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Preface

This Handbook addresses the question, What is the work of the post-reconceptualiza-
tion generation(s) in curriculum studies? It marks the first deliberate effort to delin-
eate the shift toward the post-reconceptualization of curriculum studies using inter- and
intragenerational conversations to un(map) the next moments in the field. Showcasing
the work of newer scholars to provide understanding of where the field is currently and
where it might be heading, across the arch of the Handbook is the juxtaposition of the
work of newer academicians who offer fresh perspectives on the field positioned in rela-
tion to essays from longtime scholars who reveal the historic and current motivations for
their intellectual work.

The idea for this volume originated at the 2006 Purdue conference, Articulating (Pres-
ent) Next Moments in Curriculum Studies: The Post-Reconceptualization Generation(s). The aim
of this conference was to engender intellection on the state of the field through 10 key-
notes from scholars newer to curriculum studies (mostly assistant professors) and intra-
and intergenerational conversations through an equal number of response essays (one
per keynote) given by scholars with a longer history in the field. As the reader might
already recognize, to speak of inter- and intragenerational dialogues is not to imply
agreement or synthesis. Response essays both inspired and troubled keynote speakers.!
Similarly, break-out sessions sprinkled throughout the conference schedule to encour-
age informal discussions and inform those who were new to the field about historical
debates and intellectual traditions that underwrite keynote papers, facilitated by key
scholars in the field, were interpreted differently. Graduate students and newer faculty
found them particularly effective while attendees with a longer history in the field wished
for more detailed and challenging discussions. By far the most memorable event for
many in attendance was the third day of the conference when concerns over race, repre-
sentation, knowledge production, and ethical commitments were brought to the surface
by a number of attendees. The conference program gave way to impromptu discussions,
debates, and arguments over what constituted legitimate work in curriculum studies, as
well as issues of academic elitism, cultural alienation, and language differences. While
few in attendance will forget some of the heated exchanges and accusations of failure
brought against the field, what was most unsettling was the incommensurability of view-
points that became increasingly evident the longer discussions ensued. It would be safe
to say that while eventually the original program was reinstated, the breakdown not only
changed the tone for the rest of the conference but, along with other breakdowns like
it, became a source of debate over the extent to which the field is open to historically
subjugated perspectives, ideas, and people.

While it might be hard to determine whether the highlight was one of the intellectually
engaging papers, informal conversations with colleagues, or the opportunity to gather
with other curriculum scholars to speculate on how the field might change in the future,

xi
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what has become most fascinating for me in the intervening 2 years involves the range
of interpretations that have been offered by attendees on the breakdown that occurred
that third day. Some scholars felt that starting the conference with an introduction to
the history of curriculum studies, including key scholarship on race, class, and gender
issues, might have helped avoid the breakdown. Others saw the breakdown as further
evidence of identity politics and the sorts of debates that—lodged in the authenticity of
group experience—result in infighting among progressive scholars and balkanization
of the field. Still others saw it as evidence that reconceptualization scholarship has yet
to make it into the schools or that the field has yet to adequately address the theory-
practice divide. In contrast, some found the breakdown a fruitful site for producing and
learning differently without necessarily overcoming differences and dissensus on the
way toward a reductionist, common sensibility about next moments in the field. This last
group seemed to find promise in letting differences surface, engaging in debates over
the merits of different viewpoints and theoretical frameworks, and letting those differ-
ences stand without a rush toward a conclusion so as to advance the field. Instead, they
found the challenges to the character of the scholarship and the conference program to
be expected in terms of the myriad of theoretical clusters that make up the field, each
operating with different assumptions, outlooks, and histories. Equally telling, after ana-
lyzing these different interpretations of the breakdown, I came away with a sense of how
the very question of the status of the field illuminates how words and phrases such as cur-
riculum and post-reconceptualization are less established sites of shared understanding than
contested sites in which politics play out and struggles over meaning occur. To borrow an
idea from Snaza’s chapter in this volume, when it comes to attempts to capture the status
of the field, we are only beginning to learn how to pose the question of the state.

After the conference was over I quickly went to work on putting together a collection
of essays that kept with the original theme, what is the work of the post-reconceptualiza-
tion generation(s)? More specifically, a question that I first asked in 2004 after noticing
a series of presentations, articles, and book chapters speculating on the direction of the
field after reconceptualization, which turned into the 2006 Purdue conference, then
became the impetus for inviting 17 scholars to join the 10 scholars who presented at the
conference in authoring chapters and inviting 13 additional scholars to craft the addi-
tional response essays. I recognized putting together a collection of essays that spoke to
the state of the field was going to be tricky, possibly trickier than acting as chair of the
conference. In soliciting contributions, I tried to attend to issues of intellectual diversity
as well as diversity in scholarly backgrounds and identities, from the usual issues one
might consider in terms of race, class, gender, sexual identity, and so on, to less usual
issues of intellectual and organizational affiliations and region while not losing sight of
the purpose of the text.

Certainly the intention of this volume is not a comprehensive survey of the field, as
was the aim with Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery, and Taubman’s (1995) Understanding Cur-
riculum: An Introduction of Historical and Contemporary Curricular Discourses. Neither is this
collection an effort to represent the entire field as it is (without our own agendas) as
opposed to how those associated with this collection wish it to be. Rather, the aim here is
to offer tentative orientations toward the next moment in the field for scholars and schol-
arship that comes after the reconceptualization movement. Our agendas and desires are
evident in every chapter and response essay. As something less than polemical and more
than an exchange of ideas, this collection proceeds with the conviction that the contin-
ued dominance of neoliberal, neoconservative, and developmental discourses is a bad
thing. What constitutes these discourses, however, is a source of debate and contention.
That its effects upon schools, the public’s concept of curriculum, and notions of credible
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educational research must be challenged is not. This is not a choice contributors to this
collection made just prior to its publication. Instead, it is work at the dynamic, tension-
ridden site of post-reconceptualization that is our inheritance; it is what becomes us and
what we struggle toward. Out of our ethical commitments the range of possibilities fol-
low: That there be spaces for traditionalists, empiricists, and developmentalist discourses
regardless of the extent to which such ideas need to be challenged, but that such work
be displaced so as to break up sedimentary conjunctions, epistemological dominance, to
open spaces where a thousand theories and stories are made and unmade, where alterna-
tive feasible readings proliferate.

Why focus upon inter- and intragenerational conversations? First, my aim here in pre-
senting curriculum studies in general and post-reconceptualization in particular as con-
tested sites involves moving away from traditional representations of the field and toward
juxtapositions of perspectives in order to incite a multiplicity of possible readings, ones
that allow for moving along different registers of thought and against grand unifying the-
ories. Here the work of chapter authors sits in conversation with response essays in ways
that might offer openings to a broader range of viewpoints than if chapters where not
juxtaposed with responses. Second, in referencing inter- and intragenerational conversa-
tions the hope is to destabilize the notion of generations of curriculum scholars either
wholly rebelling against the previous generation or wholly writing in their shadows. One
will notice that many scholars newer to the field are chapter authors while many scholars
with longer histories in the field respond to and contextualize their orientations and
theories. Also, some chapter authors are set in intragenerational dialogue with response
essay writers who have unique perspectives but are possibly of the same generation or
closely linked in terms of length of time working in curriculum studies respectively. As
something other than repudiating history or continuing on state unchanged, the idea
behind the structure of this text is to disrupt the notion that next moments in the field
belong to a single generation or that post-reconceptualization necessarily be interpreted
as that which comes after reconceptualization, that such terms be locked in hierarchical
relationships rather than opened up to play, contestations, and as of yet unknown mean-
ings.? As I hope to illustrate in the introduction, delineating what is inside and outside
curriculum and the field of curriculum studies is not only difficult business, fraught with
problems, but it might not be as useful in assessing the field along two key registers of
thought: (1) whether we are responsible and accountable only to the issues and concerns
of powerful epistemological forces or those marginalized, subjugated, and distorted,
and (2) whether we are committed to only circulating new languages, concepts, and
ideas within the field or out, across, and along various lines of discourse to reach vari-
ously situated publics, educators, and intellectuals.

Lastly, situating scholars newer to the field as the majority of chapter authors and
scholars with longer histories in the field as response essayists is not an attempt to
upstage more established scholars or lay claim to post-reconceptualization as the terrain
of a younger generation. Instead, what might be a standard convention of the academy
to seek the input of longstanding members of a field on important themes and issues
is troubled by the effort to highlight the orientations and ideas of scholars who are for
the most part earlier in their careers. And, in continuing this vein of thought, to ask
senior scholars who might be thought of as experts in the field to read and reflect upon
the ideas and perspectives of newer scholars. While the reader can judge the effective-
ness of this inversion, this is an attempt to theorize in the organization of this text the
qualities of difficult knowledge, those ideas and concepts which evoke surprise, curios-
ity, and wonder. This is in contrast to what might be termed easy knowledge, or struc-
tures for organizing texts that register as expectations met and conventions fulfilled.
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The former confronts the reader with something different from what they think they
want from a text while the latter functions only to fulfill what has been in terms of what
the reader believes they will find in the organization of a state of the field handbook. In
this sense, the hope is to extend beyond restrictive representations toward a sort of vacil-
lation between a range of traditions, perspectives, and ideas brought to the reader for
consideration. Here irony, juxtaposition, and not knowing as a way of knowing become
the very force of learning. It is my desire that in this differently organized text what one
knows when easy knowledge is no longer possible becomes the promise of thinking with
and through curriculum studies in a different state.

What does all this mean for students reading this book? For students who are new to
the curriculum field this might seem like an unruly text, a chaotic collection that offers
few guideposts by which to find one’s way. This is the reality of contemporary curriculum
studies, an interdisciplinary field less continuous and coherent than discontinuous and
fractured. Fifteen years ago it might have been appropriate to identify discourses by way
of gender, race, political, poststructural, aesthetics, autobiography, theology, and so on,
in the field. Since then much has changed. Cultural studies, critical race theory, and
critical geography have entered the field. Discourses that might in the past have been
distinguishable have made their way into hybrid spaces that make their unique char-
acteristics indeterminable. Queer theory, place, autobiography, and Southern studies
combine to make the work of Ugena Whitlock, for example. Similarly, Denise Taliaferro-
Baszile brings together autobiography, critical race theory, and postpositivism to carve
out a unique onto-epistemological space within the field. Others have shifted theoretical
lenses to shed new light on familiar topics. Howard and Tappan move from a focus on
poverty within political curriculum theory to highlight the nature of privilege and iden-
tity, effectively challenging cultural deficit theories focused on the poor by highlighting
the pathologies of the elite. McKnight employs Kierkegaard’s notions of despair and
passionate inwardness to reconfigure a space within critical pedagogy to deal with the
contradictions between existential becoming and restrictive educational environments.
Still others have illustrated that there remains many understudied and unstudied topics
within curriculum history. Ann Winfield employs eugenic ideology to examine a difficult
past, Bernadette Baker illustrates how mesmeric studies informed the concepts that have
come to matter so much to the curriculum field, and LaVada Brandon offers an alternate
reading of Carter G. Woodson.

I could continue on with descriptions of how the field has changed but the work of
these scholars is explored in more depth in the introduction. The point is that the schol-
arship of the contemporary field represents an increasingly complex and eclectic range
of backgrounds and interests with scholars producing knowledge that combines ethical
commitments with various theories to take up unique positions in the field. Further-
more, few scholars in the contemporary field seek to identify the traditions that inform
their work or seek out consolidation or consensus in ways that easily allow for inser-
tion into a broader typography. This is not to suggest there are no through-lines that
might draw dimensions of different scholars’ work into relationship (seven are offered in
the introduction). Rather, it means for new curriculum students that studying historical
movements, debates, and theories has become even more paramount to understanding
the contemporary state of the field. The rapid rate of change and increasingly complex
nature of curriculum studies also requires giving up on knowledge we can grab hold of
in any complete sense to embrace proliferations, tensions, and discontinuities. As new
students become more familiar with the field and all of its dimensions, they might do
well to trace their own course of study through crafting personal, conceptual montages
at the crossroads of the scholarship they study and their personal experiences with it.
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Note

1.

While many examples might be given, Ellen Brantlinger’s response to Guillory’s keynote was
particularly memorable for the ways it troubled audience members, as well as the keynoter.
Largely unchanged from the chapter here, Guillory presented a paper that examined Black
female rap as pedagogy, with particular attention to issues of sexuality, power, and same
and opposite gender relationships. Brantlinger’s response focused on, among other topics,
the trouble she had with the notion that explicit sexual lyrics become a part of school cur-
riculum or topics of discussion between teachers and high school students. Audience mem-
bers at different points interrupted Brantlinger’s talk and challenged her positions. Their
remarks highlighted concern for Brantlinger’s categorical distinctions between acceptable
and unacceptable topics of discussion, that the ideas and concepts reflected in the lyrics
were already a part of the language, repertoire, and life world of the students regardless of
whether Brantlinger felt comfortable or willing to acknowledge it. At moments like these, one
might suggest evidence of a generational divide became evident during the conference.

. Rubén Gaztambide-Fernandez, in his article entitled “Representing Curriculum” in a spe-

cial issue of the Journal of Curriculum Inquiry (2009) focused on The Sage Handbook of Curricu-
lum and Instruction (Connelly, He, and Phillion), contrasts that handbook with this one. He
finds that while both produce curriculum and pedagogy as expanding and changing, Con-
nelly and colleagues portray those changes as continuing past traditions and as bounded or
coherent. In this collection, he suggests different assumptions are made. That is, the cur-
riculum field is represented as chaotic, layered, and discontinuous, as more of a mosaic than
a linear line of progression. I find his assessment insightful.

References
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1 Introduction

Proliferating Curriculum

Erik Malewsk:

For Lyotard, the aim of philosophy is not to resolve differends but rather to detect (a
cognitive task) and bear witness to them (an ethical obligation) this is precisely what
the millennial generation of curriculum works may do. (Sears & Marshall, 2000, p.
210)

An interpretation does what it says. It may pretend to simply state, show, and inform,
but it actually produces. It is already performative in a way.... The political vigilance
that this calls for on our part obviously consists in organizing a critical examination
of all the mechanisms that hold out the appearance of saying the event when they
are in fact making it, interpreting and producing it. (Derrida, quoted in Mitchell &
Davison, 2007, p. 229)

Our Inheritance and the Conditions of Possibility

Huebner, in his 1976 essay, “The Moribund Curriculum Field: Its Wake and Our Work”
made an incisive, if less frequently referenced intervention into the debates over the state
of the curriculum field. He asserted, about what was termed the field’s dying status,

The curriculum field no longer serves to unify us. The dispersing forces are too
great, the attraction of new associations and the possibilities of new households too
compelling. The people need our diverse capabilities; but if our own energies con-
tinue to be applied to holding ourselves together, we will not have the energies left
to serve them. If the diverse interests and collectivities that have been gathering over
the past seventy years are cleared away, we might be able to see the original concep-
tion of curriculum and to do and describe our work more effectively. (p. 155)

He then went on to claim, “our problem is to explore the nature of the course of
study—the content—and to eliminate the interests which do not bear directly upon this
content” (p. 156).

Of course, the assumptions that underwrite this take on the status of curriculum
studies—and others like it—have in the past and continue in the present to incite debate.
There might be reasons to contest the empirical investments in some of Huebner’s work,
for example. Or, one might dispute the notion that unification is a necessary precondi-
tion for effectively examining courses of study. One might even contest his notion that
an original conception of curriculum exists and therefore might be discovered by clear-
ing away other seemingly nonrelevant interests. One might also challenge Huebner’s
emphasis on synthesis and transcendence over multiplicity and difference. Attributable
to the effect postdiscourses have had on the field, there is much in this statement that
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contemporary curriculum scholars might find problematic. Yet—to be certain—to a
curriculum scholar who emphasizes evolving spirituality, self-definition, and the criti-
cal examination of language and discourse—and asserted in no uncertain terms that
relying upon developmental and instrumental concepts would not get either the field or
schooling where it needed to go—Huebner’s scholarship might function as a comfort-
ing text for the present day field. His body of work attests to the belief that curriculum’s
objects and concepts should not—indeed cannot—function to separate technique from
politics, artistry, and temporality, to name only a few domains within the curriculum field
to which he made a contribution. Huebner’s call to examine democratic ideology, media
representations, and issues of power and access might seem prophetic as we look back at
the first signs of reconceptualization, an indicator of a field that was yet to come.

To read both with and against Huebner, then, might be contradictory and therefore
an unreasonable thing to do. Why, someone might ask, read such work as profoundly
central to the contemporary field and also as both limited and limiting? What is the
purpose in starting off an introduction in such a way? Part of the argument I offer in this
introduction is that in order to have complicated conversations about “next moments” in
curriculum studies we must begin to illustrate how historical works, such as Huebner’s,
give us the concepts and objects that enable dialogue while at the same time those objects
and concepts give us the very horizon of intelligibility. To do otherwise, to simply read
in concert as a way to honor the past or in dissent as a way to rebel against the work of a
previous generation, one subscribes to a quite dangerous dogmatism; in either celebra-
tion or denigration there is the very refusal to work with difference. Derrida describes
this denial as the inability to see the relationship between mechanical repeatability and
irreplaceable singularity as neither a relation of homogeneity or externality (Derrida,
1978; see also Gasché, 1994; Wood & Bernasconi, 1988). That is, an inability to see a
relation from past to present in which the elements of each are internal to one another
and yet remain heterogeneous. That said, let me acknowledge Huebner’s contribution to
curriculum studies and the conditions that made possible reconceptualization and, the
focus of this text, explorations of post-reconceptualization. His work represents a life-
time commitment to developing political, theological, and phenomenological discourses
within the curriculum field, focused not just on the academy, but also on the relationship
between curriculum theory and school contexts, as well as the elements of the world that
shape educational experiences. Also, it is important to acknowledge, as frequent refer-
ences in the chapters included here attest, that these pages aimed at getting some sort
of grasp on post-reconceptualization owe a great deal to William Pinar’s intellect, guid-
ance, foresight, courage, and, above all, his example, much more than they might reveal,
as the same should be said for those scholars associated with the reconceptualization
movement, ones that make up the editorial board, response essay writers, and arguably
select chapters of this collection.

Recognizing that, and that unlike Schwab who focused much of his career on scien-
tific principles, Huebner was working on concepts and metaphors that became more cen-
tral to a field indebted to the arts and humanities (see Pinar 1999, 2008), the first point
that should be taken away from Huebner’s contributions to the field is that he made the
case for understanding what might be termed postprogressive era politics of curriculum
studies, framed not as merely a historical but also an epistemological moment. Content
development and instructional strategies were no longer the primary questions curricu-
lum scholars had to address with this changed state of affairs, this shift in outlooks in the
field, questions of understanding subsumed greater urgency. The challenge before the
field, therefore, was not to employ the “conceptual or empirical in the sense social scien-
tists typically employ them” (Pinar, 1978) or “prescriptive evaluation instruments with an
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emphasis on curriculum as an object or a noun” (Slattery, 1997) but to focus upon “[t]he
intellectual labor of understanding” whereby through “self-reflexive and dialogic labor
one can contribute to the field’s intellectual advancement and to one’s own” (Pinar,
2007, p. xii). The most important element of this movement, its aim, would be the study
of “the subjective experience of history and society, the inextricable relationships among
which structural educational experience” (Pinar, 2004, p. 25).

Others besides Huebner are cited at the beginning of this introduction because he,
the other contributors to this book, and I have been inspired by—one might say enam-
ored with the study of educational experiences—although not from a dogmatic position
but rather one inspired by a series of thinkers, ones that range from Heidegger and
Foucault to hooks and Sedgwick. Also, it is not the aim here, by provoking the name of
one of the less often referenced and yet central figures to reconceptualization, to imply
that what follows, while an intellectual endeavor, signals a second reconceptualization,
or, to be more specific, a contemporary redirection of the field with the qualities of the
reconceptualization movement that occurred in the 1970s. Like Huebner, the concern of
the contemporary field continues to involve a rejection (reconfiguration?) of traditional
curriculum development in favor of the pursuit of politically inspired scholarship with
the capacity to meet the promise of a democracy yet to come, one that engenders imagi-
nation, deliberation, and creativity. And also, it focuses upon curriculum-in-the-making,
a continuous process of reflexivity, rather than what Schubert (1992) describes as “the
necessity of producing theory, which carries a more brittle and dusty image of something
finished and on a shelf” (p. 236). Unlike Huebner, the lines between development and
understanding in the present day field are a lot less clear. Accordingly, this collection
is an intervention in that it seeks to explicitly intervene within academic debates, while
contemporary issues in education evidently influence the scholarship included here, and
seeks to learn from and influence those issues. In the same vein, it is important to dif-
ferentiate between interventionist academic work and activist work, a differentiation that
became more clear after the breakdown at the 2006 Purdue conference (where the idea
for this collection originated) over what scholarly efforts and intellectual practices were
appropriate to the field.! This collection without a doubt represents a shift in knowledge
production in the curriculum field but forgoes what has become an accepted belief in
arenas such as cultural studies and critical pedagogy that interventionist scholarship is
also activist, collapsing an important distinction between those who produce and circu-
late knowledge on a subject and those who often take great risks, sometimes involving
their livelihood and, even more important, their lives.

Preferring a more modest conception, I begin this edited collection by invoking the
name of Huebner and others, such as Pinar, to acknowledge a certain inheritance, a
field passing through the hands of generations where each generation is indebted to
the forbearers whose efforts to some extent set the conditions for their contributions.
To state it simply, this collection would not be possible without the work of innumerable
scholars both within and outside curriculum studies. But this begs the question, with
the varied scholarship that makes up the history of the field, why choose this particular
essay of Huebner’s? “The Moribund Curriculum: Its Wake and Our Work” is a relevant
essay, or accomplice for establishing through-lines that draw these divergent essays into
a collective intervention because, for a start, it too is interventionist and situated between
the diagnosis (moribund) and the cure (a shift in the field). Second, and most impor-
tant when it comes to “next moments” in the curriculum field, Huebner’s response to
a preoccupation (obsession?) with questions of a technical nature, ones that have con-
fused quick fixes and educational slogans with authentic efforts to change the educa-
tional world, is to call for theoretical reflection infused with political engagement and
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pedagogical work in the field and in schools. Huebner was teaching us that curriculum
theorizing must lead to changes in the ways that our intellectual practices are concep-
tualized and actualized to be considered knowledge of most worth; next moments must
focus on creating a more just and equitable world by way of offering alternative language
and readings to those focused on developmentalism and technique. Otherwise, he aptly
warns us, we risk being “school people...the silent majority who embrace conservatism”
(Huebner, 1999, p. 239).

Key to this edited collection, as the scholarship included here shapes the conditions of
possibility for present and future scholarship, just as Huebner’s does for this collection,
what he believes the field needs is not simply a reactionary in the streets activism but
theory with the capacity to incite reflection alongside pedagogical and political engage-
ment. To paraphrase Pinar’s reading of Huebner’s contributions to curriculum studies,
the strength of Huebner’s theoretical formations is that he refuses to separate educa-
tional change from theory, without making the all too common error in the curricu-
lum field of conflating the two (Pinar, 1999). What Huebner characterized as exhausted
scholarship that neglected all but the developmental and technical aspects of curricu-
lum (Huebner emphasized, for example, aesthetic language, curriculum history, and
praxis as three unique but interrelated areas where curriculum theorists might conduct
their work) called for interrogating the conditions that made such a narrow outlook pos-
sible and the careful crafting of alternative readings and understandings of the world.
Pinar and others of the reconceptualist movement replied; new concepts were offered as
a response.

This is exactly the claim being offered here too. Post-reconceptualization in all its
as of yet indeterminability will arise from what Pinar and others of the reconceptualist
movement have offered, how it shapes and is shaped by those who inherit the field, and
also how it is imagined and reimagined in unforeseen ways to produce a different state,
a post-reconceptual state. Or, to offer a slightly different viewpoint, that not just the next
political moment confronting school curriculum, in the form of questions over what
content will and will not be taught, but the next disciplinary or epistemological moment
(and what that will bring to bear upon teaching, learning, and studying inside as well
as outside schools)—which is referred to here as post-reconceptualization—requires
careful attention be paid to theoretical shifts in the field. And, most importantly, that
these shifts be read thematically as well as singularly, but not taken lightly or glossed
over as regurgitations of existing theories or theories imported unchanged from other
fields. As Grumet so aptly reminds us in her response essay to chapter 19 in this collec-
tion, some questions might remain the same across generations while the responses of
each generation are unique. For doubled readings to occur—those that neglect neither
through-lines nor particularities—epistemological and disciplinary next moments will
be of paramount importance. Similarly, readers of post-reconceptualization must make
discourse on curriculum account for its complicity in naturalizing what are ultimately
developmental and technical understandings of contemporary and future educational
moments, as well as naturalizing conventional readings of our present context and the
implausibility (and impracticality) of imagining a different future.

Our work does not stop here, however. It must also provide insight into the historical
conditions that allowed for the objects and concepts that have come to matter so much
to the contemporary field and the practice of curriculum (see Baker, Brandon, and Win-
field, this collection). In other words, even as the state of public education seems particu-
larly bleak after 8 years of the Bush administration; the dismantling of whatever slight
gains in racial equality have been allowed by affirmative action; and national education
policies, such as Goals 2000 and No Child Left Behind, ones that make it clear that
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the educational experiences of the public do not matter, the state of curriculum is not
merely a matter of politics, or one to be managed exclusively through a reconfiguration
of institutional discourses (It should be noted, however, as evidenced by the establish-
ment of accreditation and professional standards by the American Association for the
Advancement of Curriculum Studies and the Commission on the Status of Curriculum
Studies, there is a return to institutional discourses in ways that should be of benefit to
the field). Questions over studying, teaching, and learning, as well as understanding,
reading, and intervening, are profoundly ontological, epistemological, and political. As
I argue in my contribution to the tripartite epilogue at the conclusion of this collec-
tion, after reading (and rereading) all the chapters and essays that constitute this text,
curriculum demands, perhaps with even more urgency, the production and circulation
of new concepts. Huebner foreshadowed such claims with his assertion that the field
needs “two threads of investigation.” The first, he teaches us, involves identifying the
knowledge that might constitute a course of study. The second, he shares with his read-
ers, requires mechanisms that make that knowledge present to the public (Huebner,
1976, p. 160). As this collection illustrates, debates over the relationship between theory
and practice, Marxism and existentialism, and principles and proliferation are being
interwoven, extended across multiple registers, and compelled along various lines of
discourse (academic language, lay language, and so on), so as to reach variously situated
publics and intellectuals. This is the burden (I hope, one that is welcomed) facing the
post-reconceptualization generation(s), those who must work the ruins left by the post-
discourses into what Lather (2001), as one of the field’s key poststructural scholars, terms
“a fruitful site” (p. 200), one that can make use of “the concept of doubled practices” (p.
199).

What, then, is meant by post-reconceptualization? In some sense, the term is misleading.
While it certainly envelops the postdiscourses and the uncertainty they have brought to
bear upon the field in terms of transparency of language, self-presence, and tendencies
toward dominance in spite of libratory intentions, this ambivalence is not the interpre-
tive whole of an increasingly complex and interdisciplinary field. It has also been used
to refer to a generational shift among scholars working in the field (Malewski, 2006;
Morris, 2005); a new phase in curriculum theorizing (Wright, 2005); the move to see a
lack of definition and proliferation not as balkanization but as a healthy state (Lather,
this collection); the pursuit of translations across difference (Wang, this collection); and
the reconceptualization of existing theories of curriculum and pedagogy (Appelbaum,
in press). Therefore, by deploying post-reconceptualization, I want to signal less a field
at a particular juncture or in a particular state than a site of debate, of contention and
struggle. Displacing a paradigmatic take that the “post” indicates a break, the “post” in
post-reconceptualization signifies scholarship that is trying to come to terms with recon-
ceptualization through counterdiscourses that challenge concepts and objects that have
come to matter so much to the field and the field of practice, and coadunate-discourses
that so intermingled “provoke existing terminology into doing new work” (Rolleston,
1996).

The reading practices so evident in this collection—and therefore associated with
postreconceptualization—have been made possible by way of larger struggles with
empiricism and its grounding in the empirical. That is, post-reconceptualization is not
the equivalent of postempiricism but becomes possible out of the condition it makes—
struggles not so much with the idea of structure itself but instead an intellectual prac-
tice that involves confronting, attempting to displace, and also admitting complicity
with empiricism. As Derrida (1978) teaches us, in his now infamous response to Lévi-
Strauss, the system-dream of philosophy could not deliver on its promise of a break with
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empiricism. Instead, he refers to structuralism’s failure as “the empirical endeavor of
either a subject or a finite richness which it can never master” (p. 289). So within cur-
riculum studies postempiricism becomes a method for critical persuasion at the site
of post-reconceptualization (not one that begins with post-reconceptualization, if such
a demarcation is even possible, but one that is put to work with increasing frequency
in both conventional and innovative ways) that assumes the following: that reading
practices and textual analyses are a point of departure toward new and different under-
standings. Empiricism, of course, assumes that language is transparent, that it has the
capacity to function efficiently and neutrally as a vehicle for representation and can
therefore capture the real, the social, the event. Those operating under empiricism
assume what Fustel de Coulanges (cited in Barthes, 1989, p. 132) termed the chastity of
history, that an objective persona can be adopted by the utter so that the referent might
speak all on it own. Via the empiricist lens, language is a vehicle and has no signatory
function of its own. Even with attempts to account for the effects of postdiscourses, as
seems to be the trend in contemporary educational research, what has been termed
the “interpretive” turn in the social sciences, empiricism remains and the object under
study is assumed transparent, the “real,” on the other side of language, discourse, and
the play of signification, waiting to be brought into understanding. Postempiricism,
at least as it informs the site of debate over post-reconceptualization, does not assume
the subject as autonomous or the complete source for agency; it does assume object as
subject and subject as object. In short, the process of reading so evident in the chapters
and response essays that makes up this collection works toward the discomposition of
the divide between the two.

You might question, what is the relationship between Huebner’s assertions, empiri-
cism, and next moments in the field of curriculum studies? What do debates in literary
and social science circles have to do with educational research in general and curriculum
studies in particular? To offer a response, a series of other questions might illuminate for
the reader what is at stake in terms of what postempiricism makes possible within post-
reconceptualization: what is this object, this concept, this thing called curriculum in the
first place? How might the features of this object be characterized? Why? How have edu-
cators come to know this object? This concept? How has the “state” of this object or con-
cept changed over time? Has it changed? Do educators claim to see it, read about it, hear
about it? In what contexts? Do educators find what they learned intelligible? What would
have made what they learned more or less recognizable? In an interdisciplinary field,
such as curriculum studies, do educators give consideration to how different clusters
of theorizing within the field might produce and promulgate curriculum differently?
That those who work in autobiography might see one thing in curriculum while those
who work in phenomenology or poststructuralism, or at the crossroads of two or more
clusters, might see another? Does curriculum reproduce inequity and incite resistance
among those already disenfranchised as political curriculum scholars might claim? And,
if so, should social reconstruction be addressed through material redistribution, cul-
tural resignification, or both? Or, following the Pinarian tradition, is democratization of
one’s interiority a precondition for social reconstruction? By what criteria might we make
our ethical commitments to certain positions and what is at stake in such decisions? And,
to pose a more interesting question: do those positions that fail to account for complicity
and unintended effects become the eventual barriers toward justice in spite of claims to
emancipation? If so, what are the implications for curriculum theorizing? Is it possible
that patient, careful reading can make a difference that matters in what has come to
matter in curriculum studies? Along the same lines, might whatever transpires in post-
reconceptualization function not as a supplement to developmentalism and procedur-
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alism but really, actually, open a site for reconceptualizing how we read and intervene
upon experiences in education and in the public?

Of course, these questions are not quite the same as those posed by Huebner. Yet, in
an important way they can be found to be parallel. The questions held by curriculum
scholars across generations, one might say, harmonize. That is, together they constitute
an interwoven network; they are the threads that bind us across time and space. He too
asked of curriculum scholars, how do you understand empiricism? You say the concern
is with the empirical and proving a relationship between content delivered and learning
acquired. For me, it is not so simple; for me it is of utmost importance that we critically
examine the concepts used for organizing the data, for giving curriculum meaning.
The reader familiar with hermeneutics might grasp, in so saying, that from a careful,
patient reading of Huebner’s body of work what emerges are postempirical texts. What
I am suggesting is that Huebner was not attempting merely a different interpretation of
curriculum but an intervention within curriculum itself. That is, in his work he yearns
to produce a different object when educational scholars and practitioners alike think
about curriculum. In the work he did to change the status of this object, he also imag-
ines it as a subject; instead of a focus on his own subjectivity, his agency in relation to his
scholarship, how he would like his career to advance while on faculty, or how he would
like to be remembered, he is seized by the question of how concepts shape the very
meaning given to curriculum when curriculum is given meaning. That is, the question
is granted primacy as it makes possible an intervention into the object so as to change
it.

So too is this the aim of this edited collection, and in so doing, the chapters and
response essays included here produce a different object not only for the academy but
for those educators working inside as well as outside schools, and those writing within
post-reconceptualization as a contested site, a site of vitality and exchange. For readers of
this collection, we have produced curriculum as an object that cannot be struggled with
empirically, one that when read patiently and carefully will not be conceptualized sim-
ply as object and therefore beyond the inquiring subject, but also as living in language
and therefore as a subject. For those who think of post-reconceptualization as a break
away from reconceptualization—a paradigm shift—this might sound like a rehearsal
of existing terminology, a return to a prior period or an extension of an existing one.
These conceptions of curriculum as object and change through paradigm shifts date
back between three to four decades, if not further.? Yet, it seems the stakes are high,
particularly when paradigmatic language is inadequate to the changes that have taken
place in the field and epistemological conditions have made it possible to assert that we
have reached the end of theory. A notion that although challenged by feminist scholar
Judith Butler (2004) with the declaration, there is no “‘livable’ life for the individual or
the public without theorizing these existences” (p. 1), resonates with education scholars
who find prior language exhausted with no new discourse-systems to replace it. Taking
the insights from the critique of developmentalism and instrumentalism interpreted as
a creative political-intellectual movement and applying them to the study of not just
curriculum but to technical notions of study, which is another term for the critique of
teacher education, what the authors seek here is to finish the critique of developmen-
talism initiated by the reconceptualization movement and added to by way of the tools
offered by the postdiscourses.

In our contemporary disciplinary moment, we have come to a difficult crossroads.
We assume that because we have achieved certain intellectual advances they are perma-
nent—an enduring strike against those forces that reduce education to instrumental,
calculative concepts. The recent turn toward professional and accreditation standards,
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reinventing the canon, and a commission to assess the status of the field leave one less
than certain that this is the case. We cannot risk such assumptions. This edited collec-
tion makes a statement that in exploring post-reconceptualization—and postdiscourses,
including postempiricism—there remains much work to do despite assertions that recon-
ceptualization is no longer valuable because the movement abandoned schools or has
been eclipsed by internationalization. Missing from such assertions, of course, is the work
that must be done to translate across the global and local, national and international,
school and field of study. Those who have a deep commitment to the reconceptualization
movement within the U.S. field should welcome internationalization’s emergence. For if
the trend is toward what Morrison (2004) terms “conservative foundationalism” (p. 492),
let those academics motivated by a “uniform and narrow renaissance” (p. 493) follow
the pathway toward a different design; those of us who make up this collection have a
lot of work ahead of us, for post-reconceptualization brings with it many questions, and
many questions that are as of yet unknown; many new political positions to craft; and
many understudied and unstudied histories to investigate. Thus, it might be that the
field will bring forward not merely new theories but the reconceptualization of existing
theories in new, unique, and unforeseen ways, surprising us with new understandings,
new stances on existing ideas; their indispensability for articulating present and next
moments in the field and, when feasible, reconceptualized to meet recursive problems,
as well as new ones.

Clearly, the fundamental enterprise of reexamining, from the position of the sub-
jugated and from the limits of representation and critique of developmentalism, the
question of education, of justice, underwrites this collection; of considering whether the
education of the public understood not merely as the study of individual experiences,
how knowledge gets produced, or the posthuman condition but as innumerable rela-
tions of dominance, enables subjugation, the making of unworthy knowledge, the insig-
nificant experience or perspective. Reading the curriculum debates since the late 1970s
leads almost invariably to asking questions about not merely the practicality or necessity
but the ethicality of what is undoubtedly the key structural principle at the origins of
public education: a curriculum of consensus (or, a common curriculum). This collec-
tion, then, aims to displace the concepts that undergird calls to commonality, those that
demand synthesis; it attempts to produce a different object when curriculum comes to
mind, an object also conceptualized as a subject. This displacement—that also calls for
new translations—Ileads not only to reconceptualizing curriculum in this text but to
addressing a significant challenge, one that should concern progressive educators across
the globe, quite possibly with a sense of great urgency; this is a concern that curriculum
developers, given the emphasis on proceduralism over the study of educational experi-
ences and conditions that elicit such experiences, are not able to see. This question is
addressed in partin Quinn’s chapter and from a different angle, in Snaza’s chapter. That
is, the question of hospitality in the former, and love in the latter. Ultimately, it is a ques-
tion to be grappled with in next moments in the field. I can only gesture toward concerns
over openness, otherness, and loving the other, and ourselves and their centrality to
educating the public. Since the question was raised when exploring post-reconceptual-
ization, it must be brought to the surface, offered for discussion, and the questions that
came to mind shared with those working in the field.

Outsider—In and Insider—Out, Reading Proliferation

This edited collection, then, is a cacophony of voices responding to an impulse among
educators: to address the status of curriculum, to enter into that debate in the pres-
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ent moment from an unapologetic justice-driven, post-reconceptualist, praxis-oriented,
subjectivity-focused perspective. Crafted in such a way, or as the problem of knowledge
and the problem of learning, this question—and others that surround it—are topics
of everyday conversation in what departments and ministries of education, education
think tanks, research institutes, parents and teachers in conferences, and students in
bedrooms and dorm rooms identify and authorize as this concept called curriculum and
deliberated less frequently in locales curriculum developers and others deem as beyond
its boundaries. Curriculum Studies Handbook: The Next Moment, while it is not unrelated to
these discussions and aims unabashedly to influence them and be influenced by them,
and while the textis not only possible because there are these discussions on this concept
called curriculum, and thus this text is a part of them and they are a part of this text, it
is not directed toward them. This collection does not represent an attempt at relevance
within this particular cultural milieu—of performance, accountability, and choice—
only to become irrelevant when the next new set of educational issues arise.

Instead, this collection attempts to intervene on conceptual, academic terrain, not
from the position of teacher-insider, asserting the onto-epistemological position of
the one in the know about curriculum issues; curriculum scholars, even those who
have been teachers in the public schools, might no longer speak intrinsically from the
grounds of “conventional practice.” Yet, neither do we speak from a viewpoint similar to
those of historical figures, such as Bobbitt and others, objective and neutral, attempting
to understand and interpret educational experiences at a distance, as outsiders looking
in. To readers working at the crossroads of reconceptualization and post-reconceptual-
ization—and thinking postempirically—the marriage of objectivity and truthfulness
featured prominently in developmental discourse is not defendable. Instead, self, sub-
jectivity, and subject positions must be addressed. As curriculum scholars, can we avoid
advancing a field that is so distant from traditional thoughts on curriculum that it is
conceptually out of touch or so entrenched in school issues that it cannot imagine oth-
erwise: feasible alternate readings and interventions into curriculum to reconceive it as
curriculum in the making? Does a position in the academy make us outsiders to how
curriculum is conceived in schools, politics, and living rooms? Or, worse yet, does a posi-
tion from within the academy make us complicit with forms of cultural and material
elitism, aiding and abetting bourgeois efforts even with our transformative ambitions?
Are our claims as contributors to this collection, to the study of educational experiences
in pursuit of social reconstruction, warranted and by what measure? Is it possible to be
in the academy and also be for or with those who are subjugated, oppressed, or on the
other side of justice? What are the implications when some curriculum scholars assess
the advancement of the field by its intellectual vitality while others assess advancement
by way of the ability of the field to impact schools, a difference in ideas on what makes
“good” knowledge that incited the breakdown at the 2006 Purdue state of the field
conference?

More urgent than the above questions, however, what we must ask concerns the pro-
duction and authorization of curriculum through two interrelated movements that offer
a markedly different outlook from those included in this collection: neoliberal/develop-
mental discourse on teaching and learning. Rather than ignore or fall into what Lyotard
(1984) describes as “reactionary countermoves” (p. 16), it seems we should index these
two interrelated movements’ shortcomings, demarcate their contours, highlight their
assumptions, and identify their categories. Its dominant strand concerns the problem of
transmission—as opposed to what this collection represents, which involves reading and
intervening in the discourse on and practices related to educational experiences in order
to produce a different object, a different curriculum—from outside self, subjectivities,
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and subject position, via the routine, mechanized protocols of curriculum techniques.
This discourse is set to work via predictable channels, from scope and evaluation to
realignment of outcomes to match purposes set by corporate leaders and government
officials far removed from the classroom context or the intellectual context of the cur-
riculum field. Justice is achieved, from this perspective, through the absence of differ-
ence. This can be found, to offer a recent example, in the 2008 report “Tough Choices
or Tough Times,” which focuses on school and curriculum reform and is produced by
the National Center on Education and the Economy (NCEE), under the leadership of
Charles B. Knapp, professor of economics and president emeritus at the University of
Georgia. This is just the type of vague text that produces and authorizes neoliberal/
developmental curricular discourse and makes declarative statements about motivation,
achievement, accountability, and competitiveness—those that must be intervened upon,
disarticulated, analyzed, deauthorized, and reinterpreted so that spaces are opened up
for alternate readings and curriculum theorizing.

As evident in this collection and among the scholarship of other curriculum theo-
rists (Cary, 2006; Gabbard, 2007) the importance of this argument cannot be under-
estimated: the neoliberal/developmental take on curriculum (and education) must be
discomposed, displaced, and deauthorized—that is, reread and intervened upon—so
that readers of post-reconceptualization can identify, produce, and circulate their ideas.
For the type of learning that Knapp and the NCEE put forth, in my conception, is the
differance of proliferation. That is, it gestures toward the varied attributes that shape the
production of textual meaning. Words, such as curriculum, offer meaning in relation
to other words with which they differ (lessons, evaluation, tracking, performance, outcomes).
Certain meaning is postponed as the term can only take on meaning in relation to other
words—it remains contested and therefore must be continuously repeated—highlight-
ing the importance of textual analysis. But such attributes are differentiated from each
other differently, according to the forces of distinction, and therefore generate binary
oppositions and dominate and subjugate meanings (and in the current moment, trans-
mission dominates over experience in all its multiplicities and repetitious forms). Hence,
curriculum becomes content knowledge organized as necessary to help students compete
locally, nationally, and globally, not inquiry into the course of study, self-understanding,
and educational encounters. Tough Choice or Tough Times (Knapp & NCEE, 2008) is an
ideal illustration of a neoliberal/developmental position, generated from both within
and outside the academy, one that sees in disciplinarity nothing more than a set of tech-
niques; it makes known the sorts of concerns that routinely come forward from the politi-
cal/discursive position of an outsider, not just to reconceptualization scholarship, but to
self, subjectivity, and subject positions, as well as inquiry into individual experiences in
education and the conditions that elicit such experiences:

World economic leadership would belong to the nations that were technological
leaders in field after field and were able to translate that technological prowess into
an endless stream of products and services that were the most creative, distinctive,
and irresistible products and services available from anyone anywhere. From the
boardroom to the factory floor, workers would have to be among the best educated,
flexible, most creative, and most innovative in the world. In a nutshell, that seemed
to mean that the United States would have to learn how to build schools for all of its
children that provided a kind and quality of education that only the very best public
and independent schools had ever provided before. (pp. 50-51)

To create such schools, the New Commission on the Skills of the American Work-
force (within the National Center on Education and the Economy), chaired by Charles
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B. Knapp (2008), advocates the following: “the curriculum would be pretty much the
same for all students” for the first 10 years of schooling (p. 52); state board qualifying
examinations “intended to measure the extent to which the students had mastered a
particular curriculum” (p. 51); and implementation of a rigid tracking system by way of
the examinations where “there are passing scores set for two possible destinations” (p.
52): community and technical colleges, on the one hand, and advance placement and
International Baccalaureate (IB) programs, on the other hand.

Here it is important to emphasize that, to Huebner, the elevation of economic instru-
mentalism is nothing new (it marks the history of education and the beginnings of the
curriculum field). The reality, of what happens when education and curriculum scholars
abstain from responsibility for “making a more just public world,” while knowledge pro-
duced and circulated about “the political and economic nature of education” continues
on relentlessly, is abundantly clear (1999, p. 235). But these might be special insights avail-
able to an educator seized by the question of curriculum, one that makes him an insider,
changed by the ways he imagines curriculum as both object to be studied and subject alive
in culture and language. Knapp and his colleagues are not insiders. They are not seized
by curriculum questions nearly so much as they aim to put philosophies of control to work
on curriculum, producing knowledge as outsiders looking in. They are not attempting to
intervene within curriculum so as to make a more equitable public sphere.

If Knapp’s and his colleagues’ corresponding claims are the outgrowth of traditional
economics, the reader can also find influence of conventional political science and neo-
liberalism with a hint of neoconservative politics in their description of the object: curric-
ulum. First, they produce curriculum empirically, as that hardline map that underwrites
learning that verifies itself in state examinations, which is how people unlike them (their
life experiences and subjectivities are not included in this research, a referent without
its source) learn. That is, 10 years of a rigid, prescribed course of study (reminiscent of
the assumptions that undergirded the curricular recommendations of the Yale report of
1828), are followed by testing that functions as a gateway to two narrow tracks that deter-
mine the future of every student. This is by definition a course of study set by empiricists,
by outsiders. Second, he and his colleagues interpret worthy knowledge through the pro-
tocols endorsed within the fields of business, economics, and cognitive psychology: they
make generalizations about students, their needs and desires, and how they interpret
the world. Students are not motivated from continuous self-exploration, locating their
desires within, or by conditions that incite their commitments (or not) to a more just soci-
ety. Instead, a course of study is produced according to instrumental, behavioral objec-
tives—when learning is forced from the outside “[students] are working much harder...
to succeed on their State Board Qualifying Exams” (p. 55). And therefore, efforts not
at “building communities of difference,” to borrow from William Tierney (1993), but at
“there are no second chances” high stakes sorting processes that dramatically impact the
possibilities for the rest of these relatively young lives, “make it easier for teachers, who
find their students more motivated to learn” (p. 55). The logic of Knapp and colleagues
(2008) is metonymical, reductionist. Complexity, ambivalences, and breakdowns in
experience are renounced and the focus is on one element of a much more complicated
picture; raising to the surface one thread of discussion in a much more complicated con-
versation, they make declarative statements about student behavior and human nature,
about the right conditions for learning; one size fits all proclamations about curriculum
that fit nicely within a society that has lost the capacity for self-reflection and the study
of the conditions that shape experience, one that with increasing prescription tracks
students into a narrow futures.

As Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery, and Taubman (1995) declare, this is just the sort of
knowledge production that perpetuates the “traditional curriculum field,” which has
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functioned in ways “notoriously ahistorical and atheoretical” (p. 12). The critiques of
developmentalism and its range of assumptions are simply ignored, or perhaps they are
just plain ignorant of them, but in the perspective put forth by Knapp and colleagues
there is not the least bit of attention to the infinite variations of experiences, lived histo-
ries, or subject positions made available to students. Equally telling, what is produced to
account for diversity involves a hierarchy of students over “minority” students; and it is
not accounted for in a synthetic course of study, one that identifies difference and then
defers its place in the curriculum. Entrapped in developmentalism, it cannot conceive
that there are other ways of representing difference, other ways of reading culture and
context, other ways of reading incommensurability, ones that highlight singularity and
disjunction, ways of reading that might account for subjugated knowledge without fusing
divergence. In addition, beneath the call for a common curriculum through which all
must pass, with its emphasis on a common history and knowledge, is one of developmen-
talism’s most troubling features; a sort of Lacanian splitting (see Fink, 1995), curricu-
lum’s authorizing reach sanctioning insiders and outsiders. It must other, in the spirit of
neoliberal/developmentalism, those toward whom it shows benevolence. Demographics
aside, once inside the curriculum, students are a single group, “taking [the success of the
U.S.] for granted” and also “putting in time in the successive stages of the system” while
if there were a series of examinations that were “the only way they could achieve their
aims...they might take tougher courses and study harder” (p. 51). The Tyler curriculum
is sufficient; all that students need are externally imposed disciplinary procedures.

If an undergraduate student in an economics course wrote this, it might serve as an
adequate position paper for a mix of free market capitalism and invasive policies, an
argument for external incentives undergirded by a belief that if students are not pre-
pared to compete, the U.S. standard of living will fall dramatically. Produced develop-
mentally, Knapp and colleagues cannot see the worth of subjugated knowledge. That is,
they cannot account for what scholars in this collection account for; the subaltern cannot
speak. As Guillory teaches us in chapter 10, they do not have “eyes to see” knowledge that
distorts the images and contributions of people whose symbols and cultural attributes
have occupied the underside of the binary and the violence, intellectual and otherwise,
that they incur. They also do not account for the performative and knowledge positioned
not in the mind but in the intervening spaces of bodies—the constitutive interstices of
bodies and bodies and objects, as Springgay and Freedman, do in chapter 11. Similarly,
they cannot see the values in Helfenbein’s work in chapter 15, where he illustrates the
changing nature of space and the spatial relationship between teacher perceptions of
place and global forces that help shape it. Those who are produced as “in need” and
require “support and assistance” in order to assimilate to a “curriculum of mastery,” as
framed by Knapp and colleagues, have much to teach about place making. If Knapp
and colleagues had “ears to hear” and “eyes to see” they might learn about students who
“see no exit, only the dead-end that a curriculum severed from lived experience so often
seems” (Pinar, this volume, p. 318). Quite unfortunate, in contrast to the contributors
to this collection who read and intervene within educational experiences and the condi-
tions that make such experiences possible, Knapp and his colleagues see little promise
in public education; they see it as if afflicted with a disease only developmentalism can
remedy. Here the cure is a prescribed curriculum and a more disciplined and disciplin-
ing course of study, one underwritten by images of students driven not by deeper self-
understanding and studies of how worthy knowledge has become so, but by institutional
gates, and imposed pathways.

What is it exactly that makes this an example of neoliberal/developmental discourse
on curriculum? Knapp and colleagues do not claim a neoliberal or developmental ori-
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entation, so is it right to offer such a characterization of their work? By what measure
are such claims made? Would the inclusion of curriculum developers on the Commis-
sion make it neoliberal/developmental discourse on curriculum? Would a publication or
two out of their research in curriculum journals make it neoliberal/developmental dis-
course on curriculum? Certainly, curriculum scholars would find the last assertion quite
humorous. The focus of curriculum studies scholars has never been defined by the topics
that have made it into curriculum journals. Yet, and this is the point, the developmental
and neoliberal character of their work must be identified through patient, careful read-
ing. From my reading, I have identified two interrelated strands of thought. First, Knapp
and colleagues (2008) present economic and educational shifts of the past two decades,
those that involve dismantling federal and state infrastructures—including remedial
education, social welfare programs, and economic safety nets—as inevitable. Corpora-
tions will move professional and nonprofessional jobs around the globe according to who
will work for the least money; strapped with debt there will be no new funds in state and
federal coffers for education; students will have to be flexible, creative, self-sustaining,
and willing to change careers on the “turn of a dime” (p. 44) or face unemployment; the
United States will face “the dustbin of history” if students do not possess the “hunger for
education” (p. 46) evident among students in other countries; and discontinuous courses
of study that allow multiple opportunities for failing students to find new pathways must
be replaced by continuous courses of study focused on marking winners and losers at an
ever younger age or the United States will rank lower globally.

Of course, what is missing are discussions of the role of citizens in shaping govern-
ment and businesses, entitlements programs as a national right, and policy changes that
have spurred undesirable economic and educational situations, and how the very nature
of the changes the United States has experienced since the late 1980s means they are
not inevitable, can be contested, and offer the promise of change. In other words, it is
significant that Knapp and colleagues rely upon conventional economic and political
theory, the primary disciplines they use to develop their ideas in curriculum, in this epis-
temological and disciplinary moment. These are the disciplines that make their writing
possible and as something other than curriculum studies make their respective outlooks
for public education inexorable. If they read in curriculum studies, they might fall upon
Lather’s (2004) scholarship on postdiscourses, policy, and research and her call for an
““‘unnatural science’ that leads to greater health by fostering ways of knowing that escape
normativity” (p. 27). Or, they might be seized by Pinar’s (2004) assertion that curriculum
theory is a “public and political commitment that requires autobiographical excavation
and the self-reflexive articulation of one’s subjectivity in society” (p. 22). Regrettably they
did not. Such perspectives might be too messy for them anyways. Knapp and colleagues’
theoretical approach necessarily produces sanitized discourse, outsiders looking in, dis-
secting, and measuring so as to interpret, without ever venturing into the subject, the
ways curriculum is felt, experienced, and how those experiences are made possible and
live dynamically in language, in the discourse that conditions educational experiences.

Is this scholarship, then, unquestionably a neoliberal/developmental way of produc-
ing knowledge, extracted from knowing and being? Clearly the answer is yes. This is
particularly true if the reader understands both neoliberal and developmental positions
not as economic, political, and cultural, but conceives it as a producer and circulator of
curriculum knowledge, shaping an epistemological site and its horizon of intelligibility.
Second, in all its developmentalism and neoliberalism, following from the first point,
is its resoluteness, its inability to see how to work out of novelty, surprise, failure, and
uncertainty to produce and understand differently curriculum, schooling, and educa-
tion necessarily a problem? Again the answer is yes. It might claim the desire to solve
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education’s challenges but works from a position without the capacity to address the
effects of innumerable interactions or outcomes that are unknown or different than
intended. It cannot attend to educational experiences? Instead, it generates declarative
statements grounded in financial exigency, proposes unshakable agendas for educa-
tional reformation, and promulgates the future we will behold if we follow the right path
(salvation narrative?), all the while producing the foci of the study—education and cur-
riculum reform—as merely a design to achieve such aims.

At this point I could go on with more examples. I could Google curriculum in a search
for writing on developmentalism and educational reform and find nearly a million hits,
from blogs and message boards to newspapers and Web pages. After documenting con-
temporary representations of curriculum, I could write a grant to support research into
the basis for this discourse, “the discursive thresholds that had to be crossed for such
objects to come into view” (p. 362), as Baker states it in chapter 17. Possibly I could visit
archives and examine some of the oldest remaining plans of study for Harvard University
or the Boston Latin School. And, if I was lucky enough to have my grant fully funded,
I could travel to Europe and study curriculum artifacts in countries with documented
histories much longer than that of my own nation. Then, to come full circle, I might
return to the United States and study and conduct research into teachers’ perceptions of
curriculum and how they changed as the result of graduate study. I might then compare
my findings with those of McKnight’s in his study, which forms the basis for chapter 24
in this collection. I hope it will suffice for my argument here, that I am reading Knapp
and colleagues as an indicative, representative text. The point being that the elements of
their discourse on curriculum can be named, even if tentatively, within forms of knowl-
edge production that while clearly academic, operate at the crossroads of educational
policy and global economics, as well as schooling and curriculum.

