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This essay suggests a way for creating a curriculum for the future amidst the challenges of 
post-modern uncertainty. Curriculum discourse in the past has been dominated by widelyaccepted 
key questions, which produce and maintain curricula that are essentially fragmented and 
reductionistic, and directly opposed to the essential demands of the holistic nature of life. The 
essay proposes a contemporary curriculum philosophy that is fundamentally heuristic, with a 
radically eclectic, contingent character. 
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The curriculum’s epitaph—a crisis 
 
The word ‘crisis’ seems to have a visible presence in present-day curriculum discourse 
(Macdonald 2003, Wraga and Hlebowitsh 2003). Furthermore, the crisis is characterized by 
descriptors such as ‘anachronism’, ‘disarray’, ‘schism’, and ‘very wrong’ (Slattery 1995, McGinn 
1999, Westbury 1999, Macdonald 2003). The vision and philosophies that underpinned the 
curriculum in the past were less plagued by crisis—they served the needs of their eras effectively 
and efficiently. However, as Slattery (1995: 245) has noted, ‘these theories, despite their 
contributions to previous generations, have proved to be impotent in the face of growing turmoil 
in the modern world’. This inability of the past to prepare us for the future is highlighted by 
Oliver and Gershman (in Slattery 1995: 244) when they say ‘we are at the end of an age, so that 
its metaphors and symbols no longer explain where we have been nor inform us about what next 
to do’. 
 
The obsession with content and the premise of fragmentation as a requirement for the curriculum 
are the primary contemporary criticisms directed at the traditional curriculum (Hindess 1972, 
Kleinig 1973, Watt 1976, Evers and Walker 1983, Wraga 1999). As Miller (1990: 315) 
maintains, every facet of present-day schooling is still saturated with the reductionistic world-
view that parcels the world into ‘departments’ and ‘subjects’ for ‘mechanized efficiency’ and 
‘scientific management’. Because we are caught up in this world-view, and much of our thinking 
is still imprisoned within it, it is imperative that we take note of what Bohm (1980: 1) writes 
about the dangers of this fragmentation: ‘fragmentation is now very widespread … [T]his is 
leading to a kind of general confusion of the mind, which creates an endless series of 
problems and interferes with our clarity of perception so seriously as to 
prevent us from being able to solve most of them’. 
 
The consequences of living amidst such perpetuated fragmentation are reflected in our way of 
life. It has brought about pollution of every kind imaginable: It has disturbed the balance of 
nature and sent it hurtling towards ultimate destruction. It has created an unmanageable 
population explosion in spite of a world-wide HIV/AIDS pandemic—a fatal paradox. It has given 
us global economic disarray and confusion within a money-driven order, and has left us with 
political disorder and vulnerability to war and global terrorism. Consequently, the individual 
‘has developed a widespread feeling of helplessness and despair’ (Bohm 1980: 2). 



 
The fruitless attempts to unite the fragmented reality of education and restore a moral-aesthetic 
dimension by simply adding ‘inter-disciplinary subjects’ to the curriculum are symptomatic of 
this lack of understanding. These ‘subjects’, e.g. life-skills education, environmental education, 
sex education, anti-drugs education, moral education, values education, HIV/AIDS education, 
etc., serve mainly to add even more separate fragments. There is little doubt that our current 
world-view, and the fragmentation of the curriculum resulting from it, has become intolerable. As 
Slattery (1995: 248) has put it: 
 
Contemporary society, like education, has reached the apex of modernity, an absurd psychodrama of self-
destruction Modernity does not offer a vision of order in chaos, a whole to part relationship, or a global 
experience in the local context. 
 
Fragmentation of education in all its variations may be safe and comfortable for students, 
teachers, and administrators—because it is familiar and is designed for mechanistic management 
and efficiency. It is not surprising that teachers and students find security in a minimalist 
curriculum where disciplines and departments are isolated, where knowledge is separated from 
the learner, where meaning is sought without context, where learning is judged on memorization, 
and where competition is immortalized. Unfortunately, the destructive power of such 
fragmentation is all too evident and should serve as a strong incentive to attempt, and to arrive at, 
a contemporary curriculum philosophy. This parallels Lyotard’s (1985) warning that absolute 
standards and generalized categories (fragments), produced by ‘grand narratives’ and legitimized 
as universal truths, should be seriously questioned. In fact, the construction of any contemporary 
curriculum theory calls for a complete shattering of the notion that curriculum is the pursuit of 
knowledge as universal truth. 
 
