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ABSTRACT

In this article, interrelationships among curriculum,
sion are explored from a Ppostmodernist perspective. The re
not been explored adequately. Educators who have addresse
and scope. This article will not resolve this conflict, but wil

haps controversial perspective,

instruction, teaching, learning, administration, and supervi-

lationships among these fundamental educational ideas have
d these interrelationships have differed in definitions, nature,

I explore these relationships and present a different and per-

conceptual formulations on the premise that our

society is beset by a plethora of challenging, if
fot onerous, conditions that have devastated human-
kind (Bowers, 1993). Despite numerous technological
advancements in the 20th century, modemity has wit-
nessed unfathomable atrocities, increasing levels of
poverty, starvation, drug abuse, illiteracy, ethnic vio-
kence, alarming ecological destruction, and the persis-
tence of inequalities, injustices, and lack of opportu-
nities for many Americans (Apple, 1985). For the
Postmodernist person, a sense of despair, cynicism,
ontological confusion, meaninglessness, and disen-
chantment prevails, Yer, despite this pessimistic out-
look, opportunities and hope continue (Starrat, 1993),
Recognizing the fact that quick and casy solutions are
impossible, the postonadenmn person understands thay
cducaion s stull the key to enlightenmen (Elkind,
IVUARE

Postmodemist literature rests its theoretical and

The prevalence of bureaucracy, however, con-
tinues to plague public schooling and limit opportuni-
ties for self-expression {Warner, 1994). A fundamen-
tal issue since the late 19¢h century has been an at-
tempt to find a balance between order Or organization
and freedom or individuality. According' to Dewey,
the problem of education is the “harmonizing of indi-
vidual traits with social ends and values” (Mayhew &
Edwards, 1965, p. 465). In other words, how can we
accentuate individuality and at the same time maintain
bureaucracy? Different generations have sought dif-
ferent solutions to this problem. Still, the result has
remained the same; that is, the dominance of bureauc-
racy over individual autonomy.

A postmodernist critique, in part, attempts to
combat the forces of dehumanization, bureaucricy,
and inauthenticity (Slattery, 1995). Possibilitics
abound for people to discover and actualize them-
selves as individuals despite bureaucratic constraints
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dence the fact that “education,” etymologica!ly, is
derived from the Latin word “educare”_tg draw out or

Within thig Ccontext, Rogers® (1969) discussion of
self-actualization, a central concept in humanistic psy-
chology as wej as in Maslow’s needs hierarchy, finds
relevance apg urgency. Car| Rogers, among the mogt
influentia] of humanist Psychologists, believed that aj)
humans strive for achieving worth, self-efﬁcacy,
dignity, autonomy, and self-actualization, If self-
actualization is the Process or act of becoming oneself,
of developing one’s potentialities, of achieving an
awareness of ope’s identity, of self-ﬁ:lﬁllment, then
education ang teaching must focys on the process of
“becoming.” Self-actualization is not a state, but a
process of growth—of becoming,

As educators, we must affirm the possibilities for
human grows, and understanding, Education embog-
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ies growth ang possibility, while teachers transjate
these ideals into actiop by inspiring young minds,

consciousness, the emphasis on human vajye and re-

tessential goals (Kohl, 1984),
Postmodernism challenges us t0 reconceptualize
our taken-for-granted modemn notionsg about educating
merely through the extensive use of behaviora) objec-
tives, predetermined outcomes, ang prescribed ng-
tional standards. Education, from 4 postmodern view-
point, becomes More than a procegs of accumulating
bits of knowledges here and there, from time to time,

enduring vajyes (Hare, 1993). Our teacher candidates
are  Hunterized, Canterized, Johnsonized, and
Bloomed. For the postmodernist, teachers muyst never
forget their ultimate motjye to inspire a sepge of car.
ing, sensitivity, appreciation, and Teéspect for humap

Courage the growth of Competent, Caring, loving, and
lovable People” (p. xiv),
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derstanding considers curriculum as inert and lifeless.
Conceiving curriculum more dynamically, as currere,
is more aligned with a postmodern vision (Pinar &
Grumet, 1976; Pinar & Reynolds, 1992). This vision
conceives curriculum as “the race,” not merely the
“course.” Curriculum as currere is vibrant, interactive,
and challenging rather than a static course of studies
to be completed. Teachers engage and create curricu-
lum in order to meet the needs of students. Students in
tumn “live” the curriculum by exploring, creating, and
transforming meanings. Curriculum can become the
means by which students and teachers alike can find
self-expression. Curriculum is a search for meaning in
the sense that opportunities are provided for students
to interact actively by questioning taken-for-granted
assumptions, developing personal perspectives, €x-
ploring how content may be relevant to contemporary
experiences, and realizing infinite possibilities and
individual potentialities.