This research that helped shape the No Child Left Behind Act produces itself as benev-
olent, an advocate for the good—progress and change—but as also outside of the debates
and contestations over curriculum and sees itself composed of three strands of reason-
ing: an enlarging private sphere is interpreted as necessitating that a weakening public
sphere be putin service to the former (and not a call to restore balance); the intensifying
of advanced global capitalism is interpreted as requiring ingenuity and creativity be used
to jockey for favorable economic positions (and not transforming the conditions that call
for such jockeying); and an increasing pace of everyday life and demands on schooling
is interpreted as demanding dissolution of democratic governing structures and installa-
tion of performance systems (and not increasing the strength and vitality of democratic,
deliberative governance to mitigate these challenges). This dumbs down the complicated
nature of the educational situation. A lack of recognition of what de Man (1983) termed
the blindness of insight, that the flashes that come with understanding necessarily veil
alternative readings, appears to be a common omission for the outsider—empirical per-
spective. Evidently, for Knapp and colleagues the issue is not developing schools that con-
nect the social to the subjective, a citizenry that sees the inextricable interrelationships
between subjectivity, history, and society and therefore demands entitlements from the
public sphere of which it is a part (which it socially reconstructs through “truth telling”;
see Huebner, 1999) but engendering discourses that Huebner warned us against over 30
years ago: controlling language, legitimating language, and prescriptive language (1999,
pp- 216-217), a tripartite that underwrites a “curriculum for individuality” (p. 233) and
hides our ethical commitments and intentions in the incongruence that thrives in the
spaces between our claims and practices. It would seem at this point that the post-recon-
ceptualization generation(s) has work to do.

Now a turn toward contemporary curriculum studies: How do curriculum scholars
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conceive of curriculum? Schooling? Do they maintain excessive use of binaries or is
there evidence of multiplicity or proliferation? Rather than rely upon Huebner’s schol-
arship—while it is arguably postempirical it is no longer contemporary—and to turn to
an author that is not a part of this collection—Kaustav Roy’s (2003) Teachers in Nomadic
Spaces: Deleuze and Curriculum seems like an appropriate place to begin to address these
questions, not only for his focus on curriculum but also for the attention he gives to
educational reform. Roy notes immediately in his preface that “the inability to think
difference in most institutional settings” makes attempts at doing so that much more
important (p. i) and therefore describes his book as “an experiment toward such change,
invoking Deleuze in the midst of an empirical series to open up a new conversation” (p.
1), to which I would add “more complicated” after new. Key here, what Roy is concerned
with “is not wholly or even largely empirical” (p. i) but the question of how “to employ
empirical work” so as to stage philosophy and theory. That is, he is interested in dis-
course, “category constructs” (p. 2) in language, how they represent taken for granted
knowledge of which the empirical is a part, and the implications of those constructs for
the challenges teachers face in diverse school settings. His scholarship, different from
that of Knapp and colleagues, for whom words are mere vehicles for expression, offer-
ing transparent understanding without signifying complications, represents the getting
to work of postempiricism. Or, in Roy’s case, as well as the case with some chapters in
this collection, employing elements of empiricism to produce postempirical perspec-
tives. A significant text, for reasons that involve ethical commitments and political agen-
das involving not a process of more of the same in terms of representation, but a focus
upon “re-becoming,” “emergent relations of force,” and a “new set of subjective acts” (p.
3), this is an effort at involved theory. Situating himself as invested, he rejects “all tran-
scendent or idealist grounds of experience” and asserts “all explanation can only come
from within experience, that is, from immanence, and not from an a priori transcendental
ground” (p. 10).

Here, a key difference from Knapp and colleagues (2008) must be regarded even
as both Knapp and colleagues and Roy are interested in curriculum and educational
reform. Whereas Knapp and colleagues never question developmentalism and empiri-
cism, Roy (2003) is very much concerned about “regimes of signifiers” in education,
ones that he deems “fall out from an earlier era of development in the so-called human
sciences” (p. 11). This is a cardinally profound difference. Where Knapp and colleagues
use terms such as innovation and creativity they see the meaning of these words as self-
evident, simply a matter of fact or arithmetic, curriculum mastery plus originality and
ingenuity equals a justification for global dominance and higher standards of living for
the United States. To postempiricists, such as Roy, language is neither transparent nor
innocent. Instead, Roy’s theorizing echoes the thoughts of Lather when she states, “clear
speech [and writing] is part of a discursive system, a network of power that has material
effects” (Lather, 1996, p. 528). He employs a nonhumanist mode of thought to challenge
“excessive categorical thinking” (p. 11) that “fixed reference points of school subjects”
and bound learning situations (p. 12). His work suggests that indeterminacy is not a defi-
cit but a “perfectly objective learning structure,” one that acts as a fresh “horizon” within
perception (p. 13). Roy troubles arenas where Knapp and colleagues cannot see to go.

Without the benefit of Roy’s criticality, unwittingly or not, Knapp and colleagues place
students, curriculum, and language on the underside of a binary in relation to neolib-
eralism, developmentalism, and economies. Their claims to have the United States and
its future leader’s interests at the forefront, show their work as representing an unre-
lenting partiality toward free market economics and material distribution processes
that are unchallengeable, based in rock solid foundations or, equally accurate, they see
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curriculum in neoconservative, neoliberal, and free market terms. Here reading and
intervening to offer alternative possibilities is stymied through phrases, such as “[we
searched for] curriculum of the kind that drives...the best-performing nations in the
world” that naturalize current conditions. Roy (2003), in contrast, accounts for empiri-
cism and developmentalism but attempts to extend beyond them into what is not mea-
surable but palpable, what exists at “in-between sites” (p. 13). That is, to break away
from conventions that limit to attend to what students learned that is significant to their
becoming—their endless flux, nomadic experiences, and potential transformations—in
as well as out of school sites, sites of family and peer exchanges, and the spaces between
experiences and language that give the contours to such expressions. Roy does not sim-
ply seek to interpret or repeat prevalent wisdom in ways that isolate groups of signs and
unify them into an event or category, as Knapp and colleagues do when they uphold a
series of ideas—those that include increasing the coherency of curricula, putting arts
and humanities in service to economics, focusing on employability, and tightening the
relationship between the idea of high quality teachers and students’ scores on board
examinations. Is it possible, then, to surmise from this single example of work from a
contemporary curriculum scholar, that those who work outside and inside curriculum
studies are notably different? Should we therefore assume that the scholarship of the
post-reconceptualization generation(s) is notably different from those who produce cur-
riculum from the outside?

This question too is a bit misleading. The above discussion reflects something that
scholars working out of the ruins of the postdiscourses already had awareness of: that the
borders between development and understanding, between empiricism and postempiri-
cism are more difficult to locate, and possibly too contested to identify with any certainty,
aline drawn in the sand washed over with the next wave of counterinsights, the borders
more porous than sealed. Knapp and his colleagues might produce a text that positions
authors on the outside—less seized by curriculum than attempting to control it—but
on at least one level they see curriculum through the lens of historic and contemporary
exclusion.? This confluence of Knapp and colleagues with Roy’s focus on exclusionary
practices and the tyranny of the normative suggest that the former cannot be produced
as simply outsiders looking in on curriculum. Or, that to draw a clear distinction between
insiders and outsiders would negate the notion that curriculum studies are significant
and inherently political because the site is contested. To have such a view would forgo
discursive and subjective conceptions of sites of understanding, those very conceptions
not accounted for by economists and policy analysts. Whereas if curriculum in particular
and disciplinary sites in general are conceptualized as texts, as they are in this collection,
then no production and circulation of knowledge about curriculum can be deemed as
beyond contestation, as above the influence of and influencing curriculum. From this
perspective, Knapp, his colleagues, and all the others who, situated as experts, produce
knowledge on curriculum, are inside curriculum, for they spin off discourse that shapes
what it means to think about “knowledge of most worth”—which also constitutes their
texts as educational texts. Yet, we must not let go of the fact that Knapp and colleagues
(2008) are deeply invested in developmentalism and neoliberalism. Take, for example,
how they characterize teachers’ intelligence and abilities:

Imagine for a moment a dimension line of all the people who graduate from our
four-year colleges in a given year. At the left end of the dimension line are the young
people who entered with the lowest measured ability. At the right end are those who
entered with the highest. One hundred years ago we thought it would be reasonable
to set policy in such a way that we were most likely to recruit our teachers from the
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left side of this line... [This will have to change.] If we want students graduating
from our high schools with the skills we have described, we will have to have teachers
who can write well, who read a lot and well, and who themselves are good at math-
ematical reasoning. (pp. 35-36)

From this perspective, knowledge is easily assessed through objective measures. One
can: “evaluate” situations without rewriting them through their discourse and method;
make declarations without accounting for their partiality and situatedness; separate
knowledge produced from power relations; and indeed claim objectivity, that such prac-
tices do not affect the concept under study. In fact, the logic of the text pivots on a clear
and unquestioned separation between the object under study and its conception, that
how curriculum is conceptualized does not shape what is thought about when thinking
curriculum. This division between knowledge production and conception of the object
under study is a key characteristic of empiricism; its object is not living in language, but
outside, as an entity elsewhere, to be understood always and only as a thing.

Are the texts of the post-reconceptualization generation(s) any different? They cer-
tainly refrain from making the claims of Knapp and colleagues, and others who build
their arguments upon neoliberalism, neoconservatism, empiricism, and developmen-
talism, which is why this collection is getting the in-depth introduction it deserves here.
But how are they different? And, most important, does it sidestep the temptation to
speak from the position of an outsider looking in? Take, as one example, chapter 16
by Howard and Tappan. They argue that social class is not merely a condition inflicted
upon others or a lack of culture (a cultural deficit model, a perspective they critique)
but that social class is lived in relation within particular conditions and habits. They
implore us to move scholarly foci “toward the lived experiences of social class rather
than only economic factors” to better understand the symbolic forces at work in repro-
ducing unequal social relations (p. 330). Note that Howard and Tappan are critical of
economic analyses that fail to account for symbolism and culture, as well as cultural
analyses steeped in deficit-laden perspectives. This embrace of subjectivity, still rare
in educational research on social class, is extremely refreshing and sets a context for
producing the writers as inside social class and curriculum, seeing the issues as alive
and fluid in language and experience. Indeed, if we can look elsewhere, in Howard’s
(2007) book, Learning Privilege: Lessons of Power and Identity in Affluent Schooling, he goes
to great lengths to let readers know the extent to which social class is not just object but
also subject, sharing his lived history: “Before my research, I knew virtually nothing
about privileged schools. I grew up in a different world and attended schools in poor
communities in Kentucky” (p. 12). And, although he might be a bit too focused on his
teaching successes and ascent through the academy, he speaks intimately of feeling like
an outsider among the privileged, a “history of the present” shaped by childhood expe-
riences situated in under- and unemployment, the South, and poverty—not as deficit
but difference—one predicated on unequal material and symbolic relations but not
anything that resembles an absence of cultural rituals, values, and beliefs, of worthy
knowledge. Thus, before Howard begins to engage in the fieldwork that underwrites
his text, he shares: “I acknowledged that I had a lot to learn about affluent schooling
and much to examine about my own sense of self before I could begin forming critical
understandings of that which I planned to study” (p. 13). In other words, he attempts to
intervene at the crossroads of social class and privilege (his objects of study) as the sub-
jects of intervention, to bring them to life in new and different ways, to recognize how
they live in the discourse of privileged students and the discourse of others, not merely
to interpret and then represent these concepts to the broader world.
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Take also, Guillory’s work in chapter 10, which starts off with a description of how
students who “belong to the hip-hop generation” use storylines, images, and characters
from rap to make sense of less familiar (read White and European) texts from the Eng-
lish canon: “students have represented Victor Frankenstein’s monster with a gold tooth...
drawn a platinum grille on their illustration of the Pardoner during their study of Chau-
cer’s Canterbury Tales” (p. 209). She describes how for educators wedded to developmen-
talism hip-hop is not a site of knowledge from which to work but a barrier to mastery
over appropriate (read official) curriculum content. Guillory imagines differently and
wants to work through and with students’ lived histories. As a researcher, she reads the
lyrics of Black female rappers for the ways they might enable (and also constrain) Afri-
can-American women to “talk back” to patriarchy, sexism, and capitalism. As something
other than attempting the role of interpreter, one who enters into the “exotic” lives and
lyrics of Black female rappers to return to the world of a largely White European acad-
emy to share stories of what she has learned, she offers a mode of thought that implicates
herself as well as her readers in our reading strategies. The Black female rappers repre-
sented in Guillory’s chapter waver between portrayals of male-centered discourse and
pleasure and a female-centered politics that positions them as the center of their own
desires and in control of negotiations within heterosexual relationships. The unsettling
tension between images of the Black female rapper as “the gold-digging ho” (p. 217) and
an empowered woman who controls her own body and representations of it, as well as
controls her own wealth, gives life to the very terms under which the curricular possibili-
ties of hip-hop are made and unmade. As something less weighty than attempts to tell
the whole story—an objectivist empiricist grand unified theory—she oscillates between
reading the ways black female rappers construct knowledge about sexuality in public
discourses, ones “sometimes complicit in perpetuating the production of demeaning
representations and sometimes resistant to their continuance” (p. 220). Guillory extends
beyond empiricism and developmentalism to offer postempirical textual analysis, to see
text as discursive; this is the object under study is also the subject of intervention, one
that sees hip-hop at the site of curriculum. She wants to forgo developmentalism and
work through and with the knowledge of her students

As a last example, see chapter 8 by Ferneding and chapter 9 by Weaver. Are their
readings of technology different from Knapp and colleagues? Same question, does it
escape the trap of speaking from the outside looking in? Ferneding and Weaver both
write about the posthuman condition, specifically a mode or state of being that reclaims
the artistry of technology and a doubling phenomenon involving the mechanization of
humans and the humanization of mechanisms. Both scholars illustrate concern for the
ways in which technology, particularly its representation in scientific discourses, has lost
its capacity to account for its place within the sacred and its connection to poesis. Fern-
eding begins her chapter by reflecting upon a childhood overshadowed by the atomic
bomb, “I peered at its unfathomable power crouched beneath a desk in a classroom with
small windows—its reality marked a lifelong quest to understand the nature of human-
ity’s relationship to its technological inventions” (p. 171), Weaver aptly suggests that many
curriculum scholars have approached technology in ways too literal and rigid, “fearful
that technology has and will attack their subjectivity” (p. 192). It is not that the merging
of humans and machine has yet to become our way of life; the coalescence has already
taken place: “humanity has merged with, or emerged from, technology” (Weaver, p. 192).
The problem, one that both Weaver and Ferneding address, is that what is inorganic and
organic is no longer clear. Producing technology as a tool and a “standing reserve” that
separates it, and humans, from nature is the issue at hand. What is missing are capacities
for translating across differences, seeing the poetic in technology, and digital conver-
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sions in art. Both Weaver and Ferneding question discourse that produces technology
as a neutral mechanism—a tool of developmentalism—unable to reveal its essence and
limits. They admit the biases and agendas as writers who are very much insiders, ones
who “claim their voice in the biomedical world” (Weaver, p. 190), at the intersection of
curriculum theory and technology. They value technology simultaneously as technique,
skill, and art.

Compare this to the ways Knapp and colleagues (2008) produce technology. Their
explorations include phrases of inevitability, ones where technology encroaches on
humanity, such as the following: “digitization of work,” “modularization of industry,” and
“automation of human jobs.” Equally important and continuing with the same themes,
they manifest technology as the universal driver of the economy and industry: “the appli-
cation of information technology has by no means run its course” (p. 21), noting that
while technologies that include nanotechnology and biotechnology are posed to make
a tremendous positive impact, “these technologies have the potential to destroy not just
existing products and services but entire industries” (p. 21). They do not attempt to read
and intervene upon technology, to see technology as alive in language, discourse, and
literally and figuratively in bodies; rather they further naturalize “the ordering of the
machine” (Ferneding, p. 174) and its effects. And what is more, this is the discourse that
circulates from them to policy makers and government officials. Knapp and colleagues
understand curriculum empirically, not discursively, as outsiders who maintain their
object of study as an object.

It might be feasible, then, to suggest that a plethora of examples of work inside cur-
riculum studies—both in this collection and in the broader field—operate postempiri-
cally, read and intervene to rewrite the object under study. Also, there is clear evidence
that those outside curriculum studies produce curriculum as objective, empirical, and
nondiscursive. The question remains, however, what about inside curriculum studies?
Or, to be more exact are there examples of curriculum scholarship that produce knowl-
edge as outside power? Make claims to knowledge as objective? Investigate curriculum
at a distance? Seek not intervention but neutrality? That is, are there instances where
curriculum scholarship attempts to interpret curriculum without rewriting it? This can
be found, to cite a convenient example (convenient because it is one of the articles I
have recently reread as I examined the last 6 years of the Journal of Curriculum Studies),
in Wraga’s and Hlebowitsh’s (2003), “Toward a Renaissance in Curriculum Theory and
Development in the U.S.A.” This is the type of text that reinforces a series of problematic
binaries: ideas against ideology, pure knowledge against contaminated (situated) knowl-
edge, dominant against alternative feasible readings of history, and so on. In fact, Wraga
and Hlebowitsh (2003) suggest, “advancing any political ideology or doctrine is incom-
patible with sound scholarship” (p. 431) and then go on to assert a problematic correla-
tion: “If personal biases are largely inescapable [then] political ideologies are largely a
matter of choice” (p. 432). Of course, admission of bias for postpositivists is more than an
issue of “choice,” which retains the idea that knowledge can be produced outside power
and claims about an object will have no impact on that object, it is an issue of being
“violently troubled” by the knowledge produced and confronted with questions over the
ethical commitments embedded in our work. Lather (2000) teaches us an important les-
son on bias, difference, and rewriting the objects we study: that to present an object as
the real thing is not equivalent to producing it through language. To cultivate her ideas,
reading Walter Benjamin as less interested in either a recovery of an original truth or
a renunciation of knowing given discrepancies between language and experience, she
implores us “to pay attention to the ways the stories are told, to the presentation of the
object that is a performative registration of how history courses through us in the scene
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of writing” (p. 154). That is, a text is always already contaminated by language and to
shed light on what has been romanticized, commoditized, and canonized, writing must
attempt to account for the contingency of interpretation, knowing all the while it will
fall short of its aim. But we learn little of this from Wraga and Hlebowitsh. While inside
curriculum studies they seem to share with Knapp and colleagues a distance from their
object and a belief in the neutrality of language.

Let us take this analysis a little further. While Wraga and Hlebowitsh (2003) are far
outside of accounting for the ways that academic categories can consolidate subaltern
narratives, heterogeneity of multiple readings defy easy typographies (or pillars), and
decontextualization of knowledge reinscribes the knowing subject, they go to great
lengths to use terms and phrases that let the reader know they are insiders to the curricu-
lum field. Wraga and Hlebowitsh advocate for “constructive conversation,” “democratic
forms of living and learning,” and interplay of curriculum theory and practice (p. 433).
As evidence of their insider status, they build their argument around Schwab and other
key historical figures to the curriculum field, including Taba and Tyler, and, by way of a
“corrected” reading, position scholars such as Pinar, Slattery, and Taubman as outside
the boundaries of the “accepted” historic field, all in an attempt to produce a traditional-
ist perspective on the unhealthy state of curriculum studies. Accordingly, when moving
the contemporary field into the future, revisionist accounts of the past are paramount;
the ideas of previous generations must be excavated from the depths of history, studied
for their authentic meanings, and employed in a “historically accurate sense” (p. 434)
to current circumstances. Relying solely on “fixed” readings to correct a field in “disar-
ray” (p. 426) there are no counterhegemonic, autobiographical, poststructural, or what
Tierney (2000) constructs in his work, an alternative feasible reading to traditionalist his-
tory, but rather “correct,” transhistorical, essentialist readings. Insiders to the field, but
keeping its object at a sanitized distance, Wraga and Hlebowitsh have access, through the
legitimating scholarship of the big names in curriculum history, to the full (read official
and verifiable) curriculum story. Of course, this presupposes that one can pull together
a handful of curriculum scholars from the past that can represent the whole of history.
The work of Baker, Brandon, Taliaferro-Baszile, and Winfield in this collection suggests
otherwise. That is, that the understudied and unstudied dimensions of curriculum’s past
render traditionalist interpretations of curriculum history, such as those of Wraga and
Hlebowitsh, suspect.

Wraga and Hlebowitsh might be insiders to the field, they might even admit that
they have commitments and investments, but both are justified based on their efforts
to return curriculum to the centers of the historical field, and allegiances to “correct”
readings that neutralize differences and transparent language that assumes words can
adequately reflect events and realities of the world. Their racial and ethnic background,
nationality, gender, sexual orientation, and position in the academy—their subjectiv-
ities—are not brought into relationship with their knowledge production, to the ways
they view history, which is produced as a resolute unbending foundation of events and
ideas. Here the reader must ask, even as historical events and ideas might be empirically
verifiable, are their significance and meaning open to interpretation? Are there multiple
interpretations that might conflict and converge? What are the politics of the text? Is it
possible to work from empirical evidence to come up with alternate novel readings gener-
ated through new and divergent theoretical lenses? By way of patient, careful reading the
reader might have noticed that the authors are attempting to produce a comprehensive,
singular, conformist narrative of the history of curriculum, one that has made it through
the traditional “time-tested” protocols of the academy to become conventional truth.
Forsaking all the complications that have been linked with interpreting and understand-
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ing over the last two decades, they work in rationalism and empiricism to develop four
pillars of the field as a sort of call to order. That is, they have offered four centers that
have the effect of marginalizing or all together excluding other interpretations of the
status of the curriculum field and alternate accounts of the role of key historical fig-
ures. With this endorsement of a traditional narrative of curriculum history, multiplicity
within next moments in the field is read negatively, in contrast to what other curriculum
scholars might view as a healthy state of proliferation, a state of flux and nonmastery.

William Reynolds (2003), in his rejoinder to Wraga’s and Hlebowitsh’s article had this
to say:

There must be villains (others) who can be responsible and can be perpetually
accused of (blamed for) sending the field into this “so-called” perpetual crisis. Just
as a conservative political agenda needs an enemy, an evil empire, or a mad mon-
arch, a renaissance needs an evil to combat.... Although Wraga and Hlebowitsh
would never use the term “evil”, the logic is implicit. The reconceptualization is evil,
therefore, the renaissance is good—this is ressentiment. (p. 448)

What Reynolds is responding to are sanctions for which making insiders and outsiders
is essential: the scholar who is (often self-anointed) beholder of tradition observes that
left on their own (without outside regulation) another group of scholars have grown,
moved, and proliferated the field beyond its boundaries. Unable to see promise in “wild
profusion” and admire these features as acts of hope and determination, the beholder
of tradition seeks to blame the group for the breach of protocols, its prodding toward
advancing complexity, and extension beyond historical frameworks. Accordingly, after
applying blame, the beholden scholar responds with an effort to contain experimenta-
tion and limit the field, to discipline scholars who violate prior borders and return it to
an imagined prereconceptualized state, a correction toward what is an acceptable his-
tory of curriculum. Most important, Wraga and Hlebowitsh reproduce some of the most
rudimentary structural components of imperialist curriculum studies without informing
the reader that their argument is steeped in irony or put forth in an effort to amplify the
diversity of readings on curriculum history, opening the past to divergent translations
and interpretations. They distinguish the inside (traditionalist interpretations of White
middle class—mostly male—scholars) from the outside (scholars who are not compelled
to traditionalist interpretations of White middle class—mostly male—scholars or turn
toward other marginalized figures or figures who are not traditionally viewed as a part
of curriculum history), informing a broader, predominately White, middle class audi-
ence about this scholarship on subjugated, marginalized, and unconventional perspec-
tives and the risk they pose for corrupting the field of curriculum studies. And, most
incriminating, they do not “have eyes to see” that curriculum studies has become less
about traditionalism’s obsessive focus on correct linkages to the past than extant and
new clusters of theories and reflective practices about ethics, concepts, languages, ideas,
and experiences. These perspectives, when looking toward history, offer alternate and
often unforeseen readings (Brandon, for example, in chapter 6, offers a powerful alter-
nate feasible reading of Dewey). Unfortunately, the scholarship they have put forth here
reinforces the epistemological dominance of the dominant and produces knowledge
that shuts out counternarratives on the history of the field.

Wraga and Hlebowitsh have taken responsibility for telling a broader audience about
the “one true history” of curriculum and how reconceptualization is to blame for the
perpetual crisis. In short, they seek to restore the object of study to its prior (unques-
tioned) position. Wraga and Hlebowitsh, then, do not seem all that different from
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Knapp and colleagues. Indeed, by producing the claim that by way of reconceptualiza-
tion curriculum studies fell into confusion and disarray, they make the field sound as if
it is stricken and unhealthy in ways that harmonize with Knapp and colleagues’ descrip-
tion of public school curriculum. As the story goes, both the schools and field need to
be urged away from experimentation and eclecticism and toward definition and con-
straint. Wraga and Hlebowitsh might indeed be insiders on one level but with their work
on defining, blaming, and accusing they are outside forms of dwelling—creativity and
multiplicity—that characterize the contemporary U.S. field. The most important ele-
ment of Wraga’s and Hlebowitsh’s article, that which enables me to place it in the same
category as the scholarship produced by Knapp and colleagues and not with the scholar-
ship included in this collection, is not that their expertise is outside the curriculum field
or that they argue for a “corrective” reading based on historical figures who are outside
curriculum history. Neither is the case here. Instead, what is at issue is that Wraga and
Hlebowitsh do not intervene into the myriad of complicated conversations attributed to
reconceptualization; rather, from a safe distance, belying the complexity and disjunctive
character of the work they place under the reconceptualization banner, they move to
interpret the field—particularly its failures—to a broader audience, positioning them-
selves in the process as safely outside responsibility and therefore as something other
than subjects making an intervention.

The debate Wraga and Hlebowitsh want to have is certainly about curriculum but it is
not an account of curriculum studies, about reading those varied epistemic spaces. They
might be curriculum studies scholars but it is those who are outside reconceptualiza-
tion, as Wraga and Hlebowitsh define it, whom they seek to convince (those associated
with reconceptualization already know the field is too complex and varied to capture in
simple assertions). Furthermore, it is not just traditionalists who they hope will recognize
the value of their arguments—but those such as Knapp and colleagues with whom they
share certain political and intellectual space. Thatis, they might acknowledge historically
subjugated knowledge and their concordant groups but both are positioned outside the
question of worthy knowledge; Wraga and Hlebowitsh continue to occupy the dominant
epistemic space of history. Compare this with Pinar’s tremendous efforts to bring raced,
classed, gendered, and sexed historical perspectives into the curriculum field even when
doing so requires that he read against his own scholarship; that is, even when it requires a
reconfiguration of prior work.* Wraga and Hlebowitsh only seek to rewrite the past to the
extent it buttresses the traditionalist story of curriculum history. That is, they only seek
to interpret differently what is already there, not intervene, get involved with alternate
readings that have been hidden, erased, or marginalized within the curriculum field
(this is in stark contrast to the chapters that make up this collection). These reconfigura-
tions to further support the traditional centers of the field produce knowledge intellec-
tual activity as a sanitizing practice. Whereas, in comparison to Wraga and Hlebowitsh
who attempt to produce curriculum (ideas) outside of politics (ideologies), to Huebner
the very idea of knowledge production involves something more than interpretation—
understanding what is—that is, it requires involvement, to risk an intervention, to chal-
lenge the very concepts that organize meaning, to get involved.

As it stands, with the outsiders-in and the insiders-out, the terms inside and outside
might confound as much as clarify when it comes to “rendering unto curriculum stud-
ies the things that belong to it” (Reid cited in Morrison, 2004, p. 490). If this binary is
too simplistic and its use brings a host of new concerns, possibly more than it clears up,
then new language is needed to read and intervene upon the myriad of differences that
confront the field. That is, when we read the differences found in the work of Knapp
and colleagues and Wraga and Hlebowitsh on the one hand and the work of Roy and
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contributors to this collection on the other hand, what meaning making strategies might
be employed to better capture their subtleties? The differences and corresponding ques-
tions they bring to the surface are paramount. They include scholarly activity that pro-
duces itself as empirical and objective, as about neutral interpretations of objects under
study at a distance; as empirical and subjective, as about accounting for bias in interpret-
ing objects under study; and the sort of scholarship that is characteristically similar to
Huebner’s, a direct intervention in curriculum that multiplies the opportunities to think
teaching and learning through a growing number of perspectives: politics, phenomenol-
ogy, spirituality, existentialism, developmentalism, and so on. The stakes are colossal
when one discerns between producing knowledge aligned with advancing a discipline
but not the object under study, to concepts that have implications that are as much politi-
cal and ethical as they are ontological and epistemological. To be succinct, this is the
difference between ideas that uphold the historical canon and those which attempt to
intervene within it (see the work of Brandon and Winfield in this collection for examples
of work that attempts to intervene within the canon).

This is particularly the case when we recognize that the historical canon shapes how
those who are marginalized, erased, and subjugated see themselves and their knowledge
(distorted) and academic discourse shapes interventions, intellectual work more accu-
rately described as involved theory than activism. To return to Huebner, he recognized
long before his writing career was winding down that making interventions in curricu-
lum in order to highlight its political nature and how it is made available to youth was a
key responsibility of curriculum scholars; he also was astute in that he recognized study-
ing the political nature of curriculum and dominate—subjugate knowledge as the prod-
uct of unequal relations did not come with guarantees, that according to the interests
served, political curriculum studies might be poison and remedy to justice. And so Hueb-
ner’s felt need to speak both to those in the curriculum in particular and education field
more broadly about ethical commitments and political perspectives on teaching and
learning. Knapp and colleagues and Wraga and Hlebowitsh are unlikely to cite Huebner,
whose discussions of politics, the arts, spirituality, imagination, and social justice are too
contrary to their points aimed at establishing principles and mastery. So, then, if we have
turned outsider-in and insider-out and the terms are too stark to be helpful, it might be
helpful to explore a more subtle term: proliferating. It captures the nuances of what was
described by more than one reviewer as a “chaotic collection.”

According to the Oxford English Dictionary to proliferate is “to grow or multiply”; “to
increase or spread at a rapid rate”; “to cause to grow or increase rapidly”; Proliferation
within a field of study, then, cannot mean to stay within a particular form, structure, or
constitution. Even if curriculum studies reaches a state of vigor and animation or tur-
moil and crisis, it is only so because it has been in another state. That is, it has grown and
multiplied or diminished and become fruitless. At a time when education scholars intent
on curriculum mastery and successor theories are writing off curriculum theorists intent
on new ideas for theorizing extant or new curriculum worlds as advancing “political doc-
trine” (Wraga & Hlebowitsh, 2003, p. 432), my assertion as I head toward the last section
of this introduction is that multiplicity might characterize the emerging field in terms of
the need for epistemological spaces where knowledge has more to account for in regards
to the increasing complexities of everyday realities and the world. Proliferation does not
require that we see the field develop in a mode of debate and synthesis where one cluster
of theories overtakes another on the way toward “one right way” approaches. Rather, it
means to maintain a commitment to a field that celebrates the growth of its theories
and stories—and to be seized by its vigor and intensity—and to assert our human inven-
tiveness so as to personalize our theorizing regardless of how unsettling and unwieldy
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that makes the U.S. curriculum field. It means to remain determined (if not hopeful)
in the face of calls for consolidating and totalizing theories with continued affirmation
of disjunctive scholarship that necessarily brings together seemingly incompatible ideas
without collapsing them into each other (examples here include the work of McKnight,
Taliaferro, and Whitlock, as well as others, in this collection). For those of us who have
endured government intrusion into both public and higher education and sanction of
evidence-based practices and assessments despite resounding evidence that it does not
work, this has been an extremely frustrating state of affairs. Accordingly, remaining
committed to advancing the significance and sophistication of the field also means tak-
ing risks, “to struggle towards a new language which champions the disenfranchised” (p.
468), as Dimitriadis explains in reference to Said in chapter 22 of this collection, without
great regard for the repercussions. It means maintaining a commitment to proliferation
despite pressures from within and outside the academy toward consolidation.

Of course, Wraga and Hlebowitsh have a different position. They do not seek to grow
and multiply curricular perspectives, and with good reason. They aim to bolster a tra-
ditionalist curriculum narrative; from the contemplative safety of the academy, “they
would have us test or apply our theories in the same world as that which gave rise to the
theory” (Morrison, 2004, p. 488). Similarly, Knapp and colleagues also have a differ-
ent position. Whereas these writers discuss the need for creativity and ingenuity, and
even recommend students study the arts and humanities to engender innovative, critical
thinking, at the end of the day they equate worthy knowledge to what can be reduced to a
test and therefore the empirical. They are not interested in reading emergent theorizing
against the limits of existing theoretical frameworks or criticality that cannot easily sub-
mit to impartial assessment or evidence-based practices. Proliferating curriculum—that
is, multiplying the perspectives and practices of teaching and learning—necessitates risk
taking and seeing the unknown as a way of knowing. Accordingly, it requires we avoid
a closed system of curriculum scholarship whereby the quest for the unfamiliar and
unknown is eclipsed by demands that we assess the fields advancement using extant con-
ceptual tools and intellectual practices. It must draw on extant ideas, texts, and scholars
but it also must extend beyond these concepts and figures so as to move the field toward
a different, more robust state. The more discussions of curriculum theory proliferate,
the more these ideas should spill over into realms that are beyond those of curriculum
scholars. Curriculum theory, then, must proceed along multiple discourse registers out-
side of the academy to engage multiple publics. To return to the theme of this introduc-
tion, texts committed to multiplicity and growth see curriculum at the same time as
an object of study and subject of intervention. These texts do not merely speculate on
curriculum—that is on teaching and learning—they are also, in no uncertain terms,
involved in making it. Morrison (2004) offers some help here. In contrast to Wraga’s and
Hlebowitsh’s narrow, structuralist prescription, he offers a prolific, expansive position
on what is fitting for study in next moments in the field: “The ‘things that belong to’ the
curriculum are everything that can be learned, how they can be learned, why they are
being learned, with what justifications, by whom and with what consequences” (p. 490).

From all of this, one might be compelled to ask, that scholarship can attend to dis-
persions and scatterings without losing an identifiable field of study or that a field con-
tinuously decentered by operations that produce and sustain differences can generate
identifiable scholarship. The response, it seems, has to do with examining how discursive
formationsin their infinite variety are unavoidably contained once they enter into an epis-
temological space. Unpacking this process necessitates looking at the specificity of the
work at hand, at texts, to examine thinking in the hybrid spaces that are so much a part of
the contemporary field. More exact, this involves the study of what research designs and
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analytic practices are retained for the purposes of intelligibility—the speaking positions
from which an argument is made—and what is being worked through and against in
terms of disciplinary structures. If we are aware that intelligibility produces an outside,
an other, the unspeakable, that which cannot be easily turned over to narrative without
undercutting our research practices, then we are confronted with the need to continu-
ally subvert the coherence of our discourse. That is, we must struggle with the question
of our ethical commitments in terms of conceptual strategies and the essential features
of our scholarship, as well as what is being discomposed in terms of stable knowledge and
intellectual practices in the process of doing our work. Quite simply, what is at hand con-
cerns whether our texts within curriculum studies address, embody responsibility, and
accountability to, only the issues and concerns of powerful epistemological forces at play
at the site of curriculum or to those marginalized and subjugated events and discourses.
If “discursive formations are constantly becoming epistemologized” (Foucault, 1972, p.
195), that is “shot through...with the positivity of knowledge” (p. 194), and we are experi-
encing a resurgence of neoliberal/developmental discourse on curriculum, then when it
comes to proliferation there remains for the post-reconceptualization generation(s) a lot
of work to do. And indeed, as description in the next and last section of this introduction
attest, that work is being done.

Present Moments: Reading Seven Through-Lines
in the “State” of the Field

In a field marked as proliferating curriculum is it possible to locate particular through-
lines that mark some commonality in this “chaotic collection™? Is it possible to theorize
a post-reconceptualization movement based not on an overly unifying analysis but on a
diversity of multiple, irreducible, and yet overlapping analyses? It seems that the answer
has to be a tentative yes. I say tentative because an attempt to name characteristics that
capture work as expansive and protean as the 23 chapters (not to mention associated
response essays) included here runs a lot of risks. It is, of course, helpful to offer some
markers that explain the status of various aspects of the field. At the same time, there is
the very real danger of working at a level of high abstraction so as to say very little beyond
the obvious or at a low level of detail so as capture singularities but very little of the
network crisscrossing the various clusters of theorizing within the contemporary field.
And, to add to that, there is my own personal concern that I might present too static an
image of the field and fail to shed light on post-reconceptualization and curriculum as
contested sites, continuously being made and unmade. A review of the section headings
and titles of the chapters included here only attests to profound differences in the work
that marks the field, and effort that would have to be put forth to name through-lines
with any confidence.

To help give me the tools to think through-lines with proliferation, I turned to Lather
(2006), which in turn brought me to Spivak (1999) and a form of postcolonial reason
I transferred to the scene of curriculum. What Spivak advocates that is helpful here
is a sort of uncertain middle passage that is the other to the other of correct, an irre-
ducible “mistake” that gets us through academic identity politics toward more fruitful
sites of learning. Taking seriously Spivak’s push to think performance over formation
and determined effort without reward over a cure, I decided to work from new and
existing concepts to the field as a way to ground my analysis within contemporary cur-
riculum theorizing. Rather than unifying themes, I decided to present seven interre-
lated through-lines that are neither fully present to nor absent of the work included in
this collection. That is, they do not provide a comprehensive survey of the scholarship
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that makes up this text, but rather seven “lines through texts” that provide one of many
possible representations of the “next moments” in the contemporary field. The reader
will notice that these through-lines are intentionally different from the sections that
make up this collection. The aim is to work half'in and half out of what is at hand toward
asort of intermediate that wavers between the specificity of chapters and the wide-range
of the section headings to offer an alternate reading, a hovering middle ground. As
something other than correct readings, when read parallel to the section headings these
through-lines offer a doubled take on the field that necessarily informs and misfires. It is
my hope that they will spark discussion that extends the analysis presented here.

Flux and Change

The first notable through-line is that the scholarship presented here is something
more than a composite of heterogeneous curriculum discourses or a static collection of
alternate feasible readings. Instead, as an exploration of post-reconceptualization they
illustrate a field undergoing continuous changes, some that might have been predicted
(such as increasing evidence of internationalization) and others that might be a surprise
(such as relatively new imports from other fields and readings, oppositional discourses
together in disjunctive affirmation). Epitomizing the proliferating nature of the field are
the contrasts between the work included here and the work presented in Pinar, Reyn-
olds, Slattery, and Taubman’s synoptic text, Understanding Curriculum: An Introduction to
the Study of Historical and Contemporary Curriculum Discourses. Published in 1995, it offered
the first comprehensive analysis of the various discourses that make up the contempo-
rary field (after reconceptualization): historical; political; racial; gender; phenomeno-
logical; poststructuralist, deconstructed, postmodern; autobiographical, biographical;
aesthetic; theological; institutional; and international. Fifteen years ago it was possible
to delineate the field according to which “discourse domain” was most prominently fea-
tured in a scholar’s work. Sure there was overlap and many scholars fell into more than
one category, but the framework for Understanding Curriculum was extremely insightful
and certainly reveals more about the field than it masks through its organization. In
the present moment, the demarcations are not nearly as clear and it has become, with
increasing frequency, impossible to distinguish a dominant discourse from a secondary
discourse within individual essays as well as the developing bodies of work of scholars
newer to the field (an example would be Whitlock’s chapter that threads together the
South, place, autobiography, and queer theory). When the contemporary discourses that
helped map the field 15 years ago are compared with through-lines that are offered here,
what does become clear is how diverse and varied conceptualizations of curriculum have
become over the past decade and a half.

Hybrid Spaces

The second notable through-line of the present momentis that multiple discourses which
might have held a circuitous relationship, related to each other in an occasional example
from the literature or not at all, are being drawn into new and distinct hybrid relation-
ships. Ugena Whitlock’s, “Jesus Died for NASCAR Fans: The Significance of Rural For-
mations of Queerness to Curriculum Studies,” is one example of these relationships as it
marks continued work in Southern studies, place, and autobiography while drawing all
three into relationship with queer theory in ways unique to the author’s scholarship (see
also Whitlock, 2007). Topics such as place-making, taboo desires, and sexual identities
shed light on the ways in which attempts to gain insight into the lives of gays and lesbians,
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focused on traditional urban areas, has blinded us to the lived histories and present day
realities of same gender loving individuals who live and (attempt to) prosper in more
traditional, rural areas of the country. By way of interrelating what many would see as
disjunctive theories (dominant fundamentalist narratives and queer theory’s efforts to
discompose those fundamentalist dominant narratives), Whitlock illustrates the disjunc-
tive nature of her own life, the contradictions and complexities of growing up as a Chris-
tian with fundamentalist beliefs and also a rural Southern lesbian.

Another chapter that holds the characteristics of this second through-line (and also
the sixth), “Intimate Revolt and Third Possibilities: Cocreating a Creative Curriculum,”
written by Hongyu Wang, aims to bring Western European psychoanalysis into relation-
ship with Eastern philosophy. Wang reads Kristeva’s intimate revolt parallel to Laozi’s
yin and yang interrelationship to craft a third site for curricular ingenuity, one that is
characterized by translations and identifying the spaces between intelligible concepts
and the other (read as the unintelligible). It is in this intimate mode of revolt where she
sees promise, concerned about the transgressive mode of revolt more common within
Western societies. In the transgressive, the self-organizing process of the network is dis-
rupted by an atomized mode of creativity, one where the conflict caused by the singular
invention is not generative but fragmentive. Accordingly, Wang creates a hybrid site,
drawing Kristeva’s work with its roots in feminism, psychoanalysis, and literary criticism
into relationship with the ideas of Laozi, a philosopher of ancient China who is a central
figure of Taoism. The juxtaposition allows Wang to look in more complicated ways at
the question of generational change within curriculum studies, one that might allow for
building connections across fragmentation to build something new without envisioning
it as breaking with the old.

Other contributors, such as Elaine Riley-Taylor, also offer hybrid theorizing at the
juncture of autobiography and place. In her chapter, “Reconceiving Ecology: Diversity,
Language, and Horizons of the Possible,” she focuses upon how spiritual and ecological
discourses can be examined via autobiographical readings of our natural surroundings.
Working at the crossroads of indigenous ways of knowing, Huebner’s notion of evolving
spirituality, and the idea of an earthly commons, she employs an interwoven, blended
onto-epistemological position that sets the terms by which to rethink developmentalism
and its insistence on compartmentalizing all the elements of human life. Riley-Taylor
weaves “being in the world” with “knowledge of the world” to conceive of ecological ways
of knowing that are contingent, place-based, interrelationship-focused, and challenge
anthropocentrism and developmentalism.

Denise Taliaferro-Baszile’s contribution, “In Ellisonian Eyes, What is Curriculum
Theory?” also exhibits characteristics of this second through-line. She explores the
implications of autobiography for curriculum history and public memory, stating her
concern that curriculum studies has been shaped primarily by the desires and interests
of the white male psyche. With the lack of Black selves represented in both the historical
and contemporary field, Taliaferro-Baszile links raced and gendered subjectivities and
postpositivist perspectives with critical race theory to invert “understanding curriculum
as racial text” to read as the “racial subject as a curriculum construction,” offering a
substantially different take on the field’s history and highlighting the complicity within.
Thatis, through this inversion she highlights that the curriculum field has always already
been implicated in the formation of racial subjectivities. Through neglect, as opposed
to concerted efforts to construct all education’s beings as racial, what we have had his-
torically is a deracialized curriculum that by way of reconceptualization has come to
be understood as having a racial component, one requiring a racial textual analysis.
What Taliaferro-Baszile asserts through the study of the racial subject as curriculum
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construction is that there was never a nonracial curriculum and that by way of a doubled
invisibility/hypervisibility racial subjects have historically been formed in both absence
of Blackness and the presence of Whiteness. More than a component of the field (“cur-
riculum as racial text”), by way of a disjunctive reading, the entire field is racialized. Her
response to this predicament is a hybrid of autobiography and critical legal counterdis-
courses, critical race currere. This marriage of voice and critical theory functions to inter-
vene within deracialized rationalist academic discourse to illustrate how race—along
with gender, class, sexuality, and other subaltern subjectivities—shapes selfhood, as well
as educational experience and experiences of the public.

In the last chapter to hold characteristics of this through-line,“Understanding Cur-
riculum Studies in the Space of Technological Flow,” Karen Ferneding illustrates the
usefulness and limitations of instrumental positions in technology, ones that highlight
the characteristics of the tool but fail to account for all the complicated issues involved
with how they are operationalized by humans and given meaning through knowledge
production. Crafting tentative orientations toward technology and societal change, she
draws from curriculum scholar James Macdonald, as well as Marxism, phenomenology,
hermeneutics, and postdiscourses to examine humanity’s continuously shifting rela-
tionship with technology, one of increased subjugation, and its consequences for the
organization of time and space. She operates as a bricoleur, linking elements of vari-
ous social-intellectual visionaries into hybrid curriculum theorizing in an effort to dis-
mantle dominant technical rationalist structures so as to open up new spaces where it is
possible to reimagine human potential within the technical. That is, to reconceptualize
technology as not just instrumental, she reads it as also poetic, so that technology might
enhance rather than denigrate the spiritual and moral dimensions of human life.

Reading Differently

The third notable through-line in the present moment has to do with rereading concepts
and objects within curriculum studies (most often relying on scholarship imported from
other fields to do so) to think those educational concepts and practices differently. Doug-
las McKnight’s “Critical Pedagogy and Despair: A Move toward Kierkegaard’s Passion-
ate Inwardness,” is an example of such rereading as it offers an alternative perspective
on critical pedagogy by way of an existential condition of despair. In a style of argu-
ment reminiscent of Ellsworth’s groundbreaking 1989 Harvard Educational Review article,
“Why Doesn’t This Feel Empowering?: Working Through the Repressive Myths of Criti-
cal Pedagogy,” McKnight describes his graduate students’ interest in critical pedagogy
and their inability to live a critical existence given the technical demands educational
institutions place upon teachers. Upon learning the precepts of critical pedagogy these
graduate students, he teaches us, want to craft themselves as critical pedagogues in the
classroom. They recognize, however, awareness of the external forces that govern teach-
ers’ practices does not change the conditions in which they operate; with the “rage for
accountability” there are few opportunities to employ the tenets of critical pedagogy and
not do their students harm in terms of their ability to perform on standardized tests.
By way of Kierkegaard’s notion of passionate inwardness, McKnight illustrates that the
“despair of necessity” (practicing in a way that contradicts one’s existential becoming
after the study of critical pedagogy) is less a burden to be lifted than a necessary con-
dition of teachers’ becoming critical pedagogues. He rereads existential becoming as
internal to critical pedagogy (not a burden) and a turn toward the construction of the
self as a precondition for seeing and hearing the other. Lastly, McKnight illustrates how
the self might be set in proper relation with one’s own sphere of existence.
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Dimitriadis’, “Edward Said and Jean-Paul Sartre: Critical Modes of Intellectual Life”
is another chapter that carries the characteristics of the third through-line. Whereas
McKnight rereads critical pedagogy in light of philosopher—scholar Kierkegaard, Dimi-
triadis rereads the scholarship of Edward Said and Jean-Paul Sartre to shed light on
what can be done within educational settings given the rise of academic capitalism and
concordant shift in the character of intellectual life. His effort is to highlight the ways
both Said and Sartre offer strategies for thinking counter to the lure of academic career-
ism, to work from the academy to engage the world. As something other than seeing
consumer politics in colleges of education as inevitable, Dimitriadis offers an alternate
feasible reading of how we might face the next moment in curriculum by challenging
orthodoxy and extreme forms of specialization that draw the modern intellectual away
from public spheres. Here the aim is to think differently about the relationships between
progressive academics and social change movements; to think through Said to interrupt
official discourse to craft new languages that champion the oppressed; and Sartre to
attend authentically to our existential freedoms and choices in a world that is becoming
as interdependent as it is complex.

Other contributors, such as Robert Helfenbein, read curriculum differently by taking
up theoretical frameworks from critical geography and interrelating them with curricu-
lum studies’ notions of place to offer new insights into education. In his chapter, “Think-
ing Through Scale: Critical Geography and Curriculum Spaces,” he focuses upon the
implications of three geographical concepts—spaces that speak, spaces that leak, and
spaces of possibility—for extending the analytical possibilities of curriculum theoriz-
ing. Helfenbein finds promise in what critical geography offers for reading differently
the relationships between space, place, and identity under the conditions of advanced
capitalism and globalization. Via spatial analysis he employs a sensibility to location to
counter assumptions of the neutrality and emptiness of space, one that inhibits multiple
levels of inquiry and analysis. He reads place differently to open a space for the notion of
the shifting scale, beneficial in that it allows for elastic inquiry, interrelating seemingly
disparate elements that shape the conditions for education, from the specificities of the
local to the broad-ranging forces of the global. Expanding the notion of place to include
spatial relations, he contends, highlights the complexity of forces at work on schooling.

Finally, in the last chapter to exhibit the characteristics of this through-line, “Sleeping
with Cake and Other Touchable Encounters: Performing a Bodied Curriculum,” Steph-
anie Springgay and Debra Freedman demonstrate how performance art, particularly
the work of Diane Borsato, might help us read differently curriculum—conventionally
thought of as an issue of an active mind and an idle body. That is, when traditionally
framed curriculum and therefore learning as bodied means the mind is active through
what the body experiences of the world. Similar to Helfenbein, they reconceptualize
the exhausted notion that space is empty, a void. Drawing feminist and poststructural
scholars to the stage of curriculum, their aim is to reconfigure spacing as not the mere
distance between entities but the very opening where becoming happens, where things
happen between bodies. Concerned with scholars who stage the body as present to itself
and learning as an isolated event, a perspective that neglects a body ontology, their work
emphasizes the performative over the formative, and relational knowing as difference
over conceptions of embodiment as universal and not-within context. Movements and
forces fill space, to think of a bodied curriculum is to heed the experience of space
unfolding, spatial-temporal events that while they are not tangible—an object of study—
open bodies to other bodies and objects. A bodied curriculum, they teach us, engenders
an ethic of being-with and invites a certain risk that living in the relations between bod-
ies’ knowledge is reread as corporeal, as produced with and through touch and proximal
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relationships with others. Unlike productions of curriculum as content to be acquired or
retained, within a bodied curriculum we cannot know beforehand because it fosters our
becoming and indeed, in being-with others we are rendered vulnerable, uncertain of the
effects our dynamic interactions will have on others.

Divergent Perspectives

The fourth notable through-line in the present moment relates to divergent perspectives
that surface when reimagining existing curriculum theorizing (often in ways that could
not have been imagined or were different than intended) to offer new lenses of analysis.
Adam Howard’s and Mark Tappan’s “Complicating the Social and Cultural Aspects of
Social Class: Toward a Conception of Social Class as Identity” offers an example of the
divergent perspectives that become possible when the concept of social class, one with a
rich history in the curriculum literature, is reconceptualized as an issue of identity and
privilege. The authors dismiss economic, Marxist, and functionalist justifications as inca-
pable of attending to the complexities of social class as an identity that is culturally and
ideologically produced and reproduced within specific contexts. Rehearsing scholarship
between the 1970s and the present, they refute cultural deficit and social reproduction
theories as reifying stereotypes and neglecting agency. Their interest is in reconceiving
the relationship between social class and schooling so as to revive political curriculum
conversations. To do so, they focus upon social class identity. That is, without dismissing
that social class is an economic concept where people occupy strata, they offer an alter-
nate perspective by reimagining social class as lived experience, one formed by social
knowledge and also self-understanding.

In addition to Howard and Tappan, another chapter that exhibits the characteristics
of this fourth through-line is “(A) Troubling Curriculum: Public Pedagogies of Black
Women Rappers,” written by Nichole Guillory. Reimaging Pinar’s description of Ida B.
Wells as a teacher of the American public within the space of contemporary rap music,
Guillory introduces hip-hop as the pedagogical medium of the newest generation of
Black women who talk back (or fall prey) to stereotypical images of Black women. Guil-
lory notes that while these women work in spaces shot through with capitalist impulses,
they remain contested and contradictory. Black female rappers participate in “curricular
acts of representation” that simultaneously discompose and reaffirm stereotypes around
race, class, gender, and sexuality. Mobilizing transfer of lessons from the classroom to
hip-hop artists who school their audiences on sexual desire, heterosexual politics, and
Black lesbian identity, the aim is to employ the sorts of critical discourse analysis that have
become a hallmark of the contemporary field to complicate a conversation that much too
often, stuck in binaries, demonizes or celebrates these artists. In regard to the cultural
scripts and subjectivities Black female hip-hop artists make available, divergent perspec-
tives are grounded in efforts to recoup and extend beyond racialized sexualized images
to contextualize representations of Black female rappers in a history of self-expression
that defies easy categorization. Guillory reframes the curriculum question—what knowl-
edge is of most worth?—for the hip-hop generation.

Asher too focuses on reimagining extant curriculum theorizing to offer new lenses
of analysis via decolonization and the notion of implicatedness. In her chapter entitled,
quite simply, “Decolonizing Curriculum,” she focuses upon the question of what it means
for people seemingly untouched by colonization to examine the ways they have been his-
torically and are in the present connected—psychically and intellectually—to the colo-
nizer—colonized relationship. Drawing extensively from Pinar’s scholarship on the South
and race, standardization and commercialization, and internationalization of the field,
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Asher explores her experiences teaching in Louisiana. Here she finds that a colonial his-
tory shapes both the lives of her students as well as the meaning she attributes to her own
life. Speaking as a woman of color from a former British colony who now teaches in the
U.S. South, she highlights how imperialist impulses can be found in the forces of capital-
ism and globalization, and continued intolerances among U.S. citizens for race, class,
and gender differences. Her student teachers struggle to be creative under the weight
of a state-mandated curriculum that distorts their history and leaves little wriggle room
for self-exploration and reflection; forcing soon-to-be teachers into gracious submission,
Asher asserts, is one of many examples of how colonialism continues in the present day.
Decolonization requires that we examine how it lives on under many different guises.
She recommends that what education needs is critical study of contemporary construc-
tions of identity, culture, and nation in relation to the field of curriculum, as well as
teacher education.

John Weaver’s chapter, “The Posthuman Condition: A Complicated Conversation,”
also carries the features of the third through-line. Similar to Ferneding, Weaver is con-
cerned that technology has lost its capacity to unconceal itself. That is, that technology
is no longer able to unleash the creative passions and desires of humanity. Drawing from
philosopher-scholars Heidegger and Holderlin, Weaver focuses on how in the biomed-
ical age technology has shown some promise of reclaiming its poetic roots in Greek
Techné and also made possible deepening abuses of the human body. Whereas Ferned-
ing continues in her chapter to work in hybrid spaces toward explorations of concepts
such as historical rupture and real virtuality, Weaver turns toward the curriculum field
itself as a potentially fertile site for further (and future) conversation. He notes that
while a handful of curriculum scholars have examined how bodies and subjectivities
have been reconceived symbolically and materially, there has been relative silence on the
posthuman condition. He attributes this lack of discussion to fears that technology will
encroach upon subjectivities and a lack of digital art in the lives of curriculum scholars.
Describing how the work of Mary Doll illustrates the power of curriculum theorizing, he
implores curriculum scholars to reimagine curriculum theorizing to intervene in bio-
medical discussions, ones where what is at stake is the very meaning of democracy.

Lastly, Erik Malewski’s and Teresa Rishel’s chapter, “Difficult Thoughts, Unspeakable
Practices: A Tentative Position Toward Suicide, Policy, and Culture in Contemporary
Curriculum Theory,” demonstrates the characteristics of this fourth through-line. They
ask what can be done when suicide prevention practices established through empirical
studies and policy analysis have not by their own measure shown that they help reduce
suicide. They draw from culture studies to explore the changing nature of adolescence.
Finding dramatic shifts in the construction of adolescence attributable to neoliberalism
and a certain postmodern reality, they engage in critical discourse analysis and inves-
tigate the assumptions that guide two State of Colorado reports on suicide and then
make cross-cultural international comparisons with England’s report on suicide preven-
tion. Finding a markedly different analysis based in social class in England’s report, but
a similar set of recommendations, they then explore what was described as an effec-
tive grassroots response by a Canadian school district to a suicide attempt. Here, rather
than the imposition of new structures recommended in all three reports, they found the
Canadian school district had emphasized a dissolution of structure. Dialogue and per-
sonalization in excess of formal roles were used to create new spaces to shape children’s
realities. Excited by the prospects, they turn to three counterdiscourses in curriculum
studies to shed light on a difficult topic. They suggest that autobiography, Foucauldian
power/knowledge analysis, and queer studies might provide alternative feasible perspec-
tives to those offered through empirical studies and instrumental policy analysis, ones
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that fail to account for the innumerable variables and plethora of unknowns that come
with attempting to intervene within this difficult topic.