As we have indicated, it is more than the criticism of fragmentation that should propel us into 
seeking a curriculum for the future. We must also break free from the paralyzing shackles of the 
modern era in order to find a relevant curriculum philosophy as a foundation on which we can 
construct a new vision of education, and a curriculum for the future. Such a foundation must also 
address the yearning for meaning and holism that is conspicuously absent in the writings of 
Lyotard and other post-modern thinkers (Lyotard 1985, Tarnas 1991: 395–410). 
 
Beyond reductionist knowledge: exploring post-modernism 
 
Proposing a curriculum philosophy and a hypothetical curriculum frame for post-modern times is 
risky. We nevertheless argue that such a project is both fruitful and necessary and we will 
undertake this endeavour in the sections that follow. 
 
The loss of meaning—truth eradicated 
 
The modern epoch has created a positivist scientific consciousness of progressive 
disenchantment, increasing non-participation, rigid distinction, and total separation of mind and 
matter (Berman 1988: 16)—‘providing an increasingly unworkable and dangerous blueprint for 
human thought and activity’ (Tarnas 1991: 409). The alienation between subject and object that 
Berman (1988) found in his exploration of the epistemology of science convinced him that 
something was wrong with our entire Western worldview: ‘Western life seems to be drifting 
toward increasing entropy, economic and technological chaos, ecological disaster, and ultimately, 
psychic dismemberment and disintegration’ (p. 15). We contend that the reason for the crisis 
Berman identifies is the breaking-down of the fundamental relationships that gave meaning to life 
and living. We have lost meaning in an ultimate philosophical and religious sense. When meaning 



is lost, value systems and the individuals and communities that live by them start to crumble—
and we lose our sense of being. This leaves us with a crucial intellectual question that looms over 
our time: Is the current state of profound metaphysical and epistemological irresolution 
something that will continue indefinitely and take a more radically disorienting form as the years 
and decades pass? Is this state the ‘entropic prelude to some kind of apocalyptic denouement of 
history’—or does it represent ‘an epochal transition to another era altogether’, an era that will 
bring forth a new form of civilization and a subsequent new world-view with fundamentally new 
and different ideals and principles from those that have compelled the modern world through its 
course (Tarnas 1991: 410)? Some characteristics of this new form of civilization may be depicted 
as the emergent epoch in our journey  through the ages (see table 1 at end of article). 
 
Not only our civilization but the future of the human spirit and that of the planet is hanging in the 
balance. As a pre-requisite for answering the questions proposed by Tarnas (1991), we have to 
agree with Berman (1988: 23) that ‘some type of holistic, or participating, consciousness and a 
corresponding socio-political formation have to emerge if we are to survive as a species’. 
Tarnas’s plea is one of profound desperation: ‘If ever boldness, depth, and clarity of vision were 
called for, from many, it is now’ (p. 413). 
 
Envisaging potential—truth revealed 
 
It is, first of all, the opening of vision as a way of access to beings and Being that is required to 
engage in the exploration of a curriculum for the future. It is opening our eyes to the 
dimensionality of Being within the life-world of our experience that reveals the field of 
possibilities that we call existence (an authentic potentiality-of-Being). Most important, perhaps, 
that vision is a capacity of our being, and as such it is an achievement involving the process 
of development (Levin 1988: 5–14). 
 
How is vision, this practical activity which is part of our endowment, linked to development? 
Levin (1988: 419) provides us with an explanation that has its roots in philosophy itself. 
Philosophy is derived from a Greek word that means ‘love of wisdom’. However, wisdom is 
meaningless without love of truth. Truth (in Greek, aletheia) is opening, unconcealment (as 
opposed to truth as correctness or correspondence). Truth is, therefore, a visionary experience that 
‘calls for a distinctive epistemological and ontological attitude; it takes place when there is a 
practice of truth which lets things come forth, lets things present themselves in their own way—
on their own terms’. As a human experience, truth, manifested through vision, contains a vital 
social context, which integrates its association with development. It is a process of seeing in the 
others the potential of which even they are not aware, and helping them to realize that they may 
maximize it. Such a vision opens them to their own-most, inner-most, individual truth, and it is 
productive of self-development. It is the vision of the seer that subsequently produces the truth of 
the essential richness in the open dimensionality of Being in others. The vision that gathers such 
truth creates a capacity to see much more clearly and much more concretely beings and Being as 
it is interconnected in a web of life (Capra 1996). This restores meaning to Being—which we so 
sadly have lost. The human capacity to see in this way maximizes human potential through its 
realization and fulfilment (Levin 1988: 454). 
 