Instruction, too, is ongoing and dynamic. It is
not merely, in a modern version, a decision-making
process of how best to use the system of knowledge
embodied in a curriculum. In a postmodern view, in-
struction is not separate from curriculum.! Rather,
instruction is viewed as the living manifestation of
curriculum—extending, interpreting, creating, growing,
and becoming. Instruction is a goal-setting, reflective
process in which educators make specific decisions
about curriculum and how best to engage students in
learning. While instruction may provide only a gen-
eral direction, teaching becomes concerned with vital-
izing the humanness of the person—offering concrete
possibilities and opportunities for growth and under-
standing by allowing students to be actively engaged
in learning. Teaching, thus, is an active process of
making curriculum and instruction come alive.
Leamning, in the Deweyian sense then, is “something
the individual does when he studies. It is an active,
personally conducted affair” {Dewey, 1916, p. 390).
The extent to which we provide opportunities for stu-
dents to actively and personally engage curriculum,
we then demonstrate our concern for them as indi-
viduals. Supervision, tao, in a postmodern era, is not
merely inspectional and evaluative, but a continuous
process by which teachers and others may delve more
profoundly into how curriculum, instruction, and
teaching might be betier suited to meeting individual
needs and interests (Glanz & Neville, 1996).

What we educators do (i.e., curriculum, instruc-
tion, supervision, and teaching) is ultimately entwined
with being in the sense that we provide opportunities
for growth. Curriculum, instruction, and supervision
are tools by which we assist people to acquire not only
requisite skills for a postmodern era, but ways of de-
veloping a sense of self, a sense of meaning, human
intelligence, and purpose. In doing so, we fulfill our
mission. We realize that teaching is much more than
merely transmitting knowledge and utilizing scientifi-
cally-derived teaching skills. Fundamentally, effective
teachers are trying to help the young grow and de-
velop as human beings. In the end, what loftier pursuit
and more meaningful goal is there than engaging our
students in exploration of self, identity, and purpose.

Conceiving curriculum, teaching, and supervi-
sion in a postmodemn way enables the individual to
explore and become conscious of one’s sensibilities
and cognitive capabilities. The responsibility is surely
awesome. But what are the alternatives? Can we, as
committed beings, deprive our students of their exis-
tential reality? Can we somehow constrain our stu-
dents from becoming spontaneous, creative, and con-
scious? [ think not.

Of Interrelationships

Figure | illustrates a view of the interrelation-
ships among administration, curriculum, instruction,
teaching, learning, and supervision. Administration is
that process that establishes a milieu conducive to
instructional improvement, curriculum development,
innovative teaching, and improvement of the quality
of learning. Administrators are not merely concermed
with logistics or “administrivia,” but are instructional
leaders, knowledgeable about interrelationships
among curriculum, instruction, teaching, and learning,
and are individuals who encourage instructional im-
provement through stipervision. As such, the big “A”
hovers over other components in an almost protective,
yet nurturing fashion. Administrators, as leaders, are
aware of the social and political dynamics that im-
pinge on the system overall and are cognizant of theit
ultimate responsibility to promote student learning
Administrators are essential agents in any attempt 1
influence student learning positively due to theb
unique vantage point in the schoo! organization.



Societal Influences

Figure 1: Interrelationships Among Administration, Curriculum, Instruction, Teaching, Learning, and Supervision

Curriculum, instruction, teaching, and learning
are not unrelated activities, but occur in mutual har-
mony with each other. Modemnist conceptions view
curriculum and instruction as separate entities, as they
do teaching and learning. For these educators, curricu-
lum is the WHAT of education and instruction is the
HOW. Teachers translate prescribed curricular and
instructional strategies sO that students may learn. For
the postmodern educator, problems of instruction can-
not be solved in isolation of wider curricular concems,
nor can the teaching-leaming process be somehow
divested from instructional or curricular issues. The
teaching-learning process is intimately entwined with
matters involving curriculum and instruction. In other
words, instructional decisions are made through a
careful consideration of the interaction among curricu-
lum, teaching, and Jearning. Similarly, curricular de-

cisions consider factors involving instruction, teach-
ing, and leamning. Leaming is not merely an outcome
of instruction, curriculum, or teaching, which is a
modem notion influenced largely by the school effec-
tiveness research. Leamning, however, is a process in
and of itself that is not only influenced but influences
the design of curriculum, teaching, and instruction.
Leamners in 8 postmodern era assume responsibility
for learning. Although each educational entity main-
tains its integrity and uniquencss, a postmodernist
might view each as equal parmers in an attempt to
provide quality educational programming.

While administration may facilitate curricu-
Jarfinstructional renewal and encourage teaching-
leamning, supervision, derived from administrative
theory, as a process and function concems itself more
specifically with all four facets: instructional im-
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provement, curriculum development, teaching in the
classroom, and the learning process. As such, super-
vision supports instruction, curriculum, teaching, and
learning.