Different Contexts

Less frequent in my reading of the chapters in this collection but equally important, the
fifth through-line in the present moment relates to reinventing curriculum theories and
events in different contexts to allow for new perspectives. Carpenter and Tavin focus on
the reconceptualization of art education in their chapter, “Art Education Beyond Recon-
ceptualization: Enacting Curriculum Through/With/By/For/Of/In/Beyond/As Visual
Culture, Community, and Public Pedagogy.” The authors suggest that unlike curriculum
studies, which can now reflect on the reconceptualization of the field and its effects,
art education finds that it is currently in a state of redirection and rearticulate. After
describing the creative self-expression movement of the 1920s and discipline-oriented
movement of the 1960s as two key redirections that shaped contemporary art education
curricula, the authors suggest studies of visual culture will shape the future of the field.
As something other than an exclusive focus on best practices, discipline building, or a
limited range of classroom productions, visual culture is focused on people, a move-
ment toward the study of the ways images shape human consciousness and identity, as
well as the creation of knowledge. Most important, the movement toward visual culture
has surfaced a series of tensions that resemble the tensions that arose during the recon-
ceptualization of the curriculum field: between development and understanding and
schooling and the study of experiences in the broader world. Their interest is in how the
shift toward arts-based research, community pedagogy, and environmental and eco-art
education might be understood by reimagining the concepts and events of the reconcep-
tualization of the curriculum field within art education.

Alberto Rodriguez, another contributor, also reinvents curriculum theories (par-
ticularly political curriculum discourses) at the site of science education to bring new
perspectives to teacher education. In his chapter, “How the Politics of Domestication
Contribute to the Self-Deintellectualization of Teachers,” he focuses upon an autobio-
graphical-ethnographic examination of how the politics of deintellectualization have
played out over in his methods courses since the late 1990s. He notes that although cur-
riculum studies has experienced an intellectual breakthrough by way of postmodern and
poststructuralist theorizing, Ralph Tyler’s four basic principles still dominate teacher
education curriculum and inform corresponding instructional practices. Baffled by the
disconnect, he turns toward his own journey as a teacher educator to examine the fac-
tors that have constrained his ability to promote intellectually robust professional devel-
opment. He finds a number of factors that include a small but vocal group of teacher
education students that resist critical perspectives, student evaluations processes that
cause instructors to conform to traditional expectations of teacher educators, and ten-
ure and promotion practices that require faculty to acculturate to institutional and dis-
ciplinary standards. The author suggests that by working at the crossroads of curriculum
studies and other disciplines, it might be possible to come up with strategies to counter
the deintellectualization of educational professions.

Status Questions

A sixth through-line, one that might be expected in a collection focused on next moments
in the field, has to do with the use of theories from a broad range of scholarly sources to
shed some light on the question of the state of curriculum studies. While it would be quite
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feasible to argue that all the chapters in this collection concern themselves with the status
of the field, the ones associated with this through-line are notable for their preoccupa-
tion with where the field stands in these new and unsettling times. Molly Quinn’s ““No
Room in the Inn’?: The Question of Hospitality in the Post(Partum)-Labors of Curricu-
lum Studies” is an example of a chapter that raises such questions as she invites readers
to consider in exploring postreconceptualization what has been (re-)conceived, given
birth to already, and what we might do in next moments with this legacy. Drawing from
the work of Derrida on hospitality, Quinn entertains what it might mean to receive a visit
from a stranger when in an era of shifting terms for higher education our home might
not be ours to live within. Will there be, to borrow Quinn’s phrase, room at the inn? Will
we remain at the inn? Recounting that for Huebner it was with the call of the other that
we might reach out beyond ourselves and with Greene it was making the familiar strange
that awakens us to education, Quinn asks us to consider what people and concepts will
we be willing to risk inviting in and who and what ideas might be shut out in the future of
curriculum studies. Her aim is to illustrate that in asking the question of the state of the
field we are also asking whether we are ready to make room for, truly come to know, who
the other is. She also questions if we will continue to find homes in the academy.

For other contributors, such as Gaztambide-Fernandez, questions over the state of
the field have less to do with labels (“post-reconceptualization”) than moving forward
together, in relation to one another, forging a journey in solidarity. In his chapter,
“Toward Creative Solidarity in the ‘Next’ Moment of Curriculum Work,” he outlines
the discursive, structural, and personal challenges the field faces and advocates that
we confront them through forms of relationality that assume being and action happen
in collective movement. Drawing extensively from the work of Huebner and his call
for careful attention to the language curriculum scholars employ to frame their ideas,
the author suggests that in the next moments workers in the field discompose the false
binary between theory and practice, artistic and scientific (the latter related to the work
of Ferneding and Weaver in this collection). To engage such work together, he analyzes
discourse on the history of the word solidarity. Dissatisfied with the functionalist and
conflict theories of Durkheim and Weber, he outlines the attributes of a more likeable
creative solidarity, one characterized by a language of imagination and political project
that is not predicated on sameness but contingency, a field continuously in the making
and operating without guarantees.

Jennifer Gilbert’s chapter, “Reading Histories: Curriculum Theory, Psychoanalysis,
and Generational Violence,” also carries features of the sixth through-line. Gilbert
argues that conflict and struggle—far from something to be overcome—is necessary
in the movement between generations of scholars. Citing philosopher-scholar Hannah
Arendt, she describes that the newness of the stranger—the rise of a visible next genera-
tion in a field—can surface feelings of mortality and ambivalence and therefore new-
comers might be viewed as both a promise and a threat. Whereas Gaztambide-Fernandez
focuses on the promise of solidarity across generations as a political project, Gilbert is
less sanguine about the state of affairs. She notes psychoanalytic explorations of learning
are based in assumptions that the will to know is related to a will to power, to dominate
by way of reaching out to know the world. Gilbert, then, explores what reading practices
mean to the formation of generations, that through reading one not only extends beyond
the family for knowledge but also is implicated in the ideas and concepts available at the
historical moment of reading. She wonders in the attempt of curriculum theorists newer
to the field to have their own mind what risks are there to toward inflicting trauma upon
their intellectual parents. Or, the opposite, if attempts by the newer generation to have
their own thoughts are not made what does compliance and deferment mean for the
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next generation. Gilbert assures her readers that it is in the ambivalence between the two
that post-reconceptualization will emerge.

Lastly, Nathan Snaza’s chapter, “Thirteen Theses on the Question of the State in
Curriculum Studies,” demonstrates the characteristics of this sixth through-line. Snaza
starts by asking what would make it possible to ask questions over the state of the field
and finds that if one is too young, too interested in controlling it might not be possible;
one must be involved in patient, careful reading, be seized by the question. In other
words, the curriculum scholar does not ask the question; the question must ask the cur-
riculum scholar. Also, this question of the state within curriculum studies in particular
and education in general is made more difficult, he teaches us, if one abides by Dewey’s
and Kliebard’s assertion that education wavers somewhere between responsibility for
passing on tradition (“what is”) and preparing the next generation for what has not yet
come (“what might be”). The question of the state then is not only an ambivalent one
given that it is about current conditions and their transformation, but also because the
state has two forms. That is, in a Derridian sense, we have a language state and a state
apparatus, both related to each other but also indeterminate. While Snaza points out all
the issues with the question, he is certain of a few things. Warning us that crisis rhetoric
is not helpful, he asks what it might mean to engage in careful readings of our founders.
He also finds little promise in the concept of man and the focus on discipline building,
focusing instead on the centrality of ethical commitments and being in relation with one
another. What he hopes for in the next moments for the field are posthumanistic con-
cepts and the capacity to love, both working together against the state.

Understudied Histories

The seventh and last through-line suggests that even with all the work that has been done
on subjugated knowledge and events, to produce readings that challenge traditional
interpretations and capture what had previously escaped knowledge, there remains
more to be done in terms of understudied and unstudied histories. Bernadette Baker’s
“The Unconscious of History? Mesmerism and the Production of Scientific Objects for
Curriculum Historical Research” is an example of scholarship that addresses histori-
cal events and their importance to the formation of the educational field and scientific
objects that have been the repeated focus of curriculum history. Baker traces hypnosis,
mesmerism, and animal magnetism in the mid-19th to early 20th century literature and
finds a series of telling equivocations, from whether seeing was to be reduced to the
eye or a more organic event and how objective sensory portals are to questions over
appropriate ways to distinguish between waking, dreaming, and sleeping states. After
reviewing numerous moments of debate, the author notes that historical perceptions
of mesmerism are a sort of history of the present. That is, they have shaped educational
activities in four ways that include behavior management, expertise, and authority in
educational research, the place of willfulness in intelligence testing and child develop-
ment, and the divide between private and public realms. Mesmerism not only made its
way into schools in the 1830s, but also was associated with the fabrication of types of
children, from gifted to degenerate, and treatments for children with behavioral disor-
ders. Tracing the history of mesmerism and hypnosis, Baker describes its academic roots
in the work of James and Binet, and how their scholarship informed psychoanalysis and
what would become acceptable institutional interventions into the life and mind of the
child. Most telling, she connects this understudied history to unquestioned values and
beliefs about curriculum and pedagogy. That is, she highlights what became permis-
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sible in terms of behavior management and contouring of desires in the classroom, and
what has become unacceptable practice, such as hypnotizing our students, as historically
grounded in mesmerism and specific to the present historical period.

LaVada Brandon’s chapter, “Remembering Carter Goodwin Woodson (1875-1950),”
also carries the features of this seventh through-line. Brandon argues that Woodson is a
reconceptualist, educational philosopher, and a figure of curriculum history. Tracing the
history of his life as a son, coalminer, college student, and educator in the Philippines,
the author notes that Woodson learned a great deal in out-of-school locations. That is,
in the living rooms of African-American intellectuals, the roadway shop where his father
was employed, and as a schoolteacher in another country who found miseducation of
indigenous people was a prominent feature of colonial curriculum, Woodson began to
formulate his ideas on real education based on what was excluded from the formal cur-
riculum. Confronted with distorted knowledge of African Americans at the highest lev-
els of education (while pursuing his PhD), Brandon teaches us that Woodson challenged
African Americans to be self-serving and not subservient to White economic, political,
and educational systems that perpetuated distortions and negative images of people of
color. Most telling, when Brandon compares Woodson’s notion of experience to Dewey’s
she comes upon some unsettling conclusions, that Dewey’s emphasis on shared interests,
social change without disorder, and education as a force against barbarism and savagery
implicated him in the ongoing efforts to transmit the cultural dispositions of coloniz-
ers. By highlighting the racial dimensions of experience and the colonial dimensions
of Dewey’s work, Brandon asks readers to reexamine key figures of curriculum history
for its understudied elements, to craft alternate feasible readings in the effort toward
decolonization.

Finally, Ann Winfield’s chapter “Eugenic Ideology and Historical Osmosis,” demon-
strates the characteristics of this seventh and final through-line. Winfield begins by ask-
ing what it means that—half a century after Brown v. Board of Education of 1954—we
have apartheid schooling and so little national dialogue on the ways eugenics ideology
frames historical consciousness and public memory. She asks how schools can remain as
entrenched as ever in spite of the decades of research that have followed from reconcep-
tualization and now the post-reconceptualization movement. Winfield answers that not
merely liberal change agents, curriculum scholars have been and are currently deeply
implicated in the character of the present situation. It was not merely the socially mar-
ginalized hate groups but also the progressives of history that were involved in efforts
to wipe out entire ethnicities and control the lives of the disenfranchised. Drawing con-
nections between the contemporary state of the field and its past, she notes that the
field’s origination was intricately tied not just to the social efficiency movement but also
to policy in the service of eugenics principles. Tracing the history of eugenics through
Auguste Comte’s positivism and Frances Galton’s and Karl Pearson’s evolution and
heredity studies, to Herrnstein’s and Murray’s (1996) The Bell Curve and the recent Ruby
Payne phenomenon (see also Howard and Tappan this collection), the author illustrates
how curriculum scholars have been and continue to be implicated in classifying and
sorting students according to perceptions of their social worth. Testing, tracking, voca-
tional and gifted programs, biology, civics, and life adjustment education are just some
of the current formations made possible by a eugenics past. Noting that figures such as
G. Stanley Hall, Edward Thorndike, and John Franklin Bobbitt have been central figures
of curriculum history, Winfield documents with great care what has been understudied
in their work; that is, how it is steeped in eugenics and shapes the conditions for contem-
porary educational discourse.
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Conclusion

After acknowledging our inheritance, reading proliferation, marking through-lines,
what more can be said that has not been said already? How does one end an introduc-
tion like this one when we are just getting started? Michael Apple (2004) notes that a
new conservatism has surfaced in the form of “standardized national curriculum” as
if the tensions between subjugate-dominate knowledge, culturally situated and uni-
fied theories, national language and linguistic differences, and the infinite variation
in educational experiences and attempts to represent them did not exist. Albeit he
points out that the rise of this hegemonic, orthodox discourse is best characterized
as a “residual form.” That is, a reaction to the dissolution of any foundations and its
attendant anxiety is met with “a romantic appraisal of the past” where essential truths
were unquestioned, a shared morality guided everyday practice, and people knew their
proper place in society (p. 8). This nationally mandated curriculum and its empirically
based assessment strategies produces itself as offering “a return to higher standards, a
revivification of the Western tradition, patriotism, and conservative variants of charac-
ter education” (p. 8).

In contrast to this orthodoxy, reductionist guidelines for theory, this collection is
about proliferating curriculum, a multiplicity of novel and creative ways for going about
studies in teaching and learning in terms of finding our way within a field alive with
complications and challenging philosophical questions regarding onto-epistemological
and political tensions. As something other than turf wars or reconciliation narratives,
this collection represents efforts at thinking difference in a field of study differently, of
necessarily holding together disjunctive narratives to open new sites of learning, alter-
native locations for reading and intervening, being and becoming. If the scholarship
included here is any indication, in the next moments curriculum studies scholars will not
merely be advancing subjugated discourses, events, and perspectives but attending to the
specificity of their scholarship in terms of what they regard as its essential features while
working within and against stable disciplinary structures and apparatuses.

Within these new sites of learning, the task as represented in the chapters included
here, is to find a new way to continue on with curriculum work in the face of a loss of
traditional centers to the field and, quite ironically, the rise of new orthodoxies. Already
aware that we are inside-out and outside-in by the way of despotic systems that seek
legitimacy in their own self-image, the larger effect of which has been that of boxing
up difference—a loss of capacity for alternative ways of thinking—feeling, and doing,
the reader might sense the work of mourning but not melancholy, the loss of innocence
but not determination. This collection, ultimately, is about those alternative ways; about
how the changing concept of curriculum is shaped across the proliferation of texts that
so characterizes the contentious site of post-reconceptualization. Here new curriculum
theories get produced by way of reconfiguring, extending, and translating across tradi-
tions positioned as conjectural (as made up of assertions but not foundations) as we pur-
sue intellectual tactics toward the “radical call to make room for that which is, in truth,
foreign—other” (Quinn, p. 101). Confronted with the challenge of curriculum work in
this historical moment, positioned between what is no longer (reconceptualization as
a contested site regarding what was) and what might be (post-reconceptualization as a
contested site regarding what is not yet), the task this collection takes on is to produce
difference in the curriculum field differently. Across the shifting clusters of theorizing
that so characterize the present day, scholars well versed in the onto-epistemological
and political positions that shape knowledge production might be better prepared to
cope with the ever changing and contested landscape of curriculum studies, far beyond



Introduction 37

contemporary forces that produce curriculum as techniques, protocols, and principles.
Flux and change, hybrid spaces, reading differently, divergent perspectives, different
contexts, status questions, and unstudied histories, the intent is to move the curriculum
field in multiple directions with the hope that more compelling and beneficial ways of
knowing will begin to appear.

Notes

1.

While there are many interpretations of the “original truth” in regards to causes of the
breakdown at the 2006 Purdue University conference, “Articulating Present (Next) Moments
in the Field: The Post-reconceptualization Generation(s),” my take on it has focused on two
contrasting interpretations of advancement in the field. On the one hand, there were those
who measure advancement by way of the development of rich, comprehensive, robust litera-
ture within the field. On the other, there were those who assess the field’s current worth by
way of its ability to intervene within and improve schools. While a gross reduction of the
innumerable variables at play, my sense was that what incited the breakdown has to do with
vastly different interpretations of progress and impact by many of the keynoters, speakers,
and attendees. Other interpretations can be found, for example in Ruben Gaztambide-Fer-
nandez’s discussion of the conference in his 2006 publication, “Regarding Race: The Neces-
sary Browning of Our Curriculum and Pedagogy Public Project,” in the Journal of Curriculum
and Pedagogy and Pinar’s interpretation of the event in his contribution to the epilogue of
this collection.

. When thinking about post-reconceptualization many I have talked with at conferences and

scholarly meetings have assumed that the term signifies a paradigm shift similar to the one
Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery, and Taubman outline in Understanding Curriculum (1995). That is,
that there has to be development of new traditions within the field that differentiates it from
the past and renders previous work more dated or less applicable to the present moment.
Those expectations not only seem limiting, but they also seem to negate other metaphors
for organizing and thinking with and through continuously changing moments in the field.
After reading and rereading the chapters and response essays of this collection, prolifera-
tion seems much more appropriate to post-reconceptualization as a contested site than a
word or phrase indicating successor theories.

. Notable in their report is consideration of students who are and have been disadvantaged

within public education and the need to equalize resources and support programs. Unfor-
tunately, it assumes a cultural deficit position in regards to historically oppressed groups
and bases success for the underprivileged only on evidence culled from a series of exami-
nations. Driven almost exclusively from empiricism, their assumptions and approaches are
problematic.

. Tamreminded here of many personal conversations where Bill Pinar has graciously explained

how he felt his prior work might have focused too much here and not enough there. Two
particular examples stood out for me in regards to the name change of the subtitle in the
reissue of his book from “reconceptualists” to reconceptualization and a later discussion he
had with me about why he cringes slightly at the title for the book that originated at the 1972
Rochester conference, Heightened Consciousness, Curriculum Theory, Cultural Revolution, feel-
ing it a bit presumptuous when he now looks back.
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Part I

Openness, Otherness,
and the State of Things






2 Thirteen Theses on the Question
of State in Curriculum Studies

Nathan Snaza

Chapter Overview

This chapter focuses on 13 theses that focus on the state of curriculum studies. The author
compares and contrasts and makes declarations that include the following: What it means
to do curriculum studies versus be seized by it; the challenge of preparing others to enter
the world as compared with envisioning a different one; a language state as opposed to a
state apparatus; abandoning era as in pursuit of states exchanging ghostly haunting for
a return to the founders of curriculum for guidance in how we think; empirical versus
nonempirical philosophy of experience; living versus dwelling; displace the concept of
man with something both postempiricist and postsocial science; exchange empirical truth
claims for ethical commitments; pursue posthuman understandings of dwelling in the
world; allow love to function as an analogy to teaching and learning; theorize concepts in
the spirit of an ethical intervention; and conceptualize curriculum in a third space that
honors the question of love against the state. The author closes with a turn toward art that
allows those in the field to think community without identity and read aesthetically in lov-
ing hope of a better future.

For Timothy Lensmire, with Love
Genuine polemics approach a book as lovingly as a cannibal spices a baby.

—Benjamin, 1928/1996, p. 460)

Introductory Note

In presenting these theses, I wish to call to mind the “Theses on Feuerbach” by Karl
Marx (1845/1978), “Twenty Theses on Marx” by Antonio Negri (1996), and especially
those brilliant 13-thesis sections of Walter Benjamin’s “One-Way Street” (1928/1996).! I
also want to call to mind the gesture of Martin Luther, nailing his theses to the church
door—a gesture that evinced, more than anything, his studied love for the Church, a
love so strong he could not remain silent. I will attempt to read certain texts closely, draw-
ing out what I see as important lessons to be learned, even if these are lessons that the
authors would not recognize as their own. In doing this, I hope you will understand that
I am making arguments strictly about texts.

Thesis One: The Question, “What Is the State of Curriculum Studies?” Cannot Be Answered,
For We Are Only Barely On the Way to Learning How to Pose It

I want to begin with a gesture of deference, a gesture that I want to make under the sign
of apprenticeship. It seems to me that what we will eventually be asking about is learning
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how to learn, and I must admit that I'm only just beginning such a process. Thus, I find
it helpful to summon those who help me learn. The last book Gilles Deleuze and Félix
Guattari wrote together, What is Philosophy? (1994), begins this way:

The question what is philosophy? can perhaps be posed only late in life, with the
arrival of old age and the time for speaking concretely.... It is a question posed in a
moment of quiet restlessness, at midnight, when there is no longer anything to ask. It
was asked before; it was always being asked, but too indirectly or obliquely: the ques-
tion was too artificial, too abstract. Instead of being seized by it, those who asked the
question set it out and controlled it in passing. They were not sober enough. There
was too much desire to do philosophy to wonder what it was, except as a stylistic exer-

cise. (p. 1)

The question, Deleuze and Guattari teach us, can perhaps not be well posed by those
of us who are still young, still trying to do too much. Many of us, and I include myself, are
not sober enough yet to ask, “What is curriculum studies?” And I'm not sure we can even
ask what the “state” of curriculum studies is, because I'm not sure yet that we are seized
by it, and not seeking too much to control it.

Edward Said (2002) has proposed an idea he calls “lateness,” following Adorno’s writ-
ings on late Beethoven. Such works arise from “a moment when the artist who is fully
in command of his medium nevertheless abandons communication with the bourgeois
order of which he is a part and achieves a contradictory, alienated relationship with it”
(p- 197). Such “late” works would be characterized by their success-through-failure. Late-
ness ushers in discontinuity and discord not as madness or delirium, but as sobriety, as
the consequence of giving oneself over to the demands of the question.

One work that is guided by such demands is William Pinar’s (2004) masterful What
s Curriculum Theory? Pinar has spent his life doing curriculum studies with unsurpassed
rigor and care. Thus, when he takes it upon himself to attempt to meet the demands
of this question that he gives as the title of his book, we are obliged to listen; that is, if
we dare to listen carefully enough, and openly enough. Pinar writes, “Curriculum the-
ory is...about discovering and articulating, for oneself and with others, the educational
significance of the school subjects for self and society in the ever-changing historical
moment” (p. 16). This definition seems familiar to us. It harkens back at least to Charles
W. Eliot, and it seems to understand curriculum as something that happens in a relation-
ship between “school subjects” (which are not quite disciplines) and—but we’re antici-
pating here—human subjects. But this is actually Pinar’s second attempt in this book to
define curriculum theory. The first, on page 2, is more concise: “The short answer is that
curriculum theory is the interdisciplinary study of educational experience.” This too seems like
a definition to which we could all subscribe. Between these two definitions there seems
to me an infinite gap, a caesura. In the movement between the two something happens
that transforms “disciplines” into “subjects,” and more importantly the institution of the
“school” flickers in and out of our view, carrying with it what Pinar calls “self and society”
but which I would rewrite as “subjectivities.”? It is here, in the gap we read only because
Pinar is willing to answer this question in full sobriety, that we can begin to pose the
question of the “state” of curriculum studies.

Thesis Two: Curriculum Studies Must Address the Fundamental Paradox of Education:
What Has Been vis-a-vis What Is to Come

It seems to me, and I learn this from Dewey (1938/1997) and Kliebard (1995), that edu-
cation has an ambivalent aim. On the one hand, it must pass on the traditions of the
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culture and society in which any education takes place. On the other hand, education
must prepare students for participating in a world that does not yet exist, that is still
to come. In a short, and often not closely enough read, passage, Dewey (1938/1997)
writes: “A primary responsibility of educators is that they not only be aware of the gen-
eral principle of the shaping of actual experience by environing conditions, but that
they also recognize in the concrete what surroundings are conducive to having experi-
ences that lead to growth” (p. 40). Curious primary responsibility here: educators must
teach through an experience of what is, but also through that which, although it is not
yet in existence, shows itself in what is.? This demand for growth—a concept that Dewey
spent his career working out—is the fundamental ethical tension between living well
in the world as it is and creating a world that is more open, more loving, more human.
Education is the process of learning what is and what has been so that we may move
past it.

On a lower level of abstraction, this seems to demand that educators conceptualize
not only the traditions they teach (whatever they are) but that they also philosophize and
conceptualize possibilities for the world yet to come. One example I may give is that every
educator needs to know something about the geo-politico-economic shifts occurring
under globalization and postcoloniality. Even if we cannot adequately imagine what the
world will be in 5 or 10 or 20 years, we must try to educate in such a way that our students
can cognitively map their worlds, assess their positions in local and global networks, and
make full, sustainable lives for themselves.

Thesis Three: When We Inquire into the “State” of Curriculum Studies,
We Cannot Avoid Polyvalence

The title of this paper hinges on a certain ambiguity: when we ask about the “state” of
curriculum studies, which “state” do we mean? There are, at a minimum, two. To be
reductive in the extreme, they concern “history” and “politics,” or perhaps the temporal
and the social. I want to turn to structuralist linguist Ferdinand de Saussure to help
us make sense of the former. In the Course in General Linguistics (1916/1959), Saussure
writes:

One might also say that static linguistics deals with eras. But state is preferable. The
beginning and the end of an era are generally characterized by some rather brusque
revolution that tends to modify the existing state of affairs. The word state avoids giv-
ing the impression that anything similar occurs in language. (p. 102)

Saussure is working toward a definition of what he will call a “language-state,” a static
picture of a langue at any given time. For Saussure, the notion of a state refers strictly
to language. The question of the state of curriculum studies then must refer us to the
discourse of the field, and asks us, despite the seeming impossibility of such a task in the
present moment, to set aside the empirical realities that we impute to the “context” of
such discourse.*

The second notion of “state” which is at play is that of the state form or the state appa-
ratus. I begin with the latter because its theorization played such an important role in
the way a certain curriculum studies conceived of the world, especially in the 1970s. In
the seminal essay “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatus (Notes Toward an Investiga-
tion),” Louis Althusser (1971), writes: “The State apparatus, which defines the State as a
force of repressive execution and intervention ‘in the interests of the ruling classes’ in
the class struggle conducted by the bourgeoisie and its allies against the proletariat, is
quite certainly the State, and quite certainly defines its basic ‘function’ (p. 137). In this
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conception, the institutions of church, army, judiciary, and so on, but most importantly
for us the school, are organs of class struggle where the ruling classes reproduce the
existing social order. In certain ways, this conception of the state is very helpful for us—
for instance, it allows us to analyze the stakes of standardized history curricula for subject
formation—but it also tends to assume that the school is an organ in the hands of some
ruling elite, something that has rightly been questioned by many curriculum scholars, in
no small part because most of us have been teachers in the schools and such a concept
cannot adequately explain our lived experiences.

Refining this concept in light of global empire, Italian Marxist Antonio Negri’s theory
(1999a; Hardt & Negri, 1994, 2000, 2004), which follows Deleuze and Guattari’s (2002)
concept of the “apparatus of capture,” figures that State as a parasite or vampire, feeding
off the living labor of the multitude, thus making the “state” an opponent of the desires
of the multitude. Such a concept of the state demands that we recognize the human cre-
ative potential which makes possible any social formation.

One of the tasks for curriculum studies in our moment, as well as the next moment,
is to conceptualize what these two concepts of the state have to do with each other. How
is the State apparatus bound up with the discourse in the field? How does our discourse,
the discourse of curriculum studies, respond to the State form? Provisionally, and this
guides the rest of these theses, these two “states” are entirely indeterminate. Our con-
ceptualization of one cannot do without a concept of the other into which it constantly
blurs.

Thesis Four: Curriculum Studies Must Cease its Crisis Rhetoric
(As Well as the Corollary Attempts to Periodize)

In the Introduction to Understanding Curriculum (Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery, & Taubman,
1995) the authors write: “The main concepts today are quite different from those which
grew out of an era in which school buildings and populations were growing exponen-
tially, and when keeping the curriculum ordered and organized were the main motives
of professional activity. That was a time of curriculum development. Curriculum Develop-
ment: Born 1918. Died: 1969” (p. 6). No matter what one thinks of the accuracy of such
an assertion, the rhetoric is remarkable. This new “era” (and I note that the authors use
“era” and not “state”) is founded upon the “death” of the old one. Paul de Man (1983)
reminds us that such authors’ “claim to being a new beginning turns out to be the repeti-
tion of a claim that has always already been made” (p. 161).

For a quick example, I want to quote from the last paragraph of Kliebard’s The Struggle
Jfor the American Curriculum (1995). He writes,

Neither the hopes nor the fears [of educational reformers] were fully actualized,
and, to be sure, the curriculum reforms that were being proposed were only imper-
fectly achieved, but the different platforms for restructuring the curriculum became
part and parcel of a national morality play in which those hopes and fears were
enacted. (p. 251)

Kliebard, as an historian, is working from texts to construct an account of what curric-
ulum discourse did. And what he finds is that for all the proclaimed ruptures and crises,
curriculum discourse changes very slowly. It seems to me that by abandoning a notion
of “eras” and the attendant claims to representing empirical reality, and embracing a
notion of “state” that must account for how we communicate, write, and read “curricu-
lum,” we can move beyond a need to think our moment as crisis, a need that produces
rhetoric that is as fantastical and phantasmagorical as it is scholarly.’?



Thirteen Theses on the Question of State in Curriculum Studies 47

Thesis Five: In “The Nightmare that is the Present” (Pinar, 2004),
We Will Have To Contend with Ghosts

Very early in What is Curriculum Theory? Pinar writes:

the present historical moment is, then, for public-school teachers and for those of us
in the university who work with them, a nightmare. The school has become a skill-
and-knowledge factory (or corporation); the education professoriate is reduced to
the status of supervisory personnel. While in the schools, millions live the nightmare
each day, too few seem to realize they are even asleep. (p. 3)

My concern, again, is not to take issue with whether or not Pinar’s description here
matches up with how I or anyone else sees life in schools. My concern is with the rhetoric
that describes American educational experience as a scene from the sci-fi horror film
They Livel

It seems to me that Understanding Curriculum also trades in ghostly images (Snaza,
2004), and thus we have to ask what is so compelling and, perhaps, productive about
such rhetoric. Ghosts and nightmares must be thought as displacements of real, and
yet unconscious, traumas: displacements, but also returns—the ghost as revenant, the
phantasmatic being who returns. Thus these ghosts are figures from the past that haunt
our present, and they demand a settling of accounts with the past (this is the lesson of
so many recent horror films such as Sixth Sense, The Ring, The Eye, The Others, etc.). These
ghostly nightmares thus demand that we make up to or for the past, but they do so in
displaced form. We never know exactly what we are being asked to atone for or to revenge
(as we learn from The Ring and The Ring 2: the past sometimes only seems to demand a
service; it can also be a purely negative force stripping us of the ability to live well). One
crucial feature then of the state of curriculum studies is that it is haunted (which is a
purely textual haunting).’”

There is an unheimliche moment at the end of Understanding Curriculum that is instruc-
tive here. Pinar et al. begin the “Prologue” with the following declaration: “That’s how a
textbook might end, is it not? A summary statement in which 3200 references are incor-
porated, requiring, it is true, notching up the level of abstraction, but summing it up in
the process. Doesn’t work, does it? Even summoning the grand ghost of John Dewey isn’t
enough” (p. 867). The authors then provide a set of analogies to explain why Dewey is
not the most important voice “in the same room” with us, now, and why we need to take
account of what I might recast as the heteroglossia of the field. This is an understand-
able gesture, and one that might be necessary to authorize the type of view of the field
Pinar et al. are seeking to stake out. But why summon a ghost, cast a spell, in order to
show its inadequacy? Dewey is here conjured only to be silenced, or, to invoke the other
sense of conjuring (see Derrida, 1994), finally laid to rest. Rather than allowing such a
conjuring to come off without a hitch, I want to read Dewey without the ghostly rhetoric.
Rather than being our “grand ghost,” I wonder if we may think of him as what Foucault
calls a “founder of discursivity” (1994). Foucault is thinking of discourses that require
the patient rereading of their founders, and it seems to me that curriculum studies might
benefit from being rethought as a line of inquiry that necessitates the careful, laborious
reading of Dewey at every moment.® Instead of letting his ghostly presence haunt us, let
us always return to him for guidance in “how we think.”

Thesis Six: Curriculum Studies Has not Adequately Conceptualized “Curriculum”

In 1975 a volume appeared, edited by Pinar, titled Curriculum Theorizing: The Reconceptual-
ists. This book presents “curriculum theorists” as constituting “the final 3 to 5 percent of
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the curriculum field,” after the curriculum developers and those scholars “steeped” in
social science. Near the end of the preface, Pinar writes, “At its most ambitious, the field
will attempt to become a synthesis of contemporary social science and the humanities.
It will attempt a marriage of two cultures: the scientific and the artistic and humanis-
tic” (p. xiv). The field is here defined by a subjunctive marriage of two methodological
and epistemological traditions. This wish-fulfillment definition seems to have caused
us immense anxiety. If every study must have an object and a method, it’s important to
remember that different methods will not only make different sense of their objects, but
will produce fundamentally different objects. In Pinar’s description of the field we see
a very clear formulation of what I see as our major difficulty: are we empiricists (social
scientists) or are we not (humanists)?? One cannot be empiricist and not empiricist at
the same time. Either one engages in the empiricist study of curricula, defined as some
actually existing object in actually existing social situations (like schools), or one engages
in the nonempiricist theorizing of curriculum as a concept.

I want to propose a misprision of the Reconceptualization as it is presented in Cur-
riculum Theorizing: The Reconceptualists. Despite Pinar’s subjunctive formulation, what the
Reconceptualization has actually ushered forth is the return of “curriculum” to a con-
cept. “Curriculum” can be theorized, “curricula” may be designed or implemented or
studied empirically. What Pinar, Apple, Kliebard, Huebner, Greene, McCarthy, jagodz-
inski, Grumet, and others allow us to do is think curriculum as a nonempirical philoso-
phizing of educational experience.

Thesis Seven: Curriculum Studies Should Be the Nonempiricist
Questioning of What the “Human” Means

In the same volume from 1975, Michael Apple provides a very compelling definition of
curriculum studies. Apple writes, “Our schools are places where humans confront each
other and dwell in the complex situation of being human with others” (p. 128). We need
to learn how to read this sentence. First, Apple is pointing to the all-too-unobvious idea
that “curriculum” must be conceptualized as what allows us to “be human,” or rather
become human. Education is the process of learning to be human undergone by the
human. Second, Apple—consciously or not—introduces the ideas that such a process is
difficult (it could presumably fail) and that it concerns “dwelling.”

I want to give this word dwelling a specifically Heideggerian resonance. In “Building
Dwelling Thinking” (1954,/1971), Heidegger writes: “We attain to dwelling, so it seems,
only by means of building. The latter, building, has the former, dwelling, as its goal” (p.
145). The distinction here, at least the way I want to read it, is that dwelling is fundamen-
tally different from mere living. Schools open themselves then to dwelling, but also to
mere living. Dwelling in a school would mean being in it in such a way that one learns
how to become human there, and where such dwelling is already to be human. Heide-
gger again: “The way in which you are and I am, the manner in which we humans are on
earth, is...dwelling” (p. 147). Heidegger reads Holderlin to understand how man dwells.
The answer is “poetically” (dichterish) (p. 213). To dwell poetically is to live in the world
in a manner of poiesis instead of Ge-stell, “Enframing.” I am now going to risk a certain
reductiveness, and I want to point you toward The Question Concerning Technology (1977),
but I will translate these two terms as “being open to the world in such a way that the
world can reveal itself to us,” and as “living in the world and thinking the world only as
what we can command and order.” The difference is between an openness to the world
and an attempt at mastery. To be human, in this conception with poiesis as its mode
of dwelling, is fundamentally at odds with our modern conception of human being, a
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conception that is the basis of our most prevalent origin myth from the book of Genesis
where man is given dominion over all things. There is a lot of thinking to be done here,
and it seems to me that whatis at stake is ultimately the entire world—all humans, plants,
animals, ecosystems, societies, cultures, traditions, and so on.

Thesis Eight: The Concept of the “Man” Must Be Rethought and, Perhaps, Replaced

In The Order of Things, Michel Foucault (1970) writes, “It is comforting...and a source of
profound relief to think that man is only a recent invention, a figure not yet two centu-
ries old, a new wrinkle in our knowledge, and that we will disappear again as soon as
that knowledge has discovered a new form” (p. xxiii). This concept of “man” as Foucault
articulates it (rather, as he shows how it has been articulated) is something very specific:
an object of social science, which creates “man” as its object in order to measure and
classify it. Such a concept of “man” constitutes something like a founding principle of
social science; in order to function it has to take “man” as a self-evident object available
for empirical study.

It seems to me that there is nothing self-evident about “man” and indeed it is the task
of curriculum studies to show what curreres get run which turn us into human beings. As
we have already noted, such a process can fail, and the task of education is to see that it
doesn’t. But the self-evidence of “man” is breaking down on all levels. Take, for example,
the recent work in biology that moves beyond a notion of the “organism” as the basic unit
of study (Doyle, 1997, 2003). As Richard Doyle explains, “‘life’ just isn’t what it used to be.
The conceptual, rhetorical matrix we used to feel comfortable ascribing to something
called ‘organisms’ has been displaced and retooled” (1997, p. 25).

This does not need to sink into a sort of biological determinism. Rather, it demands
a rethinking of how we dwell on earth with animals, plants, machines, and information.
It is to displace “man” as the privileged center of our ethics and force us to include not
only the human other, but every other in our decision making. The hope for such an
ethics is education: “Perhaps, ironically, we can learn from our fusions with animals
and machines how not to be Man, the embodiment of Western logos” (Haraway, 1991,
p. 173).

It is no small task to cast off the thinking of man, and if curriculum studies can begin
to address such a problem, it must ally itself quite strongly with the two most powerful
theoretical movements now also seeking to cast off “man” and with it empiricism. I am
referring to a certain thinking of the postcolonial (Ismail, 2005; Mowitt, 2005) and a cer-
tain thinking of globalization (Hardt & Negri, 1994, 2000, 2004). In his book Abiding by
Sri Lanka, Qadri Ismail (2005) provides an important argument for postempiricism as a
necessary postcolonial gesture. One of his examples can be linked directly to Apple’s for-
mulation of curriculum studies, and it helps us think what is at stake here: “the place—
and place as a concept—is understood not geographically, or though its ally, area studies,
but as a debate; not as an object that exists empirically but as a text, or a group of texts,
that is/are read” (p. xvii): Getting rid of man means getting rid of empiricism, which
means getting rid of social science.

Thesis Nine: The Imperative For Curriculum Studies Is not to Generate Empirical Truth
Claims, but Ethical Commitments

If we can learn to set aside empiricism, what are we left with? The clearest answer I know
of is with questioning, with reading. Questioning and reading are not methods, they
are ethical modes of dwelling. Reading, in the sense that I am going to use it now, is
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something we don’t do much of these days. It requires a lot of time, patience, and humil-
ity—things that our modern mode of existing doesn’t value very highly. Reading must be
setin opposition to both “interpreting” and “understanding.” Qadri Ismail (2005) argues
that “reading” and “intervening” are in opposition to “understanding” and “interpreta-
tion.” The former are about ethical commitments and patient attention to an object,
understood nonempirically as a collection of texts. The latter are about mastering the
world, presumed to exist “out there” in some objective and ultimately knowable form.
The former is the realm of the posthumanities. The latter is the realm of social science.

For the social sciences, including much of what goes by the name of curriculum
studies, there is always an assumption that something exists which can be accurately
described by more-or-less transparent means (language, statistics, etc.). For the humani-
ties, there is an assumption that we live in and through texts, texts in which the precise
formulations (in language, music, images) matter—in the double meaning that they
are what count, and they are what makes up the “stuff” of our world. Because we live in
texts, to make believe we can make accurate truth claims about the world'’ is to miss the
more profound calling to us as thinkers: to think as a means of intervening in the world,
again through texts. This requires us to give up on truths and to learn to dwell in ethics,
in commitments to people and the earth, in readings, which are always imperfect and
partial and interested.

It seems to me that we can learn to read and intervene in such a way by learning to
question. Heidegger (1977) reminds us that, “Questioning builds a way” (p. 3). Sum-
moning my earlier reading of Heidegger with Apple, we can see that questioning is what
builds places (as concepts) for us to dwell, where to dwell is to dwell poetically, together
with other beings. This is an ethical task and it is not a question of knowledge. As Marx
famously reminds us, “the philosophers have only interpreted the world, in various ways;
the point, however, is to changeit” (1978, p. 145).

Thesis Ten: Curriculum Studies Must Have a Concept of the “Community”
to Evaluate Its Ethical Statements

I am repeatedly using the word ethics here to designate a difference from something
like politics. Politics, we might say, is about ethics that are enacted at the level of the
state. Politics demands human beings with identities, as we know so well from the mul-
ticulturalism debates. One of the tasks of thinking the posthuman and the ethics that
correspond will be to think something other than identity. The most advanced attempt
to think this difference that I'm aware of is the thought of “singularity” (Deleuze, 1994).
Some works (Agamben, 1993; Blanchot, 2001; Nancy, 1991) conceptualize “singularity”
against the individual subject and “community” against the State.

An example here will be helpful. The last paragraph of Agamben’s book, in a chapter
about Tiananmen Square, reads as follows:

Whatever singularity, which wants to appropriate belonging itself, its own being-
in-language, and thus rejects all identity and every condition of belonging, is the
principle enemy of the State. (1993, p. 87)

Note here a crucial reversal: not “common being” but “being in common.” What
links singularities is not a shared identity or essence (nationality, a shared language, a
shared gender, a shared race, etc.) but a common being-in-the-world that makes ethical
demands. Singularities demand, above all, to be loved. Thinking posthuman dwelling
in the world means thinking love and ethics together and evaluating those ethics by the
extent to which they allow community to happen to us.
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Thesis Eleven: The Primary Ethical Demand for Curriculum Studies Is to Love

I want to put a few questions on the table. First: what does “love” have to do with what
we earlier called “interest” which allows us to read instead of interpreting? What does
“love” have to do with thinking the object of our inquiry as also subject, that is as some-
thing that does not exist apart from us, and which changes us when we interact with it?
And, bringing back an earlier discussion, what does “love” have to do with learning to
let the ghosts disappear, to put the haunting to rest? A lesson comes from Nietzsche, who
writes:

Just as anyone who acts, in Goethe’s words, is always without conscience, so is he also
without knowledge: he forgets most things in order to do one thing, he is unjust to
whatever lies behind him and recognizes only one right, the right of what is to be.
Thus, everyone who acts loves his action infinitely more than it deserves to be loved,
and the best deeds occur in such an exuberance of love that, no matter what, they
must be unworthy of this love, even if their worth were otherwise incalculably great.
(1874/1995, p. 92)

We must forget the past, or parts of the past, in order to be ethically committed to
what is to come. Nietzsche here inscribes this ability to forget (also required to be happy)
under the sign of love. Thinking love as the ethical commitment of curriculum studies is
not a new idea (see hooks, 1994; for a superb account of the importance of love for any
political praxis, see Sandoval, 2000). The most important articulation of this thinking
I know of is in Susan Huddleston Edgerton’s brilliant Translating the Curriculum, where
she links love not only to the care for students, but also to a rejection of hierarchies that
cause us so much sadness (1996, p. 67). Edgerton writes,

The pedagogical and psychoanalytic risk of love, transference love, is the displace-
ment or deconstruction of hierarchized love.... Henceforth in this writing love func-
tions as an analogy for teaching/learning at the same time that it is often, as in
psychoanalysis, more than an analogy; it is a very real and necessary condition for
the pedagogical situation. (p. 67; on “transference” in education see de Man, 1986;
Felman, 1997; Harper, 2000)

Thesis Twelve: Curriculum Studies Must Be the Posthumanistic Production
of Concepts Related to Education

Part and parcel of the movement away from empirical research toward a theorizing or
philosophizing of curriculum as posthumanistic labor (of love) is a recognition that what
curriculum studies produces is not understanding, or evidence, but concepts, concepts
that must intervene in contemporary debates in ethical ways. As Deleuze and Guattari
(1994) point out, “philosophy is the discipline that involves creating concepts” (p. 5). They
link such creation (not discovery!) to the work of pedagogy, the work of learning to dwell
in the world. For them, what we require is the

modest task of a pedagogy of the concept.... If the three ages of the concept are the
encyclopedia, pedagogy, and commercial professional training, only the second can
safeguard us from falling from the heights of the first into the disaster of the third—
an absolute disaster for thought whatever its benefits might be, of course, from the
viewpoint of universal capitalism. (p. 12)
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Here, we can see that philosophy (the love of knowledge) involves pedagogy as resis-
tance to universal capitalism. One of the most profound insights to be gained from glo-
balization theory, postcolonial theory, and the works of Adorno and Benjamin, is that in
our moment capitalism is inseparable from the State. To resist capitalism is to be against
the State.

Such resistance is indeed “modest.” We must intervene in the world through the cre-
ation and deployment of concepts. What are our concepts? This is the question that
curriculum studies needs to ask itself. To rely on the answers given in that supreme work
of late style, Pinar’s What is Curriculum Theory? 1 would have to give these: “school,” “teach-
ing,” “self,” and most importantly “curriculum.” Our task is to take from the tradition
concepts that make demands of us, and to theorize, philosophize them, in the spirit of
ethical intervention.

Thesis Thirteen: Curriculum as a Concept Might Be a Third Space
of Becoming Posthuman, a Place of Love, a Question of Love Against the State

In the first aphorism of The Coming Community, Agamben (1993) conceptualizes the rela-
tionship between love and singularity:

Love is never directed toward this or that property of the loved one (being blond,
being small, being tender, being lame), but neither does it neglect the properties in
favor of an insipid generality (universal love): The lover wants the loved one with all of
its predicates, its being such as it is. The lover desires the as only insofar as it is such—
this is the lover’s particular fetishism. Thus, whatever singularity (the Loveable) is
never the intelligence of some thing, or of this or that quality or essence, but only the
intelligence of an intelligibility. (p. 2)

This “intelligence” which is love, is the intelligence of the possibility of intelligibility
in the first instance. That is, it is the love of what allows us to be lovable—our being-in-
common, let us say—that lets community happen. This love is a matter of attention: For
to love neither the qualities nor an “insipid generality” is to give attention to the loved
object, attention without reserve. It is to practice what Adorno might call “immanent
criticism.” This is to say that learning to love, to be posthuman, is to learn to live aestheti-
cally. It is to learn to read and not to interpret. It is to desire ethical intervention and not
understanding. It is to wonder and above all to question.

We could benefitimmensely from two complimentary and essential texts on aesthetics
written in the 20th Century: Dewey’s Art as Experience (1934/1980) and Adorno’s Aesthetic
Theory (1970/1997). Both of these texts conceptualize aesthetic experience as an ethical
relation to the art object as a subject capable of transforming the subject immersing her-
self in the art object. For Dewey (1934/1980), this opens the possibility of what he calls
civilization, but which I would rewrite as “community”:

It is a matter of communication and participation in values of life by means of the
imagination, and works of art are the most intimate and energetic means of aiding
individuals to share in the arts of living. Civilization is uncivil because human beings
are divided into non-communicating sects, races, nations, classes and cliques. (p.
336)

That is, art is what allows us to think community without identity, beyond “common
being” of sect, race, nation, class, or clique. Art, living poetically as Heidegger would say,
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opens us to the possibility of love. And this possibility opens a space for the posthuman
dwelling, a dwelling that curriculum studies must conceptualize and study."

As the notion of transference has been worked out in psychoanalysis, it has come to
designate a sort of third space, between the analysand and the analyst. It’s not uncom-
mon to think this also as teacher and student, given that we understand the pedagogical
and analytic situations as both questions of love between (at least) two singularities. I
want to end now by asking us to read aesthetically, ethically, in the loving hope of some
better world yet to come. And here, perhaps unsatisfactory though it is, I come to the
end, and I leave it to an Other, to Héléne Cixous’s novel The Third Body (1999). I hope we
are ready to read this, and to question after it:

And I had said: Everything will happen to us. And it was the same thing, at least I
thought so, it was that thing, love, with its symmetrical faces and its crooked smiles.
Between us there was all this Nothing of Everything, the possibility of the impossible
that happened, that would happen at one time or another, here or there (which had
become homonyms, and I answered to where are you? at times with I am here, at times
with I am there, and it was the same place, for the place where he is I am, the place
where I am he is in flesh and bones and the spirit of him or me). But today, here,
where are my flesh and bones? I want to arrive, but I don’t have a body in which to
make an appearance. (pp. 24-25)

Notes

1.

I'want to give special thanks to my friend Matt Hadley here, for sharing his paper “The Form
of Thesis” (2005) with me. He writes, “Thesis then, and I want to stress this, is that reduction
of form—touching on the very limit of form itself—that exposes, at the same time, both the
control and negative enclosure of our lives at the largest scale, and the powerful potential
within, asking us to collide with even more intensity against that which bounds us” (p. 3).

. In rewriting it thus, I am following Pinar. On page 24 of this book, he writes, “We hope to

persuade teachers to appreciate the complex and shifting relations between their own self-
formation and the school subjects they teach, understood as subject matter and as human
subjects.” It does seem to me that this formation is slightly messy, however, for it presents
teachers as having “selves” while students are “subjects.” Despite its importance in contem-
porary curriculum studies, I think maintaining the concepts of “the self” and of “identity” is
not desirable.

. Although there is no time to work out a full theory here, it seems to me that such expe-

rience is what Dewey (1934/1980) and Adorno (1970/1997) mean by “aesthetic.” Adorno
writes, “Artworks are semblance in that they help what they themselves cannot be to a type
of second-order, modified existence; they are appearance because by virtue of aesthetic real-

ization the nonexistence in them, for whose sake they exist, achieves an existence, however
refracted” (p. 109).

. For context explains nothing, as Derrida (1977) has taught us: “by virtue of its essential iter-

ability, a written syntagma can always be detached from the chain in which it is inserted or
given without causing it to lose all possibility of functioning, if not all possibility of ‘commu-
nicating,’” precisely. One can perhaps come to recognize other possibilities in it by inscribing
it or grafting it onto other chains. No context can entirely enclose it” (p. 9).

. Politically, we should also note that the Right makes great use of crisis language to further

their interests. If we allow ourselves to couch our discourse in a language game they already
control, we have already lost by virtue of assenting to their rules.

. Not least troubling to me, but which I can’t address in the space allowed, is how such a

conception falls easily into the old Marxist ideas of “false consciousness.” This description
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comes disturbingly close to saying, “We are awake! We know! And we must wake those who
cannot see the truths we see!”

7. Of course, curriculum studies is not the only discourse that is haunted in this way. Marxism
may be the most obvious other example. Take, in Capital, Vol. 1 (1867/1990), the following:
“The prolongation of the working day beyond the limits of the natural day, into the night,
only acts as a palliative. It only slightly quenches the vampire thirst for the living blood
of labour” (p. 367). One might also think of the opening lines of the Communist Manifesto
(2002): “A spectre is haunting Europe—the spectre of Communism” (p. 218), and much of
the rhetoric in Hardt and Negri’s (2000) Empire.

8. This is not the way Dewey is usually read. Dewey is often invoked only to be cheaply dis-
missed. The kind of reading I'm talking about can only be called the labor of love.

9. In What Is Curriculum Theory? Pinar places the weight on the humanities side of his earlier
definition, and in proposing that we be posthumanities scholars and not social scientists, I
am following his lead. He writes: “The interdisciplinary structure of the field, and especially
the strong influence of the humanities and the arts, makes curriculum theory a distinctive
specialization within the broad field of education, a fragmented field broadly modeled after
the social and behavioral sciences” (p. 2).

10. What I mean by this is that “truth claims” are by definition ethical commitments masquer-
ading as objective claims about the world. Anywhere you find “evidence” you should read “I
am ethically committed to....” Fidelity to the accuracy, reliability, and validity of empirical
research methods is an ethical commitment, and one that, as a founding exclusion, must
bracket the questioning of the self-evidence of the visible.

11. Twant to acknowledge here one of my favorite books, a book that brings together aesthetic
theory and postcolonial theory to make profound arguments about curriculum: Greg Dimi-
triadis and Cameron McCarthy’s Reading and Teaching the Postcolonial (2001).
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Suggested Reading Questions

1. How might Snaza’s being “seized by” an idea, a question, or an experience, in the
process of doing curriculum, be a contradiction and an alienation from the very
practices and theories that have hitherto sustained the field of education (or cur-
riculum studies)?

2. What might be the implication of State as a apparatus and its relation to State as
discourse in curriculum studies be?

3. The author states that while curriculum can be theorized, curriculum must be
designed. How might the difference between the two be the key to understanding
the author’s claim that curriculum is a nonempirical philosophy of educational
experience that cannot be both empirical and nonempirical?

4. Snaza refers to the ecopolitics of dwelling as different from living in the world. What
are the moral implications of dwelling and how does it give us a deeper understand-
ing of the curriculum crisis that might allow for a poiesis of multiplicity and diversity
in understanding curriculum?



Response to Nathan Snaza
Love in Ethical Commitment

A Neglected Curriculum Reading

William H. Schubert

Nathan Snaza has offered 13 theses, the crescendo of which is a call for ethical action
immersed in love—a hope for interrelatedness that could issue in a posthumanity. He
challenges us to read anew, to wonder without slavery to knowledge, to create concepts
that grow in contrast to inert information, and to act on an imperative of ethical com-
mitment guided by aesthetic imagination. I wonder why creators of novels, poems, plays,
other stories, movies, and some television programming recognize the need to empha-
size love, not just for sales, but for conversion of perspective, emotion, and ethical com-
mitment, but curriculum theorists (especially curriculum developers and designers)
have seldom grasped this ingredient as a basis for human possibility?

My transition to Mister Rogers, here, may seem surprising. Fred Rogers had a class
size of 8 million for his well-known PBS program, Mister Rogers’ Neighborhood; yet, each
viewer knew he cared about them personally. When some of his former viewers gradu-
ated from college, and he was asked to give their commencement address, snickers and
raucous demeanor retreated as he approached the microphone. They became his child-
hood audience again. In his calming manner, instead of the usual kind of address, he
simply asked all of the students to stand for a few moments of silence and reflect on those
who “loved them into being.” Silence prevailed as tears rolled down faces and gradu-
ates looked toward the audience where some of those who loved them into being proudly
watched. Mister Rogers did not look for deficits, as curriculum makers too often do. He
liked us “just the way we are,” as he so often repeated to children, helping them feel good
about who they are.

Indeed, how are we? That is a great educational question, one we pursue for a lifetime.
And its subset for this volume is: What is the state of curriculum studies? How are we in
curriculum studies? To invoke Mister Rogers is in no way to diminish the intellectual
tour de force with which Nathan Snaza challenges us—those in curriculum studies, or
anyone else who is listening. In fact, my respect for Fred Rogers’ accomplishments makes
me offer the two together as strengthening the call for love and ethical commitment.

Compelled to Reflect

Together, Snaza and Rogers compel me to reflect on those who loved me into being: my
parents, grandparents, other relatives, friends, my children and grandchildren, wonder-
ful colleagues, and most profoundly my loving wife Ann (1952-2006). I think of the
pedagogy of my family life in the Midwest, six of us (3 generations) piling in the car for a
3- to 4-week trip each summer for a decade (with the adults encouraging me to plan the
curriculum of our journeys). Too, I reflect on sharing of conversations, pretend stories,
movies, TV shows, sports, especially Indiana basketball, as a modern chivalry wherein
teenage knights defended the honor of their town. I fondly recall the friendships, trying
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to figure out meanings of life amidst a fundamentalist Christian and small farm town
ethos, entering college and falling in love with literature and philosophy as guides that
I wanted to emulate.

