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[bookmark: _GoBack]The Tyler rationale responded to definitive historical developments in US education during the first half of the twentieth century, including the growth of school enrollment, the emergence of curriculum development as a specialized professional role, the development of educational assessment, and the expansion of teacher training. Tyler’s rationale emerged during the 1920s and 1930s from his field work with school teachers and university faculty, his efforts to clarify educational purposes, his development of test construction techniques, and his invention of educational evaluation as an alternative to educational measurement. Tyler designed the course Education 360 to engage his students in a process for developing curriculum and instruction for particular students in particular educational settings; the syllabus he prepared for his students was intended as a study guide. Understood in the historical context in which it was developed, Tyler’s rationale is notable for its embrace of three curriculum sources, its conception of education essentially as experience, its approach to assessment as evaluation rather than as measurement, its approach to curriculum development as a problem-solving process, and its commitment to teacher participation in the development of curriculum and instruction. This is to say that Tyler’s rationale is much more than the four questions he posed. 
After its publication in 1950, for twenty years, the approach to developing curriculum and instruction that Tyler articulated in Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instruction went unchallenged until Herbert Kliebard’s (1970) unsparing reevaluation of many of Tyler’s assertions. Depicting Tyler’s rationale as «revealed doctrine» (p. 259) in the US curriculum field, Kliebard dismissed Tyler’s use of three sources for educational purposes as «simple eclecticism» (p. 260), rejected Tyler’s representation of the Committee of Ten’s curriculum recommendations (pp. 261-62), suggested that Tyler’s model was value neutral (p. 265), associated it with Franklin Bobbitt’s (1918, 1924) approach to activity analysis, characterized Tyler’s call to use philosophy as a screen for tentative objectives as «trivial, almost vacuous» (p. 266), portrayed Tyler’s rationale as «relentlessly» step-wise (p. 267), and implied that Tyler’s definition of education was narrowly behavioristic (p. 268). Kliebard concluded that Tyler’s rationale «will always stand as the model of curriculum development for those who conceive of the curriculum as a complex machinery for transforming the crude raw material that children bring with them to school into a finished and useful product» (p. 270). For Kliebard, in the final analysis, Tyler’s rationale represented a «production model of curriculum and instruction» (p. 270). 
Not long after the publication of Kliebard’s (1970) critique, Antonelli (1972, p. 72), in what was mostly a biographical sketch of Tyler’s lifework, refuted Kliebard’s association of Tyler’s rationale with Bobbitt’s approach to job analysis, on the grounds that while job analysis almost exclusively drew from society as a source of educational objectives, Tyler (1949) also drew from the nature of the student and of subject matter in selecting educational purposes. Antonelli’s analysis subsequently seems to have been largely overlooked by curriculum scholars in the US, for during the 1970s and 1980s Kliebard’s critique of Tyler’s rationale seemed to assume the status of near orthodoxy, especially among so-called reconceptualist curriculum theorists looking to repudiate the historic field of curriculum development in order to turn curriculum scholarship increasingly away from school practice and toward expansive theoretical inquiries. 
About twenty years after the publication of Kliebard’s (1970) critique, Hlebowitsh (1992) reviewed the accumulated criticisms of Tyler’s rationale in the US curriculum literature. Focusing on the association of Tyler’s rationale with Bobbitt’s activity analysis, on the assertion that Tyler advocated highly specific objectives, and on depictions of Tyler’s model as behavioristic, irrefragably linear, and philosophically neutral, Hlebowitsh found that these claims were problematic largely because they were based upon misrepresentations of what Tyler actually wrote – findings which Kliebard (1995) dismissed. Subsequently, Hlebowitsh’s attempt to correct misrepresentations of Tyler’s rationale seems to have had little impact, as US curriculum scholarship continued to interpret Tyler’s model as an impossibly linear, behavioristic, and narrowly technical model of curriculum construction (e.g., Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery & Taubman, 1995, pp. 148-49; Ellis & Fouts, 1997; Slattery, 2006, pp. 52-53; Marsh & Willis, 2007, p. 72). Such renderings also have spread from the general curriculum field to other fields, such as adult education (Sork, 2000) and music education (Hanley & Montgomery, 2002; see Wraga, 2016). 
1 Including Danish, Dutch, German, Japanese, Portuguese, Spanish, and a Nigerian edition in English. Ralph W. Tyler Papers, Special Collections Research Center, University of Chicago Library. 
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