knowledge. 

There appear to be three stages common to core curriculum proposals 

which illustrate this interest in technical control. 

(1) They depict a particular view of the society - the 

description. 

(2) This is 'objectively' dissected and the relevant areas of 

knowledge and experience are identified - the justification. 

(3) These areas are specified as essential curriculum content 

in order to give students access to the prevailing view of 

social reality - the rationalisation. 

Thus, the curriculum appears to be the rational product of an 

objective process. 

this view. First, 

There are, however, a number of objections to 

there is the obvious 1 ack of critical 
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distance in describing the society. A form of reductionism is 

necessary in order to reduce the complexity and plurality which 

exists in any society. Decisions are made with respect to the 

nature of society which are presented as 'facts' rather than as a 

choice among alternatives. "Facts become separated from values, 

objectivity undermines critique, and the notion that essence and 

appearance may not coincide is lost in the positivist view of the 

world" (Giroux, 1983:4). 

Second, the interest of instrumental knowledge in control is 

basically conservative and works to preserve the status quo. 

Instrumental knowledge, under the guise of neutrality, defers from 

the dominant ideological or hegemonic definitions of social 

reality. "Quest ions concerning the genesis, development and 

normative nature of the conceptual systems that select, organise 

and define the facts ••• 11 (Giroux, 1983:4) are not addressed by the 

methodology of instrumental reason. 

Fina 1 ly, instrumental or technica 1 knowledge has a dual function 

with respect to its interest in control. Not only is it designed 

to give people control in terms of their environment but, in doing 

so, acts covertly to control people and institutions. An excessive 

preoccupation with instrumental knowledge such as is exemplified by 

the cognitivist emphasis of contemporary schooling precludes, or at 

least diminishes, other forms of knowledge and learning. This is 

not to say that instrumental knowledge is invalid or unnecessary. 
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Indeed, control is a fundamental human interest. But the proper 

understanding of instrumental knowledge and its use requires the 

application of both practical and critical knowledge. Without 

this, instrumental reason is both inhumane and repressive. 

Hermeneutic reason or practical knowledge gives individuals a 

social location - it enables them to 'fit in' to a given society. 

The type of cultural mapping suggested by the C.D.C. core 

curriculum proposal reflects the interest of hermenuet ic reason. 

Social living is governed by norms and systems of meaning through 

which the members of a society interact and communicate. It is 

only through access to practical knowledge of this type that 

individuals are able to form a 'social self' - a self which is 

capable of interacting effectively with others. The communicative 

interactions which create and maintain this social self are, as 

Propp{ (1982: 15) points out, subject to constraints which prevent 

some individuals from free expression of their interests in the 

formation of group norms. Thus, some individuals are disadvantaged 

and led to accept norms and values at the expense of their own 

interest. Cultural mapping, in the form presented by the C.D.C. 

document, emphasises one version of social reality - a version 

which denies some members of the society access to the valued 

hermenuetic knowledge asociated with it. 

Habermas {1971 :53) makes the point that, 11 
••• while instrumental 

action corresponds to the constraints of external nature ••• , 

communicative action stands in correspondence to the suppression of 

man's own nature. 11 Hermenuetic reason, as an epistemological 
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platform, seeks to promote some kind of social unity. The common 

culture, however it is determined, takes precedence over individual 

needs and interests. Conformity, and even uniformity, are valued 

traits. As with the technical frame of reference, practical reason 

is a partial and incomplete means of perceiving reality. Both 

technical control and social orientation are, according to Habermas 

(1971), the product of an emancipatory need for autonomy and 

responsibilty. 

Emancipatory knowledge or critical reason enables people to reflect 

on the world of facts and the social world and on their place in 

it. Knowledge of this type gives people access to their own 

cultural histories and highlights the centrality of human agency in 

both making history and in making (or unmaking) the constraints 

which inhibit human emancipation. As has been noted, the role of 

conflict, criticism and dialectic are paramount in an emancipatory 

frame of reference. This is the form of knowledge that not only 

explodes the reifications of existing society but also contains the 

mechanism for social transformation. 