My parents were highly regarded educators in the small towns in which we lived, and
I cannot help but feel a prophetic connection between the early curricula embedded
in the life I experienced and what happened next. After completing a master’s in phi-
losophy of education at Indiana University in 1967, I became a teacher in the Chicago
area. My father, a seasoned administrator and former coach, gave me a dittoed article he
thought insightful: “The Greening of Curriculum” (1971) by Paul R. Klohr of the Ohio
State University. As an undergraduate, I found that curriculum (as is all too typical) was
conveyed mostly as lesson planning; however, in graduate studies, it had been suggested
that we read Fundamentals of Curriculum Development by Smith, Stanley, and Shores (1957),
and when I opened the book, it seemed as if I already knew it. I practically assimilated it.
The same happened with Bruner’s (1960) The Process of Education. In contrast, though I
felt a similar connectedness, I found that Dewey’s (1916) Democracy and Education needed
aslow read to become part of my emergent repertoire. Under the guidance of A. Stafford
Clayton, I discovered that Dewey’s Summary at each chapter end was really extrapolation,
so study of the whole text was necessary! Thus, I had positive inclinations toward both
curriculum, and also to greening from Reich’s (1970) The Greening of America.

Later, my reading of the Smith, Stanley, and Shores text turned out to be somewhat
prophetic, in that I studied with J. Harlan Shores for my PhD at the University of Illinois.
Hoping to do doctoral work in philosophy of education, I had been dismayed in survey-
ing college catalogues of the day to learn that philosophy of education had morphed
into something called educational policy studies, which seemed too connected to the state
to be as imaginative and speculative. So, by reading some curriculum theory, along with
literature and philosophy, I nourished my imagination as an elementary teacher. From
this antidote to the dissonance wrought by the anathema of lesson planning with behav-
ioral objectives, I selected curriculum studies as a practical instantiation of philosophy
of education. During doctoral study I looked for curriculum books wherever I could
find them, hoping to locate writings that helped me understand what I considered the
greatest asset to teaching: the philosophical imagination, especially in the lives of teach-
ers and students. I found far too little in curriculum literature about teachers, students,
and their relationships. On my parent’s bookshelf, I found Caswell and Campbell (1935),
which they had used in graduate school at Indiana University, nearly 30 years before I
had been there for my master’s degree. Intriguingly, the Caswell and Campbell text has
a section on pupil pursuits! Sadly, this emphasis seemed to be discarded over the years;
something akin to it could only be found in some of the advocates of integrated cur-
riculum (Hopkins, 1937, 1954) and higher levels of the core curriculum (Alberty, 1947,
1953).

To continue the prophecy: As many know, Harold Alberty went to the Ohio State Uni-
versity to study with the eminent education philosopher, Boyd H. Bode. What I had not
known, and discovered after my father passed away in 1974, was that Harold Alberty,
as Superintendent of Schools in Berea, Ohio, signed my father’s first and second grade
report cards. Paul Klohr was Alberty’s student in curriculum, and exemplary mentor of
Norm Overly, Bill Pinar, Tim Leonard, Craig Kridel, Janet Miller, Bob Bullough, Paul
Shaker, Francine Shuchat-Shaw, and others of my generation of colleagues in the cur-
riculum field—those whose notions of reconceptualization are being considered and
built upon here. When I took groups of my doctoral students to present at Bergamo
conferences, Paul Klohr often commented (with sentimental eyes) that it reminded him
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of the ways in which Harold Alberty had taken him and other doctoral students to Asso-
ciation for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD), when ASCD dealt with
fundamental curriculum wonderings.

After almost a decade of conferences on the reconceptualization of curriculum, Klohr
(1980) reflected on a diversity of themes in the new concepts being advanced. I have
found it interesting to ponder Snaza’s 13 theses in light of Klohr’s nine themes:

Organic view of nature

Individuals as creators of knowledge and culture
Experiential base of method

Preconscious experience

New sources of literature for curriculum

Liberty and higher levels of consciousness

Means and ends that include diversity and pluralism
Political and social reconceptualization

New language forms'

In the brief space afforded, I will wonder about these themes as I ponder possibilities
for curriculum studies relative to Snaza’s theses.? Perhaps incorrectly interpreted, I think
Klohr, pedagogue and mentor that he was (now a mentor of a field), was not only sum-
marizing, but looking ahead for us all.

Thesis One

Snaza’s contention that we cannot determine the state of curriculum studies because
we are barely able to pose the question to do so strikes a chord with fact that Klohr
simply put his nine dimensions out there for consideration, for wonder, and did not
attempt to explicate their meaning—as topic sentences for texts yet to come. How, I won-
der, does (should) curriculum studies itself as a subject relate to Snaza’s discussion of the
transformation from discipline to subject, from a schooled subject to a human subject?
How do we understand curriculum or curriculum studies, relative to Pinar’s (2004, p. 2)
observation that “curriculum theory is the interdisciplinary study of educational experi-
ence,” unless we embrace far more venues of experience than institutionalized schooling

(Schubert, 2007)?

Thesis Two

The educational paradox of reconciling (or not) what has been with what is to come, relates
to my observation that Klohr was not merely summarizing but hoping, being pedagogi-
cal. The ambiguity of passing on that which does not yet exist, the Deweyan tension
between living well in the world and making it better, is kindred to the admonition in an
early characterization of currere by Pinar and Grumet (1976):

I work to get a handle on what I've been and what I imagine myself to be, so that I
can wield this information, rather than it wielding me.... I choose what of'it to honor,
what of it to let go. I choose again who it is I aspire to be, how I wish my life history
to read. I determine my social commitments; I devise my strategies: whom to work
with, for what, how. (p. ix)
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Thesis Three

Snaza’s query (what state?) clearly explores Klohr’s political and social reconceptualiza-
tion, as he wonders about the state of history or that of politics; that is, the temporal or
the social. Multifarious images of corporate state influence, through school, as ruling
class sponsored parasite or vampire vividly capture the damage.

Thesis Four

Snaza’s caveat to cease crisis rhetoric and periodization of curriculum history is one
that weighs heavy on a mind that has spent a career doing this (Marshall, Sears, Allen,
Roberts, & Schubert, 2007; Schubert, Lopez Schubert, Thomas, & Carroll, 2002). Fortu-
nately, I've done other things, too! Surely, with Snaza, we should strive for state account-
ability to new language forms (Klohr) that move beyond momentary crisis and express
the fantastical and phantasmagorical in tandem with the scholarly.

Thesis Five

Clearly, Snaza is convincing in his call to search for what haunts us, reminiscent of Cur-
riculum Visions of Doll and Gough (2002). My sense of wonder is accentuated as Snaza
draws upon Foucault to suggest that Dewey be a founder of discursivity more than a grand
ghost, illustrative of Klohr’s emphasis on both new sources of literature and preconscious
experience.

Theses Six and Seven

The possibility, already exemplified, of allowing “us to think a nonempirical philosophiz-
ing of educational experience,” revives the depth of Klohr’s experiential base of method.
Further, Snaza’s reading a glimpse (via Michael Apple) of Heideggerian dwelling evoked
in the process of striving to be human with others, within the possibility of failure, rein-
vigorates Klohr’s image of humans as creators of knowledge and culture. Still more,
Snaza’s introduction of poiesis as a mode of dwelling brings to mind Klohr’s liberty and
higher levels of consciousness that could exorcise the origin myth of human domination
over the world. Let us hope it could, at least.

Theses Eight and Nine

Reconceiving, even replacing the concept of Man, with solace from Foucault that Man
is not as time-honored a concept as many would think, opens the possibility of mov-
ing from organism to multifarious fusions among living and nonliving aspects of the
world (though all may be alive, or all not). There is much of relevance here to be con-
nected with Eastern thought (e.g., Lao Tzu,? later expressed in the poetry of Li Po, Tu
Fu). This need resonates powerfully with Klohr’s means and ends that include diversity
and pluralism, giving necessary import to Snaza’s call for education as a resistive force
to impediments that prevent failure of curreres that make us more fully human. Two
such impediments, identified by Snaza that are in the spirit of Klohr’s call for higher
levels of consciousness, are postcolonialism and globalization, though my colleague Bill
Watkins has taught me to suspect that there is no postcolonialism, only neocolonialism.
Klohr’s political and social reconceptualization is pushed in novel directions by Snaza’s
call (inspired by Qadri Ismail) to a reading and intervention that constitute ethical com-
mitments that supplant the kinds of knowledge that guide world mastery.
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Theses Ten and Eleven

Snaza contends that dwelling in ethics, not accumulating knowledge, is an impetus to
enactment—action or praxis derived from pondering, wondering, and speculating on
(in) texts—a posthumanities orientation rather than a social science one. Klohr’s empha-
sis on new language forms, is clearly related to his friend and contemporary, Dwayne
Huebner (1966), who called for languages of curriculum that transcend the technical
and scientific (especially scientistic): political, ethical, and aesthetic, and doubtless we
should add spiritual (see Huebner, 1999). Intervention of ethical commitment, is guided
by aesthetic perception and educational imagination (as Snaza appreciates in Dewey,
1934/1980) through a Deleuzian singularity (ponder connections again to note 3). This
relates, I feel, to both Klohr’s organic view of nature and his praise of new sources of
literature that are not part of institutionalized curriculum development. Could such
singularity be microcosmic in the history of solidarity, not of one faction in opposition
to another; rather, solidarity (singularity) of being-in-the-world? In any case, Snaza is
insightful in seeing singularity as the enemy of the state. I wonder what makes ethical
commitment and love embrace. Could it be otherwise? Do we need to watch out for that?
Sanza asks well that we ponder the connection between interest and love, to consider
how love might help the ghosts disappear. Are there ghosts that should remain and be
augmented within us, as well as those that should disappear? How do we guard against,
noting Nietzsche’s warning (drawing upon Goethe), forgetting the parts of the past we
need.

What is clear is that we need to consider that place of love in curriculum studies, in
curriculum theorizing, in pedagogical relationship, in currere—something that Snaza
reminds us well. While he reminds us that this been addressed by bell hooks, Susan Edg-
erton (1995), and a few others, why has it been neglected by so many curricularists?

Theses Twelve and Thirteen

Continuing to explore this ethical commitment embedded in love, Snaza advocates the
posthumanistic production of concepts related to education, as contrasted with social
science knowledge. The careful (care-filled) reading he recommends brings creation
more than discovery, and wonder at least as much as creation. As I ponder Snaza’s men-
tion of “three ages of the concept,” derived from Deleuze and Guattari (1994), I wonder
how to be pedagogic, prevent falling from the heights of encyclopedia as I develop an Ency-
clopedia of Curriculum Studies,* so that I will not land in the abyss of commercial professional
training. Clearly, I want to remain in the realm of the pedagogy of love in ethical com-
mitment. Meanwhile, I worry: Who has created universal capitalism that is the state of
today? Are we all complicit, or some of us only? Who are those capable of theorizing
concepts of school, self, teaching, and curriculum in the spirit of ethical intervention. Or,
at best, can we only write and talk about these matters? As I look at the inhumanity of
the world, I wonder if a post-Deweyan faith in democracy is warranted? Can we even
form meaningful community, let alone participatory democracy? Can we love greed
and imperialism out of the state? I hope so, and I doubt, too. Despite this doubt, what
else is worth a try?

I learned to love with family and friends (through family trips, shared stories and
arts, sports and discussions, study and teaching, relationships and theorizing, farm town
and big city, gain and loss). Therein reside curricula of my ethical commitments. So, in
response to Fred Rogers’s simple admonition to remember those who have loved us into
being, and to Nathan Snaza’s theorizing of the need for love-based ethical commitment
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and intervention guided by careful, imaginative, aesthetic reading of the texts of our
lives, I appreciate and applaud. Again, what else is worth a try?

Notes

1. Klohr’s list makes it clear that there was great diversity, even in the early years of reconcep-
tualization, that there were no card carrying reconceptualists!

2. To prevent redundancy, when referring to sources cited by Snaza, the reader should refer
back to his reference list. Phrases from Klohr’s list and Snaza’s paper are integrated without
citation in the discussion that follows to enhance flow.

3. Clearly this is related to the paper for this volume by Hongyu Wang, who unites aspects of
the Tao Te Ching by Lao Tsu (Lao Tzu, Lao Zhi), to psychoanalysis, and has cofounded a new
AERA SIG on Confucianism, Taoism, and Education, and especially portrayed by the unity
of the river image that runs through Ming Fang He’s (2003) autobiographical and fictional-
ized narrative, A River Forever Flowing.

4. This project, to be published by Sage, is one I am consulting on as a senior editor, to be
edited by Craig Kridel.
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3 Reading Histories

Curriculum Theory, Psychoanalysis,
and Generational Violence

Jennifer Gilbert

Chapter Overview

The author discusses generational conflict as an important site for imagining the future
of curriculum theory. Accordingly, the author explains the notion that conflict is a neces-
sity to the formation of intellectual generations or a fact of birth and death with life and
within the field. Focused upon the effect generational conflict has on the scholarly activ-
ity of reading, she illustrates that the entrance of a new generation into the history of a
discipline might result in splitting, or a repudiation of the past in order to differentiate a
contemporary generation from the previous one. The author suggests a response to what
surfaces as an ahistorical attitude toward efforts in the field to make anew, those work-
ing in the field might become aware of our reading practices. This awareness, she sug-
gests, might allow us to work through splitting that makes possible but soon hinders the
relationship between generations. The author concludes with call for reparative reading
practices.

Introduction

At the conference on the futures of curriculum theory where this chapter had its first
life, junior scholars were invited to speak about their research and how that research
borrowed from and transformed the work of “reconceptualist” curriculum theory.! In
response, senior scholars read this work and offered questions, provocations, compli-
ments, and complaints. The conference was structured to create a conversation across
generations and to highlight what is new in the field of curriculum theory. Over lunch,
in hallways, at receptions, and indeed in the conference room, conversations across and
within intellectual generations inspired feelings of recognition and affirmation, but just
as often, conflicts over theoretical and political commitments erupted, and feelings of
being misunderstood, badly interpreted, or misread circulated. These conflicts, in part,
help constitute what may come to be called “post-reconceptualist” curriculum theory
just as earlier conflicts ignited the field of reconceptualist curriculum theory. Conflict,
however, does not ruin thinking. The kinds of learning we might value when imagining
the future of curriculum theory emerge from contested debates over interpretation and
unsettle the pervasive if debunked fantasy that education, as both a discipline and a pro-
cess of learning, should transcend conflict and reach toward consensus. It is the recon-
ceptualists who have insisted that curriculum theory must consider the ways learning is
caught up in the conflicts of subjectivity and intimately tied to experiences of belonging
and exclusion. Yet while we may theorize these dynamics in curriculum theory, it may
be more difficult to tolerate that these dynamics also structure the field of curriculum
studies.

This chapter takes up these debates over interpretation and argues that conflict is
necessary to the formation of intellectual generations. We are grappling here with the
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difficulty of both being a newcomer and greeting the newly arrived. It is a condition
Hannah Arendt (1958/1997) calls “the fact of natality.” “We are born into the world
as strangers,” Arendt argues, and yet despite the uncertainty the strange ushers in, it is
“the fact of natality” that makes possible a new beginning—*“the newcomer possesses the
capacity of beginning something anew” (p. 9). In conflict with the promise of newness,
we must face our own mortal finiteness and the difficulty of this realization can manifest
itself as a fear of newness. While suspicious of psychoanalysis herself, Arendt’s observa-
tions on the human condition echo descriptions of generational conflict in psychoanaly-
sis. The ambivalence that marks the space of the familial, an ambivalence psychoanalysis
described as Oedipal, makes the relations between generations fraught with conflict
and a psychical violence. The child is received by her parents and the wider community
as both a promise and a threat—and the child, for her part, enters the world caught
between love and hate. What can it mean for the field of curriculum theory that the love
of learning has such violent beginnings? And why might this violence be so difficult to
tolerate for those just arriving and those already here? I want to say something about
these psychical conflicts and the ambivalence that attends the fact of natality, in order
to comment upon the formation of intellectual generations. How do we understand and
respond to the violence of newness in intellectual communities? In what ways is newness
received as both a promise for the future and a threat to history?

In this chapter, I bring these questions to bear on that most scholarly activity of intel-
lectual communities: reading. In charting of the field of curriculum theory, these his-
tories we are attempting to narrate are themselves an effect of reading. This chapter
insists that our reading of history is marked by the “promises and threats” that the new
introduces. How do our practices of reading constitute the generations between which
conflicts will emerge? At the same time, when newcomers enter into a history that can
seem already overpopulated, the repudiation of influence results in a splitting, what Pas-
serini (1996) will call an antihistorical attitude. What happens to practices of reading
when history feels like a burden and an insult? And yet, as I suggest toward the end of
the chapter, noticing our practices of reading offers the best chance for working through
the profound splitting that may initiate but then hamper relations between intellectual
generations. Psychoanalysis, with its attention to the ways our reading of the outside
world mirrors interior conflicts, offers an ideal framework for thinking through these
difficult relations.

Generational Conflict

In his discussion of generational conflict, psychoanalyst Christopher Bollas (1997)
observes:

each generation violently destroys the previous generation’s ideals and objects; it is
through this process of destruction, then, that each generation constitutes its own
objects, through which to envision its own future. And it is in this respect that a gen-
eration gets hold of its future and uses it as an object. (p. 31)

According to Bollas, generations are inaugurated through acts of violence. Something
of the past must be repudiated or destroyed in order for a future to be made or found.
Similarly, Luisa Passerini (1996), in her history of the 1968 student movement in Italy,
Autobiography of a Generation, links the formation of generations to a refusal of continu-
ity. She explores how the biographical narratives of her subjects record an ambivalence
toward fathers and a refusal to regard mothers as significant; in effect, she argues, the
generation of ‘68 “chose to be orphans.” For a generation to constitute itself, parents must
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be forgotten: the generation grows from the illusion that it erupted through a break with
the past. “To become history,” Passerini writes, “this [new] subjectivity must assert itself
as antihistorical. It must nullify, distance, destroy. And even where it finds continuity—
with revolts of the past—it must manifest that as discontinuity” (p. 24). At first glance,
both of these descriptions of generations conflict with the more common understanding
of generation as procreation and creativity—literally, to generate. What can it mean to
see the formation of generations as requiring a repudiation of history, an act of violence
against one’s parents (or parental substitutes), and the illusion of originality?

Consider next this claim by Madeline Grumet (1988), who casts the making of gen-
erations in a somewhat different light, as our shared human endeavor: “what is most fun-
damental to our lives as men and women sharing a moment on this planet is the process and
experience of reproducing ourselves” (emphasis in original, p. 4). This view of generations
extends beyond the act of parenting. Whatever one’s relation to the raising of actual
children, we are all engaged in a process of making or finding ourselves in others: “Even
if we choose not to be a parent we are not exempt from the reproductive process, for we
have each been a child of our parents” (p. 6). Thatis, even as we desire to reproduce our-
selves, we live that desire through the experience of having been someone’s child. Bollas
and Passerini locate violence in this relation: becoming a “generation” may require the
repudiation of the parent as a defense against, or forgetting of, one’s helplessness and
dependency. However, in coming to see oneself as part of a generation, one also identi-
fies with the parents’ generative power. Reproduction becomes the compensation for
having survived childhood.

The ironic logic of these psychical relations means that it may be difficult to tell the
difference between parents and children; a fragile distinction Paula Heimann (1989)
renders as “children and children-no-longer.” If the adult, in “the experience of repro-
ducing [herself],” is always also someone’s child, and therefore continues to live the
conflicts of early life, the formation of a generation—the construction of a break with
the continuity of history—must defend against the return of one’s infantile past: the
extreme dependency, the impotent rages, and the passionate loves and hates.

What then can it mean to speak of a new generation of curriculum theorists? Through
what acts of repudiation, forgetting, and violence will this generation constitute itself?
What concepts, ideas, and texts must be destroyed in order to create new objects of
inquiry and avenues for thought? How will these objects and ideas, forgotten and dis-
avowed, return to haunt our intellectual acts? And importantly, what might it mean
to see intellectual work and curriculum theory in particular as emerging from acts of
destruction? Do we require a theory of aggression to imagine curriculum theory as a site
of innovation and transformative practices? And, how will we tell the difference between
innovation or newness and cloning?? Psychoanalysis opens some directions to pursue
these questions of how violence, once banished to the outside, returns to threaten phan-
tasies of origin and originality.

Psychoanalytic explorations of learning begin from the premise that the pursuit of
knowledge is animated through the desire to dominate. In each act of knowing there
inheres a violence. In the many versions of psychoanalysis, this relationship takes dif-
ferent forms. In his book on curiosity, Adam Phillips (1998) connects learning with a
ravenous appetite, describing the infant as “the beast in the nursery” (p. 1). Melanie
Klein’s (1928/1965) early theory of the “epistemophilic instinct” explores how aggression
pushes the child out toward the world of ideas. D. W. Winnicott (1989) connects the ado-
lescent’s idealism and intellectual ascetism with the phantastical murder of the parents.
And Betty Joseph describes the adolescent girl’s difficulty in finding her own interests, in
having what Robert Caper calls, a “mind of one’s own” (as cited in Joseph, 2000, p. 642),
as an unconscious attempt to protect the mother from her overwhelming rage.
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In each of these examples, the subject’s own aggression precedes and shapes her
encounters with the world outside. It is one of the significant contributions of psycho-
analysis that aggression and violence is understood to exist not only in the external
world, but also and originally inside the subject. Indeed, psychoanalysis casts suspicion
on attempts to cleanly differentiate internal reality, including the violence inside, from
external reality, or the violence outside. Our relationship with knowledge is formed
amidst this confusion and defense of boundaries. Yet, that learning includes and even
requires aggression pushes against more comfortable ideas in curriculum theory,
including that education itself is a violent institution, or that education is a salve against
violence and therefore protects students from the cruelty of the social. In this etiology
of aggression, there is a clear delineation between violence in the social and the ways
that violence comes to affect the self: aggression originates in the external world and
comes from the outside to harm or injure the subject. The institution of education,
bad social practices, and oppressive ideologies, for instance, are all assumed to inflict a
violence on the subject.

Rather than search for signs of violence in the external world only, psychoanalysis asks
us to notice the stirrings of rage in our everyday relations with objects, both loved and
hated. And, crucially, psychoanalysis asks us to notice how our splitting of the world—
badness being projected into the external world, the previous generation, or history and
an idealized goodness being protected inside the self, the cohort, or the present—is itself
a paranoid interpretation of reality. More difficult for our theories of curriculum and
subjectivity is the possibility that we are constituted through and amidst aggression. If
we all start life as “beasts in the nursery,” we might ask what becomes of that beast as we
grow up, enter school, encounter the curriculum, learn to read, and perhaps even go on
to become teachers, scholars, or parents.

Reading Histories

In order to think about the problem of generations against the backdrop of violence and
learning, I now turn to the problem of reading. There is, I think, an intimate connection
between the formation of intellectual generations and practices of reading. A genera-
tion of thinkers will dismiss an author, a text, or a theory as irrelevant or outdated. At
the same time, other texts will become that generation’s favored objects. As generations
discover new texts and reread forgotten or despised authors, certain modes of interpreta-
tion, theoretical frameworks, and concepts will offer new ways of reading. For instance,
the reconceptualists’ break with Tylerism and the technical and instrumental models of
curriculum was made possible, in part, by a rebellious engagement with phenomenology,
certain versions of psychoanalysis, literary fiction, and Marxist and neo-Marxist theory
(Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery, & Taubman, 1995). Out of these novel readings, a new orienta-
tion to curriculum was mapped that focused largely on practices of interpretation and
modes of subjectivity. What matters now, because of that generation’s conceptualization
of curriculum as an open-ended text, is not only what one reads, but how one reads. As
Deborah Britzman (1996) explains, “Reading might then be one of theorizing reading
as always about risking the self, about confronting one’s own theory of reading, and
about theorizing difference without gathering the grounds of subjection” (p. 163). If we
follow Britzman and speculate on the emergence of a post-reconceptualist generation of
curriculum scholars, we are asking, implicitly, about theories of reading and subjectivity;
about how we read the world of curriculum today and how thinking about curriculum
helps us read the world today.
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This focus on reading is amplified by the privileged status assigned to reading in
compulsory education. If education and educational theory have a primal scene, it may
be the act of learning to read. As Grumet (1998) argues, reading—and not reading—are
invested with all of the passionate dynamics that characterize family life. She writes:

Just as we are learning to look at family life to understand the way intimate relations
of parents to each other and to children involve patterns of identification and dif-
ferentiation, domination, submission, and negotiation and transformation, we need
to look at pedagogy, the relationship of teachers and students, and the relationships
among teachers and students and texts if we are to understand how those relation-
ships generate the behavior and attitudes and values that we call literacy. (p. 24)

This makes learning to read more than a problem of acquiring a skill or mastering a
technique. Reading has an intimate connection to the conflicts and pleasures that ani-
mate family life. What then can it mean to say that one falls in love with a book? Or that
one is a voracious reader? Conversely, how can we make sense of the refusal to read, the
refusal to find meaning in or to fall in love with a text? How can we make sense of our
splitting of texts into good, useful, and relevant or bad, outdated, and persecutory? Here
again, I turn to psychoanalysis.

It is one of the most significant contributions of reconceptualist curriculum the-
ory that we now notice both how the family insinuates itself into school, charging the
teacher-student—curriculum relationship with the dynamics of domestic life, and how
family relations and the student’s own sense of self are changed by her encounters with
the world of ideas outside of the home. The curriculum, which Grumet sees as a mecha-
nism that pulls children out of the limitations and pleasures of family life, affects the
child’s relationship with her parents. Reading allows one to imagine worlds beyond the
confines of the known. The psychoanalyst, André Green (1986), names this possibility in
starker terms: “To read is to incorporate power of a destructive nature; to read is to feed
upon the corpses of the parents, whom one Kkills through reading, through the posses-
sion of knowledge” (pp. 126-127).

Through reading—through the acquisition of an extrafamilial knowledge—one can
exceed one’s family. But this venture out into the world also acts as a violent repudia-
tion of history. Through reading, one can claim, “I am not from here.” The aggression
of this refusal is felt in phantasy—but, as Alice Pitt (2006) argues, the act “is no less
violently felt than if an actual murder had taken place” (p. 87). For Pitt, practices of read-
ing enact unconscious phantasies of murder and reparation. Thinking about matricide,
she explores how, in their dismissive readings of mothers in women’s autobiographies,
students forget their own mothers. The mother, subject to a splitting, must either be
idealized or demonized, and for Pitt, both possibilities evidence a matricide—a radical
murder that refuses to even grant the mother status as a subject. But this is also ambiva-
lent terrain since, as both Pitt and Grumet will note, the phantastical killing and survival
of the mother is both an obstacle to and the precondition for entering symbolization.
Again, there is a slippery tautology when the problem of origins is obfuscated beneath
an infantile prehistory of splitting, anxiety, and loss: does one read in order to kill, or kill
in order to read? As both Green and Pitt notice, this intimate relation between reading
and aggression means reading requires taking a risk. Can the child risk damaging the
parent in her exploration of the world of ideas? Can parents survive their child’s adven-
tures in reading? Or as Pitt puts it: “why must the mother be destroyed and what remains
after such a terrifying act?” (p. 1).
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Itis no surprise, then, that an unconscious fear of injuring the parents can inhibit the
act of reading. Klein writes (1931/1988):

reading has the unconscious significance of taking knowledge out of the mother’s
body, and...the fear of robbing her is an important factor for inhibitions in read-
ing. I should like to add that it is essential for a favorable development of the desire
for knowledge that the mother’s body should be felt to be well and unharmed. It
represents in the unconscious the treasure-house of everything desirable which can
only be got from there; therefore if it is not destroyed, not so much in danger and
therefore not so dangerous itself, the wish to take food for the mind from it can be
more easily carried out. (p. 241)

There are, perhaps, two difficulties at play here. The child must have confidence that
the loved object—originally the mother—can withstand the force of her aggression, that
her violence has not harmed the mother, and that, therefore, the mother is not herself a
dangerous object. But equally, the mother must receive the child’s aggression with love,
must not respond with vindictiveness, must be durable and act as a container for the
child’s terrifying and inchoate feelings. Pitt (2006) notes that if the mother can survive
matricide then she will be available for what Winnicott calls “object usage”™

If the object (read now as the mother) survives the destruction and does not retali-
ate, the subject forms a relation with her. The subject too begins to tolerate and even
enjoy living in a world where words do not mean what you want them to and where
people exist whose desires oppose your own. (p. 99)

In this scenario, the mother paradoxically facilitates her own (failed) destruction, so
that the child might take the risk of speaking, thinking, and leaving. If the mother can
survive, the splitting that had previously organized the child’s interpretations of the
world can give way to thinking. It is a delicate balance.

In this theory of learning, we are asked to notice the ways reading begins in the hos-
tile and loving relations within the family, and how reading creates a psychical space to
repeat and then perhaps work through the conflicts that come from being a child and
having parents. Britzman (2006) will notice how contemporary readings inevitably reen-
act old interpretations, worries, and phantasies: “Even when we read external reality we
cannot help drawing upon what is unresolved in our own reading archive, yet in so doing
the labor of reading reality follows the lines created by the transference” (p. 308). So in
reading, we always encounter a disguised version of our own history of reading reality.

Surviving Interpretations

Teachers and the curriculum inherit this conflicted history. While it can be difficult
to have one’s cherished text, favorite interpretation, or beloved theory subjected to an
aggressive “deconstruction,” like the parent, the teacher must receive the student’s cri-
tique without vindictiveness, acting as a container for the student’s rage against an unjust
world. Such containment might also offer students an opportunity to notice their own use
of objects—how affective investments in texts, teachers, and theories gesture elsewhere,
to an infantile prehistory of love and hate. Adam Phillips (1997) offers an example of
this dynamic. Although it is from the analytic setting, there is an analogy to be drawn to
education and the problem of generations:
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I think the risk is that if the analyst needs to be believed or agreed with, the analysis
recreates a certain kind of childhood trauma, of a relationship in which if you don’t
comply or agree then you're abandoned or rejected or punished. That, to me, seems
a bad sadomasochistic model of a relationship. But, there is, of course, a problem
here that psychoanalysis makes very vivid: if there are such things as resistances,
and it seems to me that there are, then the analyst doesn’t merely capitulate when
the patient disagrees. That is to say, the analyst has to be tenacious without being
authoritarian, and there might have to come a point, at times, where you as the
analyst say, “We disagree about this. I think this is what it means.” Or, “I think it’s
about you and you think differently. I don’t need you, however, to agree with me.”
The analysis then continues despite the disagreement, but we do need to put the dif-
ference on the table, without having to decide now, or necessarily ever, which one of
us is right. In fact, the question of right and wrong is exactly the problem. What we
have to see is who can produce a story, or a version, that we can make something of
that we want. (p. 138)

What version, or versions, of curriculum theory will be and are being produced from
a new generation’s readings of the theories, texts, and methods of the reconceptualists?
What will it mean for the reconceptualists to meet this generational challenge without
“merely capitulating”? Can reconceptualist curriculum theory act as a container for the
enthusiastic critiques of a new generation? How will we distinguish between debates over
interpretation that repeat a “bad sadomasochistic model” of an infantile relationship,
and those in which the reconceptualists are appropriately “tenacious” And, what hap-
pens when the post-reconceptualists risk having a mind of their own?

It is because of the reconceptualists that these questions can even be asked in cur-
riculum theory. Their work has opened up theories of curriculum to questions of sub-
jectivity, power dynamics, social and psychical conflict, social difference, and questions
of culture. If it is not merely difficult to follow in such auspicious footsteps, it is almost
impossible to tolerate the destruction required in the development of new theories, ques-
tions, and preoccupations. How to have a mind of one’s own when such a confidence
runs the risk of injuring one’s intellectual parents? The other option, fealty, does not
escape this problem either. What Betty Joseph (2000, p. 641) calls “excessive agreeable-
ness” is a compliance that masks a fragile and defensive aggressiveness. One need only
consider the antagonism with which adherents to particular theories defend the legacies
of their teachers to witness the violence mobilized to defend the status quo.

From this ambivalence, the post-reconceptualist moment will emerge. We, in curricu-
lum theory, must be brave enough to murder, and then persistent enough to survive
these attacks. If we are to read the relations between generations in ways that work to tol-
erate the ambivalence of having been someone’s child even as one begins to invent one’s
own children, we must resist the defensive splitting into before/after, traditional/innova-
tive, and even teacher/student. How can we recognize and work through these dynamics,
even as we acknowledge them as necessary to the work of making generations?

Citing Derrida, Patti Lather (1997) calls attention to the loss that marks any “post-
proclamations and suggests that to live the history of the present is to learn to live with
ghosts” (p. 6). Our work is haunted by the specter of past and yet-to-come generations
and our responsibility, as people who think about learning, is to let our thinking be
crowded with the cacophony of these influences. Perhaps this is what Lather means when
she summons us to “work the ruins” (p. 135). Curriculum theory must be affected by its
own history; we must notice how historical preoccupations, fights, and disavowals come
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to structure present concerns so that any rigid delineation between reconceptualist and
post-reconceptualist theory will inevitably repeat this history.

Indeed, the talk of generations can come to feel claustrophobic, especially for those
who in many ways live outside the expectation of generational continuity. Is there a way
to conceptualize generations, and thus history, that does not draw upon hetero-norma-
tive metaphors? We are not all part of “the family.” As Eve Sedgwick (1997) suggests “isn’t
it a feature of queer possibility...that our generational relations don’t always proceed in
this lockstep?” (p. 26). If queers have been kept out of the family, or are those who don’t
count as family, then what would a queer reading of generations and history offer to cur-
riculum theory? Speaking of Proust and the shock of old age, Sedgwick writes:

...1sn’t it worth pointing out that the complete temporal disorientation that initiates
him into this revelatory space would have been impossible in a heterosexual pere de
Jamille, in one who had meanwhile been embodying, in the form of inexorably “pro-
gressing” identities and roles, the regular arrival of children and grandchildren? (p.
26)

For Sedgwick, interrupting the inevitable march of generations requires what she
calls “a reparative reading practice.” In contrast to what Sedgwick, echoing Klein, calls a
paranoid reading practice that demands texts speak the truth, when interpretations are
either good or bad, a reparative reading practice rests on the possibility of surprise—
including the surprise of generational continuity:

She [the reparative reader] has room to realize that the future may be different
from the present, it is also possible for her to entertain such profoundly painful, pro-
foundly relieving, ethically crucial possibilities as that the past, in turn, could have
happened differently from the way it actually did. (pp. 24-25)

The source of this pain and relief is, I think, the realization that one’s interpreta-
tions of the past are marked by one’s desires in the present, but simultaneously, one’s
present desires are made from “our own reading archive.” In contrast to the “antihistori-
cal” attitude of the paranoid reading position, a reparative reading position is forever
implicated in its interpretations; it is always already ruined and marked by that loss. The
present is always remaking the past, and indeed, this present—itself contingent, mul-
tiple, and crowded—will be remade, forgotten, idealized, or otherwise manipulated in
the future presents. This is Arendt’s “fact of natality,” and perhaps what Grumet, citing
Woolf, means by “thinking back through our mothers.” The complication here, for edu-
cation and the field of curriculum theory, is that one may have to destroy one’s mother,
and she in turn will have to survive this destruction, in order that we may think through
and with her.

Notes

1. Many thanks to Erik Malewski and the two reviewers for their helpful suggestions. As well,
Deborah Britzman and Patti Lather were both generous readers and responded thought-
fully to earlier drafts of this paper.

2. Britzman (2006), in her discussion of Kazuo Ishiguro’s dystopic novel Never Let Me Go, names
the risk of generational violence boldly:

Here, then, are a few novel questions: suppose we could create a copy of ourselves and
that our affects are the copy. More difficult, suppose these copies are emissaries of our
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object relations, phantasies sent out into the world to do our own biddings. What can
we make of our psychical constructions—our affects and desires—who then return to
read us? Would we need to destroy them? (p. 309)
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Suggested Reading Questions

1. How might the author’s notion of generational conflict be an important and neces-
sary site for imagining the future of curriculum theory?

2. The author suggests that the scholarly act of reading by new generations of curricu-
lum scholars produces a “splitting.” How might splitting, as a form of rejection of
existing interpretations of history, serve as a rupture that differentiates the contem-
porary generation of scholarship from the previous one?
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According to the author, splitting addresses the constructed nature of reading in the
field. How might working through splitting make possible an ahistorical awareness
as well as hinder the relationships between generations?

The author suggests that the act of reading is also about risking the self and inter-
rogating our own understanding of subjectivity and difference. How can reading
be intimately connected to family life and yet exceed family through a rejection of
history and historical knowledge?

According to the author, curriculum scholars must be aware of a historical con-
sciousness and then perhaps “work the ruins.” In this context how might a queer
reading be a form of generational conflict or splitting that leads to reparative read-
ing practices in curriculum theory?



Response to Jennifer Gilbert
The Double Trouble of Passing
on Curriculum Studies

Patt: Lather

One repays a teacher badly if one remains nothing but a pupil.

—Zarathustra

By “passing on,” I refer to the “doubling,” intersecting, and competing meanings
encoded in comments by a group of Canadian authors writing about generational shifts
in women’s studies: “to hand over, to refuse or ignore, to be over, to die” (Braithwaite,
Heald, Luhmann, & Rosenberg, 2004, p. 29). By “curriculum studies,” addressing what
this might mean in the context of curriculum studies, in what follows I will first situate
my own work in the field and then comment on Jennifer Gilbert’s chapter.

What Is My Field?

I'locate my work in some amalgamation of curriculum studies, cultural studies in educa-
tion, qualitative research, feminist science studies, and poststructural feminism. “Cur-
riculum studies,” at least the Bergamo version, is a big enough tent to include all of that.
This raises the question of what curriculum studies is not and, if health can be defined
by a lack of definition, then curriculum studies is healthy indeed. It is perhaps here that
I can best enter and address why my work has taken the direction that it has.

My early focus was on gender and teacher education. I remember Janet Miller as
my only audience at my first Bergamo in 1981 and Madeline Grumet at an early 1980s
National Women’s Studies Association (NWSA) conference where hardly anyone came
to my session but there were huge audiences at feminist methodology sessions, so I
decided to switch. From titles like “Feminist Curricular Change Efforts in Teacher Edu-
cation” and “Female Empowerment and the Restructuring of Public School Teaching,”
I shifted to “Research as Praxis” and “Feminist Perspectives on Empowering Research
Methodologies.”

Feminist methodology, with a short detour into feminist pedagogy, has remained my
interest. I locate my work in curriculum studies because that is what my degree is in. Even
when I was teaching in women’s studies, I returned to Bergamo each fall as I found it con-
ducive to my work and life. From my beginnings in feminist and neo-Marxist theory to
my exposures to deconstruction, I was able to “get smart” about theory at Bergamo. Now
for 20 years I have taught qualitative research in a college of education and I continue to
locate that work in some mix of curriculum studies/cultural studies/women’s studies.

Of late, my interest has turned to the politics/policy/research nexus mostly, I think,
out of concern for the implications of the “rage for accountability” movement for the
teaching of research methods. So, unexpectedly, I am back to pedagogy but in a detour
sort of way, given my central focus on feminist methodology, always and forever (Lather,

2007).
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At the American Education Research Association meeting (AERA), AERA 98, I think
it was, I was part of a group that assessed the field of curriculum studies, my decade
being the 1980s (Lather, 1999). If, as Walter Benjamin says, every era must attempt “anew
to wrest tradition from a conformism that is about to overpower it” (1940/1968, p. 255),
what was my generation’s agenda and what do I see as the post-reconceptualist agenda
addressed in this collection of essays? What was the state of curriculum studies when I
walked in the door and what does it look like as I think more and more of walking out
the door into some retirement heaven by some lovely, inexpensive, and hurricane proof
ocean-side villa?

Let me evoke the places in which we thought then: struggles over getting critical and
feminist work on the program; the formation of the Critical Curriculum and Race, Sex
and Class SIGs at AERA; the “homecoming” of Bergamo each fall. What got multiplied,
intensified, and circulated during these times is a long list, but in terms of my own work,
the shift from structural determinism and reproduction to cultural resistance was big,
as was the proliferating growth of curriculum theory, the early and sustained focus on
qualitative research, and the move from ideology critique to deconstruction so evident in
beginning to question our own investment in the “good story” and the “innocent story”
of emancipatory efforts. The sort of “call to unmaking or undoing” we see in such recent
books as Judith Butler’s Undoing Gender (2004) was evident at Bergamo since at least
Ellsworth’s (1989) “Why Doesn’t This Feel Empowering?” All of this was in the midst of a
resurgent right and a fragmentary left and an explosion of competing knowledges within
and against empire, in the belly of the beast as we used to say in the 1960s, “complicated
and implicated” as John Willinsky puts it (1998, p. 247), in our moment of now.

My contribution to this proliferation has been a particular sense that not resolving dif-
ferences is a good thing. In helping to shape what could and could not be said about my
topics of interest, being accountable to complexity, the big fish, I am seeing more clearly
now is something along the lines of making an edge toward the development of demo-
cratic processes more attuned to differences that cannot be managed by the deliberative,
rational, and consensual.

Some of the breakdowns at the 2006 Purdue conference around inclusion/exclusion
shed light on such a statement. Bergamo has operated historically as a precious little
space in both the good sense of the term (homecoming and comfort) and bad sense
(navel gazing and exclusion). Perhaps the “Bergamo at Purdue” nature of the confer-
ence could have dealt more productively with in-group/out-group dimensions in terms
of what frameworks might help in understanding such issues. What does it mean to theo-
rize the field under shifting conditions? Is the generational focus part of the solution to
such tensions or part of the problem, particularly in addressing racial tensions? What
happens if the “impossible tensions” of work across differences are seen as the “signs of
life of precisely what it is we are trying to help flourish” (Hoare, in press)?

Response to Gilbert Chapter

As Jen knows having a mind of one’s own shares aspects of the material conditions of hav-
ing a room of one’s own in terms of the material support that both does and does not go
against normative social patterns. I often think of Virginia Woolf’s husband, Leonard,
his willingness to take on a somewhat “wifely” role, but also his social privilege, his edi-
torship connections, his husbandly “caretaking” of her physical and mental health.

This has parallels with the transference evident in Jen’s chapter in terms of her advi-
sors, Alice Pitt and Deborah Britzman, and their psychoanalytic commitments. The
Oedipal organization into “father” and “mother,” Jen notes, is interrupted by Sedgwick’s
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queer family. Acts of repudiation, forgetting, and violence: what must be destroyed and
exceeded, Jen asks. Is a theory of aggression the same thing as a theory of transference I
ask after reading Judith Butler’s Giving an Account of Oneself (2005).

According to Butler, Nietzsche too thought aggression was coextensive with life. For
Foucault (1970/1998) it is the norm that inaugurates the freedom of struggle toward a
reflexive self that takes into account what psychoanalysis teaches us in regards to the lie
of the self-grounding subject: a history, an unconscious, a set of structures, the history
of reason. Their focus was the limits of the phenomenological conception of the subject
and its assumptions of founding acts of consciousness.

With an interesting twist on transference, neither the Freudian nor the Foucauldian/
Nietzschean kind, Butler suggests, pays enough attention to the other, especially the
opacity of the other, the not fully knowable as a grounding for ethics. We all belong to
a sociality that exceeds us where there are limits on what we can know of self and other.
What would it mean to affirm this “partial transparency [as] an indispensable resource
for ethics?” (Butler, 2005, p. 40). This sort of rethinking the cultural terms of ethics
might unleash humility and generosity rather than violence. Psychoanalysis teaches us
that transference is “the recreation of a primary relationality” (p. 50) where we learn to
school our capacity for connection.

In the scene of pedagogy, as teachers, our job is to not overwhelm our students with
our need so that they can work through how we are both more and less than what stu-
dents think we are. What do they become under our tutelage is their main question.
According to Butler (2005), they use us toward finding the limits of their knowing
through “thematizing” the very broken form of communication they establish with us as
they move from a “default scene of address” to something more connected (p. 57). For
this to work, we who are teachers must become somewhat mad and survive and remain
intact, offering not so much official versions of the truth as interpretations to be played
with. Here we use relations of dependency and impressionability toward not mastery but
an “emergence, individuation, and survivability” (p. 59) in the face of a necessary limit of
coherence, a discontinuity that accepts “the limits of knowability in oneself and others”
(p- 63). This is a sort of “necessary grief” form of pedagogy that inaugurates the student
into “a certain knowingness about the limits of what there is to know” (p. 69). The goal is
a sustainable way of being capable of good judgment in a toxic world. Who are you that
demand of me what I cannot give is the inaugurating question (p. 72).

Jen’s chapter raises questions of evolution or displacement in the formation of new
structures of knowledge. Given such work so firmly situated in the cultural turn, with
a psychoanalytic inflection, I ask what is the something historical that is happening in
this chapter in terms of movement toward a greater amplitude and range in the name
of curriculum studies? The answer I detect has something to do with: Let’s be a queer
family with a different relation to generations. Let’s look closely at Sedgwick’s (1997)
“reparative reading practice” versus the hegemonic “paranoid reading practice” in terms
of the surprise of a continuity that is not so much a “thinking back through our moth-
ers” instead of our fathers, as a move into a space where itis seen as a “good thing” to no
longer have credible idealizations.

Sedgwick’s compares “reparative reading” with the “paranoid model” typical of criti-
cal theory which is about exposing and demystifying. Termed “a hermeneutics of suspi-
cion” by Paul Ricoeur (1970) in writing of Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud, such a practice
situates the theorist as “the one who knows,” a master of revealing the false consciousness
of others. In contrast, Sedgwick calls for a more generous critical practice, a practice that
is more about love than suspicion and that draws on rich phenomenological accounts of
embodied experiences, feeling, and intimacy. This is about difference without opposition,
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differences that are expanded rather than policed or repressed or judged. Perhaps here
we do not need to kill the mother or the father, as the case may be. Sedgwick associates
such a critical practice with the work of consolation and making whole, of love and politi-
cal hope, an ethic of giving up authority to the otherness of the wholly other, a more
“slip-slidy” sort of effect than the confident mastery of the more typical paranoid model
of critique. The goal is not cure so much as undertaking a different range of affects,
ambitions, and risks. The hope is an escape from the exhaustions of the hermeneutics of
suspicion and, instead, using “the violating yet perversely enabling epistemic configura-
tion” (Barber, 1997, p. 403) that is the ground of queer theory toward different practices
of knowing and doing.

This is a critical practice that is generous and pleasurable in the risks it takes and
provides a different sort of reading of the relation between generations in the field of
curriculum studies. This queer family appeals to me much more than the Oedipal fam-
ily, particularly as I don’t have to be killed in either the Harold Bloom or Freudian sense,
both enormously patriarchal in my reading. But there is still something about the “fam-
ily romance,” even of the queer variant that seems limiting to me. More interesting in
terms of locating the “passing on” of curriculum studies might be the communities of
dissensus of Derrida’s Politics of Friendship (1997) or the inoperative communities of Jean
Luc Nancy (1998) or Foucault’s (1970/1998) reading of Lyotard’s efforts to bring Freud
and Marx together not in reconciliation but in “disjunctive affirmation.” Here what Fou-
cault terms the tyranny of good will and the obligation to think in common with others
shifts toward a “perverting” of common sense where philosophy itself is disoriented by
uncontainable difference and distress is produced in order to think difference differ-
ently, outside our categories of containment.

Given this, my particular investment in the “passing on” of curriculum studies appears
to be that as Jen and her generation move in, up, and on in this field that is home to so
many of us in colleges and departments of education infamous for their instrumental-
ism, they do so in a doubled sort of way that troubles their own interventions as about
something other than cure for what ails the field. This is “a project of many and mul-
tiple narratives and endeavors—often at odds with each other” but all attempting to
be accountable, “open-ended, complicated, situated and always changing” (Braithwaite,
2004, p. 136).

Such a doubling/troubling is brought home to teacher education in Deborah Britz-
man’s (in press) work on the “constitutive impossibility of education.” Here Britzman
writes of how teacher education is a hated field, including how many teachers hate their
own teacher education. She asks what it is to ruin people’s knowledge, for example to
ruin “the sublime of critical theory” and embrace our discomfort and do the adult work
of mourning our losses of the promises of progress, education, and cure. Can we tell
ourselves the truth without idealization, she asks, stressing that our educational responsi-
bility may be more difficult than we have ever imagined. We can grow so sick of the order
of things, so numb in our work, raising questions of what kind of accountability for what
kind of teacher education.

How do we explore the ambivalences and stuck places of teaching for social justice,
the “love/hate” relationship that is usually treated as a dirty secret, the messy, troubled,
and troubling aspects of it? What does it mean to trouble the Grand Narratives of teacher
education, from experience to critical pedagogy, in a way that is responsible in attend-
ing to who can live here in this less heroic space where we are disabused of much? What
is it to choose uncertainty in our teaching, to insist on limits, to hold up doubt and not
knowing as ways of knowing? How might such work address the thought that has been
unthinkable for some time and make visible in the name of responsibility an account-
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ability to complexity, multiplicity, becoming, difference, the yes that comes from working
the stuck places, the beyond that is what haunts us?
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4 'Toward Creative Solidarity
in the “Next” Moment
of Curriculum Work

Rubén A. Gaztambide-Fernandez

Chapter Overview

The author explores what it might mean if the next moment in curriculum studies were to
proceed in creative solidarity. To move toward such a future, he explores three premises
that include power, discourse, and politics. Next, the author discusses the ways that the
binaries between theory and practice and science and art are problematic and inhibit
as yet unknown concepts and discourses within the field. After exploring an example of
creative practices, he further outlines three challenges that curriculum workers need to
address: the discursive, structural, and personal. Finally, the author attempts to articulate
an emerging vision of creative solidarity adequate to current and future curriculum work.
Exploring conflict and functionalist theories of solidarity in search of a political concept
that might yield a language of imagination—the author emphasizes processes of becom-
ing that are contingent and work against normalcy and coherence. This is dissatisfied
solidarity or solidarity without guarantees.

Introduction

Caminante, son tus huellas el camino, y nada mas;
caminante, no hay camino, se hace camino al andar.
Al andar se hace camino,

y al volver la vista atrds,

se ve la senda que nunca se ha de volver a pisar.
Caminante no hay camino,

sino estelas en la mar. (Machado, 2007, p. 146)

We think only in relation. We think only in process and in the constant movement
across the boundaries between our inner and outer realities, and that movement,
in its very crossing, reconfigures those boundaries and what they make of our selves
and of others. (Ellsworth, 2005, p. 61)

For creativity and social self-creation are both known and unknown events, and it is
still from grasping the known that the unknown—the next step, the next work—is
conceived. (Williams, 1977, p. 212)

What trail will our footsteps make?

In the well-traveled poem by Robert Frost (1920), the walker takes the road apparently
less traveled, but a road already made, even if the grass is in need of wear, the road exists,
begging to be walked. Spanish poet Antonio Machado is more ambitious. He tells the
walker:

78



Toward Creative Solidarity in the “Next” Moment of Cwrriculum Work 79

Traveler, the trail is your footprints, and nothing more;
Traveler, there is no trail, you make the trail as you walk.
As you walk you make the trail,

and when you turn to look back,

you see the path that you will never tread again.
Traveler, there is no trail,

only your wake in the sea.!

What trail will our footsteps make?

Keith Morrison (2004) invites curriculum theorists to “celebrate a hundred thousand
theories and stories.” In response to persistent attacks against reconceptualist curriculum
theory (e.g., Wraga, 1999; Wraga & Hlebowitsh, 2003), Morrison declares; “If there is to be
a prescription for a curriculum theory, authenticity, discovery, diversity, novelty, multiplic-
ity, fecundity, and creativity should be the hallmarks of the refashioned field” (pp. 487-
488). This chapter takes this vision of curriculum theorizing as a starting point. Whether
this constitutes a “post-reconceptualization” or not is far less important than the idea that
the footprints we leave in this refashioned field will constitute a trail; not a road less trav-
eled, but a new trail altogether. Perhaps this particular trail will not “shape the direction
of the field in the decades to come,” as the invitation to the conference that engendered
this edited collection suggested, but it will ripple nonetheless. My hopes for this trail are
less presumptuous, but no less optimistic. Indeed, in this chapter I will suggest that where
the trail leads is less important than the fact that we are on it in relationship with each
other, and that, as Morrison (2004) suggests, “curriculum theory must build in people, in
all their diversity, humanity, and flesh-and-blood immanence” (p. 488).

Being together and forging new trails is at the heart of this “next” moment in curricu-
lum studies, wherever it is going; and rest assured, it is going. The field is neither dead nor
moribund; we, whomever we are, are walking and continuing to forge a trail. But what
trail are we forging? What will the wake of our footsteps look like? This is not a trail we
walk alone; “we think only in relation,” as Elizabeth Ellsworth (2005) reminds us in the
quote above, and therefore we should consider how we can continue to forge a trail being
more aware of and more committed to those that forge the trail with us—our colleagues,
our students, our families, our ecosystem. However intrepid we are as travelers, the jour-
ney will not proceed long on a new trail without joining the old unless we reflect on the
solidarities we build with others and engage those solidarities with a creative sense of the
possible. Toward this next moment we should proceed in a state of creative solidarity.

Before continuing, I must attempt to clarify who is the “we” that I am speaking about
and to whom I imagine I am speaking. The profile and content of this collection does
some of this boundary work for me, but I want to be more explicit. “We,” I assume, are
engaged in some way or another in a branch of curriculum studies that, while amor-
phous, ambiguous, and poly-vocal, shares at least a commitment to maintaining rather
than overcoming such pluralism of ideas and conceptions of our work (Morrison, 2004).
I assume that even as we welcome pluralism, we reject or at least share a deep skepticism
for the dominant scientistic discourse that overdetermines the conditions of our work.
Lastly, we, I imagine, are at least deeply troubled by the rise in the United States of poli-
cies like those found in the No Child Left Behind Act and their mixed-bag of implica-
tions for the mostly poor communities of color already brutally battered by a system
that has proven unmatched in its recalcitrant ability to withstand any and all attempts
to redefine its logic, regardless of the soundness of the empirical evidence, the elegance
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of the conceptual logic, or the generative richness of the metaphors anyone in the field
can produce.

This reflection on the challenges of contemporary curriculum studies begins with two
related and familiar assumptions: one about power and another about discourse. I begin
from the premise that power is ubiquitous and that relations of domination pervade
everything we do, from the most intimate to the most mundane, from the most immedi-
ate to the most removed. These relations of domination manifest themselves discursively,
specifically through the discursive regimes that organize our experience and our rela-
tionships with all others and the earth. I begin from these two premises without offering
justifications, in part because there is an abundance of work related to them, but also
because to justify such an ontological and epistemological position almost invariably
assumes a defensive stance against a hegemonic discourse that never requires justifica-
tion. Starting with these assumptions, I am also taking a position about the political
nature of the work we do and about the urgency of this work.

There is a third premise from which I begin to forge this trail, which I will articulate
in some depth and to which I will return throughout. While discourse is both the vehicle
through which power and domination are exerted and reinforced, it is also the method
through which those very relations can be transformed. This idea is not new either,
and I will draw on the work of others to present my argument here (e.g., Gablick, 1991;
Huebner, 1975; Sandoval, 2000; Williams, 1977). It is also crucial to remember that just
as a critical stance toward discourse can reveal how it operates and suggest alternatives,
the process can also produce new regimes that can become just as oppressive and sim-
ply replace previous power dynamics for new ones (e.g., Ellsworth, 1989; Weiler, 2001).
This may be a fourth premise of my argument, but for the moment I want to avoid the
“emptiness and disenchantment” of what Suzy Gablick calls “the seduction and sadness
of nihilism” (1991, p. 40). Why get so depressed before I even start?

Searching for a place to begin my reflection, I turned to the classic collection of essays
that marked the period of conceptual explosion known in curriculum studies as the
reconceptualization (Pinar, 1975/2000). In the essay “The Task of the Curriculum Theo-
rist,” Dwayne Huebner (1975) states: “to be aware of our historical nature is to be on top
of our past, so we can use it as a base for projection into the future” (p. 257). As I revisited
Huebner’s essay, I found that the invitation I want to put forth here has clear antecedents
in his work. Huebner was one of those thinkers who realized the potency of language to
both reify and transform social relations (e.g., Huebner, 1999). While some of Huebner’s
observations about the field have been outgrown since the 1970s, his invitation to pay
close attention to language remains imperative. The language we use to do our work
(and to talk about what we do), argues Huebner:

is never a complete or finished system, [and] it is always in the process of being rec-
reated, which means that it is criticized and scrutinized in a variety of ways, parts
of it are dropped from usage, and new usages and terminologies are introduced.