Modernist conceptions have dominated dis-
course in the field of supervision. The modemnist ap-
proach relies on the empirical-analytical sciences and
emphasizes the technical aspects of the supervision
process. The applied science approach portrays 8 hier-
archical relationship between supervisor and teacher.
In May’s (1989) words, “This conception Suggests
that supervisors are experts and teachers are not. . . .
This view of teaching and/or supervision carries sev-
eral labels which embody a theme of control: direc-
tive, executive, behavioristic, or positivist” (p. 729).

Using this approach implies that supervisors di-
agnose problems in the classroom after a series of
close cbservations. Supervisors then prescribe a par-
ticular course of action and teachers are expected to
incorporate the suggested changes. Suggestions of-
fered are drawn from a research base, albeit often nar-
rowly defined. Suggestions pertaining to classroom
management skills and specific teaching strategies are
common. The applied science approach is technically-
oriented, hierarchical in its organizational structure,
and most often associated with the more traditional,
conservative views of supervision. This model is often
called directive or evaluative supervision.

More in line with postmodern views of supervi-
sion is an “interpretive-practical approach.” This ap-
proach, reflecting “person-centered” supervision, es-
chews prescriptive-type supervision. “Uniform an-
swers to educational problems are viewed as impos-
sible to apply because practical problems are seen to
be context bound, situationally determined, and com-
plex” (p. 729). The supervisor is not the overseer or
prescriber, but the guide, facilitator, or confidante.
Relying on enhanced communication and shared un-
derstandings, this approach encourages interpersonal
and collegial aspects in the supervision process. This
model is often called consultative or collaborative
supervision. Clinical supervision, embodying neo-
progressivism, ~may characterize this approach
(Hopkins & Moore, 1995).

Postmodernism would also embrace an approach
to supervision, described by May (1989), that encour-
ages reflective action on part of teachers and supervi-
sors. Going beyond mere collaboration in developing
instructional goals, this approach challenges teachers
1o “examine the moral, ethical, and political dimen-
sions embedded in everyday thinking and practice” (p.
730). Aiming to raise teachers’ consciousness and

critical awareness of the sociopolitical contexts in
which they work, emancipatory Supervisors challenge
teachers to take risks and construct knowledge for
themselves {e.g., Bowers & Flinders, 1991; Waite,
1995).

A postmodern view, it seems to me, although
embracing a more progressive paradigm for practice
than evaluative supervision would not dispel more
traditional approaches (€.8., directive supervision)
when warranted. Varied models of supervision are
welcomed. Supervision in this view can be conceived
as that function or process which stresses a wide array
of strategies, methodologies, and approaches aimed at
improving instruction and promoting educational
teadership as well as change. Those concerned with
supervision may then work on curriculum develop-
ment, staff development, school-wide reform strate-
gies, action research projects, and mentoring while at
the same time may utilize directive, collaborative, or
empowering methods. Supervision is supervision Te-
gardless of the context in which it is practiced (e.g-,
preservice and/or inservice settings). Supervision as
such doesn’t become meaningless or lacking purpose.
Rather, supervision is pliable enough to meet 2 wide
range of instructional needs. Remaining responsive to
diverse demands would be the field’s greatest assel.

Fundamental Principles: A Summary

A postmodemn view of the interrelationships
among Various educational entities {(€.g., curriculum,
instruction, teaching, learning, administration, and
supervision) Suggests that:

1. Education is best served by carefully consid-
ering ways in which entities relate to and af-
fect each other.

2. Supervision and curriculum development are
complementary processes.

3. Curriculum and instruction are intimately
connected.

4. Administration and supervision as related
Processes function to support teaching,
learning, curriculum, and instruction, albeit
in different ways.

5. Leaming is not merely an outcome 10 be
measured, but a process by which learners
actively and intentionally engage curriculum.

6. Postmodernism challenges educators t0o €x-
plore interrelationships among various edu-
cational entities and acknowledges the com-
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plexities in educational engagement and that
predictability and uniformity need to be
supplanted by indeterminacy and electicism.
{English, 1994)

7. Education is ultimately about the human
quest for meaning and possibility.

Note:

1. Those who regard curriculum and instruction as sepa-
rate realms envision supervisors as primarily concerned with
improving instruction, and the development of curriculum
the focus of “educational policymakers and subject-matter
specialists” (Tanner & Tanner, 1987, p. 179). Under this
scenario, teachers are oflen bypassed in implementing new
curricula. Adminisurative fiat, top-down management, and
“teacher-proof” cumicula prevail. Many reforms of the
1960s and 1970s reflect such a modernist orientation.
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