As an epistemological platform, emancipatory interest focuses on 

" ••• modes of critique that illuminte the interaction of the social 

and the personal, on the one hand, and history and private 

experience on the other" (Giroux, 1983: 13). For the curriculum, 

this does not mean that technical and practical knowledge are 

discounted, but that such knowledge is politicized; it becomes the 

legitimate object of critical reflection. Thus, while students are 

exposed to the temporarily static images of knowledge and society 
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they are, at the same time, given the skills, knowledge and modes 

of inquiry that will allow them to interpret these in terms of 

their own (and their society's) development. This process of 

self-formation of the person {or the group) and the recognition of 

human agency has the potential to reveal the gap between society as 

given (the static image) and society as it might be. 

Clearly, the methodology or pedagogical procedures for critical 

reasoning cannot be conceived in terms of the traditional 

instructional setting. As Young remarks (1982:31), 11 ••• pedagogy 

must be judged not from the perspective of the efficient and 

effective transmission of objectivistically conceived and 

pre-decided information but from the point of view of the relation 

of teacher and pupil as interlocutors in the discursive formulation 

of true and justified understanding." In this respect only the 

Schools Commission document seriously addresses the structure and 

experience of schooling as a vital factor in influencing what 

students actually learn and how they come to perceive themselves. 

Both core curriculum documents fai 1 to reconcile the pedagogical 

implications of pursuing humanistic goals through the technological 

device of a pre~determined core. 

7.6 SUMMARY 

Critical theory, or social theory as it can now be seen to be, 

reminds the evaluator that there is a world outside the immediate 

confines of the school: a world which has, nevertheless very close 

connections with the curriculum. Education and the wider society 
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interact in a two-way relationship and it is within this context 

that educational evaluation must take place. Too often,educational 

change is conceived in terms of a reaction to social, economic and 

political changes rather than as an integral part of cultural 

metamorphosis - as critical theory would have it. Reinstating 

education within a theory of culture means acknowledging the 

interplay between power, knowledge and values. If the designers of 

curriculum packages and proposals fail to do this then it is 

encumbent upon educational evaluators to think it through. 

Critical methodology requires that educational evaluators become 

aware of their own ideological biases, and the source and nature of 

these, as a pre-requisite for recognising the power of the wider 

structural and ideological determinations which shape schooling and 

the curriculum. The external constraints which perpetuate unjust 

and oppressive social practices and thwart human emancipation and 

social transformation have their internal correlates - in the 

curriculum and in the structures of schooling. Only by recognising 

the former can the evaluator (or the practitioner) take positive 

steps to avoid reproducing and compounding the problem. 



CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSION 

This study aimed to accomplish four tasks, and involved the 

analysis of selected curriculum documents with a view to developing 

some criteria for evaluating curriculum proposals. The first of 

these tasks was to achieve a degree of conceptual clarity with 

respect to the terms 'core curriculum' and 'whole curriculum'. The 

prime distinguishing feature between these two approaches was found 

to be based on a design principle. Core curriculum proposals focus 

on a particular part or aspect of the curriculum,while the whole 

curriculum proposals had no such limits or restrictions. 

The second task was to discover whether, despite the differences in 

design, these curriculum proposals simply represented variation on 

a single theme or whether there were other, intrinsic:. differences 

which would signify that the two approaches were fundamentally 

different, perhaps even oppositional, in character. To do this the 

foundational assumptions of each type of approach were analysed. 

Apart from the difference in design, a significant number of other 

variables were discovered which led to the conclusion that core 

curriculum and whole curriculum approaches are diametrically 

different. In doing this, an attempt was made to perceive the 

organic nature of both these types of proposals in order to develop 

the understanding necessary for accurate and objective description 

and interpretation. 
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The third task took, as a basis, these fundamental differences in 

foundational assumptions in the two different types of curriculum 

proposals in order to develop some internal evaluative criteria. 