(p. 257)

Huebner describes three areas of engagement for curricularists: practice, research,
and language (talking and writing), but he is quick to note that these are not separate or
“distinct occupations” and that any one person usually engages in more than one. The
central issue for Huebner is not to make distinctions between these areas, but rather to
“untangle the relationship among them” (p. 252). He begins by describing language—
which he connects to the task of theorizing, or talking and writing about curriculum—
and argues that a primary task of curriculum theorizing is to identify when, how, and
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through what languages we choose to speak (or write) ideas. The task is to stand in
critical attention for the instances when language traps our thinking by becoming stale
and unproductive. “Man and his language,” he says—and I think he means woman,?
too—"“form a paradoxical relationship. [S]He is inevitably caught in it, yet as its creator
[s]he can seek to transcend its confines, but in so doing [s]he builds new snares which
are equally confining” (p. 252). Since the source of all language “is the creative efforts
of people” (p. 257), it becomes our task to unravel these trappings and generate a new
language.

Bogus Distinctions

Consider two dichotomies we use to talk about what we do and that have become confin-
ing and bogus distinctions. The oppositions between theory and practice and between
the artistic and the scientific permeate how many curriculum scholars talk about what
we do.

Despite persistent challenges over the years, the theory/practice dichotomy is one
that continues to pervade our discourse. Huebner (1975) addresses this dichotomy in his
essay, and he suggests that the distinction is at least distracting and at worst oppressive.
For Huebner, theory and practice are not nor have they ever been conceptually “sepa-
rated” by some unnamed distance that needs bridging. The bridge metaphor implies a
connection between two entities separated by a chasm. It suggests that there is an actual
distance that marks the two opposing sides, in this instance the theoretical and the prac-
tical, as distinct and discreetly differentiated. Appealing to this proverbial bridge ignores
the reality that theory and practice are closely intertwined in the work we do. Indeed, I
would be surprised to learn that there are curriculum scholars who are engaged purely
in talking and the production of theory. Huebner’s description of practice, research, and
talk as areas of practice that we all engage is helpful here. This is not to neglect the mon-
umental physical and symbolic distance in the lived reality of teachers and university-
based curriculum workers. Rather, it is to draw attention to the fact that most, if not all,
of us are invariably engaged in some kind of practice. While perhaps not as relevant at
the levels of policy and national dialogue as we would like, our practice is (hopefully) rel-
evant to our students, in our classrooms, whether those students are learning to become
future teachers, or future educational researchers, or future “talkers.”

The other distinction that has become pervasive within the discourse of curriculum
theory is that between the artistic and the scientific. In the 1970s, “it was hard to tell
whether the search for something called theory [was] the curricularist’s attempt to estab-
lish prestige in academic circles” by establishing a parallel with the behavioral sciences
(Huebner, 1975, p. 250). There has been a long tradition of strong critique verging on
the obsessive exclusion of the language of science as a way to engage in the field of
curriculum studies. Today, some strands of scholarship within curriculum theory have
become fixated with artistic metaphors and arts-based-just-about-everything in a similar
attempt to claim a different “language of legitimacy,” as Huebner calls it; an attempt to
establish prestige in other kinds of academic circles and to unlink curriculum from the
positivistic state of mind that overwhelms educational thinking. This fixation is most
problematic within those strands of curriculum scholarship that mobilize artistic meta-
phors and models as a way to reconceptualize curriculum work (Gaztambide-Fernandez,
2002).

I used to call myself an artist, and I remain passionate about the work that what most
people call “the arts” entails. Yet, I concur with Raymond Williams (1977) when he points
out that discussions and appeals to the discourse of the arts and the aesthetic, even the
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best and most compelling of them, “rely to an extraordinary extent on predicated selec-
tion, yielding conveniently selective answers” (p. 206). Arguments about the arts tend
largely to ignore the role that cultural activity plays in social reproduction (e.g. Bour-
dieu, 1984, 1993), and rarely consider the complexities of what it means to be an artist
(Gaztambide-Fernandez, in press). Instead, metaphoric references to the arts mobilize
a narrative of discovery, self-realization, freedom, and consciousness as the guaranteed
outcomes of any encounter with and through the arts. They become a shortcut to a
taken-for-granted notion that, if it is artistic or arts-like, then it must be good, and it must
appeal to our emotions and to some sort of human essence that we all share (or ought
to share).

Consider for instance the eloquent language that Patrick Slattery and Dana Rapp
(2003) use to describe the work of artists: “Artists offer explanations that can serve as
windows into the haunting nature of unfulfilled promises and destinies that affect each
one of us” (p. 269). Perhaps the work of some artists can be used to accomplish this
lofty goal for at least those of us who enjoy the privileges implicit in the encounters pre-
sumed in such a statement. But I can attest that the training of artists seldom presumes
such goals—quite the opposite (Gaztambide-Fernandez, 2002). Most artistic education
carries the same problems that we are often quick to identify in all general education
and remain squarely grounded in a technical rational paradigm. While the arts can be
instrumental in the process of “releasing the imagination” (Greene, 1995), they can be
just as instrumental in extending subjugation as scientific rationality (see also Jagodzin-
ski, 1997; Tavin, 2003).

In a defense of the presumed synergy that the arts supposedly “inspire” in curriculum
and pedagogy, Eliot Eisner (2004) lambastes schools in a familiar language: “Too much
of what we do in school caters to routine. Too much of what we do is mired in tradition
and stale habit; too much is formulaic and prescriptive. There is a paucity of genuine
invention in education” (p. 16). The same, unfortunately, can be said of the education of
young artists in conservatories and art schools everywhere, and thus of the work deemed
worthy of the label “art.” Eisner proposes a twist in the language that seems to implicitly
recognize that it is not artists or the arts that by definition can bring about a paradigm
shift. Eisner says:

Artistry is precisely what we ought to be pursuing in education. Artistry as an icon
of excellence can serve as a regulative ideal to guide our decisions about how cur-
ricula can be designed, how teaching might occur and how it ought to be appraised.

(p. 15)

Thus, artistry comes to replace scientific rigor as the “regulative ideal” that is to guide
what we do. In doing so, it replaces the arbitrary yet explicit criteria of science with just
as arbitrary but unarticulated notions of the unconscious, of affect, and of a presumed
emotional response that remain colonizing, particularly if you are the one that doesn’t
“get it,” or who lacks “connoisseurship,” or can speak “artistically.” “Artistry” replaces
one regime of truth for another by leveling a clearly warranted critique of scientistic dis-
course without doing the same for itself. Like science, the arts have been an important
tool for social distinction and for the sedimentation of a dominant patriarchal culture
that uses science as much as art to claim its right to supremacy and imperial colonization
(e.g., Bourdieu, 1993; Fanon, 1967). To be sure, artistic disciplines have also been the site
of cultural work that challenges and undermines dominant cultural practices by yield-
ing emergent forms (e.g., C. Becker, 1994b; Gablick, 1991; West, 1990). Yet, engaging the
language of the arts without a critical stance is to assume notions of “true creativity” and
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“timeless permanence” (Williams, 1977, p. 206), notions that are drawn from the same
humanistic philosophy of the Enlightenment on which the technical rational paradigm
we have so vehemently critiqued is historically grounded (Gaztambide-Fernandez, in
press).

What we do as curriculum workers, whether related to the arts or not, is no less and no
more art or artistic than it is science or scientific; whether we frame what we do as artistic
or scientific depends mostly on the audience we are trying to convince that what we do is
worthwhile and that we are entitled to do it. In this sense, Huebner’s (1975) observation
about curricularists’ concern with the theoretical can be made of how some curriculum
scholars engage the language of the arts and the artistic. To put it in Williams’s (1977)
terms, the problem is that we are challenging a dominant discourse by drawing on a
language that has the potential to generate new emergent practices. However, by engag-
ing language ahistorically and uncritically, we mobilize its residual elements as well and
undermine its subversive potential (C. Becker, 1994a). In this sense, we make the same
mistake that Huebner (1975) observed 30 years ago:

Curricularists have tended to be ahistorical in the awareness of the various forms
and institutions that make up their professional gear. Too frequently our tendency
has been messianic. The search is often for the new and permanent vehicles of salva-
tion, and thus we fall prey to bandwagons and the bandwagon mentality...we fail to
operate as historical beings and shirk our responsibility for the continual criticism
and creation of new language forms and new ways of speaking. (p. 257)

I do not mean to dismiss the impetus behind such a shift in our discursive repertoires.
On the contrary, I recognize that when Eisner first developed the ideas that came to
ground contemporary arts-based curriculum work, he was engaged in the kind of cre-
ative solidarity that I want to advocate here. More recently, Jim Henderson (2001) has
developed the notion of artistry in relation to curriculum development and to the daily
work of teachers and school administrators in ways that I find inspiring in its deep aware-
ness and critical stance toward itself and its own potential short-comings. His work holds
great promise for fomenting what he and Kathleen Kesson (Kesson & Henderson, 2005)
call a “public disciplinary community” that invites:

curriculum workers to enact practical and eclectic artistry in the service of demo-
cratic emancipation...and encourage educators to cultivate their capacities to shift
between and among various “modes of inquiry” in a Deweyan, pragmatic spirit.

-7

Indeed, it was Dewey (1934/1980) who cautioned against “easy beauty,” and alerted
us to the possibility that just because someone calls it art or artistic, it does not mean it
is good, and certainly not liberating. I suggest that the language of the arts, which was
once an emergent part of our discourse, has become so pervasive and dominant in the
culture of our field as to allow for just that, “easy beauty.”

I am not saying that the conceptual elaboration of the arts metaphor lacks a unique
exactitude, or that arts-based approaches to curriculum theorizing and research are
simply capricious or fickle. On the contrary, I find what we have been calling arts-based
work to be by-and-large provocative and valuable to our curriculum work (e.g., Rolling,
2007; Springgay & Carpenter, 2007). Yet, if “virtually anything that is made well,” as Eis-
ner (2004) puts it, is about artistry, then the distinction between artistry and scientific
rigor becomes an arbitrary and bogus distinction that, more than anything else, draws
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a boundary that is no longer tenable. Rather than worrying about whether what we do is
this-based or that-based, I would invite us to be precise—while contingent—regarding
our aims, thorough—while critical—regarding our methods, and persistent—while
reflective—regarding the excellence of what we do. Regardless of what we call what we
do, I invite us to do it at least while being aware of the fact that we do it with others, for
others, and because of others.

Take for instance the masterful work of Anna Deavere Smith, which Ellsworth (2005)
uses to exemplify her own vision of a localized pedagogy and the pedagogical concept of
a “transitional space.” Ellsworth describes Smith’s work this way, without ever once call-
ing it art, or artistic, or artistry:

Her performances center on the gaps that are opened up by the failures of words. If
and when we accept her invitation to meet her in the spaces of difference between
self and other, we find ourselves in empty spaces of hesitation, stuttering, and identi-
ties in the making, but not quite yet.... The power of Smith’s performance as peda-
gogy lies in the way that it simultaneously fills and empties its pedagogical pivot place. Her
performance becomes pedagogical at the paradoxical moment when the force (the
“teacher”) that “springs” transitional space simultaneously appears and disappears.
Here, pedagogy takes place as the space and time of pure relationality. Here, the
teacher’s place is a powerful non-place that a teacher both actualizes and vacates.

(p. 65)

Deavere Smith’s work involves interviewing individuals about their experiences of
particular events or about their lives in general. Based on these in-depth narrative inter-
views, she develops performances in which she seeks to capture what Williams (1977)
calls the “structures of feeling” that organize contemporary experience. Deavere Smith’s
(2000) interview process involves searching for those instances when language appears
to fail the speaker, when they must reach deep into their experience to find a new way
of articulating what is ultimately an emerging self. In the “creation” of these characters,
Deavere Smith exemplifies the kind of creative practice that Williams (1977) advocates,
in that it not only seeks to represent the lived experiences of actual people in actual
relations, but pushes the edge of what is real and lived toward an emergent form of what
might be, “new articulations, new formations of character and relationship” (p. 209).

The Challenge That Is Our Present

Within our field of curriculum studies, the kind of creative activity that Williams (1977)
advocates and Deavere Smith (2000) exemplifies is both constrained and potentially
fueled by three intricately related challenges that curriculum workers mustaddress. These
challenges are the discursive, the structural, and the personal, not necessarily in order of
importance (Gaztambide-Fernandez, 2004). Facing these challenges may open up possi-
bilities and point in new unexpected directions in which to forge trails and to strengthen
and enliven the field of curriculum studies in the “post-reconceptualization.”

The discursive challenge involves thinking about what we say, how we say it, and, more
importantly, what are the relations that are perpetuated or disrupted by what we say and
how we say it. This parallels the tasks around language that Huebner (1975) articulates
and the kind of analysis I have sought to present thus far and, therefore, will not reelabo-
rate here.

There are, most certainly, distances and physical structures that constrain what we do,
how we do it, and certainly how we talk about it; these constraints constitute our struc-
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tural challenge. While directly related, this challenge is not to be confused with notions
of social structure associated with structuralism (e.g., Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Collins,
1971). Rather, it refers to the actual physical spaces we inhabit, and how these limit not
only what we do, but how we think about it—even how we think about ourselves. The
physical structures we inhabit and the discourses that produce those structures directly
shape who we think we are and what we think we are supposed to do. Thus, the structural
challenge lies in rethinking how we relate to each other in space and how we become
self-conscious about how the spaces we inhabit and the rules of those spaces delimit what
we are able to imagine as possibilities.

Ellsworth (2005) draws our attention to the centrality of time and space in defining
the pedagogic moment and the encounters between knowledge and knower. Drawing on
the work of D. W. Winnicott on play, Ellsworth argues that the design of spaces is crucial
for providing “hinges” or “pivoting points” between what is and what might be through a
“transitional space” of discovery. She offers many examples of what she calls “anomalous
places of learning” designed with pedagogical intent to illustrate her pedagogic concep-
tion. For Ellsworth, pedagogy is a form of:

address to a self who is in the process of withdrawing from that self, someone who
is in a dissolve out of what she or he is just ceasing to be and into what she or he
will already have become by the time she or he registers something has happened.

(p. 34)

Lastand just as important is the personal challenge. We invest a great deal of personal
meaning in the discourses we engage, the spaces we inhabit, and the person we are con-
vinced we are. Challenging these means challenging our own selves and risking the safe
zone of the language we know and the spaces we call our own. If we are to engage in
curriculum work that has significance, we have to be willing to put a lot of who we are—
or rather, who we believe ourselves to be—at stake. As Gablick (1991) puts it, “the way to
prepare the ground for a new paradigm is to make changes in one’s own life” (p. 8).

When I think of myself as a father I need to confront the discourse of fatherhood and
masculinity that defines me as such. At the most superficial level, this involves thinking
about the space I inhabit with my family; how that space reifies the role of the father
in a heterosexist patriarchal society. If I am going to do something about challenging
these discourses, I have to be willing to put on the line the privileges and to redefine
the responsibilities I attach to my role as father. It also means rethinking my relationship
with my daughter and my son, who I imagine them to be, and challenging my own con-
ceptions of what it means to be a father.

This personal work requires deep autobiographical reflection, but it also requires a
redefinition of how we go about relating to others and how we choose to engage others
in an attempt to, on the one hand, recognize their difference from ourselves, while on
the other, build bonds that transgress the very boundaries that such a recognition of
difference crystallizes.

Toward Creative Solidarity

The concept of solidarity is not without its problem, and it has a history that is worth
exploring and highlighting if we are not to make the mistake of proceeding ahistorically.
To that end, this section offers a brief discussion of how solidarity has been conceptu-
alized by specific authors in the social sciences and in philosophy. I will contrast these
approaches and make connections to the work of feminist scholars that develop a notion
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of solidarity as political strategy. Based on this, I will attempt to articulate an emerging
vision for “creative solidarity” as an orientation for curriculum work.

Emile Durkheim (1893/1933) is the social theorist most often associated with consid-
ering the question of social solidarity in his classic The Division of Labor in Society, where
he formulated the distinction between organic and mechanical solidarity. Contrary to
what Gramscian minds would assume, by organic Durkheim doesn’t mean a solidarity
that arises from the members of a particular class in order to secure its particular inter-
ests, which is closer to Karl Marx’s notion of class solidarity, and which follows a different
analytic plan from that of Durkheim. Durkheim was, after all, a functionalist, and he
didn’t only see the division of labor as natural and necessary, but he argued:

Social harmony comes essentially from the division of labor. It is characterized by
a cooperation which is automatically produced through the pursuit by each indi-
vidual of his own interests. It suffices that each individual consecrate himself to a
special function in order, by the force of events, to make himself solidary with oth-
ers. (1893/1933, p. 200)

For Durkheim (1893/1933), solidarity binds the members of a society to one another
and to the social structure that enables them to live together, shaping “the mass of indi-
viduals into a cohesive aggregate” and regulating “[man’s] actions by something other
than his own egoism” (p. 331). Organic solidarity, explains Durkheim, develops along
with the division of labor, as individuals assume more and more differentiated tasks and
come to increasingly depend on each other’s roles and abilities. While a mechanical
solidarity characterized preindustrial societies where most individuals performed simi-
lar tasks, organic solidarity is necessary for complex societies to evolve and sustain their
coherence because it involves the realization of interdependence between individuals
constitutive of a social whole (Crow, 2002).

In contrast to Durkheim’s functionalist account of solidarity as a source of social coher-
ence, and moral and economic order, social theorists from Karl Marx to Max Weber and
George Simmel, deal with solidarity from the assumption that society is not a coherent
whole that operates to the benefit of all members, but rather a composite of discrete
groups or classes that compete for status, scarce resources, or social space. While Dur-
kheim interpreted solidarity as a source of cohesion between individuals and society as
a whole, these “conflict” theorists viewed it as a source of collective action for groups in
competition with each other. For Marx and Engels, class solidarity is a prerequisite in
class struggle, as “shared interests” provide the cohesion necessary for the resolution
of class struggle through the unification of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie (e.g.
Marx & Engels, 1848/1888, 1845/1967).

Weber, on the other hand, noted that class interest was an ambiguous term, and “sug-
gested that what Marx and Engels observed about solidarity among class members being
strengthened by the identification of a recognizable opponent may be a feature of inter-
est groups more generally” (Crow, 2002, p. 26). For Weber all kinds of interest groups, or
“status groups” (Weber, 1946, pp. 186-187), seek “closure” in an attempt to monopolize
and restrict resources and opportunities from outsiders. Status groups build arbitrary
boundaries around “externally identifiable characteristic[s]” such as “race, language,
religion, local of social origin, descent, residence, etc.—as a pretext for attempting
[another group’s] exclusion” (Weber, 1978, p. 342).

This analysis from the perspective of conflict theorists is crucial because it warns us
that solidarity can also “pose a threat to individuals’ autonomy, creativity and scope of
being different” (Crow, 2002, p. 3). As Graham Crow points out:
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How people come to distinguish between those with whom they have solidarity and
others to whom they have no such obligations is a complex process of classification
that has serious consequences.... Questioning the desirability of solidarity may arise
out of recognition that a tension exists between the solidarity of a group and the
individualism of its members, or it may be prompted by the existence of tensions
between the solidarities of competing groups. (pp. 3—4)

While functionalist and conflict theories of solidarity diverge fundamentally in
their conception of society, they share a common understanding of what it means to be
human and a modernist conception of human progress. As such, both frameworks rely
on assumptions about a presumed “human nature” that have been fundamentally chal-
lenged by postmodern philosophy (e.g., Haraway, 1991). In his own political and philo-
sophical exploration of solidarity, Richard Rorty (1989) puts it this way:

The traditional philosophical way of spelling out what we mean by “human solidar-
ity” is to say that there is something within each of us—our essential humanity—
which resonates to the presence of this same thing in other human beings. (p. 189)

Like the conceptualization of the arts that I critiqued earlier, this traditional way of
understanding solidarity assumes that those unable to connect with such an essence at
any given moment, according to Rorty, are considered “inhuman.” Creative solidarity
cannot begin from the notion of a core humanity, as such a view by default excludes
and operates on a rejection of difference a priori of all encounters. Like Rorty, I believe
that “what counts as being a decent human being is relative to historical circumstances,
a matter of transient consensus about what attitudes are normal and what practices are
just or unjust” (p. 189).

By solidarity I don’t mean the notion that people have things in common “that make
it possible and desirable for them to act in unison” (Crow, 2002, p. 11). This approach
to solidarity as an explanatory concept, whether seen from the perspective of individual
group behavior or as a source of social cohesion, is an important starting point. The
former because it points toward the arbitrary and political nature of social boundaries;
the latter because it warns us against a modernist “essentialism” that would limit the pos-
sibilities we might imagine through a more contingent view. However, I am thinking of
solidarity as a political project, not as a social force that would yield explanations, but as a
political concept that might yield visions of what is possible; a language of imagination.

Ellen Gorsevsky (2004) writes about the rhetorical dimensions of nonviolent activism,
and she describes what she calls “informed and empathic solidarity” that emanates “from
the grassroots level and [moves] upwards” (p. 143). She offers the following example:

The case of...a ten year-old boy in Oceanside, California who was diagnosed with
cancer. The doctors prescribed ten weeks of chemotherapy, during which, they
warned him, all his hair would fall out. To avoid the anxiety and pain of watching
his hair gradually disappear, the youngster had his entire head shaved. One can only
imagine [his] feelings a few days later when he returned to school, prematurely bald,
and found that the thirteen other boys in his fifth grade class, and their teacher as
well, greeted him with their heads completely shaved. (Telushkin cited in Gorsevski,
2004, p. 225)

Indeed, I can only imagine what this 10-year-old felt when he encountered such expres-
sions of solidarity. I imagine, to use Williams’s (1977) language, that such an encounter
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must have generated a “change of presence” that did not have to “await definition, clas-
sification, or rationalization” (p. 132), before he felt a “latent, momentary, and newly
possible consciousness” (p. 212), whatever its consequence. Such emergent “structures
of feeling” can only result from a “creative process” that takes an inherently collectivist
definition of human experience and that confronts “hegemony in the fibres of the self
and in the hard practical substance of effective and continuing relationships” (p. 212).
Such is the grist of creative solidarity.

Solidarity and creativity come together as concepts within the discourse of “process
philosophy,” particularly through Alfred North Whitehead. Whitehead expert Jorge Luis
Nobo is the author of Whitehead’s Metaphysics of Extension and Solidarity, in which he argues
that “the solidarity of the universe is the fundamental thesis of Whitehead’s metaphysi-
cal philosophy” (1986, p. xiv).? In order to comprehend the ambiguities in Whitehead’s
cosmology, argues Nobo, it is necessary to understand his “vision of universal solidarity:
that the entire universe is somehow to be found within each of its ultimate concrete com-
ponents or, equivalently, that the final real actualities of which the universe is composed
are each in all and all in each” (p. xiv).

Nobo (1997) extends his analysis by building a connection between Whitehead’s con-
cept of universal solidarity and his work on creativity through what he calls the “meta-
physics of creative solidarity.” Nobo’s work is dense with metaphysical arguments that I
am not equipped to summarize here.* Nonetheless, I gleaned ideas from his discussion
that I found inspiring and affirming of the possibility that there is a way of thinking
about solidarity besides describing and understanding social behavior.

Creativity, says Nobo (1997), is the underlying substance of the universe in White-
head’s cosmology. Since all actualities are in a constant process of becoming, their sub-
stance can only be known as a function of that process. Experience is not a manifestation
of self-consciousness (or “entension”), but a manifestation of “eternal creativity,” mean-
ing a constant process of creation. At the same time “the final actualities of the universe
cannot be abstracted from one another because each actuality, though individual and
discreet, is internally related to all other actualities”; all actualities “are at once mutu-
ally transcendent...and mutually immanent” (Nobo, 1986, p. 1). In order to resolve this
paradox, Nobo suggests that by extension all actualities exist through a process of cre-
ative solidarity, which means “that individual realities can contribute their own natures
to the creation or nature of another individual reality without losing their identities and
while enhancing, enriching, or renewing their own natures” (Nobo, 1997, p. 171). The
outcome of the process Nobo describes is neither predetermined nor inevitable. “In the
metaphysics of creative solidarity,” he concludes, “the eternal is necessary but insufficient
for the particularity, individuality, and uniqueness of what in fact does become (p. 183).

Nobo’s elaboration of Whitehead’s cosmology provides a philosophical basis about
human experience from which to theorize a conception of creative solidarity that has
political consequence. However, there is a degree of essentialism in Nobo’s notion that
“actualities” have a certain inviolable “nature,” even as that nature is in a constant pro-
cess of becoming. Perhaps more importantly, Nobo’s language is decidedly grounded
on speculative philosophy and metaphysics, and—at the risk of sounding like a pragma-
tist—it lacks a direct engagement with the politics of daily life that ought to concern us
as we contemplate our own immanence and transcendence of the social universe that
surrounds us.

By contrast to the depoliticized language of speculative philosophy, third-world mul-
ticultural feminists have theorized solidarity as a political project in a language that is
grounded in the daily lives and struggles of women across social locations (Sandoval,
2000). Their work places difference rather than commonality at the center of a redefi-
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nition of solidarity stemming from the need to build a political strategy that assumes
the intersection of social categories of race, class, gender, and sexuality as a source of
strength.’ For example, Chandra Mohanty (2003) offers an approach to solidarity “as the
basis for relationships among diverse communities” in which “diversity and difference
are central values” (p. 7). Drawing on Jodi Dean’s (1996) notion of “reflective solidarity,”®
Mohanty (2003) argues that this way of redefining feminist solidarity “constitutes the
most principled way to cross borders—to decolonize knowledge and practice anticapital-
ist critique” (p. 7).

Feminist political theorist and law scholar Iris Marion Young (2002) offers the con-
cept of “differentiated solidarity” as a way to approach political inclusion. The norms
of this differentiated solidarity “oppose actions and structures that exclude and segre-
gate groups or categories of persons [and] assumes respect and mutual obligation” (p.
221). Young also rejects a definition of solidarity that assumes common group bonds
and loyalties based on sameness in favor of an approach that “aims to balance values of
generalized inclusion and respect with more particularist and local self-affirmation and
expression” (p. 221). In seeking to resolve this precarious balance, Young retains notions
of human essence, particularly around a limited conception of space relying on notions
of “togetherness” that I find simplistic and that in many ways echo Durkheim’s concep-
tion of organic solidarity.

Thus, what do I mean by creative solidarity? I mean a solidarity that underscores a way
of being with each other that contingently presents itself against a sense of normalcy and
coherence. I mean a solidarity that operates under the assumption that we are incom-
plete, in the process of becoming, a future anterior,” as Ellsworth (2005) invites us to
consider. Not a solidarity that assumes commonness and sameness, but one that assumes
difference (Sandoval, 2000); not a solidarity that builds boundaries to protect resources,
but one that enters an interstitial space between boundaries (Bhabha, 1997), that creates
a “third space” (Soja, 1996); not a solidarity that stands on the notion that a core identity
will be retained, as Nobo suggests, but rather one that assumes that identity is not only
in flux, but that it is an impression, a delusion, a falsity (Nancy, 2000).

Homi Bhabha (1997) notes that it is in the “in between” spaces where we can develop
new “strategies of selfhood—singular or communal—that initiate new signs of identity,
and innovative sites of collaboration, and contestation, in the act of defining the idea of
society itself” (pp. 1-2). Entering into such a contested terrain involves a grand leap of
faith. Precisely because we have been coerced into giving too much importance to our
material conditions, both in our talk and in our practice, we are afraid to enter a space
that gives primacy to spirit, to uncertainty, and to instability. It is inside the boundaries
that culture “emerges”; this is a place where discourse is unstable and language is highly
polysemic, where meanings are negotiated, and discursive practice is contested.

Conclusion

Solidarity without creativity remains static and contemplative, it is like consciousness
without conscientization (Freire, 1970). Creativity without solidarity only reproduces
structures of power and generates an emergent culture that is either assimilated into
the dominant culture or it becomes residual (Williams, 1977). In this next moment
that is yet to come, curriculum workers might engage their work with a different ethic,
an ethic of creative solidarity. While there may be many examples of creative solidar-
ity already in what we do, I do not think that this is an explicit aim, or one to which we
hold ourselves generally accountable. Huebner (1975) describes the task of research in
curriculum as:
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the use of the unformed to create form; as a focusing on the unconditioned in order
to develop new conditions; as attention to human events in order that human institu-
tions can be created or evolve; as the dialectical relationship between criticism and
creation. (p. 267)

Our task is to engage within our spheres of influence in political projects that are
about much more than just theorizing, designing, or generating pages.

The verb form of solidarity, rarely used in English, is both a transitive and a reflexive
verb. It assumes relationship; it assumes a state of being as well as an action, or a state
of being toward another being (Gaztambide-Fernandez, 2007). To be in solidarity is
something akin to being in love (Sandoval, 2000). It means to be in relationships that
recognize interdependence and the realization that our lives and our work cannot carry
on without others. Indeed, it is not really our work, but the work of an enormous web of
collaborators, whose contributions to what we might label our work are often assumed
and misrecognized. In this sense, curriculum work is actually very much like cultural
work in general and the arts in particular. Contrary to the individualism presumed in
the mythology of the artist (Gaztambide-Fernandez, in press), artistic work is never—
not even mostly—the result of individual effort, talent, or inspiration (H. Becker, 1982).
Rather, the arts are the material concretization of complex cultural processes involving
multiple webs of cultural producers, each contributing critical elements, materials, and
ideas without which artistic work is not fathomable. Creative solidarity underscores that
curriculum work, like the arts, is fundamentally collaborative and communal.

Creative solidarity is also solidarity in a constant flux of invention and reinvention.
It is a persistently dissatisfied solidarity, one that is always imagining things differently,
maybe even a bit better. I return to Williams (1977) here; by a creative process, I mean a
process by which we engage in the production of emergent cultural forms. I mean that
curriculum work is cultural work, as it is symbolic and narrative, and that it faces the
structures of feeling that it encounters with a sense of curiosity and awe that is transfor-
mational and that does not take those structures as final but, as Williams argues, as ever
changing, seeking to crystallize boundaries and attenuate them. In this sense, creative
solidarity is also solidarity without guarantees.

Indeed, creative solidarity insists against the presumption that curriculum work can
ever guarantee an outcome any more than works of art can guarantee extra-ordinary
experiences. Creative solidarity is neither theory nor practice, but both at once, inter-
weaved in the act of making. Like a story, it awaits to be told in the telling, and “it neither
wraps itself in a cloud of oratorical precautions, nor cocoons itself in realist illusions that
make language the simple medium of thought” (Minh-ha, 1990, p. 327). Trinh T. Minh-
ha warns that such a view of the story “never fails either to baffle or to awaken profound
intolerance and anxieties” (p. 329). Yet, to be in creative solidarity is to have little choice
but to abandon certainty and leap into what Chela Sandoval (2000) calls “the abyss of
absolute difference” (p. 121). If the limits of creative solidarity lie at the edges of our
own fears, intolerances, and anxieties, its possibilities lie in our commitment to infinite
possibilities. As such, creative solidarity demands a curriculum with “a hundred thou-
sand voices, a hundred thousand theories, a hundred thousand curriculum development
approaches,” and to paraphrase Morrison (2004), “it rules out nothing, and it rules in
spirit” (p. 493).

This “commitment to infinite progress,” as Minh-ha (1990) explains,

is also a realization that the infinite is what undermines the very notion of (rational)
progress. Tale, told, to be told. The to-and-fro movement between advancement and
regression necessarily leads to a situation where every step taken is at once the first
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(a step back) and the last step (a step forward)—the only step, in a precise circum-
stance, at a precise moment of (one’s) history. (p. 329, italics in original)

Creative solidarity is the necessary act of forward motion, in collective movement. At
this precise moment in our history, it demands of us that we search for new and emerging
structures of feeling, for new languages and ideas for doing our work, for new ways of
being with each other, for ways of forging new trails, leaving new footprints, new ripples
in our wake.

Notes

I would like to thank Erik Malewski, Janet Miller, Polly Attwood, and two anonymous reviewers
for their substantive and invaluable feedback. This essay is the product of many conversations and
challenging remarks and comments. All its faults and blind-spots are, of course, my own.

1. Translated by the author in collaboration with James Seale-Collazo.

2. Vikki Hillis, editor of Huebner’s collected essays, notes that Huebner was well aware of the
gendered language in his early work and was inclined to edit the language for the collection.
This proved rather difficult and awkward, making the essays feel like “colorized versions of
old black and white films,” and seemed to remove the work from its historical context (in
Huebner, 1999, pp. xiii—xiv ).

3. In reading Nobo’s philosophically dense work, I was helped tremendously by Aaron For-
tune’s (2006) essay review.

4. For a helpful discussion of Whitehead and “process philosophy” and its application to cur-
riculum theory, see William Doll (1993; Doll & Gough, 2002)

5. The work of feminists of color like Angela Davis, Audre Lord, Patricia Hill Collins, bell
hooks, Gloria Andalzia, Chandra Mohanty, and Chela Sandoval is of crucial importance
here. For a good introduction, see Mohanty (1991). Sandoval (2000) offers a clear elabora-
tion of the theoretical implications of U.S. third-world feminisms through the concept of dif-
ferential consciousness, which in many ways parallels my conception of creative solidarity.

6. Dean offers a generative typology of solidarity based on feminist theory and heavily informed
by the debates over the politics of feminism triggered by the critique of third world women.

7. The term future anterior is a literal translation of the French “futur antérieur,” which is
equivalent to the future perfect tense in English grammar denoting an action that will be
completed in a future point (e.g., “this chapter will have been written before you read it”).
The term features prominently in the work of Luce Irrigaray, and thus it appears as “future
anterior” in English works on literary and film theory informed by her work.
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Suggested Reading Questions

1. Given the recent emphasis on dissensus and difference in the field of curriculum
studies, what new language for discussing solidarity might be necessary to avoid sub-
suming difference into the same?

2. How might educators enact ways of being with one another that are contingent and
against normalcy and at the same time substantiate and offer guidance?

3. The author describes a series of false binaries. For those who live on the downside of
those binaries, or are affected negatively by them (and therefore experience them as
real), how might we make them aware of such bogus distinctions while at the same
time honoring their lived realities?
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4. Generating new language and taking risks with academic language are two calls
put forth by the author. What assumptions might the author be making about the
relationship between language and the material realities of those who are assumed
to benefit most from creative solidarity?

5. If the individual only thinks in relation, as the author suggests via the work of Ells-
worth, what might the implications be for attending to the social contexts within
which schooling takes place?



Response to Rubén A. Gaztambide-Fernandez
Communities Without Consensus

Janet L. Miller

Not surprisingly, I guess, my invited “response” to Rubén’s essay has turned into a form of
what Spivak (2008) calls a “familiar essay,” where the writer’s life-details are always shad-
owily present, because the familiar essay is neither autobiographical nor impartial analy-
sis, though it courts both. It is certainly not disinterested (p. 9); Obviously, my musings
here are not at all disinterested. My “writer’s life-details”—or at least how I construe those
details in relation to the initial reconceptualization of the U.S. curriculum field and to a
possible post-reconceptualization—are more than just shadowily present throughout.

During the Purdue gathering, for example, I worried with/in tensions that the gen-
erational as well as “Bergamo-oriented” (and thus perhaps “exclusionary”) positionings
of “post-reconceptual” presenters and “original reconceptualization” responders gener-
ated for me (and for some others, I assume). During that conference as well as in this
response, my life-details cast shadows on all my interpretations of what post-reconcep-
tualization might come to mean within current versions of U.S. curriculum studies, and
what I might desire it to “mean,” especially as juxtaposed with my perceptions of the
“original” movement. So, of course, those shadows hover over this response—and I thus
worry that readers in part might construe these musings as what could only be con-
sidered a fictitious argument for the special-ness or the never-to-be repeated supposed
unity among those working within the reconceptual movement within particular histori-
cal moments and events of the 1960s and early 1970s in the United States.

Thus, I want to respond here in ways that do not constitute a nostalgic latching
onto Rubén’s conceptualization of “creative solidarity” as a possibly reconfigured and
yet somewhat familiar and comfortable stamp of the “first” reconceptualization onto
goals and conceptions of a “post-reconceptualization.” I certainly do not want to offer
here a patronizing pat of approval for following and enhancing the supposedly similar
dreams, desires, and predilections of the elders. My familiar essay is in no way a critique
of Rubén’s conceptualization of creative solidarity as simply the newest version of what
“we elders” already have “experienced” and “accomplished.”

So, how can I not be drawn to Rubén’s notion of “creative solidarity” in ways that only
replicate my initial understandings of and longings for solidarity and community within
the move to reconceptualize the U.S. curriculum field? I came of age, so to speak, dur-
ing the early and mid-1960s in the United States, a time of political ferment, volatile
Vietnam war protests, the Women’s and Civil Rights movements, and the emergence of a
variety of “alternative” and “free” schools that promised enactments of “progressive and
democratic ideals and practices” for all students and teachers. I took graduate courses
at Columbia University in the summer of 1967, and traveled to San Francisco with my
husband and friends in the summer of 1968—cities overblown with flower power, wafts
of incense, spontaneous demonstrations of “political/personal” resistances, and “be-ins”
in the parks. I really did believe that solidarity was an agreed-upon and similarly defined
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goal for many of us, a mission, a passion, a dream of race and gender and progressive
educator identity-based coalitions and of equality for all.

Some of that fervor fueled, in part, the movement to reconceptualize the field of cur-
riculum in the United States. Or at least, that’s how I seem to want to remember it—my
initial commitment to reconceptualization as filtered through my resistance, from the
mid- and late-1960s through the early 1970s, to teaching prepackaged high school text-
book versions of “English curriculum” that stressed behavioral objectives as measured
by one true interpretation of the text, for example. And, a bit later, my allegiance to
the work of the reconceptualization, from the early 1970s on, interwoven with a visceral
sense of possible unity among those of us who wished to move the field from an emphasis
on linear, mechanical, and singular versions of curriculum design, development, and
content to an examination of the “political and personal” dimensions of “understand-
ing” the nature of one’s educational experience.

And so, in attempting to contextualize my understandings of Rubén’s call for creative
solidarity within my partial memories of the Bergamo curriculum conferences and JCT:
Journal of Curriculum Theorizing, 1 could paint these enterprises as those that helped to
conjoin scholars, activists, teachers, researchers, theorists, curriculum designers, and
developers in a unitary and originary version of Rubén’s creative solidarity. My interpre-
tations could embellish a “Bergamo collective” that supposedly functioned through and
with visions of creative solidarity. I could posit “us” as a collective united around our expe-
riences as members of a particular generation inflected with 1960s political, social, and
cultural demands for social change, as members who declined to transmit our received
heritage that framed curriculum as an administrative designation. For, in fact, that was
the kind of solidarity that I once envisioned as possible: for a while, at least.

But Rubén disrupts the kind of “solidarity” (and the essentialist and romanticized
problems associated with it) that I could conjure here about the work of individuals
associated with the original reconceptualization—what Durkheim would term organic
solidarity, an interdependence that arises from specialization of work and the comple-
mentarities among people engaged in that work. Instead, Rubén argues for a form of
solidarity that engages a creative process in order to work toward the “production of
emergent cultural forms...without guarantees.” In so doing, Rubén forces me to again
acknowledge cracks in the reconceptual coalition that I initially had imagined, desired
into being.! At first disturbed by such fissures, and then recognizing the necessary and
contingent differences among that loosely organized group of people working toward
reconceptualization, I eventually contended that the field needs, and will continue to
need what I have called a “riotous array of theoretical stances” that enable curricularists,
from differing angles and interests, to analyze, critique, rewrite, and change technolo-
gies of curriculum that try to separate pedagogy and learning into discrete, predeter-
mined, and measurable units of content and behavior. And I argued that the ultimate
usefulness of such [a riotous array of] frameworks and perspectives depends upon ‘on-
going conversations’ among curricularists (Miller, 2005a).

At the same time, Rubén’s essay in this volume dedicated to “exploring post-recon-
ceptualization” urges me to yet again contend with issues spawned by the fact that I
can no longer imagine unitary and singular versions of “communities” or any ease with
which those in the field might engage in “ongoing conversations.” I now can envision
only “communities without consensus”—a construction that marks my active refusal to
construct any universal notions of “selves,” “collective,” or “solidarity” read only as “the
same.” Instead, I imagine and work toward communities without consensus as composed
of “selves” and versions of curriculum work that re-form daily and differently in response
to difference and to the unknown. Constructions of communities without consensus
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thus also refuse any one version of curriculum studies through which one global field
and its participants could emerge.

And Rubén’s work here indeed reinforces my conviction that “we” in the field now
are situated with and in current historical moments, social and cultural contexts, and
political imperatives that differ greatly from those that initially framed the reconceptu-
alization of the curriculum field during the 1970s and early 1980s. Thus, the U.S. field,
its conditions, its contemporary iterations, and its participants are not and cannot ever
be “the same” as during the reconceptual movement (not that “we” were ever “the same”
within those moments either, obviously), nor do I think that “we” can aim for one unitary
version of “creative solidarity.”

For, the field of curriculum studies, writ large, now must contend with and respond to
multiple versions and effects of the “unknown” as well as of “difference.” The field itself
must take into account contemporary and volatile worldly events, including the terrorist
attacks of September 11, 2001; the most recent and ongoing wars in Iraq and Afghanistan;
the heterogeneity and rapid flux that now characterize global flows of people, languages,
technologies, commodities, culture, and capital through and across constantly changing
borders, discourses, and subjectivities (Castells, 2000); and embodied effects of transna-
tional flows and mobilities, especially via information and communication technologies,
that loosen local populations from geographically constrained communities, thus con-
necting people and conceptualizing “places” and “spaces” around the globe in new and
complex ways (Cresswell, 2002). All of these events, forces, and flows now compel us to
consider how the U.S. curriculum field and its implicated “worldliness” (Miller, 2005b)
both contribute to and attempt to disrupt Western and especially U.S.-centric versions of
knowledge, identities, and their constructions worldwide.

Rubén, in attempting to conceive of a fresh version of coalition politics that would
emphasize an ethic of “creative solidarity” in relation to these contemporary conditions,
indeed calls attention to our curriculum work as never-ending, never completed, always-
in-the-making, always in-relation to others and to varying constructions of difference.
And Rubén’s notion of “creative solidarity” certainly asserts difference as “a way of being
with each other that contingently presents itself against a sense of normalcy and coher-
ence.” He thus assumes that identities, solidarities, and curriculum field(s) are always in
flux, multiple, and incomplete. These are assumptions with which I agree.

If difference frames the notion of creative solidarity, as Rubén contends, then how
might “we” not see ourselves mirrored in reinscriptions of our already familiar, identifi-
able selves, and versions of the curriculum field? For in difference, we no longer can
simply identify with normalized versions of our selves of the field of curriculum stud-
ies. Working difference involves making unfamiliar any one version of theory, practice,
research, knowledge, selves, the “field,” or creative solidarity.

So, how might we take up the challenges of difference, wherein static conceptions of
“identity” or isolated cultures and educational practices cannot function as refuge, within
a concept of creative solidarity? How might we enact a desire to address and be addressed
as in-the-making, without closing down around unitary and static modes of pedagogy,
curriculum, or “creative solidarity?” How indeed might curriculum as a field be/come a
field comfortable with ambiguity and ambivalence as well as with strategic deployments
of political signifiers and discourses that might “congeal at the moment of use,” only to be
uncongealed and further destabilized in other contexts (Butler, Laclau, & Zizek, 2000)?

These general questions frame my readings of Rubén’s conceptualization of cre-
ative solidarity as a possible goal and material enactment of “post-reconceptualization,”
and they form bases for my attraction to as well as further musings about Rubén’s
contentions.
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In his work toward creative solidarity, for example, Rubén draws from Huebner, who
posits that the “source of all language ‘is the creative efforts of people.”” Rubén extrapo-
lates that it then becomes our task to unravel any potential trappings of language, and
to “generate a new language.” Rubén identifies three challenges to his conception of cre-
ative solidarity and to his desires to “generate a new language”: the discursive, the struc-
tural, and the personal. As I read and reread Rubén’s work, I longed for a more detailed
discussion of how he conceptualizes “the discursive, the structural, and the personal.”
But within his chapter, he does sketch what he considers to be two trappings of language
commonly used in the U.S. curriculum field, what he calls bogus distinctions, distinctions
that he claims keep us from one another, from generating a new language, and from
what he names as the political project that is curriculum. These bogus distinctions are:

1. The opposition between theory and practice. Here Rubén focuses on the negative conse-
quences of the persistent use of the descriptive phrase, “moribund state of the field” as
well as on the apparent recurring need to build that metaphoric bridge between theory
and practice. Rubén draws attention to the deleterious effects of this persistent binary
construction in the field of curriculum studies as well as in educational theory and
research, writ large. And,

2. The appeal to the opposition between the arts and the sciences. Here, Rubén questions the
focus on arts-based curriculum theorizing currently assuming a primacy that Rubén
argues parallels Huebner’s analysis of why some in the field might have felt the need to
focus on the theoretical. Just as curriculum studies once longed for legitimation as a
science, Rubén now wonders if an arts-based focus in curriculum studies simply repeats
that longing for recognition, but this time from the humanities disciplines. Rubén argues
that the language of the arts should be critically, historically, and discursively interro-
gated so as to not allow for “easy beauty” with its attendant enlightenment notions of
“true” creativity and timeless permanence. And he posits that if virtually anything that is
“well-made” is deemed to be artistry, then the distinction between artistry and scientific
rigor becomes arbitrary, a bogus distinction.

I would like to hear more about these bogus distinctions and how these work in ways
that supposedly keep us from the creative solidarity that Rubén envisions. For example,
I wonder: how does claiming a bogus distinction between artistry and scientific rigor
advance our work in curriculum studies in an era in the United States where supposedly
only random controlled experimental design studies “count” as viable research, and only
standardized scores and measurements constitute “strong” evidence of teaching and
learning? And while Rubén cautions us not to fall back into an Enlightenment ideal of
“creative solidarity” overlaid with an essentialized positivist’s claims for “scientific rigor,”
I wonder about possible essentialist constructions of “creative efforts of people” to tran-
scend the confines of language in order to generate “a new language?”

Iinstead posit that “we” who compose the U.S. field of curriculum studies need to con-
sider generational/epistemological/methodological/theoretical variations of cultural
translation that frame any notion of post-reconceptualization as well as any possible
enactments of Rubén’s concept of creative solidarity in the “next moments” in and of
the field. I gesture toward such possibilities by drawing on Judith Butler’s conviction that
prior histories are significant in determining the meaning(s) of signs, for “the norms by
which I seek to make myself recognizable are not fully mine. They are not born with me;
the temporality of their emergence does not coincide with the temporality of my own
life” (Butler, 2005, p. 35).

I also grapple, in my emphasis on the necessary worldliness of curriculum studies,
with
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...the concrete dilemmas of what it is to be local and global at once, to be caught in
the necessity of constant translation.... Such an inquiry neither moves us too quickly
to assert our commonality, thus effacing our difference, nor seeks to return us to
our parochial locations, our ethnic singularities, without showing how the mostlocal
struggles are implicated in the processes of globalization. What this also means is
that the usual binary oppositions do not hold, and that we must learn to work with
one another in our irreducible complexity, bound to one another in many ways,
implicated in a process of globalization which works differentially and relentlessly, at
the same time that we are irreducible to a collective condition. (Butler, 2001, p. 96)

I thus am drawn to Butler’s conceptualization of constant cultural translation, a
notion she acknowledges as borrowed from Homi Bhabha (1994), as a way of challeng-
ing Rubén’s reliance upon Huebner’s modernist conceptions of language and “creative
efforts of people” as possibly helping to create “a new language” and a collective condi-
tion. For example, expanding upon Bhabha’s work, Butler argues that cultural transla-
tion works at the cultural and social limits of particular conceptions of the universal,
exposing what they exclude, and creating space for their reformulation. She assumes
that since universality makes its “varied and contending appearances” in different lan-
guages, there are differing cultural versions of any posited universal rather than a single
transcultural form. Throughout her version of cultural translation, Butler relies on the
malleability of language: its amenability to recycling, its inability to always enact what it
names (Butler, 1997, 1999; Butler, Laclau, & Zizek, 2000).

For, Butler argues that language is never solely language. It is always and only ever
language in its social or cultural operation; language articulated in and as norms, as uni-
versals. Butler’s work, in general, engages in destabilizations of subject categories as well
as the discursive structures within which they are formed. She does so in order to expose
limitations, instabilities, and contingencies of existing norms. At the same time, she sees
language’s potential to engage in the difficult yet necessary labor of constructing, across
and within differences, a concept of what it means to be human that can encompass
groups with very diverse ideas. Ideas not only about what it means to be human but also
about the needs that humans have and the rights that they require. For Butler, the goal is
areconfigured and a more fluid and inclusive form of cultural translation, where “...our
fundamental categories can and must be expanded to become more inclusive and more
responsive to the full range of cultural populations” (Butler, 2004b, p. 223).

As members of a U.S. field in constant and often contentious flux, I believe that Rubén
and I agree that we need to create new possibilities for cultural translation in curriculum
studies, possibilities that recognize both our involvement and our implicated status in
contemporary worldly events and times. I think a major issue that we both face is how
to create such possibilities, such exchanges and translations that are neither contingent
on sameness nor reducible to a collective condition. How might we then consider the
creative, generative activity that Rubén hopes will lead to a version of “persistently dis-
satisfied solidarity”—a vision and version that he claims is necessary to restore a sense
of collective action in the field of curriculum studies—if we can never be fully identified
with any collective “we”? And if we indeed want to work difference in ways that remake
as “unfamiliar” theories, practices, knowledges, constructions of norms, and resulting
normalized selves?

To address such tensions requires proliferating, in multivariant ways the discourses,
practices, and coalitions that comprise and fuel our work in curriculum studies. For me,
a notion of “communities without consensus” possibly enables representations of self,
other, and the curriculum field to be unfixed, mobilized, destabilized, and released as
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forces capable of recombining in as yet unimagined and perhaps untraceable ways. In
relation to such envisionings, I then can imagine Rubén’s version of “creative solidar-
ity” as a potential form of collaborative curriculum theorizing and research that might
enable each of us to move (differently) in unforeseen directions that might yield new
possibilities for becoming. That is, new possibilities even as we grapple with events, con-
texts, relationships, and memories that threaten to reify normative and static tellings
about others and ourselves as yet another form of a predetermined “curriculum field”
and a singular and stationary version of its work.

Rubén’s work here, then, reinforces my conviction that those of us who are committed
to the field know that we must remake (differently) the field every day, in relation to particular
worldly events, issues, and peoples; in tension with histories of discursive and material
norms that would constrain possibilities of new iterations of “self” and “other;” and in
recognition of our irreducibility to a collective “we.” I would argue that “we” must do that
rethinking of curriculum studies in myriad ways, from a variety of perspectives and cul-
tural translations, and yet always in relation, informed by a conception of the U.S. Ameri-
can curriculum field as situated with/in our encounters with one another (Miller, 2006).
Those encounters necessarily embody a “certain agonism and contestation,” a certain
disorientation and loss (Butler, 2004a), that perhaps will yield Rubén’s vision of creative
solidarity. But indeed, at the same time I believe, this rethinking will require our field
and our selves to come into being, again and again, as that which we have yet to know.

Note

1. For contingent descriptions and “partial histories” of the reconceptualization, see especially
the Introduction, Prelude, and chapters 1 and 13 in Sounds of Silence Breaking: Women, Autobi-
ography, Curriculum (Miller, 2005a).
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5 “No Room in the Inn”

The Question of Hospitality in the
Post(Partum)'-Labors of Curriculum Studies

Molly Quinn

Chapter Overview

The author discusses what might make it possible to ask the question of hospitality within
the post-reconceptualization of curriculum studies. She asks whether our scholarship and
institutions respond to the call for hospitality and how a concept such as hospitality might
help curriculum scholars rethink, expand, and deepen their work. Pulling from biblical
themes, the author asks if at this historical junction there is room for curriculum stud-
ies within institutions and within curriculum studies for the other who might make an
unexpected visit. Next, she turns to Derrida to ask if we are prepared to receive the other
and, more specifically, to risk ourselves before the other and in so doing perhaps to face
the stranger in ourselves or be born anew. Here we must be prepared to be haunted by an
other than ruptures and proceeds welcoming. Lastly, the author points out, that if we as a
field are radically open to an-other, that which becomes possible might be places of plea-
sure, laughter as critique, and learning from the stranger. This is good enough education
learned by living with others as best we can and learning to embrace anew what we have
loved to love again within the present moment.

...the soul is, in truth, a forelgner on the earth...the step of the stranger resonates
through the silver night...
—Trakl, cited in Derrida, 2002, p. 403

Prelude to the Question (before Conception)

Before and beneath me, before and beneath the “silver night” of our academic labors, lies
the “step of the stranger”—thus, the question of hospitality, with its resonant, radical call
to make room for that which is, in truth, foreign—other. As this question is, then, a living
question, one sought to be lived in practice—professionally, pedagogically, personally—
here and now and beyond, before me also is a heightened awareness concerning how this
query may be most hospitably engaged at the present time. Within this context, perhaps
one possibility is but to invite the reader to entertain with me some preliminary queries
pertaining to the question.

Do the labors of academia, and here specifically those in curriculum studies, require
or lay claim to the call of hospitality, wittingly or unwittingly? If so, how, in what ways? Is
there a discourse, and also a practice, of hospitality that is central to the work of educa-
tion? Our curriculum labors?

1. How hospitable (or not) is the institution of education to its own mission, and to
those who participate in it? (Are classrooms places hospitable to learning? Are
teacher—student relationships those that welcome the experience of the other—
the unknown stranger—in our midst? Does the curriculum invite the child into
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a broader and deeper relationship with the world in all its wondrous mystery—its
inexorable otherness?)

2. (How) might the idea of hospitality help us to rethink, expand, and deepen our
understanding of our work in curriculum studies? (How) might considering the
question of hospitality serve to impact our praxis—to critically and creatively open
up our relationship to the strange otherness we encounter in our work?

Yet, it may be that the call of hospitality, an ethics of the other, asks of me—beyond
the open path of questions meant to guide—that I provide a place from which to enter-
tain the reader with the question of hospitality, or rather to entertain the question of
hospitality with the reader—an inviting abode. Hospitality itself may require a “home”
into which to welcome the other—at the least, an articulation of the space from which I
engage the question—professionally, pedagogically, personally. Alas, personally, I have
come to this call through the dark night of my own curriculum work, through the haunt-
ing longing for home and hospitality all too unlived. Here, I might do well, though, to
beckon and greet the reader first from the silver night of our academic labors, to situate
our conversation in the field of curriculum studies. Is there, though, a therein curriculum
studies, one we can know and articulate? Are we even at home, as it were, in our field?

Now, more than ever, curriculum studies has taken up the call to address the ethical
questions central to the work of education—the heart of which is the encounter with an
other.? Turning to the experience of teachers and students who labor daily to understand
the world they inhabit, and to engage their work with humanity and hope, scholarship
has proliferated, in solidarity with this labor, to both articulate such experience and
contribute to its transformation in ways that affirm life and growth. However, now, too,
it seems that these so engaged—particularly in the United States where standardized
assessments dominate curriculum life—find such labor laden with a difficulty that is
umbilically tied to forces that alienate and dehumanize. There is “no room” in the work
for being present to or with others fully in “reading [greeting/meeting] the word and
the world” of the curriculum, for the educational labor that brings forth life and life
together.

Here, I seek to engage this experience of want—want of space, place, and welcome,
in our curriculum labors—conceived largely through the poststructuralist studies of
Jacques Derrida (1997/2000, 2002) on the question of hospitality, a concept that also
speaks in powerful ways to our “post-reconceptualist” work in the present moment. When
we bring this question to bear on our work—cradled historically by rich reconceptualist
curriculum thought—it represents an attempt to imagine different possibilities for living
there, new ways to make room and make welcome, dwellings of fellowship and freedom
in the work of curriculum studies.