The ethics of truth—‘ecology’ as metaphor 
 
Since vision produces the truth of human potential to be realized, it requires an ethical practice of 
that truth, because the consequence of this production is a corresponding moral character with 
underpinning values. Helping others to be true to themselves in this context requires a practice of 
truth ‘rooted in the wholeness of heartfelt caring’ for the humanity in us. ‘And this means 



caring for the development of our potentiality-for-being-human: our capacity, our predisposition, 
our response-ability as human beings’ (Levin 1988: 18). There could be little that is more 
fundamental than caring in education. Fortunately, ‘the essence of humanism is not will; it 
consists, rather, in our capacity for caring’ (Levin 1988: 22). However, also this capacity needs to 
be developed. 
 
‘Education is Being’ (Berman and Aoki 1991: 15), and within the postmodern condition we 
agree. However, what would be the most appropriate context for education? The ideas of Bateson 
(Berman 1988: 234, 235) become critically important for thinking about education for the 21st 

century. Thus, Berman (1988) concludes, after his investigation on the disenchantment of the 
world, that a holistic, ‘ecological’ world-view will reenchant our fragmented world. This is the 
same root metaphor Bateson gives us—‘ecology’, a natural system that includes humans and 
other life forms sustained through information and energy exchanges’ (Berman 1988: 276). 
Bowers and Flinders (1990) also suggest thinking of a classroom as an ecology, especially with 
regards to the sociology of knowledge seen as mental ecology. However, even more important, 
ecology as metaphor not only suggests an interdependence wherein humans and all the other 
biotic forms of life are interconnected and interdependent upon the entire abiotic environment, 
sharing the same information and food chain. It also provides the basis for understanding what 
constitutes moral behaviour: ‘a whole new set of moral imperatives that both clarify the limits of 
acceptable human behaviour and creates the possibility of rediscovering a way of understanding 
what was integral to the lives of ancient peoples’ (Bowers and Flinders 1990: 235). 
 
Being constitutes the ontological, fundamental interconnectedness of all phenomena. It requires 
the opening of vision to reveal the significance of our intra-personal and inter-personal 
relationships and our relationship with nature (living and non-living). It necessitates an ethical 
engagement with the development of our, and other’s, moral character and value systems—to 
root them in caring for everyone and everything as the essence of being human. This gives an 
integrated, interrelated meaning to existence as realizing human potential in every domain of 
human existence—physically, mentally, emotionally, socially, and spiritually—as a holistic 
entity. This is the postmodern philosophical foundation from which we want to construct a 
curriculum for the future. 
 
The wholeness of truth—a moral quest 
 
In other words, moral education is pivotal in the construction of any curriculum for the future. 
Furthermore, the recognition of the interconnectedness and interrelatedness of all phenomena 
integrates moral education into an understanding that education must be holistic. Thus, the 
discussion of the ‘Universal cultural values to be cultivated by education for global ethics’, the 
UNESCO International Commission on Education for the 21st Century (UNESCO 1996: 244–
245) incorporates into its vision such extended fields of human existence as: 
 
� A spirit of caring; 
� Awareness of human rights combined with a sense of social responsibilities; 
� Values of social equity and democratic participation in decision-making and government; 
� Understanding and tolerance of cultural differences and pluralism; 
� A co-operative spirit, an enterprising spirit, and creativity; 
� Sensitivity to gender equality; 
� Open-mindedness to change; and 
� A sense of obligation to environment protection and sustainable development. 
 



The recommendations of this UNESCO commission can be read alongside the work of Noddings 
(1992, 1993, 1995, 2002), who advocates ‘caring’ as a keynote value for education. For 
Noddings, moral education is characterized by the kind of caring that moves away from a 
personal frame of reference into the frame of reference of others. Moral education is a practical 
act of emotional empathy—whether joy or sorrow—that transforms all participants in their being 
and doing. Caring embraces the essence of human experience, and is very different from a 
narrow-minded ‘character’ education (Noddings 2002). For such acts to become not only 
developmental but transformational, they must draw on the power of proximity to encounter 
personal narratives in the sharing of our personal stories (experiences, feelings, emotions), 
models of dynamic interconnected cooperation, and actual personal experience in the practice of 
caring (Tatum 2000: 81). 
 