In doing this, a form of textual analysis was applied and an attempt 

made to understand the structual form of each proposal; that is, to 

recognise how all the various components and sets of assumptions 

were related to each other. The following conditions or criteria 

were found to be necessary in order to satisfy the requirements for 

structural and theoretical adequacy. These could, perhaps, be 

coined as 'The Four C's' - COMPLETENESS, COHERENCE, CONSISTENCY and 

CLARITY. 

Completeness relates to the integrity of the document. Since 

evaluators rarely have access to the people who write curriculum 

proposals in order to clarify meanings and intentions, all such 

information should be accessible through the text of the document. 

This includes the theoretical foundations and basic assumptions as 

well as the more pragmatic details relating to the selection, 

organisation and implementation of the contents. In addition to 

this, the criterion of completeness requires that all such 

information be adequately justified so that it does not appear 

simply an assertion or the result of an arbitrary choice. 

The criteria of coherence and consistency relate to the sets of 

assumptions contained within a curriculum proposal. Internal 

coherence demands that these sets of assumptions be theoretically 

compatible so that the proposal is free from internal 

contradictions which would render it impossible to implement in any 
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meaningful way. Similarly, the arguments used to justify the 

assumptions should be consistent with the conclusions or 

recommendations to satisfy the requirement of internal coherence. 

The criterion of clarity relates to style and presentation. 

Curriculum proposals should speak to their audience in such a way 

that the meanings and intentions are readily accessible. They 

should be free of ambiguity and distracting irrelevancies. 

Clarity, particularly in proposals which take the form of position 

or discussion papers, also requires that the evaluator is presented 

with a balanced view of the subject. If this criterion is 

satisfied,evaluators are in a position to make an informed choice. 

The fourth and final task of this tudy was devoted to an 

exploration of the external conditions or criteria which evaluators 

should take into consideration. One of the most important of these 

relates to the evaluator her/him self. It is crucial for 

evaluators to acknowledge that they bring to the evaluative 

situation certain values and beliefs which necessarily influence 

the way they perceive a curriculum proposal. For the evaluation to 

be as objective as possible the evaluator must put her/his own 

preferences under the microscope along with those manifest in the 

proposal being evaluated. It is only by doing this that the 

evaluation process can help participants achieve new levels of 

understanding and awareness, including self-understanding and 

self-awareness. 

It could be argued, pehaps, that self-awareness and understanding 

are not legitimate goals in curriculum evaluation of the type being 
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described in this study; that such goa 1 s may subvert the major 

purpose of the evaluation. The writer be 1 ieves that self 

awareness, that is, coming to understand the constraints and forces 

which shape the individual conscience, is not only a legitimate but 

also a necessary goal in any form of educational evaluation. The 

criterion of objectivity demands that participants in an evaluative 

process be aware of their own values and motives in order to be 

able to bracket their own situation. This is the starting point 

for understanding and analysi .n9 the motives and values of 

others. Self-knowledge and self-reflection are essential 

ingredients of educational evaluation as well as being bonuses 

accrL.ting from it. 

Apart from the evaluator's own values, the cultural and social 

context have particular significance for the evaluation of 

curriculum proposals. In Chapter 7 it was suggested that 

evaluators have a legitimate and necessary role in endeavouring to 

relate curriculum proposals to broader propositions which are 

derived, not from educational theory but, from a theory of 

society. In this way the relationship between educational theories 

and the particular social structures and systems which support 

them, and which they, in turn, support can be exposed and opened to 

critical scrutiny. 