Where are we going? What awaits us at the beginning, at the turn..., of this year? You
are thinking perhaps that these are questions to laugh about. But perhaps we are
going to laugh today. We have not yet encountered this strange possibility, regarding
hospitality, the possibility of laughter. (Derrida, 2002, p. 358)

Herein is how Jacques Derrida engages his series of lectures, published in Acts of Reli-
gion, on the subject of hospitality. He speaks of laughter first, in contrast to hospitality
as mourning—a tradition wherein the welcoming is a weeping ritual accompanied with
tears, with cries, “the stranger being hailed like a revenant” (p. 359).

Strangely, this ritual is one with which many in the United States have become some-
what poignantly familiar in the aftermath of the hurricane visitations along the Gulf
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Coast, which is also my native home. Perhaps I appeal to his words first then, and have
given host to his thought on this theme anew, not only because I want to laugh, and
embrace the possibility of laughter in my labors—the joy and wonder in engaging and
dwelling upon the world with others via the word of scholarship or way of teaching or
work of service; but also because I am asking myself anew, too, where we are going in
curriculum studies, what awaits us, and that upon which we wait, as for new beginnings.

Thus, for now, I begin with my own beginnings concerning such, the arrival of this
question at the door of my mind, the title and topic I was compelled to welcome, in that
it took up residence as if at home within—*No Room in the Inn’? The Question of Hos-
pitality in the Post(Partum)-Labors of Curriculum Studies.” I have, as such, taken it to
tea, in the manner of all hospitality: sought to read the lines of it, between the lines of
it, be read by it as well, partake in conversation together, via a kind of deconstructive/
reconstructive hermeneutical homecoming. Freud once asserted in a letter that “theory
falls on you from above like an unexpected guest” (1915, cited by Derrida, 1997, personal
communication). My own preoccupation with this question—to which I now turn—has
fallen upon me similarly, like the gift of a stranger, inviting me to enter into a new rela-
tionship with my work. I submit that my own personal (pre-)occupation mirrors a profes-
sional one as well: in seeking to understand the present context of curriculum studies,
and to entertain or map out the next “post-reconceptualist” moment therein, it seems
that as a field we are similarly opening ourselves to the new in relationship to our collec-
tive work.

I invite the reader to enter with me into this encounter, as well, giving thought to:
(1) “No Room in the Inn”?>—the formulation of the problem as the want of hospitality
in the experience of our labors, the import of hospitality argued from and established
through the reconceptualist tradition in curriculum studies; (2) Derrida and Decon-
structive Readings on the Question of Hospitality—the examination of hospitality as
radical openness to the other through his work, the remedy and risk implicit in this call
considered; and (3) Hospitality in the Post(Partum)-Labors of Curriculum Studies—the
exploration of the question as response in the present moment of our own work, the
possibilities of a hospitality in education that heals, upholds and hopes for our humanity
elucidated.

“No Room in the Inn”?
Welcoming the “Child” in Our Midst: Hospitality and the Labors of “Mary”

And she brought forth her firstborn son, and wrapped him in swaddling clothes, and
laid him in a manger; because there was no room for them in the inn. (The Holy
Bible, 1985, Luke 2:7)

This passage from the book of Luke in the New Testament, and no doubt in some way of
which my thesis is referential, does not dwell upon the experience of Mary’s labor, nor
the want of a room in which to give birth to the divine within her. Yet, the experience is
there, nonetheless, in the background and as the ground itself, begging the very ques-
tion of hospitality or the lack thereof. We know from the story that her firstborn arrives
in a most inhospitable time and place—secreted away from the dangers of Herod that
threaten his life and turned out of the inn at the moment of his coming. Yet, what is
celebrated by believers the world over is a tale of glad tidings, a story of welcome, in fact,
such that strangers from afar, from the East—shepherds, wise men, and kings—are sum-
moned to the side of this uninvited and unwelcome visitor to joyously receive him.*
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In “Visitation of the Stranger,” Louis Massignon (the Islamic philosopher Derrida
claims oriented his entire life, and intellectual testimony, toward the experience of Abra-
hamic hospitality) enjoins in this event the more profound and abiding hospitality of
Mary, as he reports, who “conceived in order to give birth to the immortal,” whose whole
life and conduct was directed by this “frail Guest [Hote] that she carries in her womb...,
a mysterious Stranger whom she adores...; she devotes herself...; sanctifies herself to
protect her Sacred Guest.... waiting for the moment when He suggests to her that she
invoke Him, making her progress in experiential knowledge through compassion” (cited
in Derrida, 2002, pp. 374-375).

Perhaps, it is because my given name is Mary, and that my life seems ever oriented
toward the birth, and rebirth, of the eternal “truth”—or that I live in New York City
where “room” is at a premium, but I am not alone in my commentary via experiential
knowledge of the labors of academia of late—that one is left with the pervasive feeling
that there is: No room in the inn.” Had I more compassion, I might make amends along
the lines that there is in academia but little room for the living labors, or that it suffers
for want of a room with a view. For me this experience has meant personally turning
myself away from the inn of academia, for a time, to rethink and know again the very
nature of the university itself—of education, and the import of providing “room” to its
work. The hospitality of Mary as metaphor for the call of our labors to welcome the child
(i.e., student, idea, other—the strange, the new) in our midst, challenging me to (re)
open the womb of my own room of/for hospitality, has helped me in this.

I remember reading bell hooks (1994), whose response to receiving tenure was one
not unlike my own—disappointment, and even despair. How can one make a home, or
settle in as an appointed host(ess), or guest, for that matter—even while enjoying offi-
cial residence, the lease papers of tenure—in a place where there is not only no room,
but where one is still the stranger who is not welcome? How, further, can one welcome
students into a home that is no home, and is not one’s own? Are we not all visitors, or
“host-ages,” of the educational institution, subject to mandated curriculum labors unex-
pected, unprepared for, not our own? William Pinar (2004) identifies our current situ-
ation as “the nightmare that is the present” (p. 5) in U.S. education, and speaks of the
desperate need for “a room of one’s own.” Considered with more hope—and even “hos-
pitality” perhaps, however, I might rather ask: How can we welcome students into a home
that is only partly a home/our own, where there remains a question as to whose home it
is, whether home or hotel as well? How do we engage contemporary struggles around the
shifting aims of (higher) education, at least in part ones over who will be owners, visitors,
hostages, or other, and to what kind of end or inn?

Within this context, thus, the news of my decision a few years ago to quit a tenured
position in the university—without another position in or out of academia, rather than
being received incredulously, has been met with understanding from my colleagues in
curriculum studies, even “congratulation,” and “commendation.” I am not alone® in the
experience and interrogation of the “cabined and cramped existence”—to borrow from
Dewey—that academic life seems today to offer to too many.

Curriculum Labors, Difficult Visitations, and Room for Strangers

Yet, what has this—even a religious story about the plight of a pregnant woman in search
of a place to conceive (a) god—to do with our academic labors, with curriculum or
education? I might appeal with the words Alfred North Whitehead (1967/1929) “that
the essence of education is that it should be religious” (p. 14),” in the sense that Hongyu
Wang (2002) expounds: “listening and responding to the call from the stranger ‘with
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reverence’’—Ilike Mary, education as a spiritual “journey of transforming the given into
new forms of life” (pp. 287-288).% In the words of Dwayne Huebner (1999), it is “the lure
of the transcendent,... a call from the other that we may reach out beyond ourselves and
enter into life....” (p. 360). I might recall education via its Latin root in educere—to bring
forth, to draw out—as the bringing forth of life, newness of life, from within us and in
our midst, along with Socrates’ notion of the teacher as midwife drawing out, bringing
to light—to life, the soul’s hidden wisdom. In Italian, the literal translation for to give
birth is per dare alla luce—to give (or welcome) to the light. Born of reconceptualist
commitments in curriculum studies, the works of Ted Aoki (2005), Max Van Manen
(1991), and David Jardine (1992) are oriented thus around the pedagogy of welcoming
and nurturing the child.

For Maxine Greene (1973), the teacher herself is the stranger, awakening students to
life anew in the work of “making strange the familiar” (1988),° as well as visiting upon
them the foreign. Huebner (1999) suggests that students too are strangers—and the con-
tent of the curriculum, the strange otherness with which both student and teacher are
confronted. He adds that love is needed in this uncertain encounter with the unknown
stranger, but that schools are dominated by careless structures—inhospitable even to
this vulnerable meeting of different minds. Dahlia Beck (1993) claims: “...pedagogy is
challenged...opened up by the encounter with the Other...needs the Stranger, in his or
her particularities, visage and voice, to recover ‘a deep sense of the familial”” (p. viii);
“acknowledging Otherness and responding to it affords us the opportunity to shake our
sensibilities to ‘forms of life, of being, other than our own, yet not disconnected from
our own.” It allows us to be/come human.... Encountering the Other empowers the ‘Me’
to emerge” (p. 90); “a mystery bearer who challenges...the stranger represents the ques-
tion” (p. 98).

Concerning visitations and curriculum, William Doll (2002) speaks of the ghost
of Dewey that hovers, the ghost of control in the curriculum machine that haunts—a
strange visitor who often allows no room for other guests. While Doll talks not of hospi-
tality proper, he proposes curriculum as conversation, etymologically related to dwell-
ing, passing one’s life, with others, signifying an openness to the other that is mutually
transforming—as conversation captures us, we can transcend and transform the self—to
borrow from Gadamer—*“transposing ourselves into otherness” (p. 49). Here, I am per-
haps, however, most interested in attending to the currere question—particularly because
of this painful experience of a roomless/roam-less “running” where there is no room, a
“course” arrested, arresting the “run” of others.

I am thinking of Leah Fowler’s (2005) work on, what she calls, a curriculum of diffi-
culty, situated within her interest in the “underside” and “counternarratives” of teaching.
Here, she relates the story of Miss Maple, who—in teaching daily encounters a resistant
and even disrespectful “host”™—begins vomiting every weekday morn, only to gargle,
brush, and march back to class for the 10:40 a.m. bell. Fowler describes it as a rage that
erupts from lack of control and lack of hope in teaching—which is to say also that there
wants “root-room” (Hopkins, 1885), space, for agency and aspiration, to live and grow,
to ground and center oneself. In reading Miss Maple’s pedagogy, Fowler questions her
responsibility for understanding how often her own anger, for which there is no place, is
carried into her teaching, seeking room for expression there. She concludes: “Our entire
education system is in deep difficulty,” and seeks to articulate the “poetics of a teaching
life,” to “mindfully dwell in the present moment... [italics added]” (p. 10) in the call to “work
with others at the center [italics added] of those difficulties, with a ...compassionate self...”
(p- 8). The question of hospitality with respect to self and other bleeds through this labor
of and on difficulty, as the need for, and presupposition of, “room,” to dwell, to be.
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This text has been particularly difficult for me in the reading, as routine vomiting
and asthma attacks had become literally my life in academia—no breathing room, no
space or way to stomach existence there, sustain nourishment, take in and digest food
for thought even—but this dark visitation has also been the strange and welcome call
of being—my being—anew, in Martin Heidegger’s sense (1927/1962) as Dasein, “being-
there,”" to once again attend, open, to its “there,” my there, and the there of academia’s
being, the now of curriculum studies, too. Let us though turn, more directly, to the ques-
tion of hospitality—the answer to the call for a room in the inn.

Derrida and Deconstructive Readings on the Question of Hospitality

Derrida (2002) approaches the concept of hospitality—a concept that had particular
draw for me, admittedly, as a female raised Christian in the American South!'—by situat-
ing it first within a culture of hospitality, one associated with pleasure and joy. For him,
there is no hospitality that does not include the sharing of some sign of joy, “smiling
at the other as at the welcoming of a promise” (p. 358). In fact, he describes hospital-
ity as culture itself: “There is no culture that is not a culture of hospitality” (p. 361).
Thus, every culture competes to be most hospitable, as a people to regard and present
ourselves as such, constructing structures and apparatuses of welcoming. In the call to
develop ourselves into a culture of hospitality, we must wait on, extend the self toward,
the other; we must be ready to welcome, to host and shelter, and prepare and adorn the
self for such, for the coming of the host in all readiness to receive.

Yet, as we turn to Derrida’s thought, who returns to the “ho6te” (host) in French—
the subject of hospitality, we find it is referential of both the one who gives and the one
who receives. In typical fashion, through this coupling, he inverts and complicates our
conception—hospitality is also, and etymologically, “hostipitality” in his words—hote,
also translated as enemy, is related to the notions of hostage and hostility. Derrida asks:
Is there, perhaps, a violence in welcoming the other to, in fact, appropriate for oneself
a place? Or perhaps to appropriate (i.e., assimilate, inscribe the place of) the other?
He underscores the heart of hospitality as simultaneously poison and remedy (Derrida,
1972/1981), risk and possibility—required, perhaps even redemptive, and potentially
reckless.

Albeit, we also are through hospitality called to wait for, and wait upon, the other, as
hostage of sorts, subject to the visitor who comes—invited or not. Generous disposition
is not hospitality as there is no welcoming of the other as other. Nor is hospitality mere
duty, which is not a genuine welcoming either—“One must...therefore welcome without
‘one must’” (p. 361). Via hospitality, we must be willing to not be ready, to let ourselves be
overtaken, surprised by the unanticipated other we are not prepared to receive. As Der-
rida explicates it, then, within hospitality there is law without or beyond law—the con-
ditional law of hospitality must abide side-by-side albeit also at odds with the unlimited
“law” of hospitality beyond law. Here, Derrida (1997/2000) also hearkens back to Kant’s
ideal of universal hospitality'? as the world condition for Perpetual Peace (1795/1972). Fur-
ther, we open to the other, facing friend or foe we know not, in the silver “night of non-
knowledge” (Derrida, 1990), present in promise to the other, before and beyond law, in
the place where no rules apply. In doing so, we also risk ourselves before the other, to
transcend ourselves or perhaps to come to know ourselves, to be born anew. In hospital-
ity one is asked to be willing “to let oneself be swept by the coming of the wholly other,
the absolutely unforeseeable...stranger, the uninvited visitor, the unexpected visitation
beyond welcoming apparatuses” (Derrida, 2002, pp. 361-362). Herein is radical hospi-
tality—not a preference of good-natured souls who simply enjoy entertaining others, nor
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a principle to be followed in the normative manner of neighborliness or citizenship, but
something other, beyond both, even as it conditions such cultural claims upon character
and etiquette.

Derrida moves to this call of radical hospitality which “has to consist in receiving
without invitation, beyond or before the invitation” (p. 359), unfolding an “unlivable
contradiction™ “It is to death that hospitality destines oneself—death thus also bear-
ing the figure of visitation without invitation”—a contradiction we unfold whenever we
offer hospitality. It is death that may come for good or for ill. He culminates in the
“non-dialectizable tension”" hidden within the concept of hospitality via the faces of
visitation-invitation. Acknowledging that there is no hospitality without danger, without
the risk of possible perversion, he affirms an unlivable contradiction that must be lived
nonetheless:

But we know enough to tell ourselves that hospitality, what belabors and concerns
hospitality at its core..., what works it like a labor, like a pregnancy, like a promise as
much as a threat...is indeed a contradictory conception, a thwarted...conception, or
a contraception of awaiting, a contradiction of welcoming itself. (p. 359)

Hospitality must be, owes itself to be, inconceivable, incomprehensible, according to
the contradictory and deconstructive law of hospitality. One must open oneself to the
other that is not neighbor or brother, not mine, my hote, as the possibility of impos-
sibility, the experience of the impossible—coextensive with the essential problem at
the ground of any aspired-to ethics. “It is always about answering for a dwelling place,
for one’s identity, one’s space, one’s limits, for the ethos as abode, habitation...home”
(1997/2000, pp. 149-151).

Hospitality, then, Derrida (2002) reports, raises questions for us about the concept
of concept—sheltering and letting itself be haunted, visited by, another concept. Herein,
we see highlighted its integral and umbilical tie to the heart of our academic labors,
helping, or haunting, each other and ourselves through the offering of our minds, enter-
taining together conceptual ‘food’ for thought.'"* He sees deconstruction as “hospitality
to the other, to the other than oneself, the other than ‘its other,” to an other beyond
any ‘its other’ (p. 364), in this way. Drawing upon Levinas, Derrida describes it as “the
drama of a relation to the other that ruptures...an experience of the Good that elects me
before I welcome it...that proceeds welcoming” (p. 364).

Hospitality in the Post(Partum)-Labors of Curriculum Studies
Room for Joy: Place for Pedagogies of Pleasure, Inclusion, and Care

Principally, perhaps, the call of hospitality in our curriculum labors, is the call to joy, a
return to the heart—ever, in truth, at the heart of the life of the mind. Affirming the
wisdom of Emily Dickinson (1961), we own the fact that the place we really want to dwell
in is possibility, which is also a place of pleasure, promise, and play. In radical openness
to the other, we open up a vast terrain fecund with unforeseen and unforeseeable poten-
tialities. In this way, too, we acknowledge, inquire into and indulge in the transforma-
tive potential of “play” and authentic “interaction”—through which we also may come
together across differences in common moments of goodness and shared pursuits of
meaning.

Remembering what we have really “loved ‘til now,” in the language of Huebner (1999,
p- 12) as inspired by Nietzsche—even reconceptualist commitments we unconsciously as
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yet perhaps continue to carry and can bring to renewed consciousness, we realize that
the language of our critical tradition affirms a play engaged to bring into being possi-
bilities that are good and true, just and beautiful. Minding what is a matter of the heart,
we remind ourselves that: “Love calls us to the things of this world” (Wilbur, 1988, p.
233). In this way, we are via hospitality returned to laughter—what womanist theologian
N. Lynne Westfield (2001) calls serious laughter, a shield through which is spoken the
unspeakable, a form of critique. The play and pleasure of laughter is “righteous therapy,”
in fact, a source of healing'® that allows us to reconnect with, and to reembody, our being
and being-with, our “there.” Laughter, putting us into our body, implicitly utters the wis-
dom of an embodied education, inclusive of mind, body, and spirit.! For, “...to describe
hospitality is to describe the delightfulness of being human...” (p. 46). Hospitality here
highlights the divine delight of being-(in-our-body)-in-the world—heartily laughing and
loving our way though it in a full-bodied embrace of (being-with) others. Such, alas, is
a delight we too often forget and let slip amid that which distracts, dehumanizes, and
deadens, “de-pressing” the expression of joy and laughter. The question of hospitality
may help us at least invite ways, and that intentionally, to more fully dwell in this deli-
ciousness, even and especially amid difficulty. What promises, possibilities, pleasures,
are we making, taking, partaking of, in curriculum studies—in teacher education, in
our academic labors, in our schools? Why do we so little attend the heart, and the body?
What of joy and of laughter in our labors? Herein are questions hospitality invites us to
wait upon and attend."”

Questioning is “the piety of thought”—to borrow from Heidegger (1954/1977, p. 35),
but perhaps it is also the play and place of thought. As something of the foundation, ful-
fillment, and way of academia, it seems uncanny how questioning here can actually lose
its way, its play, and thus also its piety and place in and as thought. “The unexamined
life is not worth living,” the ancient philosophers—Ilovers of wisdom, discern, and thus
initiate study as criticism—a way of inquiring into life toward praxis sublime. However,
caught in closed-in, closing-in critique—the kind that seeks the final word and serves
to cut off rather than open up further conversation and criticism, the question all too
easily collapses, remains unentertained; it is essentially no longer welcome, has no place.
Questioning requires the art of hospitality wherein we are not only open to the radical
other it may introduce—listening to, learning from, the stranger who comes even as
we question or critique her; but also caring for this other, extending and offering our
‘there’ to him as well. Heidegger (1927/1962) concludes that the meaning of being is, in
fact, carein the space and place of our temporality. The concept of hospitality invites us,
thus, in our curriculum labors to ground them in care, a pedagogy of the personal that
acknowledges the relational, contextual, nature of all knowledge and knowing (Palmer,
1993). Nel Noddings (1992) has argued powerfully for the hospitable reconceptualiza-
tion of the inn of education around centers of care, that is, for self, stranger, community,
and consciousness, an invitation that calls us further to its recontextualization so as to
be actually lived out together experientially in care.

The classroom, school, field of education—each is also a culture, which means each
is also a culture of hospitality, curriculum profoundly about cultures of hospitality too.
The present struggles over equity, access and inclusion in education perhaps speak most
profoundly to the question of hospitality in our labors—concerning who is defined as
“alien,” “squatter,” or “citizen” (Kliewer, 1998), about who is welcome, where and under
what conditions (i.e., Oyler, 1996; Oyler & Preservice Inclusion Study Group, 2006), for
whom we care. Practically, we need to critically assess the welcoming apparatuses and
structures education engages, and consciously energize and expand inclusive, inviting
instruction through them, creating a sense of place where everyone belongs (i.e., Lareau,
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2003; Ramsey, 2004; Sapon-Shevin, 1998)—“where no one owns the truth and everyone
has a right to be heard” (Kundera, cited in Doll, 1993, p. 151).

Hospitality implies education as a way of being, a way of making and living a life, with
others “as best we know how” (Arendt, cited in Greene, 1988). If we teach who we are
(i.e., Aoki, 2005; Palmer, 1993), then we must actually be there—present, to welcome
and receive the student. Herein, hospitality does indeed call for a vision of home. As
theologian-educator Elizabeth Newman (2004) relates it, this sense of place is not so
much a building as a people who are called. Arguing that “in the name of welcoming
the other, colleges and universities have often come to function more like educational
‘hotels’” (p. 91), she claims that they may provide space for others, but do not offer genu-
ine hospitality. Hospitality “calls us to enlarge our hearts by offering our time and per-
sonal resources [the gift of ourselves]...” (Conde-Frazier, 2004, p. 172), and invite others
also to bring themselves to curriculum labors we undertake together. We must come to
know ourselves, and others, though, in order to offer the gifts our humanity brings. As
William Pinar (2006), drawing on the work of Wolfgang Klafki, reminds us: to cultivate
our humanity, we must begin with our own.

Trading Places, Reordering Spaces: Readin’, ’Ritin, and Radical Presence in Education

African-American history—central to understanding contemporary conditions in the
United States and its public education system (Pinar, 2004), as rooted in the image of
the stranger and a yearning for home, presents us with a profound struggle around the
practice of hospitality: the fact that one is never fully free to befriend the other in a rac-
ist, sexist world. The reality is that in the experience of oppression, none are loved for
their true selves, whereas hospitality requires a place where humanness is not denied
but rather embraced. Hospitality, then, in the present moment, must also be heretical,
constituted by practices of resilience and resistance—concealed gatherings, hospitable
spaces take us even beyond critique. Here is hospitality’s link with healing: it invites “soul
work for broken bodies, body work for bruised and battered souls” (Westfield, 2001,
p- 70). We honor vulnerability and voice, cultivate intimacy and connection, and come
together in trust around questions and courses of that which shall ultimately make us all
whole. Curriculum work in this way is both transgressive and transformative: it calls for
“lunch-counter” curriculum that “talks back” in seeking to create a public space where
all are invited to the fellowship of food for thought and talk that nourishes and heals our
full humanity.

Hospitality might be elucidated further for us through the image of the banquet feast:
no more classes, all sit at the table together (Newman, 2004). In this way, hospitality
inverts all “bourgeois” values, calling all to look toward each other, especially the most
vulnerable and weakest—“The last shall be first,” as Christ claimed, and [ and the other
are one.

The first step in multicultural living is hospitality.... Hospitality begins a journey
toward visibility...defies social arrangements of class, ethnicity, or race...rearranges
our relationships.... Through this act of resisting the devaluing of people, we witness
to the importance of transcending social differences and breaking sociocultural
boundaries that are exclusive. (Conde-Frazier, 2004, pp. 171-172)

Problematizing the pedagogical dichotomy, as teachers we may bring the strangeness
of content/curriculum to students and make strange the world through study, but the
child also, bringing the new, questions us, visiting upon us that which is other (Huebner,
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1999). Hearkening back to the classical ideal of education found in cultivating our
humanity, together we entertain the open-minded search for truth, which ever requires
openness, each to the other, that transforms, and calls into question the “truths,” power
relations—the pedagogically privileged and prioritized, that be.

Concerning power, conceptions of curriculum particularly, but more broadly of edu-
cation and modern life, seem also to be persistently focused on the progressive and the
predicated—how to control the course and direct it to desired ends. Dewey critiques this
approach to education—which he claims is of the stuff of life rather than of preparation
for life—and its adoption of aims in advance of activity. Ends that are educational arise,
instead, from within authentic action—from present engagement with life, and others. In
classroom discourse, this notion may embrace the importance of “teachable moments,”
but particularly also those of contradiction, tension, difficulty, and awkwardness as well,
and perhaps particularly so. Hospitality acknowledges the mystery and “moreness”® of
human engagement with the other, including moments of brokenness, stuckness, and
vulnerability, as well as progress and possibility.

Hospitality here calls for “an alternative way to think about identity and receiving the
‘other’”” (Newman, 2004, p. 91). Home actually embodies extensions of ourselves, and it
is difficult to receive someone there for long and remain strangers. In this way, a hospi-
table education is far more self-involving, unpredictable, and risky than that to which we
are used: “We do not know what we will discover about the other person or ourselves and
how that will impact our lives” (p. 92). In education, this speaks as much to teaching as
a vulnerable way of being—the impact of the student upon the teacher—as to its poten-
tially transformative presence in the lives of students.

“To teach is to create a space”...acknowledges both our sphere of responsibility and
our lack of control...a poetics of space...in which teacher and student can practice...
radical presence. (O’Reilley, 1998, pp.1-3)"

Curriculum, Contradiction, and Communion: The Call to “the Other Beyond its Other”

As such, hospitality in our work is what Newman (2004) describes as a form of:

...testimony to the brokenness..., while [at] the same time reaching across that
brokenness, at once a sign of disunity and hope....welcomed into the life that sus-
tains..., even as our mutual identities...in all their historical particularities, rooted
as these are in generations...from different places and times...allowed...to be both
guest, receiving the blessing, and host, witnessing to the brokenness...a genuine
exchange.... (p. 93)

Awad Ibrahim (2005)—whose “bio-geo/graphy” from Sudan through France to Cana-
dian citizenship toward work in a U.S. university teaching teachers in Ohio, whose recep-
tion is predicated upon his name and accent and black immigrant body—engages the
question of hospitality through his experience as a foreigner.?” He finds he must ask
the questions of contradiction and beyondness—especially in seeking as the foreigner
to become host, in finding his foreignness a resource for hosting, for welcoming his
students as teacher. Via what he calls a kind of Freireian praxis, he experiences the giv-
ing and gift of hospitality in his teaching as an unconditioned invitation to “a space of
deskinning ourselves from ourselves and our comfortable subject positions and hence
be able to meet at the rendezvous of true and absolute generosity,...at the rendezvous of
humanity” (p 159-160).
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Hospitality asks that we embrace Nietzsche’s epistemology of the wanderer (Deleuze,
1973), nomadic thought, and life intermezzo (Deleuze & Guatarri, 1980/1987), and affirm
with Michel Serres (1991/1997) that “learning launches wandering” (p. 8). Yet, it simulta-
neously calls us to dwell, to connect, to commit, to live in radical openness to the other,
risking ourselves, and not as accidental or international tourists. Derrida (1997/2000,
2002), in opening us up here to the question of hospitality, reminds us of the dangers,
as well as the delights: the ultimate indeterminability of hospitality as lived in radical
openness to that which is other. The possibility of transformation is ever present and
probable, the encounter with the other beyond its other unknown and inescapable. In
encounters with the otherness that is curriculum, one’s identity itself is challenged and
transformed: in teaching and learning, we are called to die to a part of ourselves such
that the new may be born within us—here, too, is the child in our midst we are called to
welcome. In the “understanding” of Gadamer (1960/1992), understanding is a happen-
ing that only occurs with a “fusion of horizons’—our individual, self-contained horizons
thus must be open to giving-way. Can we share understanding, ourselves—move beyond
ourselves, each other—without losing ourselves or each other; without dismissing the
alterity of otherness, our irreducible and irreplaceable uniqueness; without failing to
acknowledge and experience our mutual and exquisite humanness,* our common and
beautiful humanity?

Post(Partum)-Script to the Question(ing)

...for there is no place at all that isn’t looking at you. You must change your life.
(Rilke, 1981, p. 147)

But somewhere there is a great mystery that wants to come live in your house and
change everything. (O’Reilley, 1998, p. 48)

Indeed, the labors of academia—especially those in curriculum studies—do require
and lay claim to the call of hospitality; albeit as we have found, the night has been dark
indeed therein as well—little, if any, room having been given to or made for this call. My
hope has been that entertaining hospitality here but for a twinkling-star, moonshine-
silver moment has reminded us to open ourselves ever to other and deeper, to the “step
of stranger,” understandings of our way and work. The question of hospitality is, I sub-
mit, one we must ever raise and risk—as at the heart of our humanity, as of the essence
of education that embraces our exquisite humanness. Ours, perhaps then, in and out of
“post’-curriculum studies, is to offer spaces and places of welcome, to invite question-
ing and conversation, to make, take and remake, room for the strange otherness in our
midst that ever calls and questions us. In this way, we must always ask, we must ever live in
the question, with the other, at least hospitably, lest the other ever stay other. For herein
is the place and space that makes “making room” even possible, by which we come to
know who the other is—the other within ourselves too—and truly welcome her or him,
giving birth as well to the new within and between us and in our midst.

Before and beyond reconceptualist work in curriculum, the pressing, pregnant power
to conceive, to cultivate, our humanity via education calls: From fostering the new life in
our midst to fulfilling the democratic vision of peace, we labor to carry on and include
the cultural wisdom of all those who have come before, to counter that which dehuman-
izes and distracts from the dreams we share, and to create the perhaps even undreamed-
of-before possibilities that dwell as-yet in the great beyond us. Ironically, though, in our
forgetfulness of being (Heidegger, 1927/1962), addiction to doing, and prejudice toward
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progress, we may lose the understanding and experience of what we have loved until
now—the inn of our embodied humanity, the home where is the heart, the question
of hospitality itself. Here, what we have loved via the reconceptualist movement may be
embraced anew—through the silver night, under starry night—from the manger of the
present moment (however strange) in the postpartum labors of love. Perhaps, herein,
even labor gives way to laughter, the laughter that heals, in a “peopled” place—of wise
men and women, and welcoming—of inexplicable vastness and promise, as well as beauty
and joy.

Notes

1.

The use of post(partum) here engages a play on the notion of posttimes, engaging post-
philosophies—as well as the postulation of a post-reconceptualist moment in curriculum
studies. In identifying this moment in the field with the reconceptualist movement—both
affiliated with and moving beyond it—this kind of inquiry into the present moment of cur-
riculum studies implicitly raises questions about what has been (re-)conceptualized, (re-)
conceived, given birth to anew, in the field, in addition to those concerned with what we do
in the present with this legacy, and with where we go from here. I am clearly also playing on
the widely known syndrome “postpartum depression” in exploring the want of room, want of
hospitality, with respect to our own present postlabors in the field—a kind of night perhaps
ever accompanying each new birth.

. Recent efforts to internationalize curriculum studies, via the founding of the International

Association for the Advancement of Curriculum Studies (IAACS), to support conversations
within and across national and regional borders, suggests a present openness to sharing
with and listening to others, the other, and that, from a variety of intellectual traditions and
perspectives (see http://www.iaacs.org; Gough, 2004; Pinar, 2003). The renewed interest
in cosmopolitanism in ethics and education (i.e., Appiah, 2006, Hansen, 2007; Snauwaert,
2002, 2006) also reflects this direction.

. This turn of phrase is rich in its meaning and import, taken from Paulo Freire (1970/1995),

in the way of highlighting the dialogic call of an education that humanizes, inviting all to
speak their own words and name their own worlds, as it were. In engagement here with it, I
also seek to call attention to the interpretive/hermeneutical and experiential nature of edu-
cation, undertaken through an encounter with an other—whether word- or world-referen-
tial, as well as the poststructural orientation to “reading” via Derrida, popularly summarized
in the statements: “There is nothing outside of the text; there is nothing but what is outside
of the text.”

. Our times are inhospitably similar—for all (Sutherland, 2006), if not particularly for chil-

dren (i.e., Kliewer, 1998; Kozol, 1991; Polakow, 1993; Quinn, 2003; Steinberg & Kincheloe,
1997), considering the “herods” of classism, racism, sexism, ablism, and corporate con-
sumerism, among others, and the construction and maintenance of “Inns of Exclusion” by
them.

. There is also a growing body of literature lamenting the “ground” academia itself has lost

within the academic institution as a result of globalization and corporatization (i.e., Astin
& Astin, 1999; Buchbinder & Rajagopal, 1996; Newson, 1992; Shahjahan, 2005; Slaughter &
Leslie, 1997).

. Greene’s (1988) work on her struggle “to find (or create) an authentic public space” (p. xi),

in which she herself is also included, and Miller’s (1990) project to “create those spaces in
which all teachers’ voices may be acknowledged and valued” (p. xi) speak to and reflect in
important ways this issue. Poststructural work in curriculum studies has oft also focused
on the gaps and spaces within which we work, perhaps subversively, to realize possibilities
within seemingly “roomless” educational realities.

. For more on this sense of the religious and its relation to education, see Quinn (2001), and

Wexler (1996, 2000, 2002).
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.
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. In more recent work, Wang (2004) builds on the work of Aoki’s (2005) third space to uncover

the potential of an in-between. Here hospitality resides in a liminal space (invitation-visita-
tion) that makes possible the dynamic play of receptivity and self-activity (Pinar, 2006). I am
playing with this space in the excessive citations and quotations that follow, and also doing
so to evoke the sense of a lively conversation already at play in the field, involving a number
of reconceptualist (pre- and post- as well) voices.

. Through Greene’s emphasis here, we see not only the ground for curriculum thought

informed by aesthetics and literary theory but also the foreshadowing of important recon-
ceptualist/post-reconceptualist work around “queering” curriculum studies (i.e., Miller,
1998; Pinar, 1994), as well.

In Being and Time (1927/1962), Heidegger’s analysis of human being as Dasein emphasizes
the assertion that the being that is human is, in fact, constituted by and through its “there.”
Issues might be raised about the gendered construction of hospitality (McNulty, 2007),
although I do not engage them here. Additionally, there are strong histories within the
Christian tradition concerning this virtue and practice (see Oden, 2001; Sutherland, 2006),
as well as the heritage of “Southern hospitality.”

. For Kant, universal hospitality pertains to the law of world citizenship, and is a condition

peace requires. Here, the stranger has the right, which all humans have, upon arrival in the
land of another, not to be treated as an enemy, but rather to a temporary sojourn, to associ-
ate. Owing to our common possession of the earth’s surface, we are called to engage the
presence of each other, and once, none had more claim to a particular part of the earth than
did any other. In relation to world migrations and immigrant rights issues perhaps, there has
been arise in interest in Kant’s work on peace, as well as this concern of hospitality.
Derrida emphasizes here the two faces of hospitality—visitation and invitation, at once in
competition and incompatible, not dialectical moments in the experience of hospitality; he
highlights the contradictory “madness” of the concept of hospitality; that is, to wait without
waiting and await the absolutely unexpected.

The central metaphor for hospitality across many traditions involves the sharing and break-
ing of bread. bell hooks and Cornell West (1991) implicitly link the work of academia, as
well, with this image, as evidenced in the title of their book: Breaking Bread: Insurgent Black
Intellectual Life. Huebner (1999), as well, in positing teaching as an art—of giving and shar-
ing, draws upon the poetry of Robert Browning: “God uses us to help each other so, Lending
our minds out [italics added]...” (p. 24).

There is support, in fact, within the scientific community of the efficacy of laughter in heal-
ing serious illness like heart disease or cancer (i.e., Siegel, 1986).

We possess a growing legacy in the field, particularly through holistic, ecological, feminist,
and ecofeminist perspectives, that work to address the obstacles to an embodied education,
and imagine its vision in practice (i.e., Jardine, 1998; Riley-Taylor, 2002).

Joy here is clearly linked to the aesthetic, the poetic, the beautiful. “Post”curriculum stud-
ies, building on a strong reconceptualist inheritance here, can work further to articulate
and actualize hospitable posture and praxis sublime in the way of redressing and expressing
our “bliss.” Laughter here may be conceived as a counternarrative (Malewski, personal com-
munication, January 2007), or perhaps a counter nonnarrative, and remedy, to the narrative
and dis-course of alienation (i.e., notice the connection here with alien and stranger).

This term of Dwayne Huebner (1999) is referential of the spiritual, the reality that the
human being dwells in the transcendent, that the transcendent dwells within the human
being—the understanding that we know more than we can say, say more than we know, and
that there is also more than we can ever know; that we are, too, more than we currently are,
our not yet—there is an ever-abiding “moreness” to life.

What might it mean to theorize and practice presence in these postcurriculum times—
presencing and post-ing critical geographies of teaching (Hargreaves, 2001) in relation to the
third space, hybrid face (Asher, 2005), in the in-between time of texts, for example?

See also Rosello (2001). Postcolonial hospitality: The immigrant as guest.

I'have adopted this turn of phrase I love from Thomas A. Forsthoefel’s work in Soulsong: Seek-
ing Holiness, Coming Home (2006).
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Suggested Reading Questions

1.

In what ways is education in general and curriculum studies in particular (in)hospi-
table to the other (the outsider)?

The author teaches us that hospitality might require not merely listening to but also
caring for the other. How might educators differentiate between caring for the other
and crafting a system of dependency?

If hospitality requires a vulnerable way of being how might one become vulnerable
to the other while still maintaining ontological resistance?

How might we as curriculum theorists explore the experience of want and therefore
imagine different possibilities for living together—in relation to one another?

The author suggests that hospitality might in the present moment allow us to embrace
anew loved via the reconceptualization movement. How might we heed this call to
openness in such a way as to neither consume together (and therefore remake the
other in our own image) or tell the story of the other as an original truth (and there-
fore remain unaffected and unimplicated in the process)?



Response to Molly Quinn
Why is the Notion of Hospitality
so Radically Other?

Hospitality in Research, Teaching, and Life

JoAnn Phillion

Cup of tea in hand, and eager to delve into something other than my own writing, I
picked up Molly Quinn’s chapter, ““No Room in the Inn’? The Question of Hospitality in
the Post(Partum)-Labors of Curriculum Studies.” The title piqued my interest: hospital-
ity, hmm, we never discuss that topic, this should be interesting. As I read I encountered
more words (and related ideas) seldom appearing in academic writing—love, laughter,
pleasure, joy. I also encountered an invitational style; Molly was asking me, and others in
curriculum studies and the field of education, to join in her exploration of the personal
meaning she finds in hospitality, how it represents (or does not represent) her labors
in the field, and how deconstruction of the term illuminates not merely her personal
circumstances, or my own, but also the overall human condition. After more tea, more
reading, and more thinking, I felt that Molly had beautifully articulated key educational
issues and raised key educational questions with her discussion of the myriad, and often
ambiguous, meanings of the concept of hospitality. I also found myself asking why the
concept of hospitality is so foreign and other to us, so seldom discussed, and what it
might look like in our work. I questioned, as does Molly, Why is the notion of hospitality
so radically other in our own work?

Hospitality in Research

As I perused Molly’s chapter I reflected on my own research, teaching, and life. Her
interpretations of the term hospitality resonated with my concerns and my feelings in all
areas. Working on issues of immigrant and minority education I thought of how vitri-
olic (and inhospitable) the national discourse on immigrants is in the United States. A
nameless, faceless mass of “illegal aliens” without lived histories, wants, and desires for
spaces in which to make a home pervade this discourse. The rhetoric is that walls need
to be built, bars need to be put in place, and access needs to be denied. Fear and hysteria
abound. This inhospitality pervades not only the U.S. discourse but also the global dis-
course on immigration. Doing research and teaching in Hong Kong I am struck by the
similarities there and elsewhere in Asia, mostly focused on questions of national iden-
tity, safety, and economics. In Hong Kong, ethnic minorities, and even within-country
migrants, are viewed as other; as those who are dangerous, as those who are a drain on
the economy because of overgenerous government programs aimed at the undeserving.
Molly points out that this is the time and the space for curriculum studies scholars to
enter the discourse: “Now, more than ever, curriculum studies has taken up the call to
address the ethical questions central to the work of education—the heart of which is the
encounter with an other” (p. 102).

As I read I reflected on the inhospitable conditions Mainland Chinese students can
face in Hong Kong schools (Yuen, 2002). Since Hong Kong was removed from British
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rule and returned to China in 1997, there has been an “influx” of Mainlanders into
the city that used to be able to close their doors to them. This influx has caused great
social and educational upheaval. Ethnically the same as Hong Kong born students, but
linguistically, economically, and experientially different, the government discourse and
resulting policies is one of acceptance of Mainland students; after all it is the same coun-
try, isn’t it? The people are the same, aren’t they? One should feel welcome in one room
(HK) of the home (China), shouldn’t one? Yet, inhospitality pervades public discourse
and the media characterizes them as other in every way—much as U.S. public discourse
can characterize the growing Hispanic population. Teacher discourse on these students
has parallels to public discourse; on the one hand Hong Kong born teachers say Main-
land and HK students are all the same to them, they see no differences. On the other
hand they say Mainland students do not work hard; their English (which is the criterion
for grade placement and indicator of effort placed on schoolwork) is poor; Mainland
parents are welfare cheats, lazy, and use the system, and their children will be like that
(Phillion, in press).

Familiar ring to all this, isn’t there? The secret story of hostility (interestingly, part of
the meaning of hospitality), oppression, and rejection; the sacred story of being open
and welcoming to others (prevalent in HK and elsewhere); and, the cover story of treat-
ing everyone the same (see Crites, 1971 for an illuminating discussion of secret, sacred,
and cover stories). Thinking in Molly’s terms, a hospitable approach would call for what
Charles Taylor (1994), the Canadian philosopher, terms recognition; that is, acknowledg-
ment of immigrants as being fully human, as filled with potential, as worthy recipients of
care. Recognition, hospitality, would call for appreciation of difference as well as belief in
our common humanity. These ideas, central in some strands of reconceptualist thought,
are brought forward in a unique and compelling way in Molly’s chapter. These ideas,
peripheral in most educational writing, do appear in work emphasizing the inclusion of
the humanities in our research, writing and thinking (Ayers, 2006). These ideas give me
a sense of hope for the future of curriculum studies and education.

Hospitality in Teaching

As I thought about the global human condition, and my own research, I also moved
closer to home and thought about my teaching. I wondered: Is there room for a practice-
oriented perspective in this topic? (And the related, larger question of whether there is
room in curriculum studies itself for a practice-oriented perspective.) Surely there is; the
questions Molly poses and the discussion developed in her piece are about the living of
curriculum work, the front and center places where relationships with others are enacted
and where our theories and ideals play out. Molly states that the question of hospitality
is “...a living question, one sought to be lived in practice—professionally, pedagogically,
personally (p. 101).

My teaching is never far from my horizon of thought as I read. My teaching means the
specific students I work with, most often graduate students. In my university, curriculum
studies is a place that is seen as a refuge for minority, immigrant, and international stu-
dents to discuss and investigate their passions (at least by me, some of my colleagues, and
many of our students). It is a “home” in the ways Molly did not seem to be able to find in
her university. That is not to say that it is an unquestioned haven of refuge. I do grapple
with the kind of environment into which I am bringing students. This became particu-
larly apparent as I worked with four Native American students. Through conversations
with them and participation in a university-wide project aimed at recruitment and reten-
tion of Native American students, I was made poignantly aware of how inhospitable my



120 JoAnn Phillion

university was for them. Courses had few if any texts written by Native American, or other
aboriginal scholars; faculty, even those doing multicultural and diversity courses, seldom
if ever made reference to Native American issues or people. Undergraduate students
sometimes (not always) displayed hostility to them as instructors. I felt I had encouraged
them to come to a dark, demeaning place, and also abandoned them as I went on sab-
batical to Hong Kong with three of them having just arrived.

To continue the Crites (1971) metaphor, the sacred story was that the university, simi-
lar to many in the U.S. and elsewhere in the world, was aiming for a more diverse envi-
ronment to enrich the experiences of students and faculty. The university was willing
to fund a project and related speaker series, and eventually a Native American Educa-
tion and Cultural Center. Things on the surface looked good. The secret story was that
underneath, an inhospitable discourse, although generally unintentional, remained.
There was a sense of embracing “them” and acculturating “them” to our ways, but that
no corresponding changes needed to be made at the institution. Knowledge flowed one
way and one way only, therefore business could go on a usual. It was only in small spaces,
places such as in my home at a dining room table with food, in small increments of
time, such as a 3-hour “graduate class” that these notions could be challenged, both by
the students and by me. It was within these spaces and times that we developed a sense
of learning from and with each other. Was there a different sense in being off campus,
in my home, that created this climate? This notion of curriculum work is articulated by
Molly when she says: “Curriculum work in this way is both transgressive and transforma-
tive: it calls for ‘lunch-counter’ curriculum that ‘talks back’ in seeking to create a public
space where all are invited to the fellowship of food for thought and talk that nourishes
and heals our full humanity” (p. 109).

Taking another twist on this perspective, how did my students feel in the milieu I
thought of as hospitable, like my own home; were they at home? If not in my home, if not
in curriculum studies, then where were they at home? We need to “attempt to imagine
different possibilities for living there, new ways to make room and welcome, dwellings
of fellowship and freedom in the work of curriculum studies” (p. 102). We need to have
“room at the inn” in curriculum studies discourse for work like Molly’s, work that opens
up spaces for engaging in critical discussions; we also need room for more work with
minority perspectives, so that students and others can find a place for themselves. The
stranger needs to be welcomed and nurtured, and love is needed in these encounters.
Love is not saying too much (or is it? I was told to change that word in an article in a cur-
riculum journal a few years ago as it was too strong, too suggestive); not when students
feeling unwelcome at school are driven to suicide (Rishel, 2007), not when faculty are
leaving the academy because of no sense of belonging (this chapter), and not when a
general malaise permeates much of our work. Why is it that, except for small spaces, the
hallways of my building, my dwelling, are so seldom filled with laughter, playfulness, light
heartedness, joy, even smiles?

Hospitality in Life

In addition to boosting reflections on my research and teaching, I found the concept
of hospitality to be generative in “real” life. At home in the evening, after reading this
chapter, a fire crackling in the fireplace, quiet jazz in the background, I told my husband
about the chapter. We explored dictionaries, thesauruses, and texts on word origins,
and what followed was an interesting journey of our own through the etymology of the
word hospitality. We wandered through discussions of Charles Taylor’s (1994) notions of
recognition and acceptance, and explored Martha Nussbaum’s (1997) idea of cultivat-
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ing humanity through a focus on world citizenship rather than nationality. We touched
on art, psychology, education, and returned to philosophy. Hospitality, in its different
guises, fueled an interesting evening. (I have to admit that we later watched the Daily
Show and South Park.)

Hospitality in Curriculum Studies

Hospitality is not the kind of topic that can be easily dealt with, conversations around the
term, I think, at least as evidenced by my evening conversation, would be ongoing, inca-
pable of one finite response or paring down to an agreed upon meaning or necessary
response. That is what I love about this essay and curriculum studies in general—the dis-
course is challenging, puzzling, troubling, yet strangely enriching, fulfilling, and genera-
tive. The discourses we engage in shape our experiences and who we become; that is why
the notion of hospitality and related notions of care, warmth, kindness, and generosity
are so important. Hospitality and its related attributes are missing from much of the dis-
course I read and from most discourses I engage in such as those at faculty meetings.

If a renaissance in curriculum studies is to continue to develop—called post-recon-
ceptualization or something else—and if it is to gain any influence in the broader aca-
demic arenas, then we will have to grapple with these ideas, these themes, these concerns
over hospitality. It will necessitate talking across borders, if not also ideological positions
and intellectual homes. I have been asked how as a narrativist I can talk to a scholar inter-
ested in poststructuralism and critical theory, much less write with one (the editor of this
collection). The better question to ask is why not talk across these academic homes and
discursive boundaries? Grappling with the multiple meanings and implications of terms
such as hospitality is a place to start. This is the risk and possibility that Derrida talks
about, which Molly eloquently explores in this work. For that, Molly, I owe you thanks—
you are opening up an exciting conversation in the field and with our students in our
classrooms. With work like this, I think we can be more hopeful, if not for education in
general, at least for curriculum studies in particular.
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6 Remembering Carter Goodwin
Woodson (1875-1950)

LaVada Brandon

Chapter Overview

In this chapter the author discusses Carter G. Woodson as a reconceptualist, historian,
and philosopher. She explores Woodson’s lived history and the events and occurrences
that functioned as a pretext for his theory of real education. Noting the effects of the
inability and unwillingness of public and higher education to account for and prepare
African Americans to live and prosper within racist contexts, the author outlines Wood-
son’s belief that counterepistemologies were necessary for social reconstruction. Such
alternative knowledge would act as a counterforce for the internalization of an inferiority
complex among African Americans and therefore enable the ability to envision and actu-
alize other ways of living. The author then illustrates how Dewey’s notions of experience
are realized through colonial polarities and that Black curriculum orientations are neces-
sary to resurrect memories of historically silenced groups in any effort toward the promise
of social change.

Real education means to inspire people to live more abundantly, to learn to begin
with life as they find it and make it better.
—Woodson, 1933/1998a, p. 29)

Carter G. Woodson was a scholar and an organic intellectual.! He lived during a period
described by historian Rayford Logan as the Nadir (1865-1965), or the lowest point in
African American history (Scally, 1985). Marking the 100-year span that followed the
emancipation of enslaved African Americans, the Nadir commemorates the simultane-
ous celebration of African Americans’ freedom from chattel enslavement and the dese-
cration of their hopes and dreams for full citizenship, economic and social mobility, and
educational opportunities (Riggs, 1987). During this period, decades of apartheid delib-
erately subordinated African Americans’ rights as U.S. citizens. Subordination was made
possible through Jim Crow laws, grandfather clauses, literacy tests, lynching, and insti-
tutionalized segregation (Tindall & Shi, 1984,/1996). According to John Hope Franklin
and Alfred Moss (1994) the Nadir was a time period in U.S. history smeared with blatant
racial bigotry as well as economic, social, and political disenfranchisement of African
American people, due to an abiding belief in Anglo American superiority.

Within this social context, Carter Goodwin Woodson was a prodigy who theorized
self-love and self-determination for African American people. A coal miner, an educator,
and the first African American of enslaved parents to receive a PhD in history from Har-
vard University, Woodson (1933/1998a) believed that through studying African Ameri-
can history, which contained alternative perspectives to the dominant notions of truth,
real education would elicit a new consciousness to arise in African American people, one
which would shatter the dispositions that made the Nadir possible. By informing African
American students who they are, what they have done, and what they must do, Woodson
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held that “real education means to inspire people to live more abundantly, to learn to
begin with life as they find it and make it better” (p. 29).

In this chapter, Carter G. Woodson is remembered as a reconceptualist, a historian,
and a profound education philosopher. Divided into three sections, the essay opens
with, “The Making of an Organic Intellectual” to provide readers with a biographical
account of Woodson’s life. Particularly, this section recounts Woodson’s life experiences
that aided him in developing his theory of real education. Section two, entitled “Educa-
tion Worthwhile,” shares Woodson’s discontent with modern education’s unwillingness
or inability to prepare “African Americans” to make a living in the context of institution-
alized racism. The last section, section three, “Woodson’s Real Education,” illuminates
Woodson’s use of “racial politics in dominant US culture” to reconceptualize educational
opportunities for African American learners.

The Making of an Organic Intellectual

Carter G. Woodson was born on December 19, 1875, in New Canton, Virginia, to Anne
Eliza and James Henry Woodson. His mother, a literate woman, was Woodson’s first
teacher. She taught him how to read, write, and do arithmetic (Goggin, 1993,/1997).
Woodson’s father was also very influential in shaping his son’s early education. Supplying
Woodson with functional education,? under James Henry’s tutelage, Woodson learned
that “to accept insult, to compromise on principle, to mislead your fellow man, or to
betray your people, you have lost your soul” (Woodson, 1944, p. 35). Mastering skills edu-
cation® by the age of 17, Woodson left home in 1892 to work in West Virginia’s coal mines
(Clarke, 1995). While working in the mines, he met an African American miner named
Oliver Jones, whose home contained a library of Negro literature and was a gathering
place for African American intellectuals living in West Virginia’s coal mine community
(Woodson, 1944). Often in this space, Woodson engaged in discussions on the history
of the race with local ministers. Scally (1985) contends that Woodson was fascinated by
these exchanges and wanted to know more about the history of his people.

Atage 20, Woodson moved to Huntington, West Virginia with his parents and enrolled
in Frederick Douglass High School. Each Sunday morning, Woodson carried his father’s
breakfast to the roadway shop where his father worked. At the roadway shop, Woodson
listened to conversations between his father and other Black and White workers, all of
whom were Civil War veterans. Through their exchanges, Woodson (1944) became privy
to information omitted from traditional history books, such as the relationship among
Black and White soldiers and the battle strategies used by infantry. Additionally, in this
space, Woodson developed a passion for oral history. Jacqueline Goggin (1993/1997)
holds that these narratives later influenced tenets of Woodson’s philosophy of history,
which held that an “accurate understanding of the past would enlighten the present
generation” (p. 121).*

Two years later, Woodson completed his studies at Douglass and received his diploma
in 1897. In the fall of 1897, he enrolled in Berea College, an interracial institution, in
Berea, Kentucky. In 1898, Woodson left Berea before receiving his degree to teach in
Winona, West Virginia, where Black miners had established a school for their children.
In 1900, he returned home once more to his alma mater, Frederick Douglass High
School, teaching and later serving there as principal.

Returning to Berea in 1902, he resumed his studies and graduated with a bachelor’s
degree in literature within a year. Woodson then traveled to the Philippines to teach Fili-
pino students® (Goggin, 1993/1997, p. 16). Here Woodson met a missionary who warned
him against Americanizing Filipino learners. Filipino students were required to use the
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Baldwin Primer, which featured red apples, polar bears, and blizzards, all unknown in
the Philippines (Scally, 1985). Bothered by the irrelevance and disconnectedness of this
material, and forewarned against Americanization, Woodson (1933/1998a) declared
that in order for a real educator to teach intelligently, she or he must first study the his-
tory, language, manners, and customs of the people being taught. He argued that a real
educator did not teach children to sing “Come Shake the Apple Tree,” when they had
never seen an apple tree, but rather to sing “Come Shake the Lomboy Tree,” something
they had actually often done. Further, he held that real educators spoke with students of
their own native heroes, such as Jose Rizal, instead of Washington and Lincoln (p. 153).
Predating current discussions on culturally relevant and culturally responsive pedagogy
(King, 1992; Ladson-Billings, 2000; McAllister & Irvine, 2004), Woodson’s experience
in the Philippines lead him to an understanding of the importance of couching lessons
learned in and through the lived experiences of the learner. His time in the Philippines
would, however, be cut short. After serving as supervisor of schools and being in charge
of teacher training, Woodson became ill in 1907 and resigned his position and returned
to the United States.

Once well, Woodson ventured on a 6-month journey to Africa, Asia, and Europe.
While traveling, he studied educational methods, visited libraries, and met with schol-
ars, who later assisted him in research on African American history. Inspired by his
journey, in the fall of 1907, Woodson enrolled at the University of Chicago to obtain a
second bachelor’s degree in history and a master of arts in history, Romance languages,
and literature. Completing his studies in 1908, Woodson was encouraged by his profes-
sors to pursue a doctoral degree in history at Harvard University. To support him while
attending Harvard, Woodson taught American history, French, Spanish, and English at
Dunbar High School in Washington, DC. In African Americans Who Were First, Potter and
Claytor (1997) maintain that while teaching in DC Woodson found “that his students
knew very little about the contributions made by African Americans to the history and
culture of their country” (p. 41).

His students’ miseducation at Dunbar High School mirrored Woodson’s experience
at Harvard. With professors excluding the contributions of African Americans, Wood-
son found Harvard troubling and bothersome. Woodson’s take on U.S. history, which
included the presence, influence, and participation of African Americans in America’s
history, was often contrary to the more colonist® sagas professed by his history profes-
sor and dissertation chairperson, Edward Channing. Accordingly Woodson challenged
Channing’s view on history. Asserting that the Negro had no history, Channing chal-
lenged Woodson to go and find out otherwise. After much strife, having had his initial
dissertation draft denied, and changing doctoral committee chairs from Channing to
Albert B. Hart and back to Channing, Woodson received his PhD from Harvard in 1912.
His dissertation, entitled The Disruption of Virginia argued that class conflicts among
Whites and enslavement were the economic causes of the struggle between the eastern
aristocracy and the western frontiersmen (1912). Goggin (1993/1997) and Scally (1985)
contend that Woodson’s trials and tribulations with racism at Harvard haunted him. In
addition, Clarke (1995) asserts:

After serving many years as a teacher in public schools, Woodson became convinced
that the role of his people in American history and in the history of other cultures
was being either ignored or misrepresented. (p. 167)

Woodson likewise came to believe that a direct relationship existed between the mis-
information provided to African American learners in their schooling situations and
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their possibilities for economic prosperity. Constructed as ignorant and slothful yet obe-
dient and willing to serve (Springs, 2008), African Americans were denied job opportu-
nities because of the presumed dominate belief of their intellectual inferiority (Wynter
& Meehan, 1996). Consequently, many African Americans who depended on Whites for
employment were left in poverty. Disturbed by these circumstances, Woodson declared
that real education must reeducate its learners with alternative claims to truth while giv-
ing them skills and training needed to be independent of White owned and controlled
enterprises. He referred to this schooling as education worthwhile.

Education Worthwhile

Concerned with the economic impoverishment that consumed most African American
communities, Woodson witnessed and researched the cases of hundreds of African
Americans who had been reduced to vagabondage and peonage because modern edu-
cation had not sufficiently trained them for work, and because many White-controlled
enterprises would not hire Negroes as laborers (Woodson, 1933/1998). Woodson felt “as
long as one race is white and the other black there will always be a race problem. The
races must either amalgamate or separate” (Woodson, 1922/1928, p. 554). He believed
that as long as there was a race problem, then the Negroes, dependent on a racist system
in which Whites were taught to despise them, would always be impoverished. Woodson
declared:

[T]he only education worthwhile is that which prepares a [person] for what he will
have to do. [Y]outh, then, should not be educated away from [their] environment.
[They] should be trained to lay a foundation for the future in [their] present situa-
tion, out of which [they] may grow into something above and beyond [their] begin-
nings. (p. 290)

Woodson found a remedy for African Americans’ economic conditions in real edu-
cation. He implored African Americans trained in classical education and those with
industrial training to become self-sufficient That is, he felt African Americans should
pursue the training and skills necessary to maintain life above and beyond the White
community. In his book chapter, “The Failure to Learn to Make a Living,” Woodson
(1933/1998a) maintained:

What Negroes are now being taught does not bring their minds into harmony with
life, as they must face it. When a Negro student works his way through college by pol-
ishing shoes he does not think of making a special study of the science underlying
the production and distribution of leather and its products so that he may some day
figure in this sphere. The Negro boy sent to college by a mechanic seldom dreams
of learning mechanical engineering to build upon the foundation his father has
laid, that in years to come he may figure as a contractor or a consulting engineer.
The Negro girl who goes to college hardly wants to return to her mother if she is a
washer-woman, but this girl should come back with sufficient knowledge of physics
and chemistry and business administration to use her mother’s work as a nucleus for
a modern steam laundry. (p.39)

Throughout his work, Woodson (1933/1998a) challenged African Americans to be
self-reliant rather than continue to play a subservient role in a White economic and polit-
ical system. He was convinced that African Americans should do for themselves, inde-
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pendent of White control. For “[t]he Negro will never to able to show all of his originality
as long as his efforts are directed from without by those who socially proscribe him.
Such ‘friends’ will unconsciously keep him in the ghetto” (Woodson, 1933/1998a, p. 28).
Through real education, Woodson (1928/1958) claimed that “[teachers] must hold up
before [students] examples of their own people, who have done things worthwhile” (p.
iii). Hence, in real education, Woodson advocated reconfiguration of a Euro-centered
tale that would give voice to a silenced African and African American perspective and
encouraged the use of counterepistemologies to radically change economic, social, and
political conditions for African American people.

Woodson’s Real Education

In The Wretched of the Earth, Frantz Fanon (1963) held that in order for colonized subjects
to be convinced of their subordination they had to believe in their inferiority. Carter G.
Woodson (1933/1998a) argued that modern education made this inferiority complex
possible. He stated:

The same educational process which inspires and stimulates the oppressor with the
thought that he is everything and has accomplished everything worthwhile, depresses
and crushes at the same time the spark of genius in the Negro by making him feel
that his race does not amount to much and never will measure up to standards of
other peoples. (p. xii)

Speaking on behalf of African American learners, Woodson claimed that inferiority
was indoctrinated within the African American community from a young age by way
of omitting Black history from students’ learning experiences. Through a hidden tran-
script taught in and through colonized schools advocating the superiority of White skin
and Anglo values and the inferiority of subjugated people of color, Woodson asserted
that African American students were convinced of their inferiority. Specifically, he
(1922/1928; 1928/1958) argued that concealing Negro history was necessary for those
who have been subjugated to believe in their inferiority and those who were subjuga-
tors to believe in their superiority. Hence, Woodson maintained, counterepistemologies
would provide the terms necessary for social reconstruction. Knowledge of the history of
the Negro, as creators of civilizations, discoverers of iron, domesticators of goat, sheep,
and cattle, and founders of great universities like those found in Timbuktu and Songhay,
would challenge racist claims of Negroes’ intellectual inferiority and delegitimate rac-
ist notions used to school all students, both Black and White. Referring here to African
American history as a history of the people, Woodson (1935) wrote in the preface of The
Story of the Negro Retold:

In proportion as Americans and Europeans become removed from such nonsense
as the Nordic myth and race superiority, they will increase their interest in history of
other peoples who have accomplished just as much good as they have. So long handi-
capped by this heresy, however, they still lack the sense of humor to see the joke in
thinking that one race has been divinely selected to do all of the great things on this
earth and to enjoy most of its blessings .

Thus, for Woodson, producing and circulating critical counterperspectives on Negro
history was the key tool for dismantling racism. Negro history taken up through cur-
ricular and pedagogical methods associated with real education laid the foundations
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for educational practices that aim for economic, social, and political emancipation. Real
education would inform later work on Black curriculum orientations for African Ameri-
can learners (see Watkins, 1993).

Real Education as a Culturally Relevant Pedagogy

After their emancipation, millions of African Americans lived in extreme poverty. Wood-
son (1933/1998a) held that African Americans’ predicament was a consequence of their
being convinced of their inferiority and therefore unable to envision and actualize other
ways of living, both individually and in relation with each other. He argued that colo-
nialist education taught African Americans that “[their] black face was a curse and that
[their] struggle to change [their] condition [was] hopeless” (p. 3). Woodson claimed that
schooled with these lessons through modern education, African American people inter-
nalized negative racial images under terms that inhibited the reformulation of a critical
and self-affirming racial identity. Specifically, in the Mis-Education of the Negro he wrote:

[T]he philosophy and ethics resulting from our educational system have justified
slavery, peonage, segregation, and lynching. The oppressor has the right to exploit,
to handicap, and to kill the oppressed. Negroes daily educated in the tenets of such a
religion of the strong have accepted the status of the weak as divinely ordained, and
during the last three generations of their nominal freedom have done practically
nothing to change it. (p. ix)

Woodson placed at least part of the blame at the feet of African Americans for accept-
ing such conditions. Through schooling governed by colonialist supervision, like most
historically marginalized subjects, African Americans were cursed with invisibility and
erased from knowledge production. The Negro had been wiped from bodies of aca-
demic knowledge, and “was unworthy of consideration” (Woodson, 1933/1998a, p. 3).
Yet, Woodson felt that African Americans would need to work first on freeing a repressed
self from that which distorted self-conception before social transformation and “worthy
consideration” would be possible.

Woodson believed that a means to transgress this mis-education was to center the
historical accomplishments of the Negro within mainstream schooling. Specifically, he
asserted:

[I]n our system from the elementary school throughout the university, you would
never hear Africa mentioned except in the negative. You would never thereby learn
that Africans first domesticated the sheep, goat, and cow, developed the idea of trial
by jury, produced the first stringed instruments, and gave the world its greatest boon
in the discovery of iron. You would never know that prior to the Mohammedan inva-
sion about 1000 A.D., these natives in the heart of Africa had developed powerful
kingdoms which were later organized as the Songhay Empire on the order of that of
the Romans and boasting of similar grandeur. (p. 22)

Hence, centering African American history, Woodson sought to reeducate the masses
and decolonize minds. Franz Fanon (1963) later asserted that decolonization is “the
replacing of a certain species of men with another species of men” (p. 35). But for Wood-
son, decolonization was the praxis of real education.

As an instructional practice, real education uses epics of an honorable African- Amer-
ican past to “foster social reconstruction by helping students [and others] become cre-



Remembering Carter Goodwin Woodson (1875-1950) 131

ative, critical thinkers and active social participants...capable of refining the nature of
their own lives in the society in which they live” (Gordon, 1993, p. 264). Thus, by subvert-
ing traditional historical discourses with the knowledge of African and African Ameri-
can history, Woodson professed that real education “would dramatize the life of the race
and thus inspire it to develop from within a radicalism of its own” (1998b, p. 54). In other
words, by including the memories and significant contributions of members of histori-
cally marginalized groups, real education enables children of color to recognize the lies
inherent in colonialist claims to truth, to be self-determined, and to become instigators
of social change. In The Wretched of the Earth, Franz Fanon (1963) declared that self-deter-
mination is fundamental in overcoming strongholds of colonization. He wrote:

[When] the native discovers that his life, his breath, his beating heart are the same
as those of the settler, he finds out the settler’s skin is not of any more value than a
native’s skin; and it must be said that this discovery shakes the world in a very neces-
sary manner. All the new, revolutionary assurance of the native stems from it. For,
if in fact, my life is worth as much as the settler’s, his glance no longer shrivels me
up nor freezes me, and his voice no longer turns me into stone. I am no longer on
tenterhooks in his presence; in fact, I don’t give a damn for him. (p. 45)

Woodson held that self-determination and democratization of one’s own psyche were
critical components of real education because it encourages cultural competency,” and
enables “African American people to truly think for themselves and act in their commu-
nity’s own true interest” (Gordon, 1993, p. 274). Fervently believing that “the education
of any people should begin with the people themselves” (Woodson, 1933/1998a, p. 32),
Woodson asserted “real education means to inspire people to live more abundantly, to
learn to begin life as they find and make it better” (Woodson, 1933/1998a, p. 29).

Through real education, Woodson (1933/1998a) stressed the importance of couching
lessons learned in the experience of the knower. This educational notion was likewise
professed through the works of John Dewey. In the next section, Woodson’s philosophy
of real education is juxtaposed to Dewey’s notion of the role of experience in democratic
education.

Woodson and Dewey: Experience and Education

Both Carter G. Woodson (1933/1998a) and John Dewey popularized the role of expe-
rience in education. However, because their lived experiences were cloaked by their
unique subjectivities, Woodson’s and Dewey’s theories were not at all similar. Woodson
held that the role of experience in education should serve to counter notions of racial
superiority professed through modern education. Though arguing that experience in
education should be seen as communicable and in constant mutation, one that embraces
a group’s social aims,® Dewey (1916/1966) also held:

Men live in a community in virtue of things which they have in common; and com-
munication is the way in which they come to possess things in common. What they
must have in common in order to form a community of society are aims, beliefs,
aspirations, knowledge—a common understanding—*“like-mindedness” as the soci-
ologists says. (p. 4)

For Dewey, shared interest was a major tenet in his notion of democracy. He stated,
“Since democratic society repudiates the principle of external authority, it must find a
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substitute in voluntary disposition and interest; these can be created only by education”
(p. 87). Dewey believed that constituents had to possess mutual or common interests in
order to participate in democratic relations (1916/1966). Additionally, although he saw
interests changing over time, and maintained that values were not static,” he believed
there must be shared values as a pretext for a democracy. For Dewey, the threat of anar-
chy becomes paramount when experience is not governed by education (Shujaa, 1995).
Consequently, Dewey advocates for the necessity of a common strand to maintain control
in the possibility of disorder. This common strand is achieved through education used
as a means to “give individuals a personal interest in social relationships and control,
and the habits of the mind which secure social change without introducing disorder”
(p- 99). For Dewey, social change meant educating constituents so that democratic ide-
als of mutual and common interest as well as interaction and intercourse could be real-
ized. But, “social change without introducing disorder” meant educating an American
citizenry by molding them to embrace certain cultural beliefs necessary for maintaining
a homogenized American culture, an Anglo perspective realized in schools through cul-
tural domination. Dewey wrote:

Beings who are born not only unaware of but quite indifferent to the aims and habits
of the social group have to be rendered cognizant of them and actively interested.
Education, and education alone, spans the gap. (p. 3)

Dewey believed that the purpose of education was to indoctrinate particular cultural
dispositions into the young of a given society. He argued that education in its most delib-
erate form was to make a “conscious effort by some organized group to shape the con-
duct and the emotional intellectual disposition of its young” (as quoted in Childs, 1989,
p- 420). Additionally, Dewey (1916/1966) maintained that education was so important
that “unless pains are taken to see that genuine and thorough transmission takes place,
the most civilized nations will relapse into barbarism and then into savagery” (p. 304).
Dewey’s concern for education, in my view, is realized through colonial polarities. [U]nless
pains are taken. . .the most civilized nations will relapse into barbarism and then into savagery. His
posture posits “civilized” and “savage” as binary opposites. Hence, Dewey also positioned
experience in education, in binary opposition, either transmitting the knowledge of the
“civilized” or regressing to the knowledge of the “savage.” Consequently, in arguing on
behalf of civilized knowing, Dewey likewise argues in favor of transmitting cultural dis-
positions of colonialist peoples who oppressed and enslaved women and people of color
around the globe. Expounding this position, Vail and White (1991) state that binary
oppositions positioned as either/or were formed during colonization to distinguish
“they/imperialist” from “us/subjects.” They write:

It was in this [imperialist} intellectual climate, with its concern for constructing
boundaries between “civilized” and “primitives” and with its wide acceptance of
Social Darwinism, that the discipline of anthropology, dedicated to describing and
explaining “their” cultures to “us” began to be professionalized. At one and the
same time, Native Americans, Australian aborigines, Pacific islanders, Asians, and
Africans came to be the subjects of racist discourse, the victims of imperial expan-
sion, and the objects of study to anthropology, the very existence of which was based
on the assumption that “they” differed in fundamental ways from “us.” (p. 4)

Crafted by anthropologists through the use of the theory of evolution, these bina-
ries!’ made fixed a relationship between civilized colonialists and their savage subjects,
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established the distance between good and evil, as well as worked to justify colonization,
enslavement, and oppression.

Dewey held that in order for social and political transformation to take place, the
masses had to be educated; otherwise, “influence which educates some into masters,
[will] educate others into slaves” (1916/1966, p. 84). In other words, Dewey claimed that
those with education would rule those without education and a dichotomous relationship
between the oppressed and oppressor would remain deeply entrenched in our demo-
cratic society. Dewey’s claim was seen as visionary and progressive for the time.!! How-
ever, necessitating that the colonizers’ truths and experiences be transmitted through
education, Dewey disregarded the effects of colonist education on “the souls of black
folks.”?

In Democracy and Education, he wrote:

There is the necessity that immature members be not merely physically preserved in
adequate numbers, but they be initiated into the interests, purposes, information,
skills and practices of the mature members otherwise the group will cease its char-
acteristic life."” (p. 3)

Dewey’s use of experience in education elevates one knowing while subordinating
another and, likewise, educated some to be masters and others to be slaves.'

Charlene Seigfried (1996) asserts that Dewey’s lack of sensitivity is a consequence of
the subjective nature of his own experience. Specifically, she argues that Dewey “himself
is not a member of any group whose experience has been systematically distorted and
therefore has not developed a sensitivity to some specific limitations of his own experi-
ential understandings” (p. 170). Hence, Dewey’s being in the world shaped his vision of
experience and education through the lens of American colonialism. However, Wood-
son’s being in the world informed his call to visualize experience and education as a tool
for social change. Woodson theorized from what Boisvert calls the “tragic dimension in
human reality” (cited in Haskins & Seiple, 1999, p. xiv).” Tragic dimensions in human
experiences are those experiences of Native American, African American, Asian Ameri-
can, and Latin American peoples who were mutilated, silenced, and exploited as a result
of Anglo American colonization, conquest, or enslavement. Consequently, the episte-
mologies of Native Americans, African Americans, Asian Americans, Native Americans,
and Latin Americans are those deemed educable, but not educative, in United States
schooling. Woodson (1933/1998) wrote:

The so-called modern education, with all its defects, however, does others so much
more good than it does the Negro, because it has been worked out in conformity to
the needs of those who have enslaved and oppressed weaker people. (p. xii)

In real education, Woodson used Black history to resurrect the memories of those
historically silenced in an effort to incite social change. However, he was not alone in the-
orizing a model of education for African Americans. W. E. B. DuBois and Booker T. Wash-
ington also professed models of education to meet the needs of African Americans.

Woodson’s notion of real education resonated with the theories of Booker T. Wash-
ington and W. E. B. DuBois. These two African American philosophers preceded Wood-
son in generating theoretical claims on behalf of African Americans (Gordon, 1993).
Both theorists’ postures were formed immediately following the emancipation of for-
merly enslaved African Americans. Booker T. Washington, an accommodationalist and
renowned supporter of industrial education, maintained that African Americans needed
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to be apolitical and provided with education that enhanced their efficiency in the fields
of agriculture and domestic science.!® On the other hand, W. E. B. DuBois, a supporter
of classical liberal education, argued that African Americans’ “book learning” needed to
be an impetus for racial uplift and provide “the talented tenth” with faculties for political
participation (Anderson, 1988). Hence, according to DuBois, education should bestow
onto the leaders of our race “analytical and critical faculties to help students become
worldly, tolerant, and capable of significant societal participation...and planned trans-
formation” (Watkins, 1993, p, 328). Woodson’s notion of real education borrowed from
and reshaped both Washington’s and DuBois’ perspectives. Like Washington, Woodson
held that Negroes should learn to be more efficient in those occupations in which they
were granted employment; that is, agriculture, domestic science, and later industry dur-
ing the 1930s (Woodson, 1928/1958, p. 287). And, like DuBois, Woodson believed that
an educated class was necessary for promoting novelties of thought that would advance
African Americans (Woodson, 1933/1998). However, Woodson (1998) asserted that nei-
ther industrial nor classical education prepared African Americans for “what they must
do” (p. 44). He argued that industrial education for African Americans was merely the
mastering of techniques that had been discarded by industries and that classical edu-
cation’s disciplines served only to indoctrinate self-hate in “educated Negroes,” as well
as contempt for their African American brothers and sisters. Woodson (1933/1998a)
maintained:

Neither [industrial education] nor the struggling higher institutions of a classical
order established about the same time, however, connected the Negroes very closely
with life as it was. These institutions were concerned rather with life as they hoped
to make it. When the Negro found himself deprived of influence in politics, there-
fore, and at the same time unprepared to participate in the higher functions in the
industrial development that this country began to undergo, it soon became evident
to him that he was losing ground in the basic things of life. He was spending his time
studying about the things that had been or might be, but he was learning little to
help him to do better the tasks at hand. (p. 11)

Woodson’s vision for African American education and racial uplift was neither pes-
simistic nor optimistic. It was pragmatic, “wrought out of the reality and history of the
African American experience in America” (Gordon, 1993, p. 273)

When Carter Goodwin Woodson reconceptualized ways of being and knowing for
African American learners during the 1930s, he theorized real education. Today, many
theories embracing best practices for teaching children of color and other historically
marginalized groups are commonly accounted for in theories regarding culturally rel-
evant pedagogy (Bridglall, 2006; Brown, 2007; Cooper, 2003; Hyland & Noffke, 2005;
Lovelace & Wheeler, 2006; Rozansky-Lloyd, 2005; Seidi, 2007). However, few reference
Woodson or his contributions to the fields of educational philosophy generally or within
multicultural education specifically. Centering real education as a theoretical notion used
to advance educational opportunities for historically marginalized learners, this mem-
oir was written as a call to remember Carter G. Woodson, his works, his theory, and his
vision for social change.

Notes

1. In The American Evasion of Philosophy, Cornel West (1989) uses this term to refer to DuBois,
who he calls the Jamesian organic intellectual. An organic intellectual is a grassroots intel-
lectual/pragmatist. I hold that Woodson is also an organic intellectual.



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
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. Explaining functional education, William Watkins (1993), in Black Curriculum Orientations:

A Preliminary Inquiry holds: “[P]reparation of life is at the center of the functionalist curricu-
lum. Consistent with colonial education, functionalism is typically basic, largely oral, and
frequently includes folklore as part of its curriculum. Learning occurs through imitation,
recitation, memorization, and demonstration. A functionalist curriculum shuns abstrac-
tions. Itis tied to the practical, the useful, and the demonstrable” (p. 325).

. In Going to School: The African American Experience, Booker Peeks (1990) held that skills educa-

tion teaches reading, writing, and arithmetic.

. Although the use of the term accurate may seem misleading, what I believe Woodson was

positing is that multiple perspectives enable one to better understand an event.

. In 1898, the Treaty of Paris ended the Spanish-American War. As a consequence of the Treaty

of Paris, the Philippine Islands were brought under United States jurisdiction. In addition to
U.S. military rule occupying the island, superintendents of schools were appointed to recruit
American teachers and were charged with training the Filipinos to govern themselves.

. My use of the term colonist refers to the “teaching of the culture of the power elite” (Springs,

2008, p. 64).

. Ladson-Billings (2000) holds that cultural competency is “[t]he ability to function effectively

in one’s culture of origin” (p. 211).

. For specific citation, please reference Dewey (1916/1966) Democracy and Education (pp. 6,

7-8, 208, 217, and 232, as well as Dewey (1938/1997) Experience and Education.

. See Dewey (1939) Freedom and Culture.
10.

Please note, however, that throughout Dewey’s text Experience and Education, later written in
1938, Dewey is very astute in disrupting the necessity of either-ors.

Starting from the late 1800’s, public education was free, but not easily accessible to all.
Dewey’s position, which advocated the education of the masses, was seen as extremely
progressive.

Taken from the title of DuBois (1903/1995) The Souls of Black Folks.

Please note that I present this citation not to suggest that informing younger generations
of their history is not vital to the existence of a people or social group, but rather to more
vividly express a contradiction in Dewey’s posture in Democracy and Education and his address
at the National Negro Conference.

However, by the early 1920s Steven Rockefeller (1991, p. 275) notes: “The war experience
and his travels in Japan and China led Dewey in the early nineteen-twenties to study the psy-
chological, social, political, and economic causes of racism, which he described as a ‘social
disease’ and to explore ways of overcoming it.”

In “Dewey’s Reconfigured,” Casey Haskins (Haskins & Seiple, 1999) provides a critical analy-
sis of John Dewey’s notion of experience presented by Raymond Boisvert. In this article,
Haskins shares that Dewey had often been challenged by his critics for “his failure to give
due attention to the tragic dimension in human experience.” Specifically, she states Boisvert
argues that Dewey’s basic pragmatic vision of the natural and cultural history of intelligence
was shaped by a “Baconian optimism about the perfectibility of mankind which resisted
acknowledging the primordial tensions between mind and necessity—between human pow-
ers and reaches of nature which are residually resistant to human will” (xiv).

After Emancipation, these were the primary areas where African Americans were granted
employment.
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Suggested Reading Questions

1. Woodson argued that too often public education separated knowledge from life
context, and therefore did not prepare African Americans to direct their own lives.
What is the role of public education in preparing self-directed individuals and com-
munities in a participatory democracy?

2. Woodson believed that modern education convinced African Americans that they
were inferior and concealed their true history. What sort of counterepistemologies
might be necessary to reconfigure the social, economic, and political conditions of
African American people?

3. Given Woodson’s emphasis on the connections between civilization, colonization,
and White, Western ways of knowing and thinking, what curricular and pedagogical
strategies might be necessary to decolonize public education and consequently meet
the needs of African American children and youth?

4. While teaching in the Philippines Woodson learned the importance of contextual-
izing lessons in the lived experiences of the learner. How might students study the
curricular construction of the racial self?

5. What role might life memoirs play in connecting instructional and contemporary
misrepresentations of race in the curriculum canon?
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Historian Rayford Logan identified the period during which Woodson lived as the
Nadir (1865-1965) or the lowest point in African American history (Scally, 1985). This
seemingly elevates Woodson’s achievements as unprecedented. In the 100 years that fol-
lowed the emancipation of enslaved peoples of African descent, many African Ameri-
cans accomplished much more than the majority society would have preferred, given
the racial climate of those times. Such accomplishments would not have been possible
without the multiple avenues, assets, and perspectives shared within the African Ameri-
can community. If emancipation had not only freed enslaved peoples but also freed the
hearts and minds of the White majority, Woodson’s work may have been considered
minor in this 21st century. Indeed, progress for African Americans was slowed, hindered
by what Brandon refers to as “decades of apartheid” and “blatant racial bigotry as well as
economic, social, and political disenfranchisement.” But, while adulation of such an emi-
nent scholar is not unwarranted, as Brandon notes, Woodson was not the only organic
intellectual of that period. Brandon begins to highlight this fact toward the end of her
chapter.

As a curriculum theorist who espouses and advocates for critical race feminist perspec-
tives, I support the achievements of Carter G. Woodson and the multiple ways his work
has uplifted the African American community. Additionally, I view his work as influ-
enced, supported, and enhanced by the multiple and intersecting people he encoun-
tered and experiences he lived. Brandon presents one (well articulated) story of his life.
There’s more to the story and there are certainly more stories to tell. In this responsive
paper, I will discuss what I believe are places where multidimensionality and the intersec-
tion of Woodson’s identities and experiences may exist. Moreover, I will pose questions
for consideration that relate directly to this version of Woodson’s life and achievements
as one who has contributed greatly to thoughts and ideas regarding curriculum for Afri-
can Americans.

The Organic Intellectual

Brandon identifies Woodson as an “organic intellectual” and upholds the definition put
forth by scholar and theologian Cornel West as one who is a grassroots intellectual/
pragmatist. It could, therefore, be interpreted that this is an individual who believes (and
practices) theory into action in purposeful, practical ways. While it is clear that Woodson
does fit this description, I yearned to see the connections between his life experiences
and his life’s work. As I became engrossed of the story of this man’s life, I found myself
wondering how his parents came to embrace education so deeply. How did his mother,
a woman who clearly lived through slavery, learn to read, write, and do arithmetic well
enough to teach her son before he entered high school? Considering the racial and
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social history of those times, it is clear she passed along powerful messages to her son
regarding the value of education. This is, I believe, one of many grassroots experiences
of this eminent scholar.

Post-emancipation/Reconstruction era work of a coal miner was difficult, to say the
least. News broadcasts in this early 21st century have given us a glimpse of this dangerous
work for today’s coal miners. Yet, Woodson was “engaged in discussions on the history
of the race with local ministers.” This is meaningful without national historical context.
Yet scholars such as Anderson and Moss (1991) and Cooper (1989) tell us about the
difficulties experienced by African Americans who sought to receive an education dur-
ing Reconstruction. In short, resources and curriculums were inadequate while teach-
ers were scarce. In the meanwhile, there were White people who were opposed to our
people receiving any education at all. While such conversations were, in fact, part of the
grassroots experience, I wonder how the perspectives of these local ministers may have
shaped Woodson’s work. In what ways did the local and national racial and economic
climate for African Americans influence the discussions held by these African American
intellectuals living in West Virginia?

Brandon informs us that Woodson’s father also held a significant role in his intellec-
tual development. Woodson’s father (and other Black and White workers) shared their
experiences as soldiers in the Civil War. It was through these stories that “Woodson devel-
oped a passion for oral history.” While it is clear that the love and respect Woodson held
for his father would cause him to value the stories he told, in what ways did Woodson see
value in the collective, multidimensional story? Did he, in fact, come to understand the
multiplicity and intersectionality of the collective, unifiable experience? If so, how?

Woodson completed high school and started college but, then felt the need to become
a teacher in a town where Black miners had established a school for their children. It
is clear that Woodson felt inextricably tied to the grassroots community where he was
introduced to the history of the race. He even returned home to serve his community as
an educator. He was using what he learned and sharing it with his community.

I'am left puzzled, however, by his decision to travel to the Philippines to teach Filipino
students. After earning his degree, why did he not choose to return to his community
to continue his work there? This question is not designed to devalue the experiences he
gained through this decision. It is clear that the Filipino students shared similar educa-
tional woes to those of African Americans and American Indians. In these cases, edu-
cation was designed to provide functional skills that would Americanize the students.
Resources and curriculums were barely adequate. Teachers had to be (or learn to be)
creative and empower their students while teaching them to be humble around the
White education officials such as superintendents. It is here where Woodson is trans-
formed into a critical race feminist. Here, Woodson takes all of the experiences he has
gained thus far and the multiplicity and intersectionality of his identity as a basis for
beginning to understand the students he must teach. He starts with a basic concept: “in
order for a real educator to teach intelligently, she or he must first study the history, lan-
guage, manners, and customs of the people being taught.” With this concept, Woodson
informs us that it is important, even necessary, to learn and understand the multiple and
intersecting identities of the student. However, his curricular praxis is in question. While
the changes he made may have been viewed as monumental for its time, they were super-
ficial. How did Woodson truly come to know, understand, and live the Filipino culture in
ways that its integration into the curriculum was sincere? In what ways was he connected
to the community? And how did the community learn about him and the culture of his
community?
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Woodson taught at the (now famous) Dunbar High School in Washington, DC. Origi-
nally named the Preparatory High School for Colored Youth and later named the M
Street High School, it garnered a reputation for excellence. Founded in 1870, it was
the first public high school for African Americans in the United States. Woodson was
among many notable faculty members including Ann Julia Cooper, Mary Church Ter-
rell, and Robert H. Terrell. Many well-educated African Americans taught at this school
as a result of the White supremacy and patriarchy that existed in the nation’s professions
thus excluding them from positions at predominantly White institutions of higher learn-
ing. In what ways did Woodson’s encounters with his colleagues at this school influence
his educational philosophy?

Education Worthwhile Revisited

Brandon takes special care to clearly articulate the connections between the philoso-
phies of Woodson, DuBois, and Washington. While these men are truly considered
founders of African American educational thought, I wonder whose voices are missing.
Women such as Mary Church Terrell, Mary McLeod Bethune, Anna Julia Cooper, and
Pauli Murray are not connected to Woodson in this work nor identified as contributors
of African American educational thought. All of these women made great contributions
to educational thought while engaging in their work at the grassroots level; they were all,
according to West’s definition, organic intellectuals. Yet, when conversations regarding
the roots of Black education commence, the names of these men remain front and cen-
ter. This is not to lessen the impact of their contribution to the African American com-
munity. However, these women, and many others of this Nadir period, bear messages in
their work that were similar to the ideas and concepts held by these men.

Real Education

As a critical race feminist, I support and advocate for an education connected to the
students’ lived experience. One of the key tenets of critical race feminism is the central-
ization of the counterstory. Recognizing that the stories of the master narrative (usu-
ally constructed by the White majority) are centered within education, I support the
inclusion of Black history as part of the students’ learning experiences. This should be
asserted in clear, definitive ways throughout the curriculum, as opposed to the mar-
ginalized ways it often appears throughout textbooks and school learning resources.
Woodson and his contemporaries were establishing a precedent for this kind of cultur-
ally relevant pedagogy in the classroom experience. However, activists such as Frederick
Douglass and Sojourner Truth engaged in a public curriculum that provided this kind
of education to everyone.

A real education is not limited to the classroom or the ivory tower. As an organic
intellectual, it should have been important to Woodson and others to engage in such
pedagogy that was accessible to everyone. Learning from the grassroots is one thing but,
as a critical race feminist, it is significantly important to give back to the community that
which you have learned. Notions of inferiority may have been more easily dismantled
when scholars were participating in a public curriculum.

Woodson and Dewey may have departed regarding notions of experience and educa-
tion, especially in relationship to democracy; however, Woodson, DuBois, and Washing-
ton depart on the notion of a public curriculum. Both DuBois and Washington engaged
in very active, pragmatic work to bring their scholarship to the people. However, nowhere
in the version of the story presented by Brandon is it clear that Woodson engaged in such
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work after earning his doctoral degree. In what ways did Woodson use his multiple and
varied experiences to lead the African American community from what he terms as a
mis-education?

Conclusion

As I'said at the beginning of this response essay, there is more to the story and there are
certainly more stories to tell. Trying to unearth all of the stories and counterstories in
Woodson’s life would have taken Brandon and me many hours of research. There were
not only their individual stories of teaching and learning, of living, and growing and
being but there were also stories of those whose lives had been influenced by this great
scholar. You see, stories do not function, live, exist, in isolation (Harris, 1997). They are
intertwined with others’ stories and counterstories. This connectedness makes our sto-
ries of the African American community stronger. And because there is no master nar-
rative, no one story or version of a story, I do not accept one prevailing story—the story
that says that existing norms and modes of behavior and assessment of value, worth, and
contribution are natural, inevitable, fair, and neutral—each story/counterstory, bears
questions and wonderings I alone cannot completely address.

And just as there is no real Truth, there is no Real Education. The key factor I gained
from this chapter is the intersectionality and multiplicity embedded in one scholar’s life
that had a lasting impact on many scholars who followed him. While it is clear that there
were concepts and ideas Lew Woodon established that could have been strengthened,
he and his contemporaries laid a foundation for many theories connected to identity
and praxis, such as critical race feminism. Scholars such as Cornel West, Angela Davis,
Patricia Hill Collins, Darlene Clark Hine, and Vanessa Siddle Walker can all trace their
roots as organic intellectuals to this particular period of African Americanscholarship.
Itis, indeed, worth noting the achievements and accomplishments of these scholars and
others like them while honoring the work of those who entered before us.
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7 Eugenic Ideology and Historical
Osmosis

Ann G. Winfield

Chapter Overview

Drawing from the work of numerous educators and proponents of the eugenic movement,
the author discusses how eugenics transmutated from a more explicit emphasis on racial
cleansing toward a vision of social control. And eventually, an even more implicit system
by way of education that develops and maintains eugenic ideals. The author outlines the
development of a science of society and its implication in promising a raced, classed, and
gendered scientism. Pointing out categories such as progressive and conservative as inad-
equate, she highlights that leftists and socialists were also proponents of a eugenics ideol-
ogy. Then, the author describes how scholars typically attributed with the origins of the
field were implicated in promoting an education system that promoted sorting and clas-
sifying students based on their perceived worth. Highlighting the ways in which a eugenic
history within the curriculum field has been omitted, the author turns to contemporary
examples of eugenic discourse, citing examples from the work of educators such as Ruby
Payne.

Much is missing. We are directed toward the substance of our understandings by our
collective and individual experience, while our awareness of the influence of history,
ideology, and the experience of subjugated groups slips away. What is missing must be
examined, for as Madeline Grumet (1988) observed,

If the world we give our children is different from the one we envisioned for them,
then we need to discover the moments when we, weary, distracted, and conflicted,
gave in, let the curtain fall back across the window, and settled for a little less light.
(p. xv)

Throughout the 20th century, the ability of the purveyors of official culture (Bodnar,
1992) to divert attention from meaningful correctives across a broad spectrum of social
policy at the same time as they fortified the ideological, economic, and political context
in which inequity thrives, has been underestimated. And so we find ourselves, over half
a century after the Brown v. Board of Education decision, in a state of what Kozol (2005)
has called apartheid schooling. Eugenic ideology,' but a blip on a much longer contin-
uum of cultural and intellectual history, permeates what has variously been described as
historical consciousness, collective memory, and remembrance, such that we would be presump-
tive to assume we are immune.? Ideological contexts are egregiously absent from the text
of our national dialogue, and we are well advised to examine their content as well as the
external and internal mechanisms by which they are transmitted through time. Tapping
in to such an understanding, it is my hope, will allow us to counter insidiousness with
transformative potential.

142
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If effective analysis of “the nightmare that is the present” (Pinar, 2004, p. 5) requires
that we fully incorporate both historical rootedness and our own culpability, then so too
must effective resistance. After all, the concerted governmental and societal effort to
wipe out entire ethnicities, and to direct the lives of poor, non-Aryan, and the otherwise
disenfranchised people in the name of eugenics was pursued not by societally marginal
hate groups, but by progressives: the nations most respected universities, esteemed sci-
entists and professors, government agencies and officials, wealthy philanthropists and
industrialists, and untold numbers of working people from teachers to social workers.
Operating within a power differential defined by class, race, gender, and a narrowly
defined conception of “normality,” “eugenics was a fundamental aspect of some of the
most important cultural and social movements of the twentieth century, intimately
linked to ideologies of ‘race,’ nations, and sex, inextricably meshed with population con-
trol, social hygiene, state hospitals, and the welfare state” (Dikotter, 1998 p. 467) and, I
would add, education.

The work of examining the influence of history is not merely a linear exercise, nor is
it external. History seen through curriculum theory is multifaceted and requires that we
engage in personal as well as political, economic, sociologic, and philosophical analyses.
Grumet describes curriculum theory as the study of what goes on in schools through the
interpretive disciplines and calls upon Sartre’s notion of negation “the creative refusal
of human consciousness that says ‘not this, but that’” (p. xii). Negation, Grumet argues,
allows our glimpse of the future to be imbued with more light, windows to be unfettered.
We are too quick, all of us, to shift our gaze, to focus on the window itself rather than the
possibility it provides, and to nudge negation toward prescription. This chapter seeks to
supplant our tendency to limit the process of negation through an exploration of what
is missing from our knowledge of the past and explore the ways in which an insidious
racialized scientism known as eugenics provided the foundation for a system of educa-
tion that has served to fortify inequity ever since.

I'am concerned here not only with navigating the historical terrain that has been so
sorely neglected in our national dialogue, but also with understanding the underlying
assumptions, motivations, and beliefs that led to the movement and continue to shape
thinking in the present. Using archival data, along with the writings of a number of
eugenic popularizers and educators, I explore how the eugenics movement shifted its
focus from racial cleansing to a vision of social control and ultimately to a system of edu-
cation “in service to eugenics.” Racial and class stratification are implicated in the limita-
tions of political democracy and definitions of success wholly reliant on capitalistic verve.
Eugenics and education are inextricably linked, creating an ideological legacy that has
morphed and dodged its way into the present on a number of fronts and is embedded in
each of us, dictating where we cast our gaze and the foci of our analyses.

Even within the field of curriculum studies, the historical panorama is incomplete
with historical accounts of the era focused on social efficiency instead. Throughout, I
will argue that we (referring here not only to educators and curriculum theorists but to
generations of schoolchildren who have been misled) have been severely constrained by
what can only be described as an outstandingly conspicuous vacuum in the historical
record where eugenics and the enveloping influence of eugenic ideology is concerned.
This absence from the discourse comes from the tautological blindness that is self-reflec-
tion for the vast majority of us. Thus, we continue to tinker with the same pile of blocks,
unaware, and slightly comfortable that way, of all the other blocks that surround us. We
must ask why, given the far reaching, liberatory gaze of reconceptualist and post-recon-
ceptualist curricular work, schools remain as entrenched as ever. Curriculum studies
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has its historical roots deeply and directly implanted in the soil of eugenic ideology and
might be considered to have been developed as the basis for policy directly in service of
eugenic principles. The boundary between past and present, interior and exterior, work
and life is illusory—to gaze intently at it is difficult, but not impossible.

The Elusive Curriculum: Eugenics Past

Eugenics has always been an extremely nimble ideology. It cannot be isolated from
the movements it bolstered and was conscripted by: nationalism, “reform-oriented”
liberalism, out-and-out homophobia, white supremacy, misogyny, and racism. Its
longevity relies on these confederacies for the simple reason that even as one falls
into relative disrepute, others remain intact. (Ordover, 2003, p. xxvii)

Human beings, hundreds of thousands of them, were victims of the eugenics movement
in the United States, either through forcible sterilization, antimiscegenation laws, immi-
gration restriction, or the sorting, testing, and tracking policies implemented in schools
across the country during the early decades of the 20th century and since. The programs
and policies of the eugenics movement, rooted as they were in streams of intellectual his-
tory long preceding the 20th century, were evident across the globe and were ultimately
responsible for the Holocaust and other genocidal events. In America, victims fell into
roughly three areas: poor, non-Aryan, and socially deviant. Those targeted by eugeni-
cists included both urban and rural residents who were often deemed mentally “unfit”
and labeled with the dubious term feebleminded. They ranged from unwed mothers and
young boys who masturbated, to anyone whose poverty, isolation, language, or habits
rendered them unacceptable by “polite” society.

When the American Eugenics Society charged their Committee on Formal Educa-
tion with the task of advancing eugenic teaching in the schools in 1921 (Paul, 1998),
their task was aided considerably by the positivistic substrate created by French thinker
Auguste Comte half a century earlier. Comte, to whom is credited both positivism and
the field of sociology, introduced the idea that societies evolve through three phases
—the theological, the metaphysical (wherein human rights supersede human authority),
and the scientific, or positive, which, according to Comte, allowed solutions to human
problems to be enforced not by the will of god or the moral call of hiuman rights but human
agency and authority instead. Since, as Comte wrote, “the science of society...supplies
the only logical scientific link by which all our varied observations of phenomena can
be brought into one consistent whole” (1907, p. 2), subsequent arguments about social
phenomena adhered to a form that delegitimized observations and perspectives occur-
ring outside the scientific establishment. Positivism thus understood allows us to see
that privileged voice and the ensuing era of boundaried, class, gender, and race-based
inquiry provided a perfect confluence for the introduction of eugenic ideology within
an otherwise progressive period. We have seen this particular convergence since; the
superimposition of new ideas on older, collectively rooted understandings comprise the
Ruby Payne phenomenon (see Gorski, 2005), the recycling of myths around gender and
intellectual proclivity (or specificity), and in the resurgence of explicit race based expla-
nations of ability embodied in Herrnstein and Murray’s 1994 The Bell Curve, and, more
recently, is the endless Jensenian debacle carried on now by a new generation of educa-
tional psychologists promoting racialized scientism.

Comte wanted to address the “great crisis of modern history” and envisioned that a
“new moral power will arise spontaneously throughout the West, which, as its influence
increases, will lay down a definite basis for the reorganization of society” (1907, p. 1).
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Comte’s positivist philosophy also considered hopeless the task of “reconstructing politi-
cal institutions without the previous remodeling of opinion and life” and the “synthesis
of all human conceptions [to be] the most urgent of our social wants” (p.1). How perfect
a context, then, for the likes of two Englishmen, cousin of Charles Darwin and coiner
of the term eugenics Francis Galton (1822-1911) and eminent statistician Karl Pearson
(1857-1936) who together eased the transition from social Darwinism to eugenics
through the provision of language and scientific validity for the hierarchical and racial
assumptions that had long been an active strand of intellectual history (Blacker, 1952;
Chesterson, 1922/2000; Hasian, 1996; Kevles, 1985; Numbers & Stenhouse, 1999).

Francis Galton, an explorer and anthropologist who traveled for decades among
“primitive cultures” and wrote about them for the educated public at home (as did many
men of privilege at the time), believed that family preeminence in certain fields was
hereditary, a theory no doubt modeled on the success of both sides of his family. Gal-
ton’s grandfather Erasmus Darwin, physician, natural philosopher, poet, and inventor
was a venerated inquirer as was his cousin Charles Darwin, while Galton’s mother was
descended from a long line of wealthy bankers and gunsmiths and was the youngest
of seven children (Blacker, 1952). Galton’s (1889) Natural Inheritance so influenced Karl
Pearson that it changed the course of his career. “It was Galton,” Pearson (1914) wrote,
“who first freed me from the prejudice that sound mathematics could only be applied
to natural phenomena under the category of causation. Here for the first time was a
possibility—I will not say a certainty—of reaching knowledge as valid as physical knowl-
edge was thought to be, in the field of living forms and above all in the field of human
conduct” (p. xvii).

Pearson went on to write a series of papers between 1893 and 1912 titled Mathematical
Contribution to the Theory of Evolution (1938). Pearson later became the Galton Professor
of Eugenics at University College in London from 1911 to 1933 (Numbers & Stenhouse,
1999), having successfully articulated a form of social Darwinism that appealed to the
public’s sense of progress by declaring that racial struggle provided the very means of
improving civilization. For Pearson (1901), “this dependence of progress on the survival
of the fitter race...gives the struggle for existence its redeeming features; it is the fiery
crucible out of which comes the finer metal” (p. 21). Clear about the role of science, Pear-
son called his view “the scientific view of a nation” and argued that society could only be
“kept to a high pitch of internal efficiency by insuring that its numbers are substantially
recruited from the better stocks” (p. 27).

In order to achieve this level of efficiency Pearson employed elaborate statistical analy-
sis to Galton’s law of ancestral heredity and predicted that a population could, within a
few generations of selective breeding, “breed true” for selected characteristics (Pearson,
1894). Anticipating the development of the first intelligence test by Binet in 1905, Pear-
son enthusiastically took on Galton’s (1889) contention that mental ability was deter-
mined by heredity and began to apply his newly developed statistical tools to the problem
of inherited mental ability. This work sparked a great deal of further research, especially
in the newly developing field of psychology, and became a primary tool in efforts to limit
immigration and create more efficient schools.

Of great consequence to our parsing of the operation of ideologies from the past in
the present is an understanding of the extraordinarily porous nature of terms such as
progressive and conservative. Pearson was a socialist, but despite his leftist political lean-
ings he thought “such measures as the minimum wage, the eight-hour day, free medical
advice, and reductions in infant mortality encouraged an increase in unemployables,
degenerates, and physical and mental weaklings” (Kevles, 1985 p. 33). By obscuring the
racial and class basis of poverty and advancement in the U.S. eugenicists were able to
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embrace a social Darwinist conception of the human condition at the same time as it
drew in a broad spectrum of supporters. The role of progressive reformers like Margaret
Sanger illustrates the extent to which eugenic ideology cannot be understood within a
simple progressive vs. conservative matrix.

Founder of Birth Control Review in 1916, Sanger incorporated the American Birth Con-
trol League in 1922, an organization that became Planned Parenthood Federation of
America in 1942. In 1921, she declared birth control to be the “entering wedge for the
eugenic educator” and considered “the unbalance between the birth rate of the ‘unfit’
and the ‘fit’ is admittedly the greatest present menace to civilization [indeed,] the most
urgent problem today is how to limit and discourage the over fertility of the mentally and
physically defective” (Sanger, 1921, p. 5). That eugenic ideology was promoted within a
progressive context and offered to the public as a way to make the world a better place,
speaks to a complexity which cannot begin to be examined when the majority of the
educated public in the U.S. know nothing of it. What would have happened if during
the women’s movement of the 1960s and 1970s the roots of one of the most empowering
tools of the century for women were brought into the light? What if, when thousands of
White college students boarded buses for Mississippi to register voters and start Freedom
Schools, part of the conversation was the internalized nature of ideological tenets from
the past? Would we be further along?

Margaret Quigley (1991) tells us that the “eugenics movement was not monolithic:
conservatives, progressives, and sex radicals were all allied within a fundamentally mes-
sianic movement of national salvation that was predicated upon scientific notions of
innate and ineradicable inequalities between racial, cultural, and economic groups” (p.
3). That policy decisions of all types as well as public opinion was predicated on a hierar-
chical conception of human worth that long preceded the concerns of the times requires
us to accept that the stuff of assumptions is far more insidious than mere ignorance.

The remodeling of opinion was bolstered by a veritable public hysteria born of the
pathologization of poverty and demonization of immigrants verified for the public by
scientists and professors, lecturers and social workers. Newspapers, lecturers, and public
displays warned of a “rising tide of feeblemindedness” while White Americans feared an
“infertility crisis” as the birth rate continued to decline. President Theodore Roosevelt
warned in 1903 that immigrants and minorities were too fertile, and that Anglo-Saxons
risked committing “race suicide” by using birth control and failing to keep up baby-
for-baby. Since charities, breadlines, and orphanages were interfering with the natural
weeding out of the unfit described by social Darwinist tenets, the pathologization of
poverty was not difficult. Prominent eugenicists such as Stanford University president
David Starr Jordan (1851-1931) (remembered popularly as an ichthyologist and a peace
activist) echoed a view that for many must have been something of a relief:

No doubt poverty and crime are bad assets in one’s early environment. No doubt
these elements cause the ruins of thousands who, by heredity, were good material of
civilization. But again, poverty, dirt, and crime are the products of those, in general,
who are not good material. It is not the strength of the strong, but the weakness of
the weak which engenders exploitation and tyranny. The slums are at once symptom,
effect, and cause of evil. Every vice stands in this same threefold relation. (1911, p.
35)

According to eugenicists, positive (increasing the birth rate of “high grade” persons)
and negative eugenics (preventing reproduction among the “dysgenic” classes) was criti-



Eugenic Ideology and Historical Osmosis 147

cal to the improvement of the human race, and the weeding out of “idiots, imbeciles,
morons, criminals, inebriates, and paupers” (Southern Historical Collection, n.d.).
Although 12 states already had mandatory sterilization laws on the books, Harry Laugh-
lin, leading America eugenicist, authored a “model law” which provided for eugenic ster-
ilization of those persons deemed feebleminded, insane, criminal, epileptic, alcoholic, as
well as those who were blind, deaf, deformed, and indigent. This law, eventually passed
in 30 states, was less susceptible to arguments of constitutionality (and was subsequently
adopted by the Nazis who sterilized between 35,000 and 80,000 people during the first
year, a number which had grown to 350,000 by the end of World War II) (Black, 2003).
Laughlin was awarded an honorary degree by the University of Heidelberg for his work
on the “science of racial cleansing” (Kuhl, 1994).

The eugenics movement put forth coherent, consistent social programs in which steril-
ization, anti-immigrant and antimiscegenation activism were predominant. Despite these
successes, however, research disputing the claims of heritability began to find increasing
purchase in the press. One common inaccuracy (or perhaps, something else is at work
here) holds that once its self-proclaimed scientific legitimacy in the form of Mendelian
genetics was disproved, eugenics was discredited and denounced by society at large. Not
only is this characterization wholly inaccurate, it is dangerous for its capacity to blind
us to the deep and abiding impact of eugenic ideology on American culture. While it
is true that the scientific validity of many of the claims made by eugenicists were called
into question as early as the 1910s (Paul, 1998), this did little to dispel the momentum
garnered by initial campaign tactics. The movement became, as Quigley characterized,
“primarily a political movement concerned with the social control of inferior groups by
an economic, sexual, and racial elite” (p.1) and education had a major role to play.

It was within this context that the “Fathers of Curriculum” developed a system of edu-
cation designed largely to classify and sort students according to their perceived societal
worth. Prior to the 1920s, eugenicists focused on breeding and the goal of “weeding out
the unfit” from the national stock within three generations. The strategic goal was to be
thwarted, however, by the increasingly activist progressive public sentiment as well as new
research from geneticists which showed that many of the claims of heritability of various
traits (from pauperism to sexual deviance) were patently false. The great compromise
for eugenicists was to shift the focus from breeding to sorting and organizing people
according to their predetermined standing in the hierarchy of human worth. Scientific
validation was no longer necessary, so deeply entrenched into the popular mindset were
the concept of eugenics. In any case, the public was in the throes of positivistic ecstasy at
the time so that anything with a graph or a percent sign was granted legitimacy.

Education provided just the captive audience that Galton (1883) had originally con-
ceived might benefit from “the science of improving the stock [in which] the more suit-
able races or strains of blood [had] a better chance of prevailing speedily over the less
suitable than they otherwise would have had” (p. 23). Having clearly articulated a hier-
archy of human worth which held that Blacks were entirely inferior to White races and
that Jews were capable only of “parasitism” upon civilized nations, Galton (1904) refined
his earlier definition of eugenics to “the study of agencies under social control that may
improve or impair the racial qualities of future generations, either physically or men-
tally” (quoted in Chase, 1975, p. 14). Some of the ways that eugenic ideology entered
into public education and the collective memory of the nation were via testing, tracking,
vocational and gifted programs, curricular control over history, biology, civics, health
and hygiene, a retooling of the aims of education, and finally, after World War II, life
adjustment education.
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Education of “Service to Eugenics”

Eugenical truth is the highest truth men will ever know. The climax of all natural
processes is the evolution of man. And if man can, by the use of the intelligence
which that evolution has given him, aid in his further evolution, it will certainly be
the highest achievement which the powers given him by nature will ever enable him
to make. Eugenics will not solve all the problems of society; but it hopes to aid in
producing a race that can solve them. (Wiggam, 1927, p. 5)

Eugenicists had in mind a critical role for public education in America. The enactment
of compulsory education laws in every state by 1918, along with recent developments in
the field of intelligence testing provided the movement with a new vista. Indeed, when
the World War I era IQ testing of all soldiers indicated that almost 50% of all White
recruits and 89% of Black recruits were morons according to the newly developed Stan-
ford Binet test, the eugenics movement seemed more important and believable. In their
enormously influential textbook, Applied Eugenics, used for decades in high school and
college courses, Popenoe and Johnson (1918) reflect the widespread eugenicist stance on
the promise of education with their contention that

Compulsory education, as such, is not only of service to eugenics through the selec-
tion it makes possible, but may serve in a more unsuspected way by cutting down the
birth rate of inferior families. (p. 371)

Education of service to eugenics allowed for the “very desirable” condition that “no
child escape inspection” (p. 371), a goal that in 1918 had yet to be realized by the public
educational system. Further, Lewis Terman (1916) had recently retooled the Stanford-
Binet intelligence test and, upon administering it to Spanish-speaking and nonschooled
African American children he found that

High-grade or border-line deficiency...is very, very common among Spanish-Indian
and Mexican families of the Southwest and also among negroes. Their dullness seems
to be racial, or at least inherent in the family stocks from which they come.... Chil-
dren of this group should be segregated into separate classes.... They cannot master
abstractions but they can often be made into efficient workers...from a eugenic point
of view they constitute a grave problem because of their unusually prolific breeding.

(p. 91)

This scenario has continued to be replicated virtually unabated for nearly a century
now. The characterization of poor and non-Aryan children as unable to master abstrac-
tion echoes through the Ruby Payne phenomenon currently sweeping school district
professional development programs across the country. Although decades of research
has discredited the “deficit approach” to explaining opportunity and access in educa-
tion, Ruby Payne is indoctrinating a generation of teachers with a series of books which
contain “a stream of stereotypes, providing perfect illustrations for how deficitmodel
scholars frame poverty and its educational impact as problems to be solved by ‘fixing’
poor people instead of [focusing on] the educational policies and practices that cycle
poverty” (Gorski, 2005, p. 8). Even more redolent of eugenic rhetoric, Payne explains
that

the typical pattern in poverty for discipline is to verbally chastise the child, or physi-
cally beat the child, then forgive and feed him/her...individuals in poverty are sel-
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dom going to call the police, for two reasons: First, the police may be looking for
them.... (quoted in Gorski, 2005 p. 37)

It seems likely that the resilience of these themes is due, in part, to the trend during
the latter half of the 19th century in which psychology became a popular subject pursued
by men of means in top European universities. German psychologist Wilhelm Wundt was
particularly influential, having trained a generation of young American psychology stu-
dents in experimental methodology. These students included G. Stanley Hall and James
Cattell, who created the field known as educational psychology, distinguished from child
study and pedagogy by its focus on mental testing. By relying on biological assumptions,
Wundt’s emphasis on the organism’s physiology and the experimental method deeply
influenced U.S. social science by basing psychological thought on Darwinian premises
(Pickens, 1968). By 1914, American psychology was a well- defined discipline with clear-
cut fields whose promoters were prolific and popular writers and did much to spread
the popularity of instinct psychology and its role in education, the echoes of which are
clearly evident today.

They echo through the work of Linda Gottfredson (2005), Professor of Education at
the University of Delaware (whose research is funded by the Pioneer Fund, established
in 1937 by wealthy eugenicist Wycliff Draper and presided over by Harry Laughlin). Got-
tfredson argued in her article “What if the Hereditarian Hypothesis is True?” that those
with lower intelligence’s relative risk for “multiple health and social problems” might be
lowered if “education and training were better targeted to their learning needs (instruc-
tion is more narrowly focused, non-theoretical, concrete, hands-on, repetitive, personal-
ized, and requiring no inferences)” (p. 318). How redolent this is of the sentiments of
Henry Herbert Goddard, a student of G. Stanley Hall, the first American psychologist
to recognize the potential of intelligence testing for furthering eugenic ideals. Goddard
first entered the public eye with the publication of his book The Kallikak Family (1912)
wherein he traced the progeny resulting from a dalliance between a misguided revolu-
tionary soldier and a “feebleminded” barmaid. Goddard’s book was immensely popu-
lar and was used in educational psychology classrooms for decades after its publication
(Selden, 1999).

Differences in children required different educational responses, Goddard (1912)
wrote, and furthermore, the greatest threat to society, was the “high grade,” or “moron”
type of feeble mind because although they were unfit (but not unable) to reproduce, they
nevertheless were able to function in society and thus were a threat to the gene pool:

Here we have a group who, when children in school, cannot learn the things that
are given them to learn, because through their mental defect, they are incapable of
mastering abstractions. They never learn to read sufficiently well to make reading
pleasurable or of practical use to them. Under our present compulsory school system
and our present course of study, we compel these children...and thus they worry
along through a few grades until they are fourteen and then leave school, not having
learned anything of value or that can help them to make even a meager living in the
world. (Goddard, 1912, p. 16)

Thus was the central dogma of eugenics, that “poverty and its pathologies, like afflu-
ence and its comforts, were in the blood—and not in the environment in which human
beings were conceived, born, and developed” (Chase, 1975, p. 149). Goddard is also
famous for his revision of the Binet test and in particular for his system of classification
which gave a mental-age value to “imbeciles,” “morons,” and “idiots.” The tests, accord-
ing to Goddard’s interpretation, proved the inferiority of Jews, Italians, Hungarians,
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Poles, Russians, and others with blood “known” to be inferior (Goddard, 1911, 1914, 1915,
1916). Goddard’s ideas appealed to the public because for the first time there seemed to
be evidence that connected hereditary determinism with mental ability. Past and pres-
ent, we are compelled by our own ideological roots to seek out a scientific way to establish
difference, and to establish divergent paths for students that have different abilities, both
of which require, and enjoy, public support.

Although educational historians (Curti, 1935/1959; Kliebard, 1975/1997, 1986,/1995;
Tyack 1974) have focused much of their attention on the influence of psychologists G.
Stanley Hall and Edward Thorndike, somehow they have managed to omit the pro-
found degree to which both were steeped in eugenic ideology. The prolific careers of
both men are well documented; Hall published 350 papers and 14 books and Thorndike
published an equivalent number of papers and over 30 books (Curti, 1935/1959). A core
component of Hall’s philosophy was his recapitulation theory (ontogeny recapitulates
phylogeny) wherein non-White people were in a stage of evolutionary development the
pinnacle of which was European American and, since all groups were evolving, the
hierarchical division was permanent. Hall believed that the best stock was likely to come
from the middle class who should be provided with adequate educational opportuni-
ties to ensure continued success. Society, meanwhile, if protected from the “degenerate
and criminal minded” among us, would by default begin to solve its problems (Curti,
1959/1935).

Having spent nearly his entire career at Teachers College, Columbia, American psy-
chologist E. L. Thorndike (1874-1949) was enormously influential through both the
provision of the Alpha and Beta tests administered to World War I Army recruits and his
specifications for the design and choice of teaching materials, instructional organization,
and methods of individualizing instruction and assessment. So great was Thorndike’s
influence that Cremin (1961) claimed “no aspect of public school teaching during the
first quarter of the twentieth century remained unaffected” (p. 114). Using chickens, in
boxes, with levers, Thorndike developed a theory of learning based on the premise that
outcomes could be produced on scientific production of stimulus and response. What
is significant about this Cremin tells us, is that “in one fell swoop it discards the Biblical
view that man’s nature is essentially sinful and hence untrustworthy; the Rousseauan
view that man’s nature is essentially good and hence always right; and the Lockean view
that man’s nature is ultimately plastic and hence completely modifiable” (p. 112). In this
way, Thorndike was able to redefine human nature as simply a mass of “original tenden-
cies” ready to be exploited for good or bad depending on what learning takes place.

Selden (1999) tells us that E. L. Thorndike and Leta Hollingworth (of gifted education
fame) popularized eugenics to generations of prospective classroom teachers and that
by using flawed racial interpretations of the intelligence test data after the First World
War, psychometricians Carl Brigham and Robert Yerkes were persuasive in making the
connection between educational objectives and eugenic proscriptions. Thorndike, oft
quoted in the present as saying “everything that exists in quantity and can be measured”
had as his goal a comprehensive science of pedagogy on which all education could be
based. Neither did Thorndike limit his vision for the impact of science on education to
methods but ultimately believed that the aims of education could be scientifically deter-
mined as well (Cremin, 1961).

Despite differentideas on the appropriate scope of individual freedom (particularly in
their own lives), many believed in the necessity of strong social controls for some groups
of citizens, who were seen as fundamentally different and inferior. Thus, the idea that
social problems could be addressed through the social control of children and peoples
of less evolved ancestry was widespread in the United States. Among eugenicists, Hall’s
approach is distinguished by what Curti called his near “sentimentality” for “backward
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peoples, whom he thought of as in the adolescent and therefore peculiarly sacred stage
of racial development” (p. 412). Looked at through this lens, and given that the inheri-
tance of acquired characteristics was generally accepted as well, the concepts of “child-
centeredness” and “individualized education” so popular during the Progressive era and
used so prolifically today compels us to investigate our use and internalization of these
meanings. This language of race, class, and gender based oppression was developed by
eugenic ideologues in educational psychology, is used today, often cloaked and lauded as
the “progressive” (equated in the popular lexicon as “most likely to awaken appreciation
for a social justice issues” approach).

Author of the classic curriculum policy text The Curriculum (1918), John Franklin Bob-
bitt articulated his early ideas on the subjects of race, class, and ability in an article
entitled “Practical Eugenics” (1909). Bobbitt shared the view common among eugenicists
and social Darwinists before them that social policy should seek to remove the protec-
tive characteristics of civilized society and allow the forces of nature to take its course
in sorting human worth. Claiming that “our schools and charities supply crutches to
the weak in mind and morals,” Bobbitt’s early writings further asserted that schools and
charities “corrupt the streams of heredity which all admit are sufficiently turbid” (Bob-
bitt, 1909, p. 387). Social turbidity was the topic of the day in 1909 and the confluence
of science and racist ideology was well established in the minds of many as the key to
racial purity and subsequent societal betterment. In this article, which appeared in the
journal Pedagogical Seminary (edited by colleague G. Stanley Hall), Bobbitt was confident
that the problem of child training would be solved by limiting the right to procreate to
individuals of “sound sane parentage” since there was little to be done for the children
of “worm-eaten stock” (p. 385). In order to purge society of the unfit, Bobbitt proposed
the abolishment of the public school system, all charities, and any other public agency
that went out of its way to “preserve the weak and incapable” (p. 393). We will see that
Bobbitt later learned to tone down his rhetoric while the essential elements of his early
philosophy remained intact.

Curriculum theorists conceded, over the course of the following decade, that eradica-
tion and elimination of the unfit was both an unrealistic and increasingly unpalatable
goal. Bobbitt and others set about developing a theory of education that exerted social
control within these newly realized parameters. Regarded as perhaps one of the most
influential curriculum texts in American educational history, Bobbitt’s The Curriculum
(1918) defined curriculum in two ways:

1. It is the entire range of experiences, both undirected and directed, concerned in
unfolding the abilities of the individual; or

2. Itis the series of consciously directed training experiences that the schools use for
completing and perfecting the unfoldment. (p. 43)

In what I contend is a direct reference to his eugenic theoretical stance, Bobbitt (1918)
further stated that “education must be concerned with both [directed and undirected
training experience], even though it does not direct both” [italics added] (p. 43). In other
words, “undirected” experiences are those that are imbued by heredity, be they func-
tional ability or economic status.

Schools, according to Bobbitt’s curricular philosophy, should act as a societal hub for
organizing and sorting children according to their relative worth to society. In what was
to be a long relationship between business and industry and the field of education, Bob-
bitt developed a model of what he called scientific curriculum in order to exert control into
what he considered an “era of contentment with large, undefined purposes” (p. 41). “The
controlling purposes of education,” Bobbitt continued,
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have not been sufficiently particularized. We have aimed at a vague culture, an
ill-defined discipline, a nebulous harmonious development of the individual, an
indefinite moral character-building, an unparticularized social efficiency, or, often
enough nothing more than escape from a life of work. (p. 41)

We see that the sorting, testing, and tracking developed by eugenicists is rooted in the
melding of scientific efficiency with educational objectives. Bobbitt went on to extol the
great progress being made in the development of scientific method for “every important
aspect of education” along with the discovery of “accurate methods of measuring and
evaluating different types of educational processes,” so that educators might be better
equipped for “diagnosing specific situations, and of prescribing remedies” (p. 41).

We might be tempted to just stop here, so familiar is the ring of the proscriptions, so
clearly are they linked to the substance of “the nightmare that is the present” (Pinar,
2004, p. 5). To do so, however, would be to gaze at the window rather than seeking to
unfetter it. Bobbitt knew that it was within the curriculum that deep control would be
wrought. It is, he said, the “primordial factor” (p. 41). “The central theory is simple,”
Bobbitt explained, “human life, however varied, consists in the performance of specific
activities. Education that prepares for life is one that prepares definitely and adequately
for these specific activities. However numerous and diverse they may be for any social
class, they can be discovered” (p. 42). We know from Bobbitt’s 1909 writings, his mem-
bership in the America Eugenics Society (Selden, 1999), and the context of the times,
just how the inherent hierarchy of capabilities and future professions was determined.

To discover the “appropriate” education for “any special class,” Bobbitt believed,
required a close inspection of the “total range of habits, skills, abilities, forms of thought,
valuations, ambitions, etc., that its members need for the effective performance of their
vocational labors” (1918, p. 43). Bobbitt’s use of habits and proclivities as a tool to discover
appropriate education for members of various groups effectively brings together curricu-
lum form and function with dominant racial and class definitions of difference. The pos-
sibility that appropriate education could be discovered through measurable individual
markers rested on the presupposition that education was “established on the presump-
tion that human activities exist upon different levels of quality or efficiency” (Bobbitt,
1918, p. 48). Education had always functioned as a form of societal promise and progress,
only now education did so within the boundaries of an ideology that described learning
and ability in terms of race and class limitations. It was Bobbitt’s contention within the
confines of this definition, that “education should aim at the best” and “scientific inves-
tigations as to objectives should seek to discover the characteristics of only the best” (p.
50). Bobbitt was to get his wish in the form of testing.

We have seen that, for eugenicists, the great compromise (having reprioritized the
ultimate goal of racial cleansing) when it came to the institution of education was that
it direct students, according to their inherited lot, into the workplace. These end prod-
ucts, what have come to be known as curricular objectives, have proved to be one of the
most enduring legacies of scientific curriculum as it was originally conceived. Another
enduring element of Bobbitt’s curriculum theory was his ability to combine specificity
and ambiguity into a coherent whole. Perhaps reflecting the cultural perspective from
which eugenic ideology was derived, Bobbitt’s theory was simultaneously specific and
ambiguous. It is interesting to note that Bobbitt’s proscription for curriculum provided
specificity for practical and clearly desirable skills, but his theory was vague and ambigu-
ous where value issues were concerned (Kliebard, 1975/1997). Although Kliebard never
mentions eugenics specifically, he nevertheless felt suspicious enough to refer to Bob-
bitt’s combination of specificity and ambiguity as reflective of a “submerged ideology”
(p. 34).
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During the 1920s and 1930s, American youth in particular were subject to a satura-
tion of information from every facet of their lives. From the chapter on eugenics in high
school biology texts that recommended sterilization of the unfit, immigration restric-
tion, and a justification of racial segregation, to the Saturday night showing of The Black
Stork at the local movie house, young people were charged with carrying the nation to
a more eugenic future. Local newspapers heralded the winners of Fitter Family Contests
in which entrants submit their genealogical charts vying for a medal proclaiming “Yea,
I have a Goodly Heritage” (Selden 1999). How far have we come? To what extent does
ideological residue coat our own imaginings and filter the light that might be?

How We Might Proceed ... Achieving Escape Velocity

We are living in a dangerous historical moment when state repression is openly
being bartered for supposed security from enemies within and without.... A histori-
cal dialectic is beginning to unfold. A nascent social movement is building as the full
ideological and material force of the state and the avaricious goals of transnational
capital bear down on us. (Lipman, 2004, p. 189)

Confusion, hopelessness, and invective all characterize the current debate over human
agency, the role of the past, ideological transmission, and seemingly endless examples of
historical repetition. In light of the state of affairs outlined by Lipman above, the implica-
tions are grave for our nation’s schools. An investigation into these implications might be
approached from many angles; this one seeks to elucidate the role of a deeply embedded
racialized scientism which has long characterized American society. Tied to the natural
theology of secularism and its basic principals of human classification, inheritance, and
development, scientific racism, past and present, has been used to endorse progressive
pedagogic and disciplinary practices, and has operated to define and enforce access in
society.

Over 30 years ago, in Heightened Consciousness, Cultural Revolution, and Curriculum
Theory: The Proceedings of the Rochester Conference, edited by William Pinar (1974), Max-
ine Greene contemplated Freire’s notion of educational liberation as existing in acts of
cognition. Greene (1974) wondered “whether anything can be done in schools and what
curriculum ought to signify in a world so dominated by bureaucracies and inhuman
technological controls” (p. 69) and found that Freire’s phenomenological approach sug-
gested new vantage points. Curriculum ought to be conceived, Greene concluded, “in
terms of possibility of individuals, all kinds of individuals” (p. 69). What is interesting is
that here, at the birthplace of the reconceptualization, the focus was on the fact that the
curriculum was “increasingly structured by the schemata of those who think in terms of
behavioral objectives, achievement testing, and management capability” (p. 69).

Pinar argues that curriculum studies experiences a sharp shift during the 1990s to
a cultural studies orientation, a shift the abruptness of which may prove to be untimely
because a “disciplinary throughline” has yet to be articulated. Perhaps a preliminary
step to such an articulation consists in identifying the disciplinary throughline that has
irrevocably defined the American public sphere from the very beginning. The founda-
tion consists of a presumption of White supremacy in the decimation of native popula-
tions, and the relentless acquisition of land, along with a hierarchical and puritanical
paradigm for the formation of a new nation. Built upon this substrate, we might begin
the tracing with the contention of English physician and surgeon Charles White in 1799
who claimed that “on the basis of anatomical and physiological evidence...blacks are a
completely separate species, intermediate between Whites and apes” (quoted in Tucker,
1994, p. 10), a notion which Thomas Jefferson, lauded for his attempts to pass the “Bill
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for the More General Diffusion of Knowledge,” used to justify both slavery, and the exclu-
sion of non-Whites from his educational aims.

Fast forward though the next century where the disciplinary throughline is refined
and strengthened by the Civil War, the publication of Charles Darwin’s On the Origin of
Species by Means of Natural Selection, or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life,
the subsequent application of “survival of the fittest” mandate to social problems in the
form of social Darwinism, the coining of the term eugenics by Darwin’s cousin Sir Francis
Galton in 1883, and the development of the Progressive era at the turn of the century.
Now we are ready to identify the throughline as it has existed over the past century, pro-
viding the primary lines of demarcation for the system of education within which we, our
parents, grandparents, and children all have been educated.

Anticipating the rhetoric of “standards and accountability” in the 21st century, Charles
Davenport declared in 1911 that “the relation of eugenics to the vast efforts put forth to
ameliorate the condition of our people, especially in crowded cities, should not be for-
gotten” (p. 254). Davenport aptly reflects the deeply embedded ideological throughline
that has defined the public debate over education ever since:

Education is a fine thing and the hundreds of millions annually spent upon it in our
country are an excellent investment. But every teacher knows that the part he plays
in education is after all a small one...the expert teacher can do much with good
material; but his work is closely limited by the protoplasmic makeup—the inherent
traits of his pupils. (Davenport, 1911, p. 255)

How shall we debate, argue, and despair over the No Child Left Behind Act as an
unfunded mandate, as overreliant on standardized tests, and over the callous disregard
for the social inequalities? Perhaps we cannot do so. I suggest that to engage in the details
of the manifestation of an ideological throughline to which we are utterly opposed is
to have our strength sapped, our vision subsumed, our complicity masked. We already
know that the present historical moment is engaged in a systematic devaluing of every-
thing that is not tested, that the authority of official knowledge remains unchallenged
in the curriculum, and that broad, liberatory aims for schooling have yet to be realized.
What we are less clear about is why. The debate has not identified the core ofitself, and as
a result, liberals, progressives, conservatives, and traditionalists have too often blurred,
blended, and overlapped. Stephen Steinberg (1995) understands this, writing that

the enemy depends on the so-called liberal to put a kinder and gentler face on rac-
ism; to subdue the rage of the oppressed; to raise false hopes that change is immi-
nent; to moderate the demands for complete liberation; to divert protest; and to shift
the onus of responsibility...from powerful institutions that could make a difference
onto individuals who have been rendered powerless by those very institutions. (Stein-
berg, 1995, p. 135, quoted in Ordover, 2003, p. 131)

We are most dangerous, then, when we fail to look within. At the beginning of the
reconceptualization of curriculum studies, Greene (1974) wrote that a “person brought
to self awareness by means of dialogue, [and] made conscious of his own conscious-
ness...is likely to seek higher knowledge in the effort to organize his thinking and con-
stitute with his brothers and sisters a richer, more unified, less unjust world” (p. 82).
Pinar (2004), argues that “curriculum theory and the complicated conversation it sup-
ports seek the truth of the present state of affairs,” and our motive should be “erudition,
interdisciplinarity, intellectuality, self-reflexivity [we must envision] curriculum as com-



Eugenic Ideology and Historical Osmosis 155

plicated conversation [which] invites students to encounter themselves and the world
they inhabit through academic knowledge, popular culture, grounded in their own lived
experience” (p. 208). The disciplinary throughline has been articulated, by many, for a
long time. What it has not been is internalized, not intellectually, but really.

Notes

1. Tuse the term eugenics, and refer to eugenic ideology, with the understanding that eugenics was
but one of many iterations of hierarchical ideological mechanisms applied to human beings.
In the United States, examples include Great Chain of Being theory, craniometry, phrenol-
ogy, and social Darwinism, all of which were predecessors of eugenic ideology and served to
pave the way for its acceptance. Terminology for the current form of this race, gender, and
class way of thinking has yet to be established firmly in the literature, although I often refer
to it as racialized scientism.

2. Some contend that eugenics was supported by most scientists and social scientists up until
the 1960s (Lynn, 2001). The pervasiveness of support was clear, ranging as it did from
Nobel Prize winning scientists Herman Miller, Linus Pauling, Joshua Lederberg, and Wil-
liam Shockley to leading psychologists Edward Thorndike, Lewis Terman, and William
McDougall. Further establishing the legitimacy of eugenics for the public were a number of
prominent figures such as Charles Wilson, Irving Fisher, and David Starr Jordan, presidents
of Harvard, Yale, and Stanford Universities respectively, and finally, President Theodore
Roosevelt and Oliver Wendell Holmes, Associate Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court (Lynn,
2001).

3. This is outlined in my book and especially true of John Franklin Bobbitt, Granville Stanley
Hall, W. W. Charters, E. L. Thorndike, and generations of school administrators educated
in the science of efficiency by Elwood P. Cubberley.
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Suggested Reading Questions

1.

The author notes that the eugenics movement was not the work of merely funda-
mentalists and conservatives but also progressives and socialists. What are the impli-
cations of bodies of knowledge being remade to unmask unsettling histories and
highlight what Patti Lather terms “lovely knowledge?”

In what way is eugenics represented via contemporary practices of sorting, tracking,
and assigning work in public education?

Throughout history scholars such as Herrnstein and Murray have attempted to
explain differences in social circumstances by way of racial categorization. What are
the implications of explaining differences between races not in terms of subjugation
and domination but natural ability?

The author draws a relationship between the historical characterization of poor and
non-Aryans as unable to master objectives and the current Ruby Payne cultural defi-
cit approach to poverty. How might educators distinguish between forms of intel-
ligence unique to different social classes and urgent issues of scarcity most often
associated with the poor?

The author credits Thorndike with popularizing eugenics with teachers. What sort
of counterperspectives should be produced and circulated to make teachers aware
of the influence eugenics has had and does have on the shape of public education?



Response to Ann G. Winfield
The Visceral and the Intellectual
in Curriculum Past and Present

William H. Watkins

Introduction

My response to Dr. Winfield’s essay, “Eugenic Ideology and Historical Osmosis,” is both
visceral and intellectual. Visceral because I abhor eugenics and intellectual because I am
a teacher, activist, researcher, author, scholar, curriculum theorist, historian, and seeker
of truth. I will thusly address Winfield’s essay from different angles. As a respondent, I
prefer to be at odds with the author because it makes for spirited polemics; however, I
find little to quarrel about in this work. I have learned much from it. I encourage it and
offer commentary which I hope contributes to its growth and further politicization.

What My Professors Never Taught Me

Matriculating through a rigorous traditional quantitative oriented doctoral program, we
students were exposed to the conventional research literature. Our texts never revealed
the ideological, especially racial views of the early behavioral psychologists, psychome-
tricians, and curriculum theorists. Portrayed as the leading researchers and theorists
of their time, only later did I find that in the words of the old Bootsy Collins song, they
were “fakin da funk.”

It was obvious, even to the least sophisticated of us, that education and its subdisci-
pline, curriculum, sought elevation and recognition in the competitive barrel climb of
academia. We learned much about the scientific paradigm and its desirability. Statistical
design and measures of central tendency were central to our inquiry. We were always in
search of R-square. The “appeal to number” was the order of the day while ethnography
and qualitative research was discouraged.

As we students toiled in the vineyards of statistical sludge, the psychometricians, test-
ing and efficiency people were presented as the icons of measurement. We read and stud-
ied selected works of Edward Thorndike, G. Stanley Hall, Karl Pearson, Louis Terman,
David Sneeden, H. H. Goddard, Robert Yerkes, et al. Our organizational inquiry led us
to Frederick Taylor. We curriculum people overdosed on Franklin Bobbitt. We were told
that these fellas helped make our field scientific. Eugenics ideology was absent from our
inquiry. For critique and counterpoint, we read vintage Giroux (1979) who argued that
our field was misguided as it unnecessarily sought chevrons in the hierarchy of “scien-
tific” inquiry.

Setting the Stage: Toward Understanding Eugenics

Annie Winfield’s brilliant essay both informs and jolts us. She demonstrates that eugenic
ideology undergirds a large, even sweeping, spectrum of thought, left and right. In this
brief response, I will highlight several points that thundered through and true. Win-
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field’s book, Eugenics and Education in America: Institutionalized Racism and the Implications
of History, Ideology and Memory (2007), and this essay, built upon that work, help us stand
history on its feet. It is tonic for the intellectually undernourished.

The irreverent Winfield is not bound by convention or ideology. She speaks truth to
power and lets the chips fall where they may. I must add that Winfield remains firmly
within the curriculum discourses. My response will be both within and outside the lit-
erature of our field.

Eugenics remains very much with us. It gets recycled through academia every 20 years
or so and rears its ugly head in the mass media. We move from Shockley (1972) and
Jensen (1973) to Herrnstein and Murray (1994) to whoever is next. A letter to the edi-
tor in the Chicago Tribune (ca. 2005) explored why the murder rate in Chicago had not
dropped as it had done in New York City. The author concluded that New York’s more
liberal abortion laws 20 years ago had rid society of miscreants in the womb! The eugen-
ics train keeps on rolling down the track.

Eugenics arose in a particular era. It was the era of the economic frontier where ascen-
dant capitalism shaped social and intellectual life. People of color were the beasts of
burden. Race relations were a function of the evolving labor market. That laissez-faire
frontier has now given way to a techno-global, militarized, fierce, oligopolistic, and struc-
tured environment, yet eugenics theorizing remains with us.

Situating Eugenics: Winfield’s Gaze

The post-Renaissance world of European ascendance, exploration, and conquest
offered a platform for the eugenics movements. That period witnessed the naked and
brutal exploitation of people of color. Colonialism demanded that these people first
be explained then transformed. Were they pagans? Why didn’t they exploit their own
resources? How should they be guided and civilized? Anthropology and the emergent
social sciences arose in this context.

Winfield dramatizes the often misunderstood eugenics movement:

Human beings, hundreds of thousands of them, were victims of the eugenics move-
ment in the United States, either through forcible sterilization, antimiscegenation
laws, immigration restriction, or the sorting, testing, and tracking policies imple-
mented in schools across the country during the early decades of the 20th century
and since. The programs and policies of the eugenics movement, rooted as they
were in streams of intellectual history long preceding the 20th century, were evident
across the globe and were ultimately responsible for the Holocaust and other geno-
cidal events. (p. 144)

Next, Winfield connects eugenics to the positivism and scientism of the Western intel-
lectual tradition. She notes that Auguste Comte was a party of interest in the story. Comte
believed “the science of society...supplies the only logical scientific link by which all our
varied observations of phenomena can be brought into the consistent whole” (p. 144).
He was thus the father of positivism, which meant that the only authentic knowledge is
based on actual sense experience. Such knowledge can only come from affirmation of
theories through strict scientific method. Metaphysical speculation is avoided.

Extremely knowledgeable about the history of eugenics, Winfield tells us that our
understanding of this phenomenon is incomplete, to our peril. Politics and the selective
tradition are hard at work here. Not only is our knowledge incomplete, she insists, it has
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been affected by the purveyors of the official culture. She sets forth to inform us about
the knowledge that is missing.

Introduced to the field of hereditary determinism, we are acquainted with the father
of eugenics, Sir Francis Galton. Galton had a prolific intellect, and produced over 340
papers and books throughout his lifetime. He also created the statistical concept of cor-
relation and widely promoted regression toward the mean. He was the first to apply
statistical methods to the study of human differences and inheritance of intelligence,
and introduced the use of questionnaires and surveys for collecting data on human com-
munities, which he needed for genealogical and biographical works and for his anthro-
pometric studies. He was a pioneer in eugenics, coining the very term itself and the
phrase “nature versus nurture.” As an investigator of the human mind, he founded psy-
chometrics and was a respected scholar, anthropologist, explorer, and blood relative of
Charles Darwin. Believing in hereditary preeminence, he asserted that heredity deter-
mined mental ability.

These views were described in his book, Hereditary Genius (1869/1952). There he
showed, among other things, that the numbers of eminent relatives dropped off when
going from the first degree to the second degree relatives, and from the second degree
to the third. He took this as evidence of the inheritance of abilities. He also proposed
adoption studies, including transracial adoption studies, to separate out the effects of
heredity and environment.

He tabulated characteristics of their families, such as birth order and the occupation
and race of their parents. He attempted to discover whether their interest in science
was “innate” or due to the encouragement of others. Ongoing studies were published in
another work, English Men of Science: Their Nature and Nurture (1874), which illuminated,
but did not settle, the nature versus nurture question. His work provided interesting and
provocative data on the sociology of scientists of the time.

Galton recognized the limitations of his methods in these two works, and believed the
question could be better studied by comparison of twins. His method was to see if twins
who were similar at birth diverged in dissimilar environments, and whether twins dissim-
ilar at birth converged when reared in similar environments. He again used the method
of questionnaires to gather various sorts of data, which were tabulated and described in
a paper “The History of Twins” (1875). In so doing he anticipated the modern field of
behavior genetics, which relies heavily on twin studies. He concluded that the evidence
favored nature rather than nurture.

Galton invented the term eugenicsin 1883 as he set forth many of his observations and
conclusions in a book, Inquiries in Human Faculty and Its Development. He believed that
a scheme of “marks” for family merit should be defined, and early marriage between
families of high rank be encouraged by provision of monetary incentives. He pointed
out some of the tendencies in British society that he considered dysgenic, such as the late
marriages of eminent people, and the paucity of their children. He advocated encour-
aging eugenic marriages by supplying incentives for those able to have children. Win-
field informs us that eugenics was not simply a splinter movement inhabited by lunatics,
emergent fascists, and ne’er-do-wells. Rather, it was accepted in respected quarters. Its
theorems became a thread, even building block, running through the foundations of
accepted ideological and institutional life.

We are informed that “socialist” Karl Pearson, preeminent and influential mathe-
matician and progressive reformer Margaret Sanger were drawn to eugenics. A casual
student of social movements, I was unaware and intrigued by this apparent ideological
oxymoron. Winfield’s discussion here unintentionally ties to a larger body of inquiry cri-
tiquing America’s early 20th century left wing, especially socialist, practice. Scholars of
American radicalism, for example, those collaborating with William Z. Foster (1952), sug-
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gest American socialists were oddly and uniquely anticommunist and far removed from
the Bolshevism of Europe. Eugenic racism apparently found space to operate here.

Winfield further informs us that early 20th century America witnessed a pathologiza-
tion of people of color, those who lived in poverty, and a demonization of foreign peo-
ple. Those discourses quickly extended to criminals, the insane, drunks, and those with
birth defects. Classification schemes soon followed where labeling people as “idiots,”
“imbeciles,” and “morons” identified the unacceptable. Such schemes helped distinguish
the worthwhile from the worthless.

Winfield tells us that we haven’t known enough about the broad appeal of eugenics,
which ranges across both sides of the political terrain. Political science 101, we remem-
ber, teaches about the political spectrum. As charted, we learned that, in degrees, the
right favors laissez faire while the left welcomes the safety net. We are “consoled” that
a major negotiation between the two occurs. Public policy is presumably forged some-
where in the middle. Winfield asserts eugenic sentiment has influence throughout the
spectrum.

Eugenics, she argues has been one of the building blocks of our culture. As civil soci-
ety was forged in America, eugenics was woven into apartheid and progressivism alike.
Most damaging, eugenics has been a part of both the conservative and liberal reform
community. In other words, eugenics transcends the nation’s social life. Beyond its socio-
political and cultural manifestations, eugenics has been an important feature in the
shaping of our academic disciplines, especially the social sciences. Winfield posits that it
is entrenched in our intellectual tradition.

Defining Eugenics

Winfield proceeds to cull definitions of eugenics. Those definitions tell us that scientific
eugenics was multifaceted addressing both individual and societal issues. Beyond views
on individualism and fit, eugenicists and social Darwinists took up political objectives,
such as social control. Eugenicists were consumed with social engineering and spoke of
perfecting humanity. They found certain aspects of modern society threatening.

For all scientific racists, diversity and heterogeneity spelled trouble on two accounts.
First, they believed nature made the races antagonistic and a diverse society would inevi-
tably witness conflict. Second, they were obsessed with miscegenation. Examining the
views of Gobineau (1854/1967), the “Father of Racism,” I wrote (2001):

Gobineau’s theoretical racism was articulated in his magnum opus, entitled Essai
sur Uinégalité des races humaines, completed in 1854. In it, he wrote that the racial
question overshadowed all other issues in history. The inequality of races explained
all destinies. Of most significance to Gobineau was social decay, or social decline.
He rejected social decline as the product of excesses of misgovernment. Rather, he
insisted that it was the product of miscegenation between the races. He argued that
tribes were unable to remain pure and virile when the mixture of blood has been
introduced. (p. 26)

Winfield points to scientism as the justification, rationale, and shield of the move-
ment. The scientific revolution underlay intellectual life at the turn of the 20th century.
Social scientists spoke of the magic of number demanding that we quantify everything.

Patriots defined the scientific society as planned and gradual social change because
many feared America might experience the turmoil caused by unequal wealth in Europe.
Industrialists and efficiency people looked to Taylorism/Fordism to organize produc-
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tion. The brokers of culture hoped for a cohesive functioning society. Eugenics spoke to
their collective needs.

Public Education, Testing, and Eugenics

As Winfield deepened her inquiry, we might want to reflect on the context and state of
education in the early 20th century. Extensive change and growth occurred. Schools
were expanding rapidly. Increases in enrollment was evident. Even the now recovering
Southern states were committing increased funds to the endeavor. The concepts of mass
and compulsory schooling gained in popularity. A professional school bureaucracy was
taking shape (Tyack, 1974). Most importantly, the changing corporate—industrial labor
market demanded better educated workers and a clerical class to manage production.
The testing and measurement movement, initiated by Alfred Binet quickly became insti-
tutionalized in the U.S.

Intelligence came to be a defining rationale for the social order in the early 20th cen-
tury (Gonzalez, 1982). Tests of “intelligence” piloted on incoming soldiers found favor
and support from behavioral psychologists in the measurement-hungry environment of
public schools. Those in possession of knowledge were seen as more fit to manage the
social order. Intelligence replaced work as the essence of human capital. The organiza-
tion and leadership of society was to be placed in the hands of the intelligent. Intel-
ligence came to be associated with leadership, property ownership, and worth, and IQ
testing emerged as the “scientific” way of discerning intelligence. More importantly, IQ
tests provided the “proof” of human difference. Difference emerged as the central orga-
nizing rationale of capitalism and its system of public education in the United States for
all modernity. All could not, nor would not, achieve in the differentiated society.

Intelligence: Establishing the Concept of Difference

Democracy suggests universalism, more specifically, universal access where all can par-
take and participate. Presumably, schools will help us get there. Popular mythology holds
mass public education is designed to level society and create opportunity for all. Notions
of equalitarianism underlie the democratic agenda. Eugenicists, upholding democracy,
held that not all people were capable of achievement. Individual differences relegated
people to their “place” in the accessible society.

No discussion of eugenics and intelligence would be complete without including the
research and theorizing of Edward Thorndike, who with his students used “objective”
measurements of intelligence on human subjects as early as 1903. By the time the U.S.
entered World War I, Thorndike had developed methods for measuring a wide variety of
abilities and achievements. During the 1920s he developed a test of intelligence that con-
sisted of completion, arithmetic, vocabulary, and a directions test, known as the CAVD.
This instrument was intended to measure intellectual level on an absolute scale. The
logic underlying the test predicted elements of test design that eventually became the
foundation of modern intelligence tests.

Winfield quotes the celebrated work of Lawrence Cremin (1961) writing about
Thorndike’s influence, stating that “no aspect of public school teaching during the first
quarter of the twentieth century remained unaffected” (p. 150). She explores Thorndike’s
role in the Alpha and Beta tests administered to soldiers in World War I. Embraced by
school people, those tests forever defined assessment for students. Thorndike and col-
league Leta Hollingworth racialized intelligence. Their findings suggested people of
color were limited in intellectual performance.
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Thorndike’s book Individuality (1911) signaled the concretization of “differential psy-
chology” which was built upon hereditarian inheritance. This body of thought served as
justification for why some children achieved, others did not. Thorndike wrote:

The mental capacities of human beings at birth, or at conception, vary widely, proba-
bly as widely as their capacities to become tall or strong. Their original propensities or
proclivities, or emotional and temperamental tendencies vary, and perhaps as widely
as their facial contours or finger-prints. (cited in Clifford, 1968, pp. 314-315)

Thorndike became an adamant supporter of testing and measuring intelligence. His
views were widely supported by American eugenicists, racists, and Aryan theorists. Har-
vard psychologist Hugo Musterberg (1909) effectively articulated the hereditarian/dif-
ference implication for education:

We have brought the work of education under one formula. This is not meant to indi-
cate that education should be uniform. Everybody ought to be made willing and able
to realize ideal values, but everybody is called to do it in his own way. The child who
comes from the slums, the child who never saw a green meadow, and the child who
never saw a paved street, cannot be educated after a uniform pattern. The education
of the boy cannot be the education of the girl, the education of the intelligent child
must differ from that of the slow-minded child.... Yet still more important are the
differences between the individual tasks which the life after school will put before
the individuals. To make the child willing and able to realize ideal values, means
also to secure the subtlest adjustment to these later differences. The laborer and the
farmer, the banker and the doctor all must help in building up the realm of values.
But they are equally prepared for it only if they are prepared for it in very different
ways. (cited in Gonzalez, 1982, p. 142)

Winfield correctly ascertains that the now “scientific” notion of difference would be
exploited. H. H. Goddard, through his popular book The Kallikak Family (1912), relied on
difference theory and he further joined intelligence to the eugenics idea. We learn that
it was Goddard who revised Binet’s initial test and advanced mental-age classifications
such as moron and idiot. He also wrote of the inferiority of southern and eastern Euro-
peans. His ideas foreshadow a century of eugenicist thinking on intelligence and race.

Re-W(r)ighting the Story

Getting to the heart of the matter, Winfield not only explores the perpetrators of eugen-
ics, she also calls attention to the gratuitous omissions they have been granted in the
literature. Winfield spotlights previous historiographies of the unfolding of public edu-
cation. She inserts the missing eugenicist component. She writes:

Although educational historians (Curti 1935/1959; Kliebard, 1975/1997, 1986,/1995;
Tyack, 1974) have focused much of their attention on the influence of psycholo-
gists G. Stanley Hall and Edward Thorndike, somehow they have managed to omit
the profound degree to which both were steeped in eugenic ideology. The prolific
careers of both men are well documented; Hall published 350 papers and 14 books
and Thorndike published an equivalent number of papers and over 30 books. (Curti,
1935/1959, p. 16)
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Turning from the psychologists, Winfield narrows her gaze to the educational, and
especially, curriculum theorists who built on the eugenicist idea. Franklin Bobbitt is
central to her inquiry. Winfield’s central objective in this work is to illustrate the role of
eugenics in curriculum theory and public education. By virtue of his position, Franklin
Bobbitt is the quintessential and obvious study. Bobbitt’s views were evident prior to
the publishing of his opus, The Curriculum (1918). Winfield reviews his article “Practical
Eugenics” (1909). She writes:

Bobbitt shared the view common among eugenicists and social Darwinists before
them that social policy should seek to remove the protective characteristics of civi-
lized society and allow the forces of nature to take its course in sorting human worth.
Claiming that “our schools and charities supply crutches to the weak in mind and
morals....” (p. 151)

Summarizing another article from the journal Pedagogical Seminary (1909), Winfield
notes that Bobbitt addressed child rearing. He advocated that only selected people be
allowed to parent otherwise little could be done for the children of the unfit. Concerned
that the evolving societal safety net was shielding the weak and incapable, he called for
the abolishment of public schooling and charities.

Later reconciled to public schooling, Bobbitt offered direction and theorizing about
curriculum and instruction in an environment where achievement was viewed as a func-
tion of race and social class. Winfield notes that his definition of curriculum includes
notions of perfecting. Moreover, she argues, Bobbitt’s scientific curriculum is an amal-
gam of testing, measurement dogma, Taylorism, and hereditarianism. She concludes
Bobbitt envisioned schools as instruments for sorting, testing, and tracking. Bobbitt is
illustrative of an important shift of emphasis in eugenics theorizing from breeding to
sorting. Bobbitt’s historical reputation as a respected curriculum theorist is irrefutable.

Eugenics, Neoliberalism, Crisis, and the Future

In the end, Winfield is overwhelmed yet clear. She writes:

Confusion, hopelessness, and invective all characterize the current debate over
human agency, the role of the past, ideological transmission and seemingly endless
examples of historical repetition. (p. 153)

Mass education is a noble, and perhaps, sacred endeavor, yet even efforts at school
reform are guided and co-opted by the forces of the past. Today’s liberals hope schools
can create and guarantee access. Schools should give voice and hope to the voiceless
and hopeless. Winfield is pained to note that although the larger sociopolitical culture
embraces democratic views of schooling that culture remains tainted with hereditarian-
ism and intellectual racism. Nowhere does escape seem possible. Even liberal and pro-
gressive reformers are trapped by the scourge of the past.

If egalitarian ideas and learned people cannot redress inequity, who or what can? We
seem hopelessly mired in a history that foreshadows and governs the present to repeat
the past. The totalizing presence of No Child Left Behind evidences the repetition and
resilience of our inherited views.

Daunted but not defeated, Winfield looks for avenues of hope and change. She finds
encouragement among conscious educators and curricularists not imprisoned by the
past. She notes the presence of Maxine Greene, the influence of Paulo Freire, and Wil-
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liam Pinar’s reconceptualization movement as examples of “vantage points” for enlight-
ened thinking.

Venturing beyond Winfield’s work, I would like to raise questions that politicize White
supremacy and eugenics in the new era. What is the new era? For me, the new era is the
techno-global revolution which is replacing the industrial era that replaced agrarian
society. The “chip” has led to digitization which has transformed, even re-created the
labor market, commodity production, information management, education, communi-
cations, the arts and governance. Our cities, our jobs, our laws, our pensions, our educa-
tional structures, and fundamental aspects of our lives and culture are unrecognizable
from a few years ago.

Following a period of unprecedented prosperity in the late 20th century, all is not
well in the new order. Capitalism is in free fall. At this writing, recessionary trends are
joined by seemingly endless war. Deindustrialization and the destruction of the safety
net thrusts millions into uncertainty and unspeakable poverty. The erosion of the mid-
dle class is euphemistic for the pauperization of large numbers of White people. Hence,
race relations are recast. The new economics and politics demand new examinations.
We are in uncharted waters. The workings of the new economy are uncertain. Driven by
capitalist accumulation, perhaps the biggest changes have occurred in economics and
politics. Neoliberalism and neoconservatism (Harvey, 2005; Hoogvelt, 1997) have taken
effect. The call to market economics is eliminating the “public.” No more public aid,
public housing, public medicine—even public schooling is in jeopardy.

Like the economy, the politics of the nation are blurry. Old ideologies and alliances
have morphed. Former protectors of the safety net now support the call to the market.
Civil politics has given way to stolen elections, authoritarianism, and the resurgence of
an imperial mentality. Militarism, private armies, illegal and brutal conquest of foreign
lands is now the order of the day.

Always complex, race issues must be totally reexamined. Race and the economy are,
and have always been, wedded. In times of plenty, prosperity, and civility race do not
seem to attract the same attention and acrimony. In times of recession and austerity, race
somehow finds its way back into public discourse.

The racial base of the ruling order is White. Like any hegemonic group, they hope
to protect their base if possible. We might question if the new concentrations of wealth
and changing labor market allows the White working class to retain its privileges. The
inevitable question is what to do with the new pariahs, mostly Black and Brown; however,
they are now joined by others who while Whites are losing their privileges.

The race issue has once again expeditiously found its way back into the headlines.
From the Jena 6 to the presidential election to everyday practices in local communities,
race is on the agenda. The mass media is giving urban racial violence extensive cover-
age. All disputes are now identified as gang related. People of color, especially youth, are
being demonized and depicted as unfit for civilized society. Their very presence is now
presented as a problem. The rapid expansion of White poverty hardly attracts a bleep
in the news. It might be argued that the ruling order would rather “raise” race than the
more threatening and volatile issues of the inequities of capitalism.

The continued racialization of public schooling and school reform are raised by Win-
field, then, comes at the right time. School restructuring is wedded to gentrification and
greatly impacts those living at the margins of society. Already experiencing drop-out
rates hovering around 40%, proposed privatization and restructuring will likely leave
inner city schools dangling in uncertainty and inferiority. Many cities will undoubtedly
experience large populations of deschooled people. Winfield tells us we must look to the
past to know our future.
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Eugenicists have and will continue to address and assess the new social and economic
order. As equal opportunity fhaters, they will find people of color genetically inferior as
well as Whites, “morons,” and “imbeciles.” Avoiding the realities of political economy,
they will likely defend the social order while renouncing those who do not succeed in
it.

We can only speculate how repressive and authoritarian the new order might become.
In the worst case scenario, the genocides and cases of ethnic cleansing practiced on
other people might be a dress rehearsal for what is to come in the U.S. All of the prereq-
uisites are already in place. The country’s history of slavery, cruelty, legal executions, and
present-day torture has both prepared and desensitized people to state violence.

The current interest in genetic engineering is of equal concern. The leap from geneti-
cally constructed fruits and meats to human beings is already underway. The quest for
perfect people is juxtaposed to the savagery of demonized people in our midst.

In America we don’t talk about removal and partition practices; however, they enjoy
increasing popularity while demonstrating a eugenic twist. Most egregious is the prison
industrial complex where now over 2,000,000 people languish. Little to no effort is
invested in rehabilitation. Immigration alarmists tell us there are 12 million undocu-
mented people residing in the U.S. alone. The call for deportation and elimination has
become strident. Finally, as a student of history and world traveler, I have read about and
seen the great walls of China and Turkey; however, I thought “walls” were a relic of the
past. Here we are in the 21st century and walls are being erected at the Rio Grande and
the Gaza Strip. Enough said!

Appearing as lunacy to some, eugenics endures. Proponents hold they are part of
nature’s master plan where the weak and unfit are weeded out. Their claim is to the
purity of science. They embrace “remedy.” Eugenicists argue the racial struggle makes
society stronger. Civilization is improved by being rid of its dead weight. They want the
country to breed true.

We are left with sweeping issues and questions to ponder. The ultimate question
eugenics raises is about human life. How much is a human life worth? Is human life los-
ing value in the new order? Finally, will the repetition of history allow eugenic remedies
to find favor in the new social order? Winfield helps us know what questions we need to
ask.
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Technology, Nature, and the Body






8 Understanding Curriculum Studies
in the Space of Technological Flow

Karen Ferneding

Chapter Overview

This chapter addresses the next moment in curriculum studies with a focus on the flow of
knowledge production or the need for curriculum scholars specifically and educators in
general to address the nature of humanity’s relationship to its technological inventions.
She explains that via technics that are manifested today as complex networks of techno-
science, postmodern humanity becomes more seduced by technology’s force. This is like
the role of a magician’s apprentice, the author explains, who becomes consumed by the
power of cybermatic alchemy and endeavors to transform the raw materials of nature into
simulacrum. This author suggests technology has become humanity’s quest for salvation
and accordingly humanity that once created technological inventions becomes its servant.
To counter this phenomenon, the author turns toward two concepts—transepochal state
and historical rupture—to describe a pivotal historical moment in knowledge produc-
tion that involves issues like global warming and environmental degradation. The author
emphasizes that educators must turn from their focus upon the instrumental and the
givenness of that which exists toward the creative potential of the inner self, studies of the
dialectic between self and society, and a spiritual-ethical foundation for stewardship and
compassion.

Being Within and of the Flow

Change is a fundamental principle of human reality. Confucius, standing on the edge
of a river is said to have stated: “Everything flows on and on like a river, without pause,
day and night.” His observation expresses how the nature of reality is characterized by
the flow of change. Change, as noted by the ancient Chinese text, I Ching, signifies the
mystery, the essence of all that exists. Within Taoism, the yin and yang forces dance a
continuum of dialectic flow.

While coming into being within the flow in what is known as the 20th century, I awoke
to the image of the atomic bomb. I peered at its unfathomable power crouched beneath
a desk in a classroom with small windows reflecting the absolute grayness of a winter sky.
Today, the image still haunts me, and its reality marked the beginning of a lifelong quest
to understand the nature of humanity’s relationship to its technological inventions. To
me, its essence symbolizes the implosion of change, control, ir/rationality, and transcen-
dence. It is my humble observation that humanity’s relationship to the flow, via the ir/
rationality of technoscience, is not so much to experience or understand, but rather to
control.

Even so, our experience of change within the flow of time is related to our ontology,
the nature of our beingness in time. We are Heidegger’s Dasein, thrown into a specific
historical matrix of time and space manifested as a unique consciousness. However, for
human beings, the flow is demarcated by the immanent. The fact remains that we are
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beings of consciousness—a consciousness of our own mortality. Indeed, it could be said
that culture exists as an expression of imagination and language to mask our profound
fear—a grand design of our “denial of death” (Becker, 1973). Also, in his book Escape
from Evil, Ernest Becker (1975) explains that the social need for the King to act as hero,
the quest of heroism—the wars, plundering, and conquest—is akin to demonstrating the
favor of the gods, the destiny of the right of the ruler to wield the greatest and absolute
power over fate and men—and, ultimately, nature. To wage war, a quest of an inevitable
bloodbath, is to engage death, and thus embody the power of the gods.

At the base of the human psyche regarding all this drama is the caus: su: project—
being a god unto oneself—and its ensuing guilt for existence/beingness itself. How does
one live this game of beingness, of conscious existence, but not knowing why, especially
if one has to die? What is the point? And so, meaninglessness hides in the shadows of the
psyche as the true enemy that stirs our deepest fears.

Sophocles’ Oedipus indicates the depth of our mysterious beginnings—nature (no
time) and humanity (temporality), prophesy, fate, destiny, and human freedom. The
symbolic power of the Oedipus narrative arises from nonrationality; its origin unknown
as the origin of nature herself. Indeed, Freud’s psychological theory related to the phal-
lus is central to Western societies’ conceptualization of the human psyche and illustrates
the mysterious symbolic power of possibility and inevitability, of hope and fear, wrapped
up in one upright symbol of human power and powerlessness. But, ultimately, the phal-
lus seems no match against the depth of our guilt and fear. Thus, our “will to control”
(will to power) exists as a salve for the psyche; culture being one manifestation, technics
another. And one might consider the meaning of the collapse of their distinction as in
the case of the present condition of “technoculture.”

Technics as Salve/ation

A particular image from Fritz Lang’s 1936 film Metropolis depicts the main character,
dressed in workman’s clothing, desperate to stop a huge clock that automates an immense
and cavernous industrial machine. The image illustrates the nature of being within mech-
anized time. Within industrialization one can no longer live time as an eternal flow, but
rather service it as artifice, a cybernetic system of control. The image shows the character
literally struggling with machinic power manifested as reified time and thus signifies
how humanity, striving to capture and conquer time, is in fact attempting to transcend
it. For example, in his book, The Religion of Technology, David Noble (1997) explains how,
historically, Western societies’ relationship with technology arises from humanity’s quest
for transcendence and salvation. Technology obviously gives expression to production,
invention, and science. However, it also operates at the level of mythos, a religion in his
words, that in fact is the expression of the causi sui project. The aim of the caus: sui project
is to undo humanity’s fall from grace and restore Eden on earth. This calculated destiny
to create a prelapsarian state of perfection, achieved via the acquisition of scientific and
technological knowledge, shall cleanse the past sin of disobedience—which means that
anything that expresses the feminine shall not inspire the New Eden.

Indeed, Noble’s thesis indicates that since woman signifies the essence of nature her-
self, and woman has been alleged to be the cause of the downfall, nature is also not
to be trusted. Rather, like women in general, she is to be used. This rather utilitarian
approach, whose origins are found in ancient agrarian-based systems of social organiza-
tion (Becker, 1973; Eisler, 1995), generated a “dominator model” of culture (Eisler, 1995,
2000). Such a condition manifested at the dawn of the Middle Ages and by the period of
early industrialization indicates a state of separation from nature, a position of objectifi-



Understanding Curriculum Studies in the Space of Technological Flow 173

cation that is also the basis of scientific thinking and what we have come to understand
as the historical condition of modernity. Its particular rationality, what Herbert Marcuse
(1964) describes as “instrumental rationalism,” exists within Western/ized societies as
an unconscious commonsense way of knowing regarding technology and nature. Instru-
mental rationality, as practiced via science, expresses the ideology of progress as truth
(Lyotard, 1984). Therefore, to question the tenets of the “religion of technology” is to
engage in blasphemy.

But I learned that there are those who dare to engage in such questioning. For exam-
ple, in her 1962 book, The Silent Spring, Rachel Carson, a marine biologist, reported on
the negative environmental effects of DDT and other pesticides. Her book was a harbin-
ger of the present crisis in global environmental degradation. During a 1963 interview
she stated:

We still talk in terms of conquest. We still haven’t become mature enough to think of
ourselves as only a tiny part of a vast and incredible universe. Man’s attitude toward
nature is today critically important simply because we have now acquired a fateful
power to alter and destroy nature. But man is a part of nature, and his war against
nature is inevitably a war against himself.

And it was significant to me that such a controversial book was written by a woman;
the very reason why it was dismissed by some. In a rather cautious manner, the author
described how thoughtless industrialization was destroying the natural habitat upon
which life exists.

However difficult it was to imagine that humanity was engaged in the practice of un/
conscious self-destruction, as with the image of the Bomb—the quintessential weapon
of mass destruction—the notion of pollution became naturalized as the state of affairs
within 20th century living. It seemed ironic to me that while satellite technology gave
us a dramatic and awe-inspiring view of our beautiful planet, Ohio’s Cuyahoga River, so
filled with industrial pollutants, was literally on fire. One can only wonder if Confucius
had stood before this river, what manner of inspiration it may have elicited from the wise
old sage.

Ways of Knowing Technological Flow

To say that change can be manifested by technological innovation is to state the obvi-
ous. And, in this case, it is significant to remind ourselves that the obvious is often over-
looked. Technoculture, a term used to describe the melding of the technological and social
spheres, indicates the state of postmodern reality. However, even though we live within
and of technological systems, rarely do we consider them as shaping forces. Rather, we
understand all technologies and technological systems, no matter their complexity, as
mere tools that are completely under our control and which are the means to the end of
greater efficiency. This is the story of Western progress and capital.

As theorized by Heidegger (1977), this rather instrumental position regarding tech-
nics is correct but is not true, for it tells only half of the story. Technology and tech-
nological systems indeed exist as tools but such tools are not neutral or without bias.
Technological innovations operationalize human intention and are related to the pro-
duction of knowledge and thus power (Foucault, 1980). For example, like its predecessor
the railroad, information and computer technologies (ICT) exist as a physical infra-
structure but transport digital electronic data streams instantaneously, making terres-
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trial space superfluous. In fact, the acceleration of time via ICT is directly related to the
deterriorializing of space.

Therefore, within our postmodern moment the characteristic of instantaneity dem-
onstrated by ICT processing indicates that the delay inherent in the experience of cause
and effect has collapsed, and what in effect exists is the realm of premonition. And so it
seems that the flowing river that inspired Confucius has become a virtual stream of elec-
tronic digital pulses. We no longer witness the flow of time and beingness via the reality
of nature that inspires metaphoric wisdom. Rather, via technics, we have actualized the
metaphor and imagine that we are also the keepers of the virtual river’s flow.

But things are in fact even more complex. In the essay, The Question Concerning Tech-
nology, Martin Heidegger (1977) explains that technology, “is no mere means, it is a way
of revealing.” In fact, technology’s essence or beingness is not only a way of revealing
(episteme), but also a process that is essentially poetic (poiesis) (p. 12). Moreover, technol-
ogy manifests within a realm where “revealing and unconcealment take place, where
aletheia, truth happens” (p. 13).

Heidegger is inviting us to understand technology as part of the sacred, the mystery.
However, our relationship to technology is quite the contrary. We do not have the lan-
guage or paradigmatic framework to conceive technology as possessing an essence. In
contrast, the scientific paradigm and loss of a sense of the sacred with regards to nature
has created a relationship that Heidegger describes as gestell or “enframement,” a condi-
tion thatis similar to Herbert Marcuse’s “instrumental rationalism.” According to Heide-
gger, because of the condition of enframement, all that we create via technique becomes
“Standing Reserve,” an essentially utilitarian position.

Enframement is not just a condition, it is a destiny, and thus indicates technology’s
reflexive nature. While other possibilities exist, the particular destiny of enframement is
essentially one of hubris. As nature becomes transmogrified into standing reserve, so is
humanity. Ironically, humanity cannot encounter itself, its own essence, while living this
destiny. This is so because, while engaged in the condition of enframement, humanity’s
existence is not connected to poiesis, but rather to the maintenance of the condition of
enframement itself.