The following quotations from texts about the context of moral education in practice ultimately 
and inextricably relate moral education to our holistic view of education: 
 
� ‘guiding students on an inner journey toward more truthful ways of seeing and being in the 
world’ (Palmer 1998: 6); 
� ‘the ancient and abiding human quest for connectedness with something larger and more 
trustworthy than our own egos’ (Palmer 1999: 6); 
� ‘when relationship is growth-producing, it results in five good things: increased zest, a sense of 
empowerment, greater knowledge, an increased sense of self-worth, and a desire for more 
connection’ (Miller 1988: 67); 
� ‘our goal is to affirm identity, build community and cultivate leadership in a way that prepares 
our students for the 21st century’ (Tatum 2000: 81); 
� ‘we are educating our students to be effective agents of change’ (Niebuhr 1996a: 8); 
� ‘teachers are moral change agents’ (Fullan 2001: 16); and  
� ‘Because we still seek to provide an education which can be transformative and that will move 
us closer to an equitable and just society for all, we must facilitate the emergence of the spiritual 
energy I saw released in my classroom. … Change does not come easily or without a struggle. 
When I look at the lives of change agents, past and present, what I find in the core of what they 
do is a strong sense of connectedness to the greater good, a strong sense of spirituality. If the 
development of one’s spiritual life is a component of maintaining one’s stamina, then as 
educators concerned with cultivating leadership, we must also cultivate spiritual growth and 
development, the capacity for connection’ (Tatum 2000: 82). 
 
The truth about wholeness—a contemporary curriculum foundation 
 
In view of this philosophical foundation, a paradigm for education based on the relation-axes 
model of Wielemans (1993) is probably one of the best attempts at expressing the nature of an 
appropriate curriculum of education for the future. Wielemans’ (1993) research on the images of 
man in the sciences led him to recognize the fundamental dimension of relatedness. This 
recognition requires a curriculum that focuses on the intersections between possible human 
relationships: humans and nature; humans and other humans, with their institutions; and humans 
themselves. The human competences with which these human relationships intersect are, e.g. 
constructing meaning: observing, describing, experiencing, quantifying, interpreting or 
conceptualizing; technical: projecting and planning; ethical: morally acting, valuing and 
evaluating; aesthetic: producing creatively; and spiritual: creating ultimate meaning. 
 
 
 
 



For us, this model has the following implications: 
 
� The basis for general formative education is situated in the fundamental relations in life and 
focuses on the general competencies to be mastered. 
� The traditional subjects disappear in favour of integration, co-ordination, and overcoming of the 
barriers to effective relatedness. 
� New dimensions of learning come to the fore. 
� Traditional hierarchies and opposites fall away, i.e. theory/practice or the natural/human 
sciences. The rigidity of traditional subject content is cast aside in favour of the integration of 
new knowledge and/or structures so as to make the curriculum immediately relevant. 
� By way of a continuous creative endeavour, the teacher must seek to provide optimal learning 
experiences for the learner. 
 
It is clear that this model focuses on both wholeness as opposed to fragmentation and on the 
competencies to be mastered as the requirement for a future curricula. However, we should 
extend the basic principles in Wieleman’s model and incorporate them in the principles contained 
in the holistic vision for education. Clark (1997) contends that the underlying principle of unity, 
where everything is connected to everything else, is at the heart of the holistic paradigm. In spite 
of the separateness, conflict and competition perceived at surface layers, there is a connectedness 
(see Waldrop 1992). ‘Holistic education includes those human depth dimensions that do account 
for a spiritual basis for reality’ (Flake 2002: 290–292): 
 
� Educating for human development, that is realizing human potential; 
� Honouring learners as individuals, that is meta-learning—learners taking responsibility for their 
own learning and development; 
� The central role of experience, that is active, experiential, constructivist, problem-based 
learning; 
� A new role for educators, that is as facilitators of learning to realize human potential; 
� Freedom of choice, that is acquiring intra- and inter-personal life-skills; 
� Educating for participatory democracy, that is co-operative learning— learners helping others to 
learn and develop; 
� Educating for ethnic and cultural diversity and global citizenship, that is acquiring life-skills to 
become versatile and flexible; 
� Educating for ‘earth literacy’, that is restoring the alienated subjectobject, mind-matter 
relationship; and 
� Spirituality in education, that is, restoring the spiritual basis of reality. 
 
Such a curriculum philosophy, constructed within the model of Wielemans (1993), has to be 
viewed with the urgency and seriousness required by a world in a state of educational paralysis. 
However, as Aspin and Chapman (1994: 11–12) contend, ‘it is the working out of ad hoc theories 
to apply to currently pressing and perplexing issues, topics, and problems thrown up in and by 
such key human activities as education, medicine, social welfare, politics, government, and 
economics’. It is, therefore, not a priori preconceptions of structured knowledge, nor a set of 
judgements and prescriptions relating to desirable cognitive activities and cultural values that 
should determine the curriculum. Rather it is the proliferation of urgent daily problems 
increasingly pressing on modern men and women that suggests the path along which curriculum 
design should advance. These problems provide the agenda for curriculum action. The task is to 
identify the array of problems that press on us today and adopt a pragmatic approach to their 
solution (Aspin and Chapman 1994: 13). 
 
 



Authentic learning—a contemporary curriculum passage 
 
Thus, one approach to curriculum design, a kind of problem-based learning, is gaining impetus, 
especially in higher education (Duch et al. 2001). There are many interpretations of problem-
based learning, but at the bottom it is a curriculum designed around real-life problems. It seeks 
authentic learning, with a dual emphasis on both competency-development and the construction 
of meanings that cut across artificial (i.e. subject content) boundaries (Barrows 1986, Bridges 
1992, Albanese and Mitchell 1993, Young 1998).  
 
The ‘problems’ in the traditional curriculum are analytical, and suitable for multiple-choice tests, 
because they (a) are clearly defined; (b) come with all the information needed to solve them; (c) 
have only a single right answer which can be reached by a single method only; (d) are  
disembedded from ordinary experience; (e) have little or no intrinsic interest; 
and (f) are not offered as examples of the relevance of prior learning. They are exercises for 
applying information already learned in a subjectbased approach. 
 
On the other hand, the types of problem suitable for a problem-based curriculum need to be 
original, real-time urgent puzzles that needs to be solved right now because the dissonance 
experienced is too much to bear. The purpose of such an authentic problem is to provide a trigger 
for the use of creative problem-solving skills, as well as providing a focus for a search for 
the appropriate information and skills that might be necessary to understand the problem and the 
possible processes towards resolution(s). Such problems tend to: (a) be ill-structured; (b) require 
information-seeking and skills that have not yet been acquired; and (c) have various acceptable 
methods and solutions. Such problems should effect the enhancement of life at the very moment 
the problem has been resolved (Barrows and Tamblyn 1980: 18, Slabbert 1997, Claxton 1999, 
Van Loggerenberg 2000). 
 
Variations of problems exist. Some may be existing problems that desperately need solutions. 
Others may not be initiated by an existing problem, but sprout from a desire to improve the 
quality of life—making a problem where none has existed, so to speak. Some place emphasis on 
social issues, others on individual needs, persistent life-situations, prominent areas of living, 
while others may seek to reconstruct society (Mancall et al. 1992). Dealing with and solving such 
problems, or improving the quality of life, should be pivotal in curricular activities. As Aspin and 
Chapman (1994: 15) suggest, they require from a learner, 
 
engagement in a number of forms of intellectual activity and critically skillful thinking, so that our coming 
generations can not only begin to understand their difficulty, complexity and multifariousness but also start 
to help present generations begin to make tentative moves towards their solution. 
 
Cutting-edge research in experimental psychology, cognitive science, artificial intelligence, and 
neuroscience is leading us towards a new, and practical, understanding of cognitive growth and 
development and the way in which the nature of knowledge itself is changing as a consequence. 
This research demonstrates increasing understanding of the intricacies of the brain–mind 
instrumentation for acquiring and generating knowledge (Claxton 1999). We need to enhance the 
brain–mind potential of our students through a curriculum constructed to prepare our students to 
meet the challenges of real life: the curriculum should be dynamic, flexible, responsive to rapid 
changes in all areas of life, including work, life, morals, and leisure. 
 
What is, in fact, most important about an authentic problem-based curriculum is that such a 
curriculum provides for the opening of vision. Although vision cannot simply be equated to 
intuition, its relationship towards awakening the inner eye cannot be denied: 



 
The intuitive mode is characterized by engagement of the will, involvement of the senses, receptivity, a 
quest for understanding or meaning, and a facilitative tension between subjective certainty and objective 
uncertainty. (Noddings and Shore 1984: xiv) 
 
The intuitive is a spontaneous, non-rational act of grasping the meaning, significance, or structure 
of a problem without explicit reliance on any analytical explanation. In this sense the creation of 
knowledge depends on two processes. The first is perceptual and intuitive and works through 
imagination to reveal what is real. The second is conceptual and logical and draws on the intellect 
and composes ‘knowledge’. Even more vital is that, with the emphasis on real-life problems to be 
solved, a problem-based curriculum inevitably generates the environment for experiential 
learning for moral development. 
 
In this regard one of the most interesting contexts for moral education flows from Noddings and 
Shore’s (1984: 203) suggestion that moral education could be approached intuitively. When this 
happens, ‘we refuse to “think” the persons we engage; instead, we encounter them directly—we 
receive them, feel what they feel, and put our motivational energies into their service’.  
 
Intuition is fundamental to solving problems of all kinds and in all domains of human existence, 
but it is even more essential for discovery and creativity, and it is sustained by spiritual 
intelligence (Zohar and Marshal 2000). It is for this reason that Noddings and Shore (1984: 40) 
suggest that ‘students must come to recognize the potential of becoming a seer in dealing 
with the problems of school and life’.  
 
Constructing truth—a contemporary curriculum criterion 
 
Needless to say, an approach to a curriculum of the kind that we have outlined requires a set of 
guidelines for curriculum planning. What is needed are criteria of stability, consistency, and 
coherence—to guard against what could become a somewhat anarchical situation. Such criteria 
have been articulated by Dewey, Vygotsky, and Bruner as well as by their present-day 
successors, e.g. Ackerman (1980), Gutmann (1987), Mendus (1989)—the idea of ‘education for 
democracy’ in which stability, consistency, and coherence are created through the recognition of 
every individual’s ‘aspirations, values, and visions’ in a socially- and morally-constructed society 
(Senge et al. 1994: 14). If we are serious about such a criterion, it means that our learners will be 
dealing with problems that will necessitate, as Aspin and Chapman (1994: 17) put it: 
 
nothing less than the highest degree of engagement in those intellectual forms of knowledge and criticism 
that enable students as future citizens to understand past causes, monitor and appraise the present situation, 
and plan how to act in the future. 
 
It must be obvious that such a criterion rejects those concepts of knowledge proposed by, e.g. 
Benjamin Bloom and his followers with their taxonomies, and many other curriculum theorists. 
For them, ‘knowledge’ refers to those facts, concepts, rules, and sets of propositions that can 
easily be transferred and memorized—to be repeated on demand in assignments and assessments. 
‘Understanding’ for these theorists is achieved through ‘explanation’; and ‘understanding’ is 
provided when something is repeated ‘in one’s own words’. Such activity is obviously but ‘a step 
above’ the knowledge-reproduction and -recycling that pertains to little more than sheer memory, 
although it is regarded to be on an apparently higher level in a hierarchy of cognitive operations. 
 
The concept of knowledge required by the criterion of education for democracy as the basis for 
curriculum planning is constructed through the process of open and public communication: 



 
though claiming to be objective in its intersubjectivity, [knowledge is] highly uncertain, highly unstable 
and liable to refutation. It refers not to facts, nor to mathematical certainties, nor to empirical verifiabilities; 
it exposes instead, and indeed draws attention to, the theoretical frameworks within which knowledge-
claims are formulated and articulated, and exposes them to critical scrutiny, error elimination, and every 
possible attempt at disconformation. (Aspin and Chapman 1994: 20) 
 
It is obvious that values are incorporated within the process of knowledgeconstruction. 
Knowledge and values are not distinct entities but are integrated in a holistic concept. It is this 
holistic concept, of the wholeness of the curriculum, secured by a constructivist concept of 
knowledge which must be the foundation of a post-empiricist curriculum philosophy. The 
curriculum can no longer be seen as a rigid, stable, unchangeable body of traditionally 
valued ‘knowledge’. Its intention must be to maximize human potential, to enable learners to 
create the future they want (as opposed to becoming victims of an unknown future). The 
curriculum must be seen as a dynamic process involving large-scale and rapid epistemic change 
in the dimensions of planning, delivery, and assessment. 
 
Teacher education—contemporary curriculum implementation 
 
We have been discussing the curriculum. However, it is obvious that the same philosophy applies 
to the curriculum for teacher education. Teachers implement, and create, the curriculum; they 
must understand the complexity and ambiguity of the world—in contrast to the world-view 
portrayed by the dominant paradigm. 
 
Thus, the demands on teacher education far exceed the requirement of preparing prospective 
teachers to prepare standardized lesson plans with clearly-formulated, mandatory outcomes. The 
post-modern paradigm exposes this modernist standardization as nothing more than pure folly. 
Education, and consequently teacher education, must recognize that learning ‘depends absolutely 
on being able to acknowledge specific uncertainties— unsettled questions for which we will 
never know the answers’ (Senge et al. 1994: 501). Uncertainty is the human experience. 
 
Steinberg and Kincheloe (1995: xi–xii) contend that the post-modern situation requires the 
restoration of meaning and the demolition of the wall ‘separating bricks of truth and virtue, values 
and facts, and curriculum and social justice’. This same concern was earlier expressed by 
McLuhan (Armstrong 1991: 175) when he contended that the child of the television and cyber era 
is attuned to up-to-the-minute ‘adult’ news: violence, crime, war, death, inflation, strikes, 
disasters, and perpetual crises. No wonder that the child of the 21st century is bewildered by an 
educational establishment in which ‘information is scarce but ordered and structured by 
fragmented, classified patterns, subjects and schedules’ (Armstrong 1991: 175). Teachers must 
ensure the building of a post-modern community that seeks to understand lived experience and 
the self in relation to others and the world. Teachers must violate the restrictions of the traditional 
standardized lesson plan with a celebration of the novel, different, unfamiliar, unexpected, 
unusual, and even what may have traditionally be regarded as absurd. ‘The insurrection is out of 
control’, say Steinberg and Kincheloe (1995: xi), ‘and the post-modern hermeneutics will no 
longer obey the curriculum authorities, passively execute the official methodologies of instruction 
or accept the radical orthodox interpretations of the canonical texts’. Prospective teachers, 
and consequently teacher educators, must be educated in ways that let them explain the 
importance of the interpretative act, as it might bear on students. 
 
 
 



Living life—the framework for contemporary curriculum 
 
Thus, in the post-modern paradigm, meaning is constructed. However, the limited constructivist 
vision that we now have is far exceeded by the possibility of a curriculum which creates 
opportunities for the realization of human potential that manifests in self-understanding (Slabbert 
1997: 134–155), ‘when self-understanding results from the synergistic unification of intellect, 
body, spirit, and cosmos’ (Steinberg and Kincheloe 1995: xi). Participants in the curriculum 
discourse must become participants in a human quest for meaning in which the exploration of life 
itself is central. 
 
This corresponds with the philosophy of practical reason that Meyer (1994) suggests is the way 
out of the discursive paralysis of the present and a way into the rebuilding of a learning culture. 
There are five guiding principles, as suggested by Slattery (1995: 252–257), for curriculum 
development in the post-modern era: 
 
� Restoring wholeness through the construction of meaning in pluralist epistemologies that 
constitute the individual as a potential diversity of faculties and inter-relatedness. 
� A process approach that respects the unique development of the individual and the inter-
relatedness of all experiences. 
� Hermeneutics as central to the process of the lifelong learning of learners and teachers—in that 
it radically changes both learners’ and teachers’ traditional roles. Slattery (1995: 253) clarifies 
this in the following way: 
 
Teachers must be lifelong learners and students must be leaders of instruction. A hermeneutic circle must 
be formed in classrooms where the discourse is shared, empowering, emerging and tentative. This is a 
dramatic break with modern bureaucratic curriculum paradigms. 
 
� Construction of meaning as a result of hermeneutic exploration, recognizing that meaning is 
constructed from experience. 
� Curriculum viewed primarily as ‘currere’, which refers not to the racecourse etymology of 
‘curriculum’, but to the running of the race, which emphasizes the individual’s own capacity to 
reconceptualize her or his own autobiography. As Schubert (1986: 33) writes: 
 
The individual seeks meaning amid the swirl of present events, moves historically into his or her own past 
to recover and reconstitute origins, and imagines and creates possible directions of his or her own future. 
 
A contemporary curriculum philosophy is, therefore, fundamentally an endeavour situated in 
living, real life, experienced in the form of a problem in the broadest sense of the word—a 
problem, existing or generated, that seeks solutions. This understanding has evolved as a 
consequence of the phase-four world seen in table 1, and has formidable implications for 
education and curricula. 
 
Of course, none of us are really able to predict what an appropriate curriculum, or structure for a 
curriculum, for a post-modern world should be. Curriculum designers and implementers alike 
must seek to translate the philosophy and foundation we envisage into interpretations of a 
curriculum framework. Our proposal for such a framework would use the analogy of a spherical 
shape that has no beginning or end, no front or back, and no top or bottom, and as such 
constitutes integrated wholeness. It is multi-dimensional and can only be described if at least 
three of its dimensions, represented by three axes, the x-, y- and z-axes, are known. Each axis, in 
this context, represents the meta-themes of the whole, as seen in figure 1 (at the end of the article) 
on the x-axis, the competencies and skills to be cultivated through education; on the y-axis, the 



problems that are authentic and relevant for a particular group of students; and on the z-axis, the 
variety of contexts in which the problems prevail. A particular point within this sphere may be 
represented by x, y, z, and brings together a particular competence (skill) to be cultivated by 
engaging in a particular problem within a specific context, which in turn provides a focus area for 
a fruitful opportunity for learning—as one point within the multi-dimensional sphere. 
 
A myriad of such x, y, z-points, that is fruitful learning opportunities, exist on various levels of 
complexity within such a curriculum framework, and continually metamorphose into a fresh, 
responsive curriculum sphere. Depending on a particular point, for example, in history, or in time, 
or in an individual’s life/identity, or in a nation’s or community’s existence, various x, y, z-points 
of immediate relevance can be highlighted and given a superordinate position—to fall back to a 
subordinate position when another, more relevant situation presents itself. Only through exploring 
more and more points of the sphere will ‘reality’ become known, that is unconcealed.  However, 
the curriculum sphere does not drift in a vacuum. It is surrounded by a ‘philosophy’ that  
maintains its holistic character through its teachers. Their caring invigorates the ‘ecological’ 
system; the consequent synergy releases life’s most valuable asset—human potential.  
 
The representation of the curriculum as a dynamic sphere allows for the eclectic nature of a 
curriculum to emerge. As Slattery (1995: 266–267) concludes, post-modern curriculum 
development is: 
 
radically eclectic, determined in the context of relatedness, recursive in its complexity, autobiographically 
intuitive, aesthetically intersubjective, phenomenological, experiential, simultaneously quantum and 
cosmic, hopeful in its constructive dimension, radical in its deconstructive movement, liberating in its post-
structural intents, empowering in its spirituality, ironic in its kaleidoscopic sensibilities, and ultimately, a 
hermeneutic search for greater understanding that motivates and satisfies us on the journey. 
 
Curriculum revival—an adventure 
 
Although it is clear that a phase-four world is staring us in the face, it seems as though we have 
been beaten into submission—accepting our condition to be no more advanced than a phase-two 
world—rather than recognizing our complacency and fighting it with vigour. Unless we wake up 
to the challenge of a change to forms of curricula which maximize human potential, destruction 
of our civilization will be the result (Hall 1976: 4). It may well be true that none of us really know 
what an appropriate curriculum should be, what structure it should assume, or what is should 
contain, but uncertainty is a fundamental of learning to live in the fourth-phase world. However, 
uncertainty is also a powerful motivating force, compelling human beings to explore and create 
the future (Koestler 1972: 112). 
 
The post-modern world creates the future. It follows that it is highly problematic, if not well nigh 
impossible to document/specify/outline curricula for it. It is life itself which becomes the 
curriculum, and living it becomes education. Currere becomes what it was in ancient Greece, 
paideia, the adventure of discovering and living one’s potential. We will not see formal 
curricula in the fourth-phase world. We will look at life and find it there— where it is lived. 
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