Educational theories and the sets of assumptions contained within 

curriculum proposals have their external correlates in the fonn of 

V.I.P. The pun notwithstanding, this stands for VALUES, INTERESTS 

and POWER. Values, whether acknowledged or not in curriculum 
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proposals ultimately depend on •world views•. These world views 

incorporate prefences for particular types of moral, social, 

economic and political imperatives. The relationships between the 

values manifest in a curriculum proposal and their broader cultural 

correlates is accessible through an examination of the set of 

assumptions relating to the aims or ends of education. The 

prevailing values must be subject to critcal reflection so that 

they can be validated (or rejected) according to consciously 

chosen, self-set standards of value, rather than merely legitimated 

by existing social conditions. 

The concept of different types of knowledge-forming interes~ 

instrumental, hermeneutic and emancipatory, provides the evaluator 

with a valuable tool for assessing whose interests a particular 

curri cu 1 um proposa 1 serves. Curricu 1 um proposa 1 s can promote the 

interests of different groups in society by virtue of the emphasis 

placed on one or another of the knowledge-forming interests. The 

relationship between the interests of particular groups in society 

and curricular constructions which serve those interests can be 

illuminated by critically analysing the set of assumptions relating 

to knowledge in curriculum proposals. If the interests of people 

are not to be sacrificed to the interests of efficient management 

or the demands of industrialised corporate capitalism then a 

balance, protecting and supporting individual and collective 

freedom, between these knowledge-forming interests is crucial. 

eower is closely associated with the notion of interests but is 

most accessible through an analysis of the social relations or 
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pedagogical aspects of curriculum proposals the set of 

assmuptions relating to the nature of learners and the learning 

process. Power and control in the curriculum, over knowledge and 

its transmission, have their socio-structual correlates. 

Preferences for particular types of pedagogical forms and 

relationships reflect a view on the function of schools as agents 

of social control or as agents of social transformation. The focus 

is on the quality of the students• experience and the personal 

forms of knowledge and skills they acquire. This determines the 

degree of mastery they have over their immediate environment and, 

ultimately, the power they have to influence the course of their 

own lives. 

The salience of criticism as a means of illuminating the 

connections between educational proposals and practice, and the 

wider social milie~ of which the education system is such an 

integral component cannot be too strongly stressed. Criticism is 

an intellectual process in which people engage in order to gain a 

clearer understanding of both their own position and opinions and 

the positions and opinions of others. It is a constructive rather 

than a destructive process insofar as it is aimed at illuminating 

the qualities of something so that a valid assessment of its value 

can be made. With respect to the external conditions which relate 

to the nature and practice of education it is encumbent on 

evaluators to adopt a critical stance so that they do not, through 

ignorance, support proposals which are ethically unsound. The 

tenets of objective evaluation; that is, freedom from bias and 

error, demand this. 
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As the reader will be aware, the type of evaluation with which this 

study is concerned is qualitatively different from the more 

pragmatic evaluative question concerning the feasibility and 

practicability of curriculum proposals and their implementation. 

The writer feels that this type of evaluation is probably already 

adequately catered for. The criteria and the process suggested in 

this study should logically precede and have priority over such 

questions. 

It is acknowledged that the model or process proposed herein is 

still very much a theoretical construct. The validity and 

usefulness of the concepts of evaluative criteria and critical 

methodology applied to curriculum proposals will need to be 

verified in actual situations. In addition, it is expected that 

the insights expressed in this study can be further refined and 

developed as the method is applied to specific proposals. This 

study aimed to carry out some exploratory work in the field of 

evaluating curriculum proposals. It is not intended that results 

of this exploration be viewed as a final statement but as a 

springboard for further research in this area. 

Perhaps, as a climate of criticism develops, curriculum documents 

will come to be seen less in propositional terms and more as 

provisional designs or statements, subject to the criticism of 

teachers and others in the community. In time it is to be hoped, 

the writers of curriculum proposals will also reflect a concern for 

critical awareness and methodology - not only by building into 

their proposals avenues and mechanisms for critical input, but by 

incorporating critical theory in the production of such documents. 
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