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.ntroduction

During the mid 1970s I began teaching a graduate course in curriculum.
{ inherited the title, “Principles of Curriculum Making,” from the program
:atalog and decided that it wadn't so bad. At least it didn’t have the
technocratic metaphaor of “design” or “development” attached toit. In those
days | was extremely bothered by the way in which the language in the
curriculum ficld was being construed. Educators discussed cumricolum as if
they were talking about construction projects. My own internal disposition
would not allow me to buy inta that Tyler approach, especially in the
curriculum for my own class, and yet this was the prevailing thoughl in the
ficld at that time. So ] followed my intuitive scnsibilitics and planned
opportunitics to “encounter” leaming. | tricd to get people intimatcly
involved in their own leaming and with the lcarning of others. As the
classroom cvents unfolded, participants were able to feel the nuance of
conflictand dissonance as partof the intcllectual process. 1counted on this for
partofthe expericnce. There were “planncd scenarias™ and “improvisational
scenarios” as well as theoretic discussions, from tlime to lime, about the
mcaning of the events. There were no stated learning objectives. 1 was not
telling students ahead of time what they should Icarnand why, (a cardinal sin
in the traditional curriculum thinking of the day). I belicved thateducational
encounters are involvements where the events are charged with meaning,
where action is given meaning by being part of larger action, and where
knowledge exists as it is being produced and recorded at once. In those carly
years many students were frustrated at first but by the time the semester
ended they would often say, “This is the most exciting experience I've had in
graduate school. 1don’t exactly know why, but itis.” A few studcnts went
away angry because E never really told them directly what to learn, and they
felt they hadn’tlcamed very muchbecausc their frusiration level was so high.
[ hated that part. But the more I read of the curriculum writings, the more
frustralingit was for me. Therescemed to be no language tohelpunderstand
what the nature of the dissonance was. 1 finally read Pinar's’(1975) Curricu-
I Theorizing: The Reconcepiualists. In the preface, Pinar estimaied that only
three to five percent of university and college professors of curricilum
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associated themselves with the reconceplualist viewpaint, whose work drew
from the humanities ficlds, in particular, histary, philosophy, and literary
criticism. | wasn’t happy tofind myselfin the three to five percent group, but
it helped toexplain the source of my frustration. Pinar'sbook also helped me
to get in touch with the source of my internal orientation toward the fiekd of
curriculum. Until then | was finding more insight about curriculum by
reading outside the ficld itself.

Anarticleby Layzer(1975) helped me putintoperspective the grumblings
that | was experiencing. I realized that my deep internal structure (and
consequently the structure of the curriculum that t represented in class) was
different from the traditional Tyleresque structure of curriculum. Many
called it “unstructured” but I knew it was a different structure. 1 wrote anin-
class document in order to help students understand the nature of the
dissonance between two basically different (and irreconcilable) structures in
curriculum. In the writing I decided to use the contract as a metaphor to
indicatethat thereisatacitand quitebinding “agreement” thatismade when
people conte together to learn in a classroom sctting. 1 attempted to capture
the nature of thecontractitscif asthe essence of the metaphoric structure. The
intent of the document was to provoke an understanding of the basis of
curriculum structures and to function as a heuristic vehicle for curticutum
discourse.

An abbreviated form of the classroom docsiment follows:

THE CLOSED AND OPEN CONTRACT:
TWO IRRECONCILABLE STRUCTURES IN CURRICULUM
(ABBREVIATED)

“Contract as Metaphor for the Structure of Curriculum”

A contract is ofien defined as “an agreement between two or more
participants for the doing or not doing of something specific.” When astudent
registersfor acoursethismightbeconsidered as his/ her contractina very real
sense. The advisor, acting for the institution, signs the registration form
thereby agreeing to enter the leamer into a special kind of commitment with
a teacher. The metaphoric notion of “contract” has several explicit and
implicit dimensions. However, “contract” docs scem toimply rational, lcgal
authority which assumes a special relationship between (or among) the
participants. Inthe lcgal sense, the patticsarc the student and the institution.
In an educational scnsc, the commitment embodicd in the rclationshipof the
teacher and leamer is a primary focus of the contract. More important: the
notion of contracl provides the figurative expression for helping us undcr-
stand the structureof the curviculum experience within educational scenarios.
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The Teacher and Learner: Actors in an Educational Scenario

The teacher and learner are involved in a unique experience where
educators can shape the involvements where cvents have special meanings
and where aclions are significant because they are part of a larger action,
Schooling implies that all participants “encounler” learning in contrived
ways. Tradition as well as technique guide the action, and nonrational forces
suchas faithand caring are asimportant asappropriatcbehavioralintervention
methods and materials for the success of the encounters.  The teaching/
learning relationship has explicit and implicit assumptions concerning its
nature and complexity. Unfortunately these assumptions are fragmented,
traces of which are found within the following context:

1. explicit (public) information, often called the artifacts of curriculum.
(course descriptions, lessan plans, materials, texts, etc.);

2. implicit (private) sources, often informal evidence and testimony
from other students and tcachers, infercnce from actions and
products, ctc.;

3. falklore and mythology, those preconceptions of what the essence
of teaching and learning is and cught to be (both descriptive and
normative).

Rarcly are these assumptions brought together in any ordersly way.

The Teaching/Learning Contract

A teaching/learning contract providesa way tothink aboutanagreement
between the teacher(s) and learner(s) as actors in an educational experience.
The contract embodics those explidt and implicit assumplions about the
nature of the agreement as well as the kind of involvements during thelifc of
thecontract. Thecontractalsoimpliesanevaluative dimension.. .thatis, some
legitimate ways to determine the educational value of the experience as well
as the merit of the leaming jtself.

By differentiating two types of contracts, we can begin to understand the
inherenty differentstructure in educational scenarios (curriculum). Thetwo
structural types are described here as the Closed Contract and the Open
Contract. Both are necessary to understand as basic to educational goals.

A Closed Contract

Theclosed contract is an initial arrangement which sets forth the expec-
lations by stating specific learning outcomes (which are generally described
as obscrvable and measurcable). The contract often makes public what is to
be learned, how it will be learned, and how it will be evaluated.
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2. mcanings- the significance that the lcarner derives from being
involved in the situation through reflective inquiry. (Idcas, con-
cepts, Insights, substantive theories that the lecarner construes.) Itis
imporiant o include the teacher as learner here.

In anopen contract, the participants are contracting for “involvement” in
aplannedscenario and a commitment loreflectiveinquiry as the resultsof the

involvement.
It may be uscful to make another distinction—that is, to differentiate

“opportunitics” from “objectives.” The “opportunitics” (and potential
meanings) of the learner may or may not be the stated “objectives” of the
teacher in the educational experience. Likewise “observable behaviors” may

or may not bea symptom of what is going on inside the Jearner.

Negotiation

To extend the concept of “contract” as a metaphor for the structure of
curriculum, I would like to suggest that negotiation is the discourse between
the teacher and learncer in regard to the specificity of the agreements. Since
much of this is implicit, it would sccmn that one way to help understand the
naturc of the contract is through language and dialogue. As the parties
involved begin to sce the opportunities and are able to discuss the potential
results, their assumptlions and expectations can become more explicit as the

events are played out in the expericnces.

Evaluation

In the closed contract after one delermines what is reasonable to expect
from any imperfect system, one goes about measuring to what extent the
learning outcomes (which were predicted) have aclually been met. For the
most part, the closed contract does not account for unpredicted outcomesin
the methods of evaluating. It is assumed that the teacher and learner are
accountable only for theose outcomes which were specified at the beginning
of the contracl and that thcy can objectively be measured by previously
determined criteria.

In the open contract it is assumed that the teacher and learner both will
generate meanings (ideas, insights, skills) as a result of the involvement.
These must be manifcst in tangible ways as data (text) which can be used as
evidence that certain learnings have happened. Thedata may reflectdescrip-
tions and interpretations of the leaming situation, and both the teacher and
thelcarncr, based on the evidence presented, can make a careful judgmentas
tothequalily of theevidence presented. Since thescare emerging conditions,
it is difficult to specify the meanings before the contract begins, but the
participants can agrec on the nature of the evidence, the ways it will be

presenied and the subsequent judgments.
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Conclusion
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@ 15). My knowlodge abomt cursiculum structure was tooted in my class-
room experiences and rovuired a “form of representation’ which was not
available to me directly in the curriculum literature. (Eisncr reminds us that
forms of representation only depict a small portion of what we can know
about the experience. In doingso, they limit whatwecan seck.) Searching for
new formsof representation, espedally in thefigurativelanguageofmetaphor,
entiches our abiltly to think aboutcurriculum. Itscemstome that this should
be one of the fitndamental bases for curriculum inquiry and practice.
We arc no longer the three to five percent group